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General Information about This Document 

Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), has prepared this Final 

Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) for the proposed project 

located in Nevada County, California.  Caltrans is the lead agency under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Caltrans is the lead agency under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The document tells you why the project is being proposed, 

what alternatives have been considered for the project, how the existing environment could be 

affected by the project, the potential impacts of each of the alternatives, and the proposed 

avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures.  The Draft Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Assessment circulated to the public for 45 days between August 25,  202 

and October 8, 2021.  Comments received during this period are included in Chapter 4.  

Elsewhere throughout this document, a vertical line in the margin indicates a change made 

since the draft document circulation.  Minor editorial changes and clarif ications have not been 

so indicated.  Additional copies of this document and the related technical studies are available 

for review at Caltrans, District 3, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901.  This document may be 

downloaded at the following website https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-3/d3-

programs/d3-environmental/d3-environmental-docs. 

Alternative Formats: 
For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in Braille, in large 

print, on audiocassette, or on computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, 

please call or write to Department of Transportation, Attn: Stacie Gandy, EEO/Safety Office, 703 

B Street, Marysville, CA  95901; (530) 218-0632 (Voice) or use the California Relay Service 

(800) 735-2929 (TTY to Voice), (800) 735-2922 (Voice to TTY) or 711. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-3/d3-programs/d3-environmental/d3-environmental-docs
https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-3/d3-programs/d3-environmental/d3-environmental-docs
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Summary  

NEPA Assignment 

California participated in the “Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program” (Pilot 

Program) pursuant to 23 USC 327, for more than five years, beginning July 1, 2007 , and ending 

September 30, 2012.  MAP-21 (P.L. 112-141), signed by President Obama on July 6, 2012, 

amended 23 USC 327 to establish a permanent Surface Transportation Project Delivery 

Program.  As a result, the Department entered into a Memorandum of Understanding pursuant 

to 23 USC 327 (NEPA Assignment MOU) with FHWA.  The NEPA Assignment MOU became 

effective October 1, 2012, and was renewed on December 23, 2016, for a term of five years.  In 

summary, the Department continues to assume FHWA responsibilities under NEPA and other 

federal environmental laws in the same manner as was assigned under the Pilot Program, with 

minor changes.  With NEPA Assignment, FHWA assigned and the Department assumed all of 

the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) Secretary's responsibilities under 

NEPA.  This assignment includes projects on the State Highway System and Local Assistance 

Projects off the State Highway System within the State of California, except for certain 

categorical exclusions that FHWA assigned to the Department under the 23 USC 326 CE 

Assignment MOU, projects excluded by definition, and specific project exclusions. 

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state and federal 

environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in 

compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA. Caltrans is also the 

lead agency under CEQA. In addition, FHWA’s responsibility for the environmental review, 

consultation, and any other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for th is 

project are being, or have been carried out by Caltrans pursuant to 23 United States Code 

Section 327 (23 USC 327) and the Memorandum of Understanding dated December 23, 2016 

and executed by FHWA and Caltrans. 

Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not lead to a determination of 

significance under NEPA. Because NEPA is concerned with the significance of the project as a 

whole, often a “lower level” document is prepared for NEPA. One of the most common joint 

document types is an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA). 

After receiving comments from the public and reviewing agencies, a Final EIR/EA was 

prepared. The Final EIR/EA includes responses to comments received on the Draft EIR/EA 

(Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination).  Caltrans has identif ied Alternative 3B Roundabouts 

as the preferred alternative.  

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/mous-moas-agreements
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/mous-moas-agreements
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/mous-moas-agreements
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If the decision is made to approve the project, a Notice of Determination will be published for 

compliance with CEQA, and Caltrans will decide whether to issue a F inding of No Significant 

Impact (FONSI) or require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for compliance with NEPA. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the FONSI will be sent to the af fected units of federal, state, 

and local government, and to the State Clearinghouse in compliance with Executive Order 

12372. 

Overview of Project Area 

The scope of this project is encompassed by Segment 11 (NEV PM 0.00/R14.475) which is a 

14.48 mile stretch of two- and four-lane conventional highway beginning at the Placer/Nevada 

County line and continuing north to the SR-20 junction in Grass Valley. This segment is a major 

roadway connecting Grass Valley and Nevada City with I-80 in Auburn to the south. It is the 

lifeline for much of Nevada County’s freight and lumber traffic and provides access to 

recreational attractions. This segment of SR-49 experiences AM and PM Peak Hour congestion 

and is currently operating at Level of Service E.   

The City of Grass Valley proposes to extend the existing freeway south about one mile and has 

proposed a new interchange near Crestview and Smith Road as shown in the Grass Valley 

2020 General Plan.  

A Class III Bike Lane is proposed for the portion of SR-49 between Alta Sierra Drive and 

McKnight Way and is considered a priority route; however, shoulders along this stretch are 

inadequate. Any type of work done in this section will include shoulder widening consistent with 

Caltrans bikeway design standards. A number of improvement projects are included in this 

segment, including widening, intersection improvements, auxiliary lanes, repairing storm 

damage, and constructing a class III bicycle lane.  

Past and future projects within or near the study area are listed in the table below: 
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Table S-1 Projects along SR-49 

 

Purpose  

The purpose of this project is to improve operations, mobility, and safety of vehicular traffic, 

pedestrians, and cyclists on SR 49 by: 1) Constructing northbound and southbound Truck 

Climbing Lanes and segments of auxiliary lanes to improve operations, 2) Reducing the severity 

and frequency of collisions at public road intersections and roadways, 3) Reducing cross 

centerline collisions, 4) Bringing the roadway up to meet current design standards, 5) Providing 

a safe route for animals to cross the highway through a connection that would reduce the 

potential for animal and vehicle collisions, 6) Implementing identified improvements in the 

Nevada County Active Transportation Plan, which identif ies SR 49 as planned for Class III 

bicycle facilities and notes the need for continuous standard shoulders. 

Need  

This segment of the SR-49 corridor experiences AM/PM peak hour congestion that impact 

operations and exacerbate safety issues.  The SR 49 corridor is identified in the Caltrans 

California Freight Mobility Plan as a Tier 3 freight facility on the Highway Freight Network and 

the study identif ies SR 49 as having a high deficiency for goods movement mobility in the base 

year, and in the no-build forecast.  Due to hilly terrain in the project limits there are segments 

northbound and southbound with elevation gains that reduce truck speeds and create a need for 

truck climbing lanes to separate slower moving vehicles.  Segments within the project limits 

have non-standard vertical curves that limit sight distance.  Numerous access points along SR 

49 create high-speed versus low-speed conflicting movements for local traffic accessing the 

highway.  Lack of median and limited distance between travel lanes creates potential f or 

crossover accidents.  Lack of a safe way for animals to cross SR-49 within the project limits 

resulted in seven collisions involving animals (all deer) from January 2016 to December 2018. 
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Existing shoulders do not meet design standards required to accommodate pedestrians, 

bicyclists, disabled vehicles, and enforcement activities.   

Proposed Action 

The project proposes to improve operations and mobility, which would improve safety on SR 49 

in Nevada County from post mile 10.8 to R13.3 through the addition of northbound and 

southbound truck climbing lanes outside an urbanized area, 16-22 foot median with barrier, 10-

foot shoulders, right turn lanes and two at-grade access-controlled intersections.  

Two build alternatives have been developed for the project: Alternative 3A (signals) and 3B 

(roundabouts). 

Under Alternatives 3A and 3B, SR 49 from La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road to the 

Grass Valley city limits would be widened to have two lanes in the northbound direction, two 

lanes in the soundbound direction, and a median barrier. Frontage roads would be constructed 

to connect Allison Ranch Road to Bethel Church Way and Smith Road to Taylorville Road at the 

Grass Valley city limits. 

Joint CEQA/NEPA Document  

The proposed project is subject to Federal and State environmental review requirements 

because Caltrans proposes the use of Federal funds from FHWA and/or the project requires an 

approval from FHWA. Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with 

both CEQA and NEPA. Under CEQA, Caltrans is the lead agency. FHWA’s responsibility for 

environmental review, consultation, and any other actions required by applicable Federal 

environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by Caltrans pursuant to 

23 USC 327 and the MOU dated December 23, 2016 and executed by FHWA and Caltrans. 

With NEPA Assignment, FHWA assigned and Caltrans assumed all of the USDOT Secretary’s 

responsibilities under NEPA. This assignment includes projects on the State Highway System 

and Local Assistance Projects off of the State Highway System within the State of California, 

except for certain categorical exclusions (CE) that FHWA assigned to Caltrans under the 23 

USC 326 CE Assignment MOU, projects excluded by definition, and specific project exclusions.  

After receiving comments from the public and reviewing agencies, a Final EIR/EA was 

prepared. The Final EIR/EA includes responses to comments received on the Draft EIR/EA 

(Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination).  Caltrans has identif ied Alternative 3B Roundabouts 

as the preferred alternative.  

If the decision is made to approve the project, a Notice of Determination will be published for 

compliance with CEQA, and Caltrans will decide whether to issue a Finding of No Significant 

Impact (FONSI) or require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for compliance with NEPA. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the FONSI will be sent to the affected units of federal, state , 
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and local government, and to the State Clearinghouse in compliance with Executive Order 

12372. 

Coordination with Agencies 

Nevada County Transportation Commission 

As the project sponsor, The Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) has 

been involved in all stages of the planning and project development process; including, 

attending Project Development Team (PDT) and public meetings and interactions with 

external stakeholders. 

Notice of Preparation 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published on July 14, 2020. It was filed with the 

State Clearinghouse and sent to the appropriate officials, agencies, and interested 

parties. A copy of the NOP is included in Appendix C, Notice of Preparation. 

Necessary Permits and Approvals 

In addition to the completion of CEQA and NEPA documentation and project approvals by the 

lead and responsible agencies, the following permits, licenses, agreements, and certifications 

(PLACs) are required for project construction  

Table S-2 Permits and Approvals  
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Table S-3. Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives 
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Table S-4 Summary of CEQA Impacts 
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Chapter 1. Proposed Project  

Chapter 1  

1.1.  INTRODUCTION  
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA), is the lead agency under the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA).   Caltrans is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA).   

Caltrans proposes to improve operations and mobility on SR 49 in Nevada County from 

post mile 10.8 to R13.3 through the addition of northbound and southbound truck climbing 

lanes outside an urbanized area, 16-22-foot median with barrier, 10-foot shoulders, right 

turn lanes and two at-grade access-controlled intersections.  

This project is funded through the Caltrans’ State Transportation Improvement Program 

(STIP) under the funding source 20.XX.075.600. Nevada County Transportation 

Commission (NCTC) programmed funds from their Regional Improvement Program (RIP) 

under the 2020 STIP as follows: 

• $3,900,000 for Project Approval and Environmental Documentation (PA&ED) 

• $3,000,000 for Plans, Specifications, & Estimates (PS&E)  

• $1,200,000 for Right-of-Way Support in Fiscal Year (FY) 2021/22  

NCTC anticipates $30,840,000 of RIP and $37,960,000 of Interregional Improvement 

Program (IIP) funding from future cycles (FY 2021/22 through FY 2040/41) to complete 

funding of Alternative 3. 

SR 49 acts as a lifeline route to several communities in Nevada, Placer, and Sierra 

Counties, and is the major interregional state highway connecting to the Interstate 80 

gateway.  This project is the top regional priority of Nevada County Transportation 

Commission (NCTC) and strong local support exists for improvements that will increase 

safety and improve operations on SR 49, which has a history accidents and fatalities in the 

corridor.  The project segment serves as the gateway to the City of Grass Valley, the 

economic hub of western Nevada County.  Volumes of both local traffic, interregional, and 

goods movement freight traffic have increased, and the State highway facility have become 

an integral part of the local circulation system in addition to serving tourist, goods 

movement, and interregional traffic.  It is estimated that 30% of the County work force is 

using this route as a primary commute route to major employment centers outside of the 

County, resulting in over-capacity traffic demand during peak commute periods.  The 
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corridor also provides a key connection to specialized medical services provided outside 

Nevada County, access to higher education institutions, and access to goods and services 

within and outside of the county. 

Tourism traffic that is important to the regional and state economy increase congest ion and 

exacerbate safety issues throughout the year.  The 2014 Bay to Tahoe Basin Tourism 

Impact Study indicated that during the summer peak tourism season approximately 34% of 

the traffic on SR 49 is tourism related traffic.  Tourism spending over the ten-year study 

period showed steady increase of tourism spending in Nevada County and indicated that 

the City of Grass Valley has experienced a strong Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) 

collection growth of 15% per year.  It is reasonable to assume that as tourism increases 

and associated traffic increases, increases in tourism related traffic contribute to the further 

deterioration of Level of Service (LOS) for SR 49, which currently operates at LOS E during 

peak periods. 

The SR 49 corridor also plays a key role in providing interregional multi-modal connectivity 

as an interregional public transit corridor, providing Gold Country Connects (formerly Gold 

Country Stage) Route 5 express fixed route transit service between Nevada and Placer 

County and connections to the Amtrak Capital Corridor Inner-City Passenger Rail, Auburn 

Transit, and Placer County Transit at the Auburn Conheim Mult imodal Station in Auburn.  

Gold Country Connects Route 5 passengers can transfer to Placer County Transit, which 

provides access to the Watt Ave. Light Rail Station or via Amtrak Thruway buses access 

the Capitol Corridor to Sacramento and the Bay Area.   

The SR 49 corridor is identified as a Strategic Interregional Corridor in the Caltrans 2015 

Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan and the Caltrans California Freight Mobility Plan 

as a Tier 3 freight facility on the Highway Freight Network and is designated as a terminal 

access route for Surface Transportation Assistance Act trucks.  The 2015 Caltrans District 

3 Goods Movement Study identifies SR 49 as having a high deficiency for goods 

movement mobility in the base year, and the no-build forecast.   

The project segment if officially designated by FHWA as a Critical Rural Freight Corridor 

under 23 U.S.C. 167(g).  Both SR 20 and SR 49 are utilized in combination as an 

Emergency Detour Route when Interstate 80 between Emigrant Gap and Colfax is closed 

due to major accidents, wildfires, maintenance activities, and construction; and both are 

designated to handle STAA oversize and CA Legal Trucks.  Anytime Interstate 80 is closed 

north of Colfax, truck traffic and passenger vehicles can be detoured onto SR 20 to SR 49 

and back onto I-80.  When I-80 is closed south of Colfax truck traffic and passenger 

vehicles can be detoured onto SR 174 connecting them to SR 20/SR 49 and back onto I -

80.  Data collected by the Caltrans District 3 Traffic Management Center ind icate that 

between 2004 and 2014 there were 188 closures of Interstate 80 where truck traffic and 

passenger vehicles were rerouted onto SR 20 and SR 49.  Estimates indicate $4 to $8 

million dollars of commerce travel over I-80 at Donner Pass every hour.   
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1.2.  PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

1.2.1.  Purpose 

 

• (1) Improve operations resulting from AM/PM hour congestion. 

• (2) Improve goods mobility in the project area. 

• (3) Reduce the severity and frequency of collisions at public road intersections and 

roadways.  

• (4) Reduce cross-centerline collisions. 

• (5) Modify the exisitng roadway to meet current design standards. 

• (6) Address reduced truck speeds resulting from increasing roadway elevations in 

both directions. 

• (7) Provide a safe route for animals to cross the highway that would reduce the 

potential for animal/vehicle collisions. 

• (8) Implement improvements identified in the Nevada County Active Transportation 

Plan for SR 49, including Class III bicycle facilities and continuous standard 

shoulders. 

• (9)  Separate slower moving vehicles from vehicles travelling at normal speeds to 

improve operational-related congestion. 

1.2.2.  Need 

• (1)This segment of the SR-49 corridor experiences AM/PM peak hour congestion 

that impacts operations.   

• (2) The SR 49 corridor is identif ied in the Caltrans California Freight Mobility Plan 

as a Tier 3 freight facility on the Highway Freight Network and the plan identif ies SR 

49 as having a high deficiency for goods movement mobility in the base year, and 

in the no-build forecast.   

• (3) Numerous access points along SR 49 create high-speed versus low-speed 

conflicting movements for local traffic accessing the highway.   

• (4) The absence of a median and limited distance between travel lanes creates 

potential for crossover accidents.   
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• (5) Segments of the road have curves that limit sight distance.   

• (6) Due to hilly terrain in the project limits, there are segments northbound and 

southbound with increasing elevation which reduces truck speeds.  

• (7) Lack of a safe way for animals to cross SR-49 within the project limits resulted in 

seven collisions involving animals (all deer) from January 2016 to December 2018.  

• (8) Existing shoulders do not meet design standards required to accommodate 

pedestrians, bicyclists, disabled vehicles, and law enforcement activities.   

• (9) The project segment is desingated by the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) as a Critical Freight Corridor under 23 U.S.C. 167(g). 

1.2.3.  Level of Service: 

Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions  (Table 1-1) 

that assigns a letter rating, from A (the best) to F (the worst). These ratings represent the 

perspective of drivers and are an indication of the comfort and convenience associated 

with driving. LOS D is identif ied as the target LOS for this segment of SR 49. For this 

project, a project impact occurs when:  

• a highway segment or an intersection worsens from LOS D or better under the no-

build alternative to LOS E or worse under a build alternative or  

• the operational performance worsens for a highway segment or at an intersection 

operating at LOS E or worse under the no-build alternative. 
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Table 1-1. Level of Service (LOS) 

 
 

Within the project limits, existing conditions during the AM peak hour  result in SR 49 

operating with LOS E conditions in the northbound direction and LOS D in the southbound 

direction. During the PM peak hour, all segments operate at LOS E conditions.  

Traffic Collisions: 

Based on a Selective Collision Rate Calculation done by District 3’s Office of Traffic Safety, 

a total of 62 collisions were reported within this project’s limits from January 1, 2016 to 

December 31, 2018 as shown in Table 1-2. During this period, the reported collisions were 

as follows: 

• 48 percent were rear-end or side swipes 

• 21 percent were hit objects 

• 13 percent other accident types 

In the three-year period, 62 collisions occurred with no fatalities. The fatality and injury 

collision rate is less than the statewide average for similar facilities although the actual total 

collision rate is approximately the same as the corresponding statewide average. Notably, 

neither the actual fatality collision rate nor the fatality and injury collision rate exceed their 

respective statewide average collision rates. 

Table 1-2 below is the collision rate summary for the project.  
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Table 1-2. Three-Year Collision Data 

 
 

1.2.4.  Independent Utility and Logical Termini 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] 771.11[f]) require that the action shall: 
 

1. Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters 
on a broad scope; 

2. Have independent utility or independent significance (be useable and be a 
reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the 
area are made); and, 

3. Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable 
transportation improvements.  

This project does not require the completion of other projects to be a functioning and a 

stand-alone project, therefore, the project has independent utility.   

Logical termini is defined as (1) rational end points for a transportation improvement, (2) 

rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts.  

The project starts from 0.1 mile north of La Barr Meadows Road to McKnight Way, outside 

the Grass Valley city limits. At La Barr Meadows Road, the project would tie-in to the La 

Barr Meadows Project (EA 03-2A690) completed in 2014. The points at which the project 

begins and ends make sense given the scope of work and environmental impacts studied 

within and/or adjacent to the project are broad enough to encompass the project as a 

whole.  Intersections, connecting streets and driveways within the project area would not 

require an additional project to extensively modify, widen, add lanes, etc. to accommodate 

the proposed project. Therefore, the project has logical termini.  

1.3.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to improve safety, 

operations and mobility on State Route (SR) 49 in Nevada County from post mile 10.8 to 
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R13.3 through the addition of northbound (NB) and southbound (SB) truck climbing lanes 

outside an urbanized area, 22’ median with barrier, 10’ shoulders, right turn lanes and two 

at-grade access-controlled intersections. The installation of a (12’ X 12’) animal crossing 

box culvert with fencing will greatly reduce collisions involving deer or other animals. This 

project is proposed to be constructed in three phases based on funding availability. The 

construction of northbound and southbound segments of truck climbing lanes and auxiliary 

lanes will result in improved operations, mobility, greater travel, reliability and efficiency for 

the movement of goods on SR 49. 

In phase one proposed construction consists of a northbound truck climbing lane and a 16’ 

wide continuous two-way left-turn-lane which will reduce the number of incidents of cross 

centerline, rear end and sideswipe accidents. Widening of exterior shoulders to 10’ 

standard width in phase one, along with the installation of both shoulder and centerline 

rumble strips will assist fatigued or distracted drivers who drift out of their travel lane. 

These 10’ shoulders will also accommodate bicyclists, pedestrians, and disabled vehicles. 

Construction of right turn deceleration/acceleration lanes in the southbound direction at 

Crestview Drive, Smith Road, Bethel Church Way and Wellswood Way in phase one, 

coupled with the two-way left-turn lane will allow traffic either leaving or entering SR-49 to 

move out of the primary travel lane into a dedicated lane to make their turning movements 

or to safely accelerate and join traffic flow in their direction of travel. Operations will be 

improved through the installation of Traffic Management Systems. Existing culverts in poor 

condition within the project limits will be rehabilitated and extended, pavement will be 

rehabilitated, and lighting will be upgraded to standard. 

The wider shoulders and two-way-left-turn lane should also serve a series of other 

essential purposes: 

• It should allow drivers needing to make left turns to access homes, businesses, 

cross streets, agricultural areas, etc., a lane outside the through lanes to decelerate 

and stop safely to make their turning movement. 

• It should allow drivers needing to make a left turn from access points including 

homes, businesses, cross streets, agricultural areas, etc., onto SR-49 a place to 

turn into and either wait until safe or to immediately accelerate to join through traffic 

in their direction of travel. 

• It should act as a soft median buffer for errant vehicles that depart the through lane  

due to inattention, distraction or fatigue to self-correct prior to entering the opposing 

lanes of traffic. For drivers on a two-lane facility, it can be challenging to perceive a 

driver in the opposite direction that may be slowing or stopped in preparation for a 

turning movement, however, with a continuous two-way left- turn lane, drivers can 

immediately perceive a vehicle in the two-way left-turn lane and they can react 

accordingly. 
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In Phase 2, SR-49 from La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road to the Grass Valley 

city limits would be widened to have two lanes in the northbound direction (constructed in 

Phase 1), two lanes in the southbound direction, and a two-way-left-turn lane median lane 

(constructed in Phase 1).  In addition to the widening provided under Phase 1, a 

southbound through lane would be added during Phase 2 to provide passing opportunities.   

Under Alternatives 3A and 3B, SR-49 from La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road to 

the Grass Valley city limits would be widened to have two lanes in the northbound 

direction, two lanes in the soundbound direction, and a median barrier. Frontage roads 

would be constructed to connect Allison Ranch Road to Bethel Church Way and Smith 

Road to Taylorville Road at the Grass Valley city limits. Other than Wellswood Way, 

existing driveway and local street access to SR-49 to and from the west would be closed 

from Allison Ranch Road to Bethel Church Way, and access provided to the frontage road 

instead. Similarly, existing SR-49 access to and from Smith Road and Crestview Drive 

would be closed in favor of the new intersection to be located between Smith Road and 

Crestview Drive. All other access points would be limited to right-in and right-out 

movements. In addition, four right turn lanes would be rehabilitated, additional safety 

features would be provided, TSM and lighting elements would be upgraded.  
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Figure 1-1.  Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 1-2.  Project Location Map 
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1.4.  ALTERNATIVES  

 

Build Alternatives: No-Build Alternative and 2 Build Alternatives  
 

1.4.1.  No-Build (No-Action) Alternative 

The no-build alternative would maintain the existing roadway conditions.  LOS would continue to 

degrade, roadway congestion would not be reduced nor would right turn pockets, pavement 

rehabilitation or culverts be upgraded; therefore, the purpose and need of the project would not 

be met. 

1.4.2.  Build Alternatives 

 
Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives 3A and 3B: 

 
Phase 1 of 3A & 3B:  

• Construct an additional northbound through lane the length of the project (approx. 2.5 

miles) 

• Construct a 16-foot wide two-way-left-turn-lane 

• Extend existing shoulders to the standard 10-foot width 

• Rehabilitate four right turn lanes into turn-pockets off SR-49 at Crestview Drive, Smith 

Road, Bethel Church Way and Wellswood Way 

• Construct animal crossing/s 

Phase 2 of 3A & 3B: 

• Construct an additional southbound through lane the length of the project (approx imately 

2.5 miles) 

Phase 3 of 3A & 3B:  

• Construct a 22-foot wide concrete median barrier 

• Construct sound walls on the west (approximately 7000 feet) and east (approximately 

5000 feet) sides of SR-49 

• Construct frontage roads 

• Add safety features, such as, shoulder and centerline rumble strips, reflective pavement 

markings and recessed delineators 

• Add Transportation System Management (TSM) elements, such as, census stations, 

mass transit bus stops and shared bikeway 

• Add lighting elements on both sides of the highway spaced every 250 feet  
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Figure 1-3.  Project Alternatives 
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1.4.3.  Unique Features of Build Alternatives  

Alternatives 3A:  

• Construct two signalized intersections at Smith Road and Crestview Drive 

All intersection turning movements would be provided at only two intersections along the 

corridor: Wellswood Way and a new intersection to be located between Smith Road and 

Crestview Drive. 

Alternatives 3B: 

• Construct two roundabouts at Smith Road and Crestview Drive 

All intersection turning movements would be provided at two roundabouts along the corridor: 

Wellswood Way and between Smith Road and Crestview Drive. 

1.4.4.  Identification of the Preferred Alternative  

On September 7, 2021 and September 22, 2021 during the public comment period, Caltrans 

presented the proposed project alternatives to the public at the virtual open houses. While 

attendees inquired about the project in general, no one stated a clear preference for one 

alternative over the other. 

After the comment period closed, Caltrans received six comment letters from the public and 

responsible agencies.  Upon reviewing the letters, no one stated a clear preference for one 

alternative over the other. 

On October 28, 2021, the Project Manager held a PDT meeting to decide on the preferred 

alternative. For the following reason, Caltrans has chosen Alternative 3B Roundabouts for the 

Preferred Alternative for the project. 

• 3B will require less right-of-way to be incorporated into the project; therefore, reducing 

our right-of-way impacts. 

• 3B provides traffic calming effects which reduces speeds and queuing; therefore, 3B 

increases safety along the corridor. 

• Roundabouts reduces accidents over signals; therefore, 3B would increase safety along 

the corridor. 

• As 3B requires less right-of-way; therefore, impacts to the Environmental Justice 

community will be reduced with roundabouts over signals. 

• 3B allows for a more free-flowing traffic movement through the corridor, which reduces 

tailpipe emissions while improving air quality. 



03 - NEV - 49 – 10.8/R13.3 
 

14  

• Roundabouts require less maintenance over signals, which reduces Caltrans 

Maintenance forces risk of injury while reducing maintenance costs over the design life 

of the structure. 

1.5.  PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED 
Table 1-3 lists the permits and coordination that would likely be required for the project. 

Table 1- 3. Permits and Approvals Needed  
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Chapter 2. Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures    

 
2.1.  TOPICS CONSIDERED BUT DETERMINED NOT TO BE RELEVANT 

 

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis carried out for the project, the following 

environmental issues were considered but no adverse impacts were identified.  As a result, 

there is no further discussion about these issues in this document. 

 

Coastal Zone - the project is not located within the coastal zone; therefore, there would be no 
effects to coastal resources.  
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers - the project is not located in an area with wild and scenic rivers; 
therefore, there would be no effects to wild and scenic river resources. 
 
Parks and Recreational Facilities - the project is not located near any park or recreational 
facilities; therefore, there would be no effects on parks or recreational facility resources. 
 
Floodplains - the project is not located within a 100-year or 500-year floodplain; therefore, 
there would be no effects to the 100-year or 500-year floodplain. 
 
Section 4(f) - there are no historic sites, parks and recreational resources, wildlife or waterfowl 
refuges, which meet the definition of a Section 4(f) resource, within the project  vicinity; 
therefore, this project is not subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) of the Depar tment of 
Transportation Act of 1966. 
 

Geology and Soils - Nevada County general plan indicates that Nevada County is not prone to 

earthquakes. A database search was conducted on the Department of Conservation/California 

Geological Survey site on 4/13/2020 that discovered no known faults per Earthquake maps: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/ in the project area.  The closest fault was in 

the Bangor Quadrangle in Butte County.  

A geotechnical report would be compiled during the PS&E phase of the project for project 

specific measures, should they be required. Additionally, Caltrans’ BMPs and Standard Special 

Provisions would be implemented; therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

 

  
 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmaps.conservation.ca.gov%2Fcgs%2FEQZApp%2Fapp%2F&data=02%7C01%7CKristen.Stubblefield%40dot.ca.gov%7C952c35e5dac244d7eb5808d7dc9f9e5a%7C621b0a64174043cc8d884540d3487556%7C0%7C0%7C637220450415416903&sdata=AbkVwwIO8HCyhJgSG1awrbcIFFNrwr5htATOkg1HT5A%3D&reserved=0
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Hydrology - research conducted by the Caltrans’ Hydraulics Branch on November 28, 2018 
indicates the following: According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Floodplain Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) dated February 3, 2010, the limits of the project are 
within Flood Zone X (outside of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain) or Minimal Flood Hazard 
Zone with respect to the 100-year and 500-year floodplains; therefore, no Floodplain Hydraulics 
Study is required and no impacts are anticipated. 

Timberland - the project is not located within any land use designated as Timberland 
Production Zones (TPZs); therefore, there would be no effects to timberland resources. 

 
Farmland - the land use designations for the project area are Industrial, Urban Medium Density 
Residential and Highway Commercial with no farmland having been identif ied within the study 
area; therefore, there would be no effects to farmlands. 
 
Community Character and Cohesion - the project would stay on the existing alignment and 
would not change the character of the study area because it would neither alter zoning, nor 
provide access to areas that are currently undeveloped. The proposed project would require 
property acquisitions, so some displacement would occur. These displacements would not be 
enough to cause changes to the regional population due to the relatively small number of 
relocations required. The Alternatives would not contribute to changes in the population 
characteristics of the region and study area; therefore, for the rationale mentioned above, there 
would be no effects on community character and cohesion. 
 
Utilities and Service Systems - during construction, all utilities and service systems would be 
maintained with no disruption of service; therefore, there would be no adverse impacts to 
utilities and service systems.  
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2.2.  HUMAN ENVIRONMENT  

 

2.2.1.  Existing and Future Land Use 

A Commmunity Impact Analysis was completed for the project (September 2020) by Caltrans, in 

accordance with Caltrans standards as defined in the Standard Environmental Reference. The 

information in this report has been prepared as a “blended” assessment to comply with both the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

and other substantive environmental laws applicable to the subjects addressed in the report. 

The purpose of this report is to provide information regarding social, economic and land use 

effects of the project so that final transportation decisions will be made in the public interest. 

This report is intended to clearly describe the relevant existing conditions and the potential 

socioeconomic impacts of the project. 

With an area of about 978 square miles, the County of Nevada is situated in the gold country of 

northern California. The county is located about 45 miles northeast of Sacramento, 130 miles 

northeast of San Francisco, and 12 miles southwest of Reno, Nevada. It is bordered by Sierra 

County to the north, Yuba County to west, Placer County to the South, and the State of Nevada 

to the east (see Figure 2.1). 

SR 49 runs north/south and is a major route in Nevada County, connecting the cities of Grass 

Valley and Nevada City. SR 20 and SR 49 also serve as an emergency detour route for I-80. 

SR 49 is the lifeline 

for much of Nevada 

County's freight 

and lumber traffic, 

and it also provides 

access to 

recreational and 

tourist attractions. 

To the west of 

Nevada City, this 

route continues in a 

northerly direction 

to the 

Nevada/Yuba 

County line.  

Figure 2-1. Nevada County 

 
Source: Nevada-County-map.jpg (4800×3263) (ncerc.org) 

http://ncerc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Nevada-County-map.jpg
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The Nevada 49 Corridor Improvement Project is located south of the city of Grass Valley in 

Nevada County between post miles 10.8 and 13.3. Most of the area is rural and has large 

pockets of undeveloped land. This foothill area of the Sierra is a combination of tree-covered 

rolling hills and stream channels, which have greatly affected road and utility locations.  

The land uses along the corridor are rural and medium residential, interspersed with commercial 

and light industrial. The parcels surrounding the project are zoned as Residential Agricultural, 

Light Industrial, Single-Family Residential, Public Highway Commercial, and Medium Density 

Residential with the Land Uses designations being Industrial, Urban Medium Density 

Residential, and Highway Commercial (see Figure 2.2). The undeveloped parcels include 

grasslands with native and non-native vegetation.  

There are no local projects in development within the project area. The table below (Table 2-1)  

lists the Caltrans’ projects within the project vicinity.   

                                      Table 2-1 Planned Projects Near SR 49 
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Figure 2-2. Nevada County District Zoning 

 
Source: Western-Nevada-County-Zoning-Map-PDF (mynevadacounty.com) 

  

https://www.mynevadacounty.com/DocumentCenter/View/12730/Western-Nevada-County-Zoning-Map-PDF
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2.2.2.  Consistency With State, Regional, and Local Plans  

Land use planning is governed by Nevada County. The Nevada 2019-2027 Housing Element 

Update for Nevada County explores resources and constraints for the county. The document 

examines Nevada County’s housing needs, as they exist today, and projects future housing 

needs.  

The Nevada 2019-2027 Housing Element Update sets community goals, objectives, and 

policies concerning needs, and it includes housing programs that respond to current and future 

needs within the limitations posed by available resources. It also details an eight-year schedule 

of actions the community is undertaking or plans to undertake to achieve its housing goals and 

objectives. 

According to the Nevada 2019-2027 Housing Element Update, between 2009 and 2018, 

housing construction within the County has averaged approximately 96 single-family units per 

year. During the same reporting period, 115 multi-family building permits were issued in Nevada 

County, which includes Accessory Dwelling Units. As shown on Table 2.2, the number of 

housing units constructed is broken down annually into the categories of  Single-Family, Multi-

Family, and Mobile Home Units. Figure 2.2 also shows the Vacant Land Inventory Grass 

Valley/Nevada City Area and the study area. 

As evident on Table 2.2, a slowdown in building permit issuance began after 2009, in which 

only 68 Single-Family building permits being issued. As reflected in Table 2.2, new construction 

activity in the unincorporated area experienced dramatic annual decreases beginning in 2010 

and continuing until 2013 where 95 building permits were issued. Beginning in 2014, building 

permit activity began to increase with the issuance of 72 single-family permits with activity 

peaking in 2016 with the issuance of 132 Single-

Family building permits before dropping slightly in 

2017 and then increasing to 167 single-family permits 

in 2018. As reflected on Table 2.3, 2014 was the first 

time in the past five years that the county has issued 

more permits for new Single-Family construction than 

prior years. 

Table 2.2 Ten Year Residential Construction 
Profile 

 

Source: 2019-2027 Housing Element Update Nevada County Housing 
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Figure 2-3. Vacant Land Inventory Grass Valley/Nevada City Area 

 
Source: Housing Element Update Nevada County Housing 
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Another regional document that analyzes growth is the Nevada County Regional 

Transportation Plan. The regional plan describes growth as expected to be moderate. The 

Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan describes that in the 2000, the total county 

population was reported at 92,033. By 2005, the county had 97,454, and population peaked at 

98,764 in 2010. The 2010 population represented a 7.3% increase overall since 2000 and 

translates to approximately 0.7% per year growth during the period. 

Between 2010 and 2012, population declined slightly to 97,637, or approximately -1.1%. Since 

2012, population has increased slightly to 98,193. The increase from 2012 to 2015 was 0.6%, or 

about 0.2% annually. The historic and current distribution of population for the county is shown 

in Table 2.3, Figure 2.4 and Figure 2.5. 

Table 2-3 Nevada County Population Distribution 

 
Source: Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan 
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Figure 2-4. Nevada County Population History 

 
Source: Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan 

Figure 2-5. City Population History 

 
Source: Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan 
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Nevada County General Plan 

The following General Plan Policies are relevant to and consistent with the proposed project.  

• Policy 1.2.3 The General Plan is intended to provide for the development of Nevada 
County as a balanced community with adequate amounts of land designated in each 
land use category to achieve a balance among housing, employment, retail and 
commercial services, recreation, and public facilities. 

 
• Policy 1.3.7 Within the Rural Center, sidewalks, multi-purpose pathways, bikeways, 

greenways and recreational trails should be internally integrated and also provide 
connectivity to adjacent neighborhoods and regional non-motorized trail systems. 

 
Policy 1.3.11 Encourage future improvements of public and private facilities/services to 
that which will enhance the specific character and lifestyle of Rural Regions. 

 
Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan 

The following polices are included in the Nevada Regional Transportation Plan and are relevant 

to the project.   

• Policy 2.3 Maintain and improve general public transportation services within Grass 
Valley and between Grass Valley and Nevada City. 

 

• G1: Improve multimodal mobility and accessibility for all people. 
 
• G1-P1 Manage and operate an efficient integrated system. 

 

• G1-P2 Invest strategically to optimize system performance. 
 

• G1-P3 Provide viable and equitable multimodal choices, including active transportation.  
 
The Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan 2015-2035 also describes the population 

projections to increase from 98,193 in 2015 to approximately 105,389 in 2025 and 110,224 in 

2035. It represents an increase of 12,031 persons or 12% over 20 years, or about 0.6% 

annually. Annual growth is expected to average about 0.7% from 2015 to 2025 but slow to 0.6% 

from 2025 to 2035. As Nevada County's population increases, additional demand will be placed 

on the existing transportation infrastructure. The analysis in the regional transportation plan 

reviews the need for improvements to existing facilities, as well as the need for new facilities .  

Environmental Consequences  

As described above, implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with state, 

regional and local plans; therefore, no conflicts are anticipated.  
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No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would not improve mobility and traffic operations in the study area, 

which is an important route through Nevada County. Many of the goals, policies, and actions in 

the General Plan are focused on maintaining a transportation system that is safe and efficient 

for all modes of  transportation.  

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

 No avoidance or minimization measures are necessary. 

2.2.3.  Growth 

Regulatory Setting 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which established the steps 

necessary to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, require 

evaluation of the potential environmental effects of all proposed federal activities and programs.  

This provision includes a requirement to examine indirect effects, which may occur in areas 

beyond the immediate influence of a proposed action and at some time in the future.  The CEQ 

regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1508.8) refer to these consequences as 

indirect impacts.  Indirect impacts may include changes in land use, economic vitality, and 

population density, which are all elements of growth.  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires the analysis of a project’s 

potential to induce growth.  The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2[d]) require that 

environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster 

economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 

indirectly, in the surrounding environment…”   

Affected Environment 

The analysis of growth-related, indirect impacts for this project follow the first-cut screening 
guidelines provided in Caltrans’ Guidelines for Preparers of Growth-Related, Indirect Impact 
Analyses (California Department of Transportation 2006).  
 
A two-phased approach is used to assess growth-related impacts 

 
• The first phase is the first-cut screening. The goal of the first-cut screening is to help 

identify the potential for growth and determine whether further analysis is necessary.  

• If necessary, the second phase involves the analysis of growth that is conducted if the 

first-cut screening analysis reveals that growth impacts could occur. 
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Nevada County has experienced slow population growth compared to other California counties. 

Between 2010 and 2018, Nevada County grew by 1%.  According to the California Department 

of Finance, the total population in 2018 was 99,155, and most of the population growth has 

taken place in the unincorporated area and the city of Truckee. The growth patterns in Nevada 

County have occurred within the unincorporated area of the county. 

Table 2-4 Population Estimates for Nevada County 2010-2018 with 2010 Census 
Benchmark 

 
 

Environmental Consequences  

The first-cut screening analysis focused on addressing the following questions. 

• To what extent would travel times, travel cost, or accessibility to employment, shopping, 

or other destinations be changed? Would this change affect travel behavior, trip 

patterns, or the attractiveness of some areas to development over others? 

Access to employment, shopping, or other destinations is not expected to change. There would 

be no changes to land use.  Since SR 49 is an existing roadway in Nevada County, the 

proposed project would not provide additional access to undeveloped areas. Furthermore, no 

new or expanded infrastructure, housing, or other similar permanent physical changes to the 

environment would be necessary as an indirect consequence of the proposed project.  

• To what extent would change in accessibility affect growth or land use change—its 

location, rate, type, or amount? 

The proposed project features are not anticipated to provide access to new areas or change 

accessibility in any way that would exert growth pressure.  The proposed modifications to SR 49 

would not lead to additional planned or unplanned development.  

• To what extent would resources of concern be affected by this growth or land use 

change? 



03 - NEV - 49 – 10.8/R13.3 
 

27  

Project-related growth is not foreseen. The Build Alternatives would not result in changes in 

accessibility because no new access points are being created. Based on the above first-cut 

screening analysis, no additional analysis related to growth is required. 

No Build Alternative  

The No Build Alternative would not affect existing land uses because the proposed project 

would not be constructed and there would be no change in land use. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required. 

2.2.4.  Relocations and Real Property Acquisition 

Regulatory Setting 

The Department’s Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform 

Act), and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24.  The purpose of the RAP is to 

ensure that persons displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly, 

consistently, and equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a 

result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.  Please see Appendix C for a 

summary of the RAP. 

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, national 

origin, persons with disabilities, religion, age, or sex.  Please see Appendix B for a copy of the 

Department’s Title VI Policy Statement. 

Affected Environment 

A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) (September 2020) & a Relocation Impact Statement 

(RIS) (August 2020) were completed for the proposed project. The purpose of the CIA is to 

provide information regarding social, economic and land use effects of the project so that final 

transportation decisions will be made in the public interest. This report is intended to clearly 

describe the relevant existing conditions and the potential socioeconomic impacts of the project. 

The purpose of the Relocation Impact Statement is to provide the Department of Transportation, 

local agencies and the public with information on the impact this project would have on 

residential and nonresidential occupants within the two project alternatives.  

The study area has a great number of large parcels, some of which have low-density and 

single-family residential development. Given the distance between residence and SR 49, the 

area surrounding SR-49 within the project area is described as rural. The area can be 
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characterized as sparsely developed. The surrounding land uses are commercial and industrial. 

Businesses are mainly located on the northeast of the project area. The topography of the area 

is made up of broad rolling hills with small low-density and single-family residential 

development. Open space consists primarily of oak/pine woodlands with grasslands and 

chaparral. The Bethel and Foothill Churches, Mountain Air Mobile Park & RV, Tall Pine Mobile 

Home Estates, and a Fire Station is located on the southwest side.  

The affected properties consist of urban residential and commercial businesses, that range in 

condition from fair to good. Most of the housing in the study area is zoned residential agriculture 

with large parcels, medium density residential, and a Mobile and RV park. Single-family houses 

are the most common type of housing units in the study area. Mobile homes are the second 

highest largest number of housing types.  

Environmental Consequences 

Tables 2-5 through 2-7 show by Phase/Alternative the number of potential residential and 

nonresidential displacements and available replacement housing due to the proposed project.  

Table 2-5. Summary of Residential and Nonresidential Displacements 

 
 

Table 2-6. Summary of Relocation Resources Available to Displacees (Residential)  
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Table 2-7. Summary of Relocation Resources Available to Displacees (Nonresidential) 

 
 
Relocation impacts within the project area are noncomplex and adequate relocation resources 

are available for displacees. All displacements will be in accordance with the Federal Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and the 

California Relocation Act. 

Phase 1 has 10 residential, single-family residences and seven nonresidential, commercial 

properties, that may need to be acquired for the project which will result in displacements. 

Phase 2 has nine residential, single-family residences and seven nonresidential, commercial 

properties, that may need to be acquired for the project which will result in displacements. 

Alternatives 3A & 3B have 18 residential, single-family residences, and 10 nonresidential, 

commercial properties, that may need to be acquired for the project which will result in 

displacements. Based on market research, there will be sufficient single- family residences and 

commercial properties that are equal to or better than the displacement properties available for 

rent or purchase for either project. 

All displacees will be contacted by a Relocation Agent, who will ensure that eligible displacees 

receive their full relocation benefits, including advisory assistance, and that all activities will be 

conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of  1970, as amended. Relocation resources shall be available to all displacees free 

of discrimination. At the time of the first written offer to purchase, owner occupants are given a 

detailed explanation of Caltrans’ “Relocation Program and Services.” Tenant occupants of 

properties to be acquired are contacted soon after the first written offer to purchase, and also 

are given a detailed explanation of Caltrans’  “Relocation Program and Services.” In accordance 

with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 

amended, Caltrans will provide relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm or 

nonprofit organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real property for public use.  

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

Any acquisitions and compensation to property owners would occur consistent with the Uniform 

Act, as amended. In accordance with this act, compensation is provided to eligible recipients for 
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property acquisitions. Relocation assistance payments and counseling would be provided by the 

transportation agencies to persons and businesses in accordance with the act, as amended, to 

ensure adequate relocation and a decent, safe, and sanitary home for displaced residents. All 

eligible displacees would be entitled to moving expenses. All benefits and services would be 

provided equitably to all residential and business displacees without regard to race, color, 

religion, age, national origins, and disability, as specified under Title VI of the  Civil Rights Act of 

1964. All relocation activities would be conducted by the implementing agencies in accordance 

with the Uniform Act, as amended. Relocation resources would be available to all displacees 

without discrimination. 

In addition, the Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) provides assistance to 

businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations in locating suitable replacement properties and 

reimbursement for certain costs involved in relocation. The RAP would provide current lists of 

properties offered for sale or rent, suitable for a particular business’s specific relocation needs. 

References 

California State Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit.  

 
Online listing searches on Zillow.com, Rent.com, Trulia.com, Realtor.com and Loopnet.com as 
of 08/06/2020. 
 

Online listing searches on Zillow, Rent.com, Century21.com, Rofo.com, Loopnet.com 
and Craigslist.org as of 08/06/2020. 

2.2.5.  Environmental Justice 

Regulatory Setting 

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with Executive 

Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 

and Low-Income Populations, signed by President William J. Clinton on February 11, 1994.  

This EO directs federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and 

address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or 

environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and 

permitted by law.  Low income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human 

Services poverty guidelines.  For 2020, this was $26,200 for a family of four.   

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related statutes, have also  

been included in this project.  The Department’s commitment to upholding the mandates of Title 

VI is demonstrated by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the Director, which can be found 

in Appendix A of this document. 
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Figure 2-6. Community Impact 
Assessment Study Area 
 

Affected Environment 

  

Analysis of environmental justice 

impacts is a two-step process; the 

first is determining the presence 

of protected populations (minority 

or low-income populations), and 

the second is determining if the 

project has a disproportionate 

adverse impact on those 

protected populations. According 

to the guidance provided in 

Caltrans Standard Environmental 

Reference, Chapter 4, 

Community Impact Assessment, 

environmental justice and equity 

is determined based on the 

comparison of impacts on 

minority and low-income groups 

and impacts on non-minority or 

higher income populations. 

Impacts are considered 

disproportionate if they are more 

severe or greater in magnitude for minority and low-income populations. Impacts to populations 

can include noise, air quality, water quality, hazardous waste, community cohesion, aesthetics, 

economic vitality, accessibility, safety, and construction impacts. 

The study area for the environmental justice analysis consists of the census tracks (1.04, 5.02 

and 7.02) within 0.25-mile of the proposed project (Figure 2.6). These are the census tracts that 

would experience direct and indirect impacts; therefore, they were used to gather information on 

race/ethnicity and income for the surrounding community. 

Federal 

To determine if environmental justice populations exist within the study area, a demographic 

profile of the study area block groups was developed to identify low-income and minority 

populations present in the study area. For the purposes of this analysis, a block group was 

considered to contain an environmental justice population if:  
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• The total minority population of the block group is more than 50% of the total population 

or is substantially higher than the city or county where it is located. 

• The proportion of the block group population that is below the federal poverty level 

exceeds that of the city or county where it is located. 

Table 2-8 shows the population and race/ethnicity data for the study area.  Non-Hispanic 

Whites are the largest racial/ethnicity group for the three census tracts in the study area.  The 

total population in the project area is 12,292. 10,651 are Non-Hispanic White, making this group 

87% of the population. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander is the smallest population in 

the study area and census tracts.   

Table 2-8 Race and Ethnicity Data 

 
 
Of the total population, minority populations make up the about 13% or 1,641. The second 

largest population group is Hispanic or Latino group. Hispanic or Latino comprise 7% of the 

minority population, and the Asian population are the third largest group.  

The population for Census Tract 1.04 is over 92% Non-Hispanic White and 4% is Hispanic or 

Latino. Census Tract 5.02 has the largest number of Hispanic or Latino. It contains 12% of 

Hispanic or Latino, and 82% of Non-Hispanic White. This census tract covers more area in 

Grass Valley instead of the project area. 

Census Tract 5.02 has the highest percentage of Non-Hispanic Whites followed by Hispanic or 

Latino. Census Tract 5.02 has 80% of Non-Hispanic Whites which is the highest percent in the 

.25-mile buffer. Unlike 1.04, Census Tracts 5.02 and 7.02 have lower percentages of minority 

population of Hispanics or Latinos.  

For the study area, the demographic data indicates that the proportion of the population 

comprised of minority residents do not meet the threshold mentioned above; therefore, an 

environmental justice community has not been identified based on population data. 

Table 2-9 shows that 11.4% of the population in Nevada County is below the Federal poverty 

level. Within the study area, all census tracks meet or exceed these levels; therefore, 
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environmental justice communities are present within the study area. Thus, analysis of effects 

related to environmental justice populations is required subject to the provisions of EO 12898. 

Table 2-9 Poverty Data – Nevada County 

 
 

State  

The majority of the residential development and communities adjacent to the SR 49 corridor in 

Nevada County have been identif ied as “Low-income households” and “Low-income 

communities” in Nevada County per the AB 1550 definitions defined below: 

Figure 2-7. Map of 
the AB 1550 Low-
Income 
Communities 
adjacent to the SR 
49 Corridor. 

 
“Low-income 

households” are 

those with 

household incomes 

at or below 80 

percent of the 

statewide median 

income or with 

household incomes 

at or below the 

threshold 

designated as low 

income by the 

Department of 

Housing and Community Development’s list of state income limits adopted pursuant to Section 

50093.  
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“Low-income communities” are census tracts with median household incomes at or below 80 

percent of the statewide median income or with median household incomes at or below the 

threshold designated as low income by the Department of Housing and Community 

Development’s list of state income limits adopted pursuant to Section 50093. 

Environmental Consequences 

No Build Alternative  

The No Build Alternative would not affect environmental justice populations because the 
proposed project would not be implemented. 
 
Build Alternatives  

Potential effects of a proposed project are typically experienced in the area adjacent to and 

immediately surrounding the location of the project. Summarized below are the impacts related 

to air quality, noise, traffic and transportation, community cohesion, aesthetics, and relocations 

and real propoerty acquisitions on environmental justice populations. 

Air 

Disproportionate air quality impacts during construction are anticipated to impact the 

Environmental Justice Community when compared to the rest of the county because these 

communities have been identif ied adjacent to and within the study area.  As discussed in the air 

analysis prepared for the project, air quality impacts from construction activities would result 

from the operation of heavy construction equipment, arrival and departure of heavy trucks, and 

earth moving activities. Construction air quality will vary on a day-to-day basis depending on the 

specific task being completed. These activities would mainly be borne by the community that 

surrounds the project area, which has been identif ied as an Environmental Justice community. 

By adhering to Caltrans’ Standard Specifications and including avoidance and minimization 

measures into the project would reduce any temporary impacts.  

Long term air quality within the project area is anticipated to improve by opening year due to the 

improvements in mobility thus reducing congestion along the corridor, which would be beneficial 

to the Environmental Justice community and the rest of Nevada County. 

Noise 

Disproportionate noise impacts during construction are anticpated to impact the Environmental 

Justice community when compared to the rest of the county because these communities have 

been identif ied adjacent to and within the study area.  As discussed in the no ise analysis 

prepared for the project, noise from construction activities would result from the operation of 

heavy construction equipment and arrival and departure of heavy trucks. Construction noise 

levels will vary on a day-to-day basis depending on the specific task being completed. These 
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activities would mainly be borne by the community that surrounds the proejct area, which has 

been identif ied as an Environmental Justice community. Minimization measures and adherence 

to Caltrans Standard Specifications would reduce temporary noise impacts.  

Long-term noise impacts are anticipated that will disproportionately impact the Environmental 

Justice community when compared to the rest of the county because these communities have 

been identif ied adjacent to and within the study area.  Because long-term noise impacts are 

anticipated, a Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) will be prepared to determine the 

feasibility of noise abatement (Chaper 2, Noise).  

Traffic/Transportation 

Temporary impacts on circulation and access would result from construction activities. Work 

that requires partial roadway closures would occur mostly during non-peak commute hours, at 

night, or on weekends. While the impacts would be experienced by the environmental justice 

communities adjacent to the project, these temporary construction impacts would affect all 

populations equally along the corridor, not solely or disproportionately impact the Environmental 

Justice community. In addition, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) would be 

implemented during construction to address impacts related to traffic and transportation/bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities, reducing potential impacts. Bicycle and pedestrian access would be 

maintained during construction.  Construction of the build alternatives would comply with all 

appropriate, necessary, and required construction safety measures. 

The SR 49 Corridor Improvement Project eliminates the gap that currently exists between SR 

49 south of the McKnight Way Interchange and the previously completed SR 49/La Barr 

Meadows improvement project (Post Mile 10.8), creating a Class III bicycle and pedestrian 

connection between the residential areas adjacent to La Barr Meadows Road, Lode Line Way, 

Young American Mine Road, Cornette Way, Wellswood Way, Upward Way, Smith Road, and 

the commercial land uses located in the vicinity of the McKnight Way Interchange in the City of 

Grass Valley, as discussed in Chapter 2, (Traffic and Transportation/ Pedertrian and Bicycle 

Facitities). It will also provide for safer pedestrian and bicycle connections to the fixed route 

transit stop located off of La Barr Meadows Road. 

The project would benefit a large and diverse population, including motorists, residents, and 

businesses by improving safety and circulation in the study area. Implementation of the build 

alternatives would improve the connectivity of the roadway network for all users of the 

transportation system, including Environmental Justice populations. Construction of the build 

alternatives would have a beneficial effect on safety for all groups in the study area, including 

the Environmental Justice community. Therefore, neither construction nor operation of the build 

alternatives would result in a disproportionately high and adverse traffic/transportation effects  on 

the Environmental Justice community, but would in fact provide a benefit to this community. 
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Community Cohesion 

The Build Alternatives would not reduce community cohesion because it would stay on the 

existing alignment and would not divide the community, separate residences from community 

facilities, or result in substantial growth. Access would be maintained at all businesses in the 

study area. Therefore, neither construction nor operation of the build alternatives would result in 

disproportionately high and adverse effects related to community cohesion on the 

Environmental Justice community. 

Aesthetics 

Disproportionate visual impacts during construction are anticipated to occur to the 

Environmental Justice community when compared to the rest of the county because these 

communities have been identif ied adjacent to and within the study area.  As discussed in the 

aesthetic analysis prepared for the project, visual impacts from construction activities would 

result from the operation of heavy construction equipment, arrival and departure of heavy 

trucks, earth stockpiling and moving activies and construction equipment and staging areas that 

would not be compatible with the existing aesthetic character in the study area even though they 

would be temporary in nature. These activities would mainly be borne by the community that 

surrounds the project area, which has been identif ied as an Environmental Justice community. 

Minimization measures and adherence to Caltrans Standard Specifications would reduce 

temporary visual impacts 

Relocations and Real Property Acquisition 

All relocations and real property acquisitions are anticipated to disproportionately impact the 

Environmental Justice community when compared to the rest of the county because the parcels 

having been identif ied as requiring relocation all come from the census tracks adjacent to the 

project, which have been identif ied as an Environmental Justice community. All displacements 

will be in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and the California Relocation Act, which would 

reduce relocation impacts. 

Benefits of the Proposed Project 

The project will provide for alternative transportation options for adjacent residents through the 

following measures: 

• Service enhancements to the Gold Country Connects (formerly Gold Country Stage) 

Route 5 

• Support and encourage smart growth principles for land use projects that can reduce the 

need for vehicle trips and make it easy for people to walk, bike, and access transit.  
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• Planning and coordination with Caltrans District 3 to upgrade the pedestrian activated 

crossing devices/infrastructure at signalized intersections along the SR 49 corridor 

• Pursue Federal Transit Administration 5311 (f) intercity transit funding for commuter bus 

service to connections to the Roseville/Sacramento and Yuba City/Marysville in 

coordination with PCTPA and Yuba Sutter Transit. 

• The implementation of the planned Sac-Roseville Phase 1 triple track project Phase I 

project will allow the Capitol Corridor to operate three round trips (6 trains) daily between 

Sacramento and Roseville versus the one round trip currently offered.   

• Review and analysis of the existing Park-n-Ride facilities at SR 49/Wolf Road and the 

SR 20/49/174 to identify possible enhancements including ZEV infrastructure to promote 

increased utilization. 

Additionaly, the project will create a Class III bicycle and pedestrian connection between the 

residential areas adjacent to La Barr Meadows Road, Lode Line Way, Young American Mine 

Road, Cornette Way, Wellswood Way, Upward Way, Smith Road, and the commercial land 

uses located in the vicinity of the McKnight Way Interchange in the City of Grass Valley. 

With the the implementation of the proposed project, congestion along the corridor will be 

significantly reduced; therefore, improving air quality as well. 

For other benefits and a more detailed discussion, please see Chapter 3, Climate Change - 
Planning Vision for Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled in the SR 49 Corridor). 
 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Aesthetics 

Implementation of the following measures will reduce visual impacts resulting from construction 

activities to the Environmental Justice community.   

• The Resident Engineer will coordinate the development of contour grading plans 

including, removal, stockpiling, of materials and the application of topsoil and duff with 

the District Landscape Architect. 

• Local topsoil and duff material within the grading limits will be identif ied on the plans, 

removed or excavated, stockpiled, and reapplied. This is to be performed on all projects 

that include grading or earthwork unless the materials are determined to be unsuitable. 

• Replanting must reflect adjacent communities and natural surroundings; buffer/screen 

objectionable or distracting views of the highway facility for homes, schools, parks, etc.; 

soften visual impacts of large structures or graded slopes; frame or enhance good views. 
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• Aesthetic treatments on any retaining wall or sound walls that would help the structural 

element blend into the environment will be considered. 

• Areas that would require ground disturbance by removing vegetation shall be restored 

and rectif ied respectively before completion of the construction project. The trees and 

vegetation shall be protected, where feasible. Vegetation removal shall be limited to the 

extent necessary to construct the project.  

• Any vegetation that is removed would need to be replaced with appropriate vegetation 

that is indigenous to the area.  

• Any work that requires vegetation removal near the stream channelwill be replaced with 

appropriate vegetation that is indigenous to the area. 

• All disturbed areas including access roads shall be re-graded to their pre-construction 

profiles and contours. 

• Where there may be mature trees and vegetation, measures will be taken to preserve 

them.   

• If the project requires equipment/staging areas, then Caltrans’ Special Provision Section 

5.1 applies which indicates that the contractor would be responsible for securing 

locations for staging and storage. At the end of construction all areas used for staging, 

access, or other construction activities shall be repaired under Section 5-1.36 “Property 

and Facility Preservation. 

Based on the above discussons and analysis, the build alternatives will not cause 

disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in 

accordance with the provisions of EO 12898. No further environmental justice analysis is 

required. 

Air Quality 

Short-Term (Construction) 
 
Implementation of the following measures will reduce Air Quality impacts resulting from 
construction activities to the Environmental Justice community.   

Construction impacts to air quality are short-term in duration and, therefore, will not result in 

long-term adverse conditions. Implementation of the following measures will reduce air quality 

impacts resulting from construction activities.  

• Caltrans standard specifications include the requirement to minimize or eliminate dust 

through application of water or dust palliatives. Control measures will be implemented as 
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specified in Caltrans 2018 Standard Specifications Section 10-5 “Dust Control”, Section 

14-9 “Air Quality” and Section 18 “Dust Palliatives.”  

Long-Term (Operational) 

Long term air quality within the project area is anticipated to improve by opening year due to the 

improvements in mobility thus reducing congestion along the corridor, which would be beneficial 

to the Environmental Justice community and the rest of Nevada County. 

Based on the above discussons and analysis, the build alternatives will not cause 

disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in 

accordance with the provisions of EO 12898. No further environmental justice analysis is 

required. 

Noise 

Short-Term (Construction) 
 
Implementation of the following measures will reduce Noise impacts resulting from construction 

activities to the Environmental Justice community.   

• Caltrans Standard Specification Section 14-8.02 “Noise Control.” 

Abatement Measures (Long-term) 

Implementation of the following measures will reduce long-term Noise impacts resulting from the 

project activities to the Environmental Justice community.   

A noise barrier was evaluated for impacted receivers at Tall Pines Estates, Activity Category 

land use B. The barrier evaluated is labeled as Barrier SB1 and was found to be acoustically 

feasible, providing at least five dBA of noise reduction.  

The Department intends to incorporate noise abatement in the form of a barrier at approximately 

112+00.00 to 128+00.00, with an average height of 10 feet. Calculations based on preliminary 

design data show that the barrier will reduce noise levels by seven dBA for 33 residences at a 

cost of $3,531,000 

Based on the above discussons and analysis, the build alternatives will not cause 

disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in 

accordance with the provisions of EO 12898. No further environmental justice analysis is 

required. 
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Relocations and Real Property Acquisition 

In an effort to avoid and/or minimize project related impacts that would require relocations, the 

project design team has minimized right-of-way impacts, which has reduced the number of 

parcels affected by: 

• increasing the side slopes for cut and fill to be as steep as 2:1  

• the propposed roadway will follow the existing roadway profile which will minimize 

elevation grade differences which would have required more right-of-way being 

incorporated into the project 

Implementation of the following measures will reduce relocation impacts resulting from the 

project to the Environmental Justice community.   

As discussed in Chapter 2 (Relocations and Real Property Acquisitions), relocation impacts 

within the project area are noncomplex and adequate relocation resources are available for 

displacees and any acquisitions and compensation to property owners would occur consistent 

with the Uniform Act, as amended. In accordance with this act, compensation is provided to 

eligible recipients for property acquisitions. Relocation assistance payments and counseling will 

be provided by the transportation agencies to persons and businesses in accordance with the 

act, as amended, to ensure adequate relocation and a decent, safe, and sanitary home for 

displaced residents. All eligible displacees will be entitled to moving expenses. All benefits and 

services will be provided equitably to all residential and business displacees without regard to 

race, color, religion, age, national origins, and disability, as specified under Title VI of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964. All relocation activities would be conducted by the implementing agencies in 

accordance with the Uniform Act, as amended. Relocation resources will be available to all 

displacees without discrimination. 

In addition, the Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) provides assistance to 

businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations in locating suitable replacement properties and 

reimbursement for certain costs involved in relocation. The RAP will provide current lists of 

properties offered for sale or rent, suitable for a particular businesses specific relocation needs. 

Based on the above discussons and analysis, the build alternatives will not cause 

disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in 

accordance with the provisions of EO 12898. No further environmental justice analysis is 

required. 
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2.2.6.  Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities  

Regulatory Setting 

The Department, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), directs that full 

consideration should be given to the safe accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists during 

the development of Federal-aid highway projects (see 23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 

652).  It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and the disabled must be considered 

in all Federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities.  When current or anticipated 

pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every 

effort must be made to minimize the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the 

facility.   

In July 1999, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) issued an Accessibility Policy 

Statement pledging a fully accessible multimodal transportation system.  Accessibility in 

federally assisted programs is governed by the USDOT regulations (49 CFR 27) implementing 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 United States Code [USC] 794). The FHWA has 

enacted regulations for the implementation of the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 

including a commitment to build transportation facilities that provide equal access for all 

persons.  These regulations require application of the ADA requirements to Federal-aid projects, 

including Transportation Enhancement Activities.  

Affected Environment 

A Transportation Analysis Report (November 2019) was prepared for the State Route (SR) 49 

Corridor Improvement project in Nevada County. The purpose of this report is to provide 

information regarding the effects of traffic and transportation conditions now and in the future so 

that final transportation decisions will be made in the public interest.  
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Figure 2-8 shows the 

study area extends 

along SR 49 from La 

Barr Meadows 

Road/Allison Ranch 

Road (PM 10.6) to the 

Grass Valley city limits 

(PM 13.3), which is 0.4 

mile south of the 

McKnight Way 

overcrossing. Adjacent 

land uses are primarily 

rural and semi-rural 

residential homes, with 

some retail and 

industrial facilities.  

Figure 2-8. Project 
Study Area  
The transportation 

analysis study 

locations are 

composed of highway 

segments and 

intersections. The 

study area extends 

along SR 49 from La 

Barr Meadows 

Road/Allison Ranch Road (PM 10.6) to the Grass Valley city limits (PM 13.3), which is 0.4 mile 

south of the McKnight Way overcrossing. Figure 2-8 shows the highway segments and 

intersections in the study area.  

The study highway segments are listed below. 
 

1. La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch 

Road to Wellswood Way 

2. Wellswood Way to Bethel Church Way 

3. Bethel Church Way to Smith Road 

4. Smith Road to Crestview Drive 

5. Crestview Drive to PM 13.3 

 
The study intersections are listed below. 
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1. SR 49/La Barr Meadows Road/Allison 

Ranch Road 

2. SR 49/Golden Chain Motel Driveway 

3. SR 49/Wellswood Way 

4. SR 49/Featherlite Driveway 

 

5. SR 49/Bethel Church Way 

6. SR 49/Smith Road 

7. SR 49/Crestview Drive 

At the south end of the study area, SR 49 has a five-lane cross-section at the signalized 

intersection with La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road. Approximately 0.25 mile north of 

the signal, SR 49 transitions to a two-lane highway with left-turn pocket lanes at some 

intersections. All intersections north of La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road have side -

street stop control. The two-lane highway section has paved shoulders that vary from four to six 

feet in width. At the north end of the study area, SR 49 transitions to a four-lane freeway at 

about 0.4 mile south of the McKnight Way interchange.  

LOS Criteria 
 
To measure the operational status of the local roadway network, transportation engineers and 

planners use a grading system called level of service (LOS). Level of service is a description of 

the quality of operation of a roadway segment or intersection, ranging from LOS A (for free -

flowing traffic with little to no delay) to LOS F (where traffic in excess of capacity introduces 

significant delays and congestion). The tables below show highway thresholds for two-lane and 

multi-lane facilities. 

 
Table 2-10. Two-Lane Highway LOS Thresholds 
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Table 2-11. Multilane Highway LOS Thresholds 

 

Existing Conditions 

Existing Conditions - Highway Operations  

Highway operations were analyzed for existing (2018) conditions under AM and PM peak hour 

conditions. Table 2-7 shows the segment LOS, average travel speed (AS), percent followers 

(PF), and travel time under existing (2018) conditions. 
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           Table 2-12: Existing Conditions - Highway Operations (2018) 

 
 
Table 2-12 shows that during the AM peak hour, SR 49 operates with LOS E conditions in the 

northbound direction and LOS D in the southbound direction. During the PM peak hour, all 

segments operate at LOS E conditions, and the PF is approximately the same – 80 to 85% – in 

both directions.  

Existing Conditions - Intersection Operations  

Intersection operations were analyzed for existing (2018) conditions under AM and PM peak 

hour conditions using the Synchro software. Table 2-13 shows the intersection LOS and 

average delay under existing (2018) conditions. 
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Table 2-13. Existing Conditions - Intersection Operations (2018) 

 
 
Table 2-13 shows that under existing (2018) conditions, five of the seven study intersection 

have deficient operations. Two study intersections – Smith Road and Crestview Drive – operate 

at LOS F in both the AM and PM peak hours. The Golden Chain Motel Driveway has LOS F 

during the AM peak hour, and Bethel Church Way has LOS F during the PM peak hour. At 

Wellswood Way, the AM peak hour LOS is E, and the PM peak hour LOS is F. 

Table 2-14 reports queue lengths for intersection turn pockets on SR 49 under existing (2018) 

conditions. Only queues for SR 49/La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road are shown in 

the table because queues for left-turn pockets on SR 49 at the other study intersections are 

zero.  

Table 2-14: Intersection Queue Length – Existing Year (2018) 

 
 
Table 2-14 shows that the highest queue length during existing (2018) conditions is estimated 
as 100 feet. 
 
Existing Conditions - Roadway Safety  

The Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) was queried to generate the 

collision history for SR 49 in the project area for a three-year period from January 2016 to 

December 2018. Table 2-15 summarizes the number of collisions by severity and compares the 

collision rate to statewide averages.  
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Table 2-15. Collision Rate 

 
 

 
As shown in Figure 2-9, three areas have the highest concentrations of collisions: just north of 

Upward Way, just south of Smith Road, and at Kilroy’s Towing Driveway north of Crestview 

Drive. The first and third locations do not have left-turn pockets on SR 49, so through drivers 

may not be expecting slowing vehicles preparing to turn left at these locations. Smith Road has 

a left-turn pocket, but its location at the bottom of a grade may be a factor.  
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Figure 2-9. Density of Collisions 
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Figure 2-10 Collisions by Type 

 
Figure 2-10 shows that the most frequent collision type is rear end (48 percent), followed by hit 

object (21 percent) and other (13 percent). The collision types at the high frequency crash 

locations are primarily rear-end collisions. Only two head-on collisions occurred in the three-

year period. Except for one collision, the sideswipe and hit object collisions all are located north 

of Bethel Church Way. The three broadside collisions occurred at study intersections: Smith 

Road, Wellswood Way, and Golden Chain Motel Driveway. 
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Existing Conditions - Transit System  

Gold Country Stage provides bus service along SR 49 in the study area. SR 49 in Nevada 

County serves as an interregional public transit corridor providing connections to Placer County 

Transit and Amtrak Capital Corridor Inner-City Passenger Rail, at the Auburn - Conheim 

Multimodal Station. Route 5 provides service six times per day in each direction (with about two -

hour headways) on weekdays between the Tinloy Transit Center in Grass Valley and the 

Auburn-Conheim Multi-modal station. Route AS provides four round trips on Saturdays on SR 

49 between the Tinloy Transit Center in Grass Valley and Alta Sierra. Routes 5 and AS have 

stops on SR 49 at Bethel Church Way and Wellswood Way. Stops are also located on the 

frontage road adjacent to the La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road intersection.  

Existing Conditions - Bicycle System  

The SR 49 corridor does not have designated bicycle facilities. Between the intersections of Alta 

Sierra Drive, La Barr Meadows Road, and the McKnight Way Interchange, SR 49 is heavily 

utilized by pedestrians and bicyclists.  However, the Nevada County Active Transportation Plan 

(2019) identifies the need for Class III Multi-use shoulders along SR 49 from the current 

northern project limits, south of the McKnight Way Interchange, all the way to the Nevada 

County/Placer County Line.  Currently, bicycles can use the paved shoulder to travel adjacent to 

the motor vehicle lanes. Shoulder width along the corridor varies from four to six feet. La Barr 

Meadows Road, which parallels SR 49 to the east, has two- to four-foot paved shoulders for 

about half of the study area, Dog Bar Road to McKnight Way. South of Dog Bar Road, no paved 

shoulders are provided.  

Adjacent to the project there is an existing Class III multi-use bicycle lane on Dog Bar Road 

from the La Barr Meadows Road/Dog Bar Road transition to Rattlesnake Road.  This segment 

of SR 49 south of the McKnight Way Interchange is also utilized by recreational cyclists who 

travel along the shoulder of the highway to access Auburn Road as part of a popular 

recreational loop.  Auburn Road is also identif ied in the Nevada County ATP as planned for 

segments of Class III multi-use shoulder and Class II Bike Lanes, connecting to McCourtney 

Road near the Nevada County Fairgrounds.   

 
Existing Conditions - Pedestrian System  
 
The SR 49 corridor in the study area does not have designated pedestrian facilities. Pedestrians 

can use the paved or unpaved shoulder. Paved shoulder width along the corridor varies from 

four to six feet.  

In the 2018 traffic counts, no pedestrians were observed during the 12-hour period from six AM 

to six PM at four of the study intersections. Two pedestrians were counted in the 12-hour period 

at Featherlite Driveway, and three pedestrians each were counted at Wellswood Way and 

Crestview Drive. 
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Existing Conditions - Freight System  

SR 49 is a Terminal Access route for truck traffic in the study area. Terminal Access routes 

accommodate STAA trucks. SR 49 provides access for freight and lumber trucks and connects 

industrial areas in Grass Valley and Nevada City to the rest of the state.  

Daily truck volume on SR 49 is estimated at about 1,050 trucks per day, using the total volume 

measured in May 2018 and the reported truck percentage of 3.6 percent.  

Horizon Year Conditions (2044) 
 

Horizon Year - Highway Operations  

Highway operations were analyzed for horizon year (2044) conditions during the AM and PM 

peak hours. Table 2-16 shows the segment LOS and associated performance measures for 

each phase/alternative in the northbound direction.  

Table 2-16. Highway Operations Northbound  

 
 
Table 2-16 shows that operations under the horizon year (2044) would worsen under 

Alternative 4/No Build due to increasing traffic volumes. Compared to existing (2018) conditions, 

all segments but one would worsen from LOS D to E in the northbound direction. In the 

northbound direction, the widening to two lanes would improve conditions to LOS C or better 

during both peak hours. 
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Highway operations were analyzed for horizon year (2044) conditions during the AM and PM 

peak hours. Table 2-17 shows the segment LOS and associated performance measures for 

each phase/alternative in the southbound direction. 

Table 2-17. Highway Operations Southbound 

 
 
Table 2-17 shows that in the southbound direction, one segment would worsen from LOS D to 

E during the AM peak hour, but the PM peak hour operations would remain at LOS E. In the 

southbound direction, the widening to two lanes would provide LOS B or better conditions 

during the AM peak hour and LOS C conditions during the PM peak hour. Under Phase 1, the 

southbound LOS would remain the same as Alternative 4/No Build. Although the demand 

volume would be slightly higher, the percent followers would remain the same for all segments. 

As a result, Alternative 4/No Build would have project impacts under horizon year (2044) 

conditions. 

Table 2-18 presents the travel time for highway segments for all alternatives under horizon 
year (2044) conditions. 
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Table 2-18. Corridor Travel Time  

 
 
Table 2-18 shows that compared to existing conditions, northbound travel times would remain 

approximately the same under Phase 1 and Alternative 4/No Build. Southbound PM peak hour 

travel times would decrease by about 20 seconds under Phase 2 due to higher demand 

volumes at the La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road intersection. Under Alternatives 3A 

and 3B, AM peak hour travel times would increase from 15 to 30 seconds due to delay at the 

new all-way controlled intersections. During the PM peak hour, the northbound travel time would 

increase about 10 to 20 seconds, but southbound travel time would increase up to about 45 

seconds. This reflects the higher southbound demand volumes. Alternative 3B (roundabout) 

would have longer travel times than Alternatives 3A (signals). 

Horizon Year - Intersection Operations  

Intersection operations were analyzed for horizon year (2044) conditions under AM and PM 

peak hour conditions. Table 2-19 reports the intersection LOS and average delay.  The 

roundabout operations analysis was checked using the Sidra software and similar results to 

those reported in Table 2-19 were found.  
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Table 2-19. Intersection Operations  

 
 
Table 2-19 shows that with the increase in traffic volumes from existing (2018) conditions, the 

average intersection delay would increase with the number of deficient intersections (LOS E or 

F) increasing from five to six under Alternative 4/No Build. Five study intersections would have 

LOS E or F conditions during both peak hours. With the addition of a northbound lane, 

intersection operations improve under Phase 1, but three intersections would have deficient 

conditions: Featherlite Driveway during the AM peak hour and Bethel Church Way and 

Crestview Drive during the PM peak hour. The addition of both northbound and southbound 

lanes in Phase 2 would increase conflicting traffic volumes such that four intersections would be 

deficient: Wellswood Way, Bethel Church Way, Smith Road, and Crestview Drive. The deficient 

intersections under Phases 1 and 2 would have a lower intersection delay than under 

Alternative 4/No Build, so neither Phase 1 or Phase 2 would have intersection project impacts 

under horizon year (2044) conditions. 

Despite the highest traffic volumes, Both alternatives would have LOS D or better conditions at 

all study intersections. The addition of the median barrier, which prohibits turns at some study 

intersections, eliminates the movements with the highest delays in Phases 1 and 2. Alternative 

3B (roundabout) would have LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak 

hour at the affected intersections (Wellswood Way and Smith Road). Alternative 3A (signal) 

would provide LOS A conditions at both intersections during both peak hours. Since all 
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intersections would operate at LOS D or better, the alterantives would have no deficient 

locations and no project impacts under horizon year (2044) conditions.  

Table 2-20 shows the queue length under horizon year (2044) conditions.  

Table 2-20. Intersection Queue Length  

 
 
Table 2-20 shows that queues would be longest at the signal intersections (La Barr Meadows 

Road under all phases/alternatives and Wellswood Way and Smith Road under Alternatives 3A 

and 3B). At the unsignalized intersections, queues for the uncontrolled left turns from SR 49 

would be very low – most locations with less than one vehicle, on average. All queues would be 

contained within the available storage length. 

Horizon Year - Roadway Safety  

 
The continuous two-way left-turn lane proposed in Phases 1 and 2 will: 

• Allow drivers to make a left turn from SR 49 to access homes, businesses, cross streets, 

etc. via a lane other than the through lane to decelerate and stop, if needed, to complete 

their turning movement. 

• Allow drivers to make a left turn onto SR 49 from homes, businesses, cross streets, etc. 

into a lane other than the through lane which would allow them to wait for an acceptable 

gap or accelerate and join through traffic in their direction of travel. 
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• Act as a buffer for inattentive drivers to self -correct prior to entering the opposing lane of 

traffic.  

• Allow vehicles to use the center lane to slow and prepare for a turn, which alerts other 

drivers to act accordingly.  

The alterantives would provide a median barrier, which would likely further reduce head-on 

collisions. The median barrier would eliminate conflict points at driveway intersections where 

major street left-turn, minor street left-turn, and minor street through movements would be 

prohibited. These movements would be diverted to make U-turns at the new roundabout or 

signal intersections at Wellswood Way and Smith Road.  

For Alternative 3B (roundabouts) would have a lower rate of severe collisions compared to 

Alternative 3A (signals). This is due to the lower speed (about 20 mph) needed to traverse the 

roundabout intersection compared to a traffic signal, where drivers can maintain facility free-flow 

speed of 55 mph when the signal is green. In addition, roundabout intersections minimize 

conflict points so that the potential for broadside collisions is reduced. 

To enhance safety on the corridor, the following features should be considered in project design 

for the build alternatives. 

• Shoulder and centerline rumble strips (along both sides of the two-way left-turn lane in 

Phases 1 and 2) to alert inattentive drivers  

• Six-inch wide thermoplastic pavement markings to provide enhanced visibility of the 

striping during nighttime and when the pavement is wet 

• For Phases 1 and 2, Two-Way Left Turn Only signs (R3-9b) as an option per CA 

MUTCD 2B.24 and associated pavement markings per CA MUTCD Figure 3B-7(CA) at 

0.5-mile intervals (the oversized 36-inch by 48-inch sign to provide a higher level of 

visibility) 

Horizon Year - Transit System  

Gold Country Stage Bus Service provides transit service along SR 49. The current stops at 

Bethel Church Way and Wellswood Way use the existing shoulders within the project area. At 

La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road, the bus stops are located on the frontage roads on 

both sides of the intersection. Accessing the stop locations increases the bus travel time since 

the bus must exit and re-enter SR 49.  

Horizon Year - Bicycle System  

The project would widen the roadway to provide an ten-foot paved shoulder from the current 

four to six feet to improve the comfort and convenience of bicyclists. This improvement is 

consistent with the Nevada County Active Transportation Plan (July 2019) which calls for a 

Class III Multi-Use Shoulder along SR 49 in the project area.  
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The project would be widened to provide a second lane. As a result, motorists traveling in the 

right lane could change into the left lane, if it is available, when passing bicyclists who are 

traveling on the shoulder. 

The SR 49 Corridor Improvement Project eliminates the gap that currently exists between SR 

49 south of the McKnight Way Interchange and the previously completed SR 49/La Barr 

Meadows improvement project (Post Mile 10.8), creating a Class III bicycle and pedestrian 

connection between the residential areas adjacent to La Barr Meadows Road, Lode Line Way, 

Young American Mine Road, Cornette Way, Wellswood Way, Upward Way, Smith Road, and 

the commercial land uses located in the vicinity of the Crestview Drive Interchange in the City of 

Grass Valley. 

Horizon Year - Pedestrian System  

 
Similar to bicyclists, pedestrians would benefit from the wider shoulders to be constructed under 

the project.  Where a second lane is added to the highway, motorists traveling in the right lane 

could change into the left lane, if it is available, when passing pedestrians who are traveling on 

the shoulder.  

Horizon Year - Freight System  

 
The project would be constructed to accommodate the Surface Transportation Assistance Act 

(STAA) trucks as required by SR 49’s designation as a Terminal Access route, where STAA 

trucks may exit off the interstate andtravel onto State and Local routes.  

Environmental Consequences 

No Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no operations or mobility improvements would be made. LOS 

would continue to deteriorate, and the corridor congestion would continue unabated. 

Build Alternatives 

The average travel times are approximately three minutes in both directions during peak hours. 

Slightly longer travel times (11 seconds) and lower speed (approx. 2-5 mph) in the southbound 

direction is due to the signalized intersection at La Barr Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road. 

Compared to existing conditions, northbound travel times would remain approximately the same 

under Phase 1 and Alternative 4 (no-build). Southbound PM peak hour travel times would 

decrease by about 20 seconds under Phase 2 due to higher demand volumes at the La Barr 

Meadows Road/Allison Ranch Road intersection. Under both Alternatives, AM peak hour travel 

times would increase from 15 to 30 seconds due to delay at the new all-way controlled 

intersections. During the PM peak hour, the northbound travel time would increase about 10 to 

20 seconds, but southbound travel time would increase up to about 45 seconds. This reflects 
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the higher southbound demand volumes. The signal option would have longer travel times than 

the roundabout option. 

Operations under the horizon year (2044) would worsen under the no-build alternative 

(Alternative 4) due to increasing traffic volumes. Compared to existing (2018) conditions, all 

segments but one would worsen from LOS D to E in the northbound direction. In the 

southbound direction, one segment would worsen from LOS D to E during the AM peak hour, 

but the PM peak hour operations would remain at LOS E. 

Traffic volumes will increase along SR-49 over exisitng volumes under all Alternatives, including 

the future no build. 

With the increase in traffic volumes from existing (2018) conditions, the average intersection 

delay would increase with the number of deficient intersections (LOS E or F) increasing from 

five to six under the no-build alternative (Alternative 4). Both Alternatives would have LOS D or 

better conditions at all study intersections. The addition of the median barrier, which prohibits 

turns at some study intersections, eliminates the movements with the highest delays in Phases 

1 and 2. Alternative 3B would have LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM 

peak hour at the affected intersections (Wellswood Way and Smith Road). Alternative 3A would 

provide LOS A conditions at both intersections during both peak hours.  

Once the SR 49 Corridor Improvement Project is completed the next key bicycle/pedestrian 

improvement on SR 49 will be to construct 10’ shoulders from the southern terminus of the 

previous SR 49/La Barr Meadows Road improvement project to the commercial land uses 

located off of SR 49/Alta Sierra Drive.  This would provide pedestrian and bicycle connectivity 

between the unincorporated community of Alta Sierra (census designated place, approximately 

7,207 population) and the City of Grass Valley, as well as connections for residents to transi t 

stops, benefiting the residents along the corridor, as discussed in Chapter 2, (Environmental 

Justice). 

All intersections would operate at LOS D or better; therefore, no project impacts under horizon 

year (2044) conditions would occur. 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

As part of construction, Caltrans would prepare and implement a traffic management plan 

(TMP) to avoid and minimize the potential impacts of the proposed project on temporary access 

and circulation caused by potential traffic delays during construction.  
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2.2.7.  Visual/Aesthetics 

Regulatory Setting 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, establishes that the 

federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful, 

productive, and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing surroundings (42 United 

States Code [USC] 4331[b][2]).  To further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway 

administration (FHWA), in its implementation of NEPA (23 USC 109[h]), directs that final 

decisions on projects are to be made in the best overall public interest taking into account 

adverse environmental impacts, including among others, the destruction or disruption of 

aesthetic values. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) establishes that it is the policy of the state to 

take all action necessary to provide the people of the state “with…enjoyment of aesthetic, 

natural, scenic and historic environmental qualities” (CA Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 

21001[b]). 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/docs/2017RTPGuidelinesforMPOs.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/traffic-operations/documents/census/aadt/2013-aadt-truck-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/traffic-operations/documents/census/aadt/2013-aadt-truck-a11y.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/camutcd2014rev3.html
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/traffic-manual.html
http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm/chp0610.pdf
http://www.nctc.ca.gov/documents/Projects/ATP/NevadaCountyATP_Final_190703_full_red.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/planning/tcr/tcr49.pdf
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California Streets and Highways Code Section 92.3 directs Caltrans to use drought resistant 

landscaping and recycled water when feasible and incorporate native wildflowers and native 

and climate-appropriate vegetation into the planting design when appropriate.  

Affected Environment 

A Visual Impact Assessment was prepared to provide information regarding the effects of the 

project to the visual setting now and in the future so that final transportation decisions will be 

made in the public interest. The report is intended to clearly describe the relevant existing 

conditions and the potential impacts of the project. 

State Route 49 runs though Nevada County and is a two-lane conventional highway on its 

exisitng alignment.  This rural portion of SR 49 serves local residents, commercial, tourist and 

recreational traffic through trips between Auburn and Grass Valley. It also is a t ransition section 

between a 0.5 mile four-lane section of SR 49 and the freeway section of SR 49 which runs 

through Grass Valley and Nevada City. 

The visual settings throughout the project area are a mix of residential and small commercial 

uses surrounded by dense vegetation consisting of pines trees, manzanita shrubs and other 

miscellaneous vegetation. The view from the highway within the project limits from the traveler’s 

perspective includes rolling sierra foothills, deep gullies/ravines that are adjacent to residential 

areas, a church, a fire station and small businesses. The character along this highway is a 

gentle rolling roadway with various cut and fill slopes. The visual quality of the area is quite 

scenic in some areas, especially where there is little development.  

Views of the surrounding land are screened by roadside vegetation, topography and off -site 

vegetation. These views give the highway a rural character. There are existing road cut and fill 

slopes of varying heights visible adjacent to the highway. These slopes are covered with some 

native and nonnative vegetation consisting of pine trees and manzanita shrubs. This section of 

highway is a rolling , two-lane roadway with narrow shoulders with seveal long guardrail 

sections. 

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, the project would not be constructed and there would be no 

visual impacts on the existing visual character, visual quality, or affected viewer groups. 

Build Alternatives 

The widening of the roadway and increased cut and fill slopes with the addition of a retaining 

wall and any removal of trees and vegetation will have a low to moderate visual effect on the 
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scenic resources. After the erosion control measures are in place, and with the replanting of 

trees and vegetation, the impact should began to lessen and the project will not degrade the 

existing visual character, quality of the site, its surrounding community and remain consistent 

with the visual character and quality of  the existing roadway corridor.   

Retaining walls will have a low to moderate impact on the scenic quality of the project location. 

The ground disturbance from the removal of trees and the existing vegetation removal required 

to facilitate the upgrades will be kept to the minimum. As such, the project will have little effect 

on scenic vistas. 

The most noticeable aspects of the completed project will be any loss of existing vegetation, 

such as the mature pine trees and manzanita shrubs. The large cut and fil l slopes will have 

erosion control measure applied that will eventually grow to a natural state.  With appropriate 

replanting around the cleared zones, the vegetated character of the roadway would be re-

established. 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

Side Slope Standards: 

Slopes will be designed as flat as is reasonable. For new construction, widening, or where 

slopes are otherwise being modified the embankment cut and fill slopes will be 4:1 or flatter. 

Flat, gentle, and smooth slopes are more easily revegetated, which helps visually integrate the 

transportation improvement within its surrounding environment. Contact the District Landscape 

Architect when preparing a contour grading plan. 

Contour Grading and Slope Rounding: 

Contour grading, slope rounding and topsoil replacement are important factors in roadside 

replacement or in roadside design to help make highway improvements compatible with the 

surrounding environment while complying with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

permits (NPDES). Smooth, flowing contours that tie into the existing adjacent roadside and 

landforms are visually appealing and conductive to safe vehicle recovery, reduce the potential 

for erosion and stormwater runoff, and reduce roadside maintenance activities while contributing 

to the long-term success of revegetation planting. 

Contour grading plans are to be prepared to facilitate anticipated roadside treatments  and future 

maintenance activities. The tops and ends of all cut slopes will be rounded. Rock cut slopes will 

be irregular where possible to provide a natural appearance and the tops and ends will be 

rounded. All slope designs will include consideration of an application of local or imported 

topsoil and duff to promote the growth of vegetation, improve stormwater pollutant filtration and 

control erosion. Contour grading that preserves existing natural features and enhancing existing 
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vegetation that will be integrated into the overall composition. The calculation of the final grade 

for a project must consider the reapplication of topsoil and duff.  

• Local topsoil and duff material within the grading limits will be identif ied on the plans, 

removed or excavated, stockpiled, and reapplied. This is to be performed on all projects 

that include grading or earthwork unless the materials are determined to be unsuitable.  

• The Resident Engineer will coordinate the development of contour grading plans 
including, removal, stockpiling, of materials and the application of topsoil and duff with 
the District Landscape Architect. 

 

• Replanting must reflect adjacent communities and natural surroundings; buffer/screen 

objectionable or distracting views of the highway facility for homes, schools, parks, etc.; 

soften visual impacts of large structures or graded slopes; frame or enhance good views. 

• Aesthetic treatments on any retaining wall or sound walls that would help the structural 

element blend into the environment will be considered. 

• Areas that would require ground disturbance by removing vegetation shall be restored 

and rectif ied respectively before completion of the construction project. The trees and 

vegetation shall be protected, where feasible. Vegetation removal shall be limited to the 

extent necessary to construct the project.  

• Any vegetation that is removed would need to be replaced with appropriate vegetation 

that is indigenous to the area.  

• Any work that requires vegetation removal near the stream channel will be replaced with 

appropriate vegetation that is indigenous to the area. 

• All disturbed areas including access roads shall be re-graded to their pre-construction 

profiles and contours. 

• Where there may be mature trees and vegetation, measures will be taken to preserve 

them.   

• If the project requires equipment/staging areas, then Caltrans’ Special Provision Section 

5.1 applies which indicates that the contractor would be responsible for securing 

locations for staging and storage. At the end of construction, all areas used for staging, 

access, or other construction activities shall be repaired under Section 5-1.36 “Property 

and Facility Preservation. 
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References 
 
Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference - Environmental Handbook, Volume 1, Chapter 27, 

Visual and Aesthetics Review 

Caltrans’ Project Development Procedures Manual (PDPM) - Chapter 29, Landscape 

Architecture, Section 1 and Section 2 

2.2.8.  Cultural Resources 

Regulatory Setting 

The term “cultural resources,” as used in this document, refers to the “built environment” (e.g., 

structures, bridges, railroads, water conveyance systems, etc.), places of traditional or cultural 

importance, and archaeological sites (both prehistoric and historic), regardless of significance.  

Under federal and state laws, cultural resources that meet certain criteria of significance are 

referred to by various terms including “historic properties,” “historic sites,” “historical resources,” 

and “tribal cultural resources.” Laws and regulations dealing with cultural resources include: 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, sets forth national policy 

and procedures for historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 

objects included in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their 

undertakings on historic properties and to allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

(ACHP) the opportunity to comment on those undertakings, following regulations issued by the 

ACHP (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 800).  On January 1, 2014, the First Amended 

Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) among the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA), the ACHP, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the 

Department went into effect for Department projects, both state and local, with FHWA 

involvement.  The PA implements the ACHP’s regulations, 36 CFR 800, streamlining the 

Section 106 process and delegating certain responsibilities to the Department.  The FHWA’s 

responsibilities under the PA have been assigned to the Department as part of the Surface 

Transportation Project Delivery Program (23 United States Code [USC] 327).  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the consideration of cultural 

resources that are historical resources and tribal cultural resources, as well as “unique” 

archaeological resources.  California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1 established 

the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and outlined the necessary criteria for a 

cultural resource to be considered eligible for listing in the CRHR and, therefore, a historical 

resource.  Historical resources are defined in PRC Section 5020.1(j).  In 2014, Assembly Bill 52 

(AB 52) added the term “tribal cultural resources” to CEQA, and AB 52 is commonly referenced 

instead of CEQA when discussing the process to identify tribal cultural resources (as well as 

identifying measures to avoid, preserve, or mitigate effects to them).  Defined in PRC Section 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-27-visual-aesthetics-review
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-27-visual-aesthetics-review
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21074(a), a tribal cultural resource is a CRHR or local register eligible site, feature, place, 

cultural landscape, or object which has a cultural value to a California Native American 

tribe.  Tribal cultural resources must also meet the definition of a historical resource.   Unique 

archaeological resources are referenced in PRC Section 21083.2. 

PRC Section 5024 requires state agencies to identify and protect state-owned historical 

resources that meet the NRHP listing criteria.  It further requires the Department to inventory 

state-owned structures in its rights-of-way. Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require state agencies 

to provide notice to and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before 

altering, transferring, relocating, or demolishing state-owned historical resources that are listed 

on or are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or are registered or eligible for registration as 

California Historical Landmarks (CHL).  Procedures for compliance with PRC Section 5024 are 

outlined in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Department and SHPO,  

effective January 1, 2015. For most Federal-aid projects on the State Highway System, 

compliance with the Section 106 PA would satisfy the requirements of PRC Section 5024. 

The studies for this undertaking were carried out in a manner consistent with calt rans’ regulatory 

responsibilities under section 106 of the national historic preservation act (36 cfr part 800) and 

pursuant to the january 2014 first amended programmatic agreement among the federal 

highway administration, the advisory council on historic preservation, the california state historic 

preservation officer, and the california department of transportation regarding compliance with 

section 106 of the national historic preservation act (section 106 pa), as well as under public 

resources code 5024 and pursuant to the january 2015 memorandum of understanding between 

the california department of transportation and the california state historic preservation office 

[shpo] regarding compliance with public resources code section 5024 and governor’s execu tive 

order w-26-92, addended 2019 (5024 mou) as applicable. in addition, the project is subject to 

state historic preservation laws and regulations set forth in the california environmental quality 

act (prc§21000 et seq.). 

Affected Environment 

In accordance with Section 106 PA Stipulation VIII.A, the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the 

project was established in consultation with Erick Wulf, PQS PI Prehistoric Archaeology, Lisa 

Bright, PI-Historical Archaeology; Chris Kuzak, Principal Architectural Historian and Samuel 

Vandell, Project Manager, in May 2020. The APE includes all areas of possible (direct and 

indirect) impacts.  The Archaeological APE is the Area of Direct Impact (ADI) for the project and 

the Architectural APE denotes areas of any potential indirect affects to structures.  Two 

exceptions to this were the Bear River Sawmill/Bullion Gold Mine (CA-NEV-2273H) and 

Berriman Ranch (CA-NEV-1710H)/Prehistoric Site (CA-NEV- 1709), where the APE was 

established around the entire cultural resource per instructions from the Office of Historic 

Preservation.  At these two locations the APE encompasses the entire site and an ADI was 

established to denote the area of direct impact.  At these two sites, only the ADI and 
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immediately adjacent area was surveyed for cultural resources, the remainder of the site outside 

the ADI was not included in the archaeological survey since these areas were large and outside 

any areas of potential effects for the project.  In addition, encroachment permits could not be 

obtained from the landowners to access areas outside the ADI.  The ADI includes all areas of 

ground disturbance, vegetation removal road widening, new access roads, retaining walls, and 

drainage/culverts modifications along SR 49 between PM 11.1 and 13.3 in Nevada County.  The 

vertical APE for the most project elements is two feet.  For utility installation and/or relocation, 

drainage installation, and some cut banks excavation may occur as much as 15 feet deep.  

Cultural Resources Identified within the APE 
 
Analysis of the Cultural Resources for the proposed project were reported on in the following 
documents: 
 

• Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) prepared for Erick Wulf, Professionally 

Qualif ied Staff (PQS): Principal Investigator (PI) Prehistoric Archaeology, Task Order, 

prepared by JRP Historical Consulting, LLC (JRP) and Pacific Legacy, Inc. (PLI) and 

preliminarily dated September 2020 

• Multi-Component Evaluation Report [MCER], Nevada 49 Widening Project, Grass 

Valley, Nevada County, California 03-NEV 49, PM 11.10/13.30, EA03-4E1700, E-FIS 

0315000064-Phase 2, Contract 03A2679, Task Order 1 prepared by JRP Historical 

Consulting, LLC (JRP) and Pacific Legacy, Inc. (PLI) and preliminarily dated September 

2020.  

• Archaeological Survey Report [ASR] for the Proposed Roadway Upgrade Project on 

State Route 49 from South of the McKnight Interchange to La Barr Meadows Road, 

Nevada County, California prepared by Erick Wulf, PQS: PI Prehistoric Archaeology, 

preliminarily dated September 2020. 

• A Finding of Effects would be submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation and 

Caltrans with a finding of No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions - 

Environmentally Sensitive Area.   

Methods used to support these studies for the analysis included record searches, field surveys 

including Phase 1 pedestrian surveys, Extended Phase 1 and Phase 2 testing, and Native 

American consultation with the United Auburn Indian Community, and local Historical Societies.   

The project APE was subject to pedestrian archaeological surveys with two to four 

archaeologists from June 2016 through 2018, results of which were documented in the ASR. 

Archaeological surveys were conducted using transects of five to 20-meter width. Transects 

sometimes deviated from parallel running courses due to impenetrable brush and/or trees, slope 

steepness and to check areas of better ground visibility. The ground surface was closely 
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examined for evidence of cultural resources. Soil visibility varied considerable throughout the 

project from 100 percent in areas of no vegetation to zero percent in areas of heavy vegetation. 

In areas where ground visibility was obscured, 50 cm scrapes where conducted every 20 

meters in order to assess the likelihood of  cultural resources. Where vegetation density was 

such that pedestrian travel was neither prudent nor feasible, trowel scrapes were made at 

regular intervals along the borders of such vegetation. Also, in walking transects careful 

examination was made of all naturally and artif icially disturbed areas such as rodent burrows 

and cut banks.  

Research was conducted by Pacific Legacy and JRP at various phases of this project for the 

MCER. The inventory and evaluation for this project included research for developing a general 

historic context relative to the project location, as well as resource-specific research for the built 

environment properties within the APE to confirm dates of construction, review their land - use 

histories, establish each property’s physical history, and properly place the properties into their 

appropriate historical contexts. Research was conducted at the Nevada County Historical 

Society, Nevada City; Nevada County Recorder’s Office, Nevada County Assessor’s Office; 

Nevada County Library, Nevada City; Shields Library, University of California – Davis; California 

State Library, Sacramento; online databases; and in JRP’s in-house library. In addition, JRP 

examined standard sources of information that identify known and potential historic resources to 

determine whether any buildings, structures, objects, districts, or sites had been previously 

recorded or evaluated in or near the APE. This included the California Historical Landmarks and 

Points of Interest publications and updates, NRHP, CRHR, as well as the results of a California 

Historical Resources Information System records search through the North Central California 

Information Center (NCIC File No. NEV-16-40 October 15, 2016) made at the request of Erick 

Wulf of Caltrans (U.S. Department of the Interior n.d.; California Department of Parks and 

Recreation 1976 March; California Office of Historic Preservation 1996; California Office of 

Historic Preservation 1992 May). 

The NCIC identif ied one historic resource previously recorded within the APE, the Berriman 

Ranch (P-29-2730). Two built environment properties within the APE are included in the OHP 

Historic Property Data File and have been determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP or 

CRHR. These two previously evaluated properties include the Mountain Air Mobile Home 

Estates, located at 13960 Golden Star Road, and 14464 SR 49, a 1955 single family residence 

– both recorded in 2005 (California Office of Historic Preservation 2005; California Office of 

Historic Preservation 2020). Chris Kuzak, Caltrans PQS Principal Architectural Historian, 

confirmed that these properties did not require further investigation. 

Caltrans also provided the authors with four reports prepared for Caltrans that were undertaken 

in the project area but not on-file with the NCIC. Eight properties in the APE were previously 

recorded on Caltrans Architectural Inventory/Evaluation Forms as part of a 1993 Historic 

Architectural Survey Report (HASR). Research did not locate any SHPO concurrence for that 
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report. That study concluded that all the properties along the project alignments were post 1945 

structures and did not appear eligible for the NRHP (Parks 1993). For purposes of this, MCER, 

two of these properties were exempted from recordation under the Section 106 PA and the 

other six properties were recorded and evaluated. The Berriman Ranch site (P-29-2730) was 

recorded as part of the 1993 HASR and was also recorded on a California Department of Parks 

and Recreation (DPR) Archaeological Site Record as part of a Historic Study Report/Historic 

Resource Evaluation Report in 1994. The Ranch was recorded a third time in 2006 on a DPR 

Archaeological Site Record, as part of an Archaeological Inventory Survey in 2006.  

Caltrans’ Historical Context and Methodology for Evaluating Trails, Roads, and Highways in 

California was consulted for further guidance. The state legislature designated SR 49, the 

Golden Chain Highway, a heritage corridor in 1974. This designation does not have status 

under NRHP Section 106 or CEQA. The route connects historical locations and the surrounding 

land is managed for aesthetics. The roadway itself has undergone regular maintenance and 

various realignments. Caltrans evaluated the roadway for NRHP eligibility in 2001 and found it 

not eligible. 

JRP identif ied potential local interested parties for this project and sent notif ication letters on 

April 26, 2018. Recipients of the letter were the Nevada County Historical Society, Grass Valley 

Museum and St. Joseph’s Cultural Center, Nevada County Community Madelyn Helling Branch 

and Grass Valley Branch libraries, Nevada County Planning Department, and Grass Valley 

Historical Commission. JRP followed up with an e-mail on May 18, 2018 to these organizations. 

City of Grass Valley Planner, Lance Lowe, responded that portions of the project in Grass 

Valley should be checked against the City’s Historical Resources Survey of the 1872 Townsite 

conducted in 2009. Mr. Lowe apparently transposed two separate Caltrans projects, as the area 

he referenced was actually associated with SR 174. No portion of the current study is within the 

City of Grass Valley’s Historical Resources Survey of the 1872 Townsite. 

The general approach to the archaeological field investigations was defined by the Phase II 

proposal (Ballard et al. 2017) prepared for the project under previous authorization from 

Caltrans (Agreement No. 03A2156, Task Order 56). The following provides a summation of the 

specific methodologies employed during the execution of fieldwork for this project at the 

following sites: 

• P-29-2730/CA-NEV-1710/H (Berriman Ranch) 

• P-29-4753/CA-NEV-2271H (10037 Cornette Way) 

• P-29-4754/CA-NEV-2272H (Great Eastern Mine) 

• P-29-4655/CA-NEV-2273H (Bear River Sawmill/Bullion Gold Mine) 

 

Investigation of each site included an intensive pedestrian survey of the site within and adjacent 

to the site boundaries as defined by Caltrans. Where possible, transects were spaced five 
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meters apart. Due to dense vegetation, this was frequently not possible. The survey crew 

instead walked meandering transects through breaks in the vegetation where the ground 

surface was visible. 

Subsequent to the pedestrian survey, a metal detector survey of the historic-era sites was 

conducted. A White’s Model DXF metal detector with a deep cycle-coil was used. Due to the 

large areas involved and dense vegetation, complete survey coverage with a metal detector 

was not possible. Consequently, the survey was more intuitive, focused around identifiable 

features and open areas. 

Archaeological features were photo-documented and drawn as necessary to highlight particular 

attributes. Individual features were given letter designations to avoid confusion with the feature 

number designations given to individual sites by Caltrans. 

Shovel test pits (STPs) were excavated at P-29-2730, -4753, and -4754. The STPs were 

semiformal 50 x 50 cm units, excavated in 20 cm levels. STPs were documented on 

standardized forms. For the most part, material recovered from the STPs was modern or of 

indeterminate age. This material was not collected; it was returned to the unit when it was 

backfilled. 

The testing plan called for using a mechanical auger to explore for any possible extension of 

“Site 7” (a prehistoric archaeological component) within the archaeological APE at Berriman 

Ranch (P-29-2730). This work was to include a single transect of auger holes spaces 20 meters 

apart within the proposed cut/fill line. This work was completed with a 12-inch diameter power 

auger mounted on a CAT 239D compact track loader. The power auger was also used at the 

Bear River Sawmill/Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-4755) to determine if there was any evidence of a 

previously recorded prehistoric component within the ADI. Soil excavated with the power auger 

at both sites was deposited on plywood sheeting and screened through ¼ inch mesh screen to 

look for cultural materials. 

Pacific Legacy, Inc. (PLI) prepared portions of this Multi-Component Resources Evaluation 

Report (MCER) related to archaeological resources within the APE. JRP Historical Consulting, 

LLC (JRP) prepared portions of the MCER related to the built environment, under sub -contract 

with PLI. This MCER identif ies and evaluates historic-period properties (i.e., 45 years or older 

for built environment resources and 50 years or older for archaeological resources) in the APE 

for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of Histor ical Resources 

(CRHR) eligibility. In total, eighteen properties were evaluated. 

This MCER concludes that none of the resources evaluated for this report appear to meet the 

eligibility Criteria for listing on the NRHP, with the exception of the Berriman Ranch and the 

Bear River Lumber Mill/Mining Site where only the portion of the archaeological resource within 

the ADI could be evaluated. An assumption of eligibility for each of these sites as a whole was 
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granted by Caltrans Headquarters. Additionally, pursuant to Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), using 

Criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California 

Public Resources Code, including the CRHR, none 

of the resources is a historical resource for the 

purposes of CEQA 

Table 2-21. Historic-Period PropertiesFormally 

Evaluated in the MCER 

Environmental Consequences 
 
No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, the project would 

not be constructed and there would be no impacts 

on Cultural Resources. 

Build Alternatives 

Caltrans is currently consulting with SHPO 

regarding project effects.   

Properties eligible for protection under the 

Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 

4(f) include the Berriman Ranch and Bear River 

Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine.  The proposed 

project would not result in a “use” of those historic 

sites as defined by Section 4(f).   

The following describes project related impacts to 

the two assumed eligible sites in terms of the 

Criteria of Adverse Effects. 

Berriman Ranch Site (P-29-2730/2745) 
 

This resource has been assumed eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of this project only 

under Criterion d.  Project activities within the ADI of the Berriman ranch site are limited to 

extension of the existing Taylorsville Road through to Crestview Drive to create a frontage road 

along SR 49.  The new portion of Taylorsville Road will be constructed with two 11-foot lanes 

with four-foot shoulders.  The maximum depth of excavation is anticipated at two feet. The 

portion of the site that will be impacted contains no physical features or artifacts that contribute 

to its historic significance.  Consequently, the project would not result in physical destruction or 
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damage as defined under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i).  Portions of the site outside the ADI wi ll be 

protected by the establishment of an Environmentally Sensitive Area; therefore, the finding for 

the site is No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions. 

Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-2755) 
 
This resource has been assumed eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of this project only 

under Criterion d.  Project activities within the ADI of the Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold 

Mine site include an additional 12-foot wide lane with ten-foot shoulders added to SR 49. This 

work will involve additional cut on the existing cut slope which is a maximum height of 15 feet.   

At least a quarter of the work within the Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine site will require 

the import of fill material.  Excavations into the ground for road subbase will be a maximum of 

five feet deep. Additionally, a new connector road is proposed between SR 49 and La Barr 

Meadows Road.  The road will have 12-foot lanes with ten-foot shoulders.  Construction of most 

of this road will require the import of fill material; however, a few locations will require cut up to 

five feet deep for road subbase.  La Barr Meadows road sits approximately 15 feet higher than 

SR 49, and the area in between has deep gullies that will require fill material.   

The portion of the site that will be impacted by the proposed work contains no physical features 

or artifacts that contribute to its historic significance. Consequently, the project would not result 

in physical destruction or damage as defined under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i).  Portions of the site 

outside the ADI will be protected by the establishment of an Environmentally Sensitive Area, 

therefore the finding for the site is considered a No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions.  

In summary, both of these resources are assumed eligible under PA Stipulation VIII.C.4.  Based 

on the evaluations conducted at both the Berriman Ranch Site (P-29-2730/2745) and the Bear 

River Lumbermill and Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-4755), the project effects to these site deposits 

within the ADI will not alter the characteristics that might make the sites eligible for the NRHP 

(Baxter 2020).  Pursuant to 36 CRF 800.5 (c) and 106 PA Stipulation X.B.2, the undertaking as 

a whole will not alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that 

qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the 

integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 

association.  The portions outside the ADI will be protected by the establishment of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and Archaeological Monitoring Areas (AMA) discussed 

below.   

The portions of these resources that were not evaluated will be avoided from project activities 

and therefore will not be adversely affected by the proposed project.  Because project effects to 

the sites deposits within the ADI will not alter the characteristics that might make the site eligible 

for the NRHA and the remainder of the sites will be protected by establishment of ESAs, the 

impacts to this site do not meet the Criteria of Adverse Effect.  Application of the Criteria of 
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Adverse Effect to sites P-29-2730/2745 and P-23-4755, thus, indicates that a finding of No 

Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions is appropriate for the undertaking as a whole, in 

accordance with  36 CRF 800.5 (c) and Stipulation X.B.2.a of the 106 PA. 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures  

 
Although the project would affect a small portion of the Berriman Ranch and Bear River 

Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine, the portions of the sites within the ADI for the proposed project do 

not retain sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the resources and would not diminish 

the ability of those resources to convey their importance for inclusion on the NRHP/CHL.  Pending 

SHPO concurrence with the Finding of No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions ESA, no 

avoidance or minimization measures are required. 

Intiallly upon receiving the project, Caltrans Cultural Resource personell identified three 

previously recorded cultural resources within the original project study area.  Caltrans Cultural 

Resource Personnel worked with Caltrans Design Engineers to avoid three cultural resources 

that were oringially being impacted by the project.  Through redesigning of specific elements of 

the project, the three cultural resources were avoided entirely and were subsiquently not studied 

as part of these reports since they were taken out of the project study area completely.  

References 
 
Archaeological Survey Report, Caltrans, September 2020 

Finding of No Adverse Effect, Caltrans, September 2020 

Historic Property Survey Report, Pacific Legacy, Inc., September 2020 

Multi-Component Evaluation Report, Pacific Legacy, Inc., September 2020 

 

2.3.  PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

2.3.1.  Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Requirements:  Clean Water Act 

In 1972, Congress amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, making the addition of 

pollutants to the waters of the United States (U.S.) from any point source1 unlawful unless the 

discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

 
1
 A point source is any discrete conveyance such as a pipe or a man-made ditch. 
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permit.  This act and its amendments are known today as the Clean Water Act (CWA).  

Congress has amended the act several times.  In the 1987 amendments, Congress directed 

dischargers of storm water from municipal and industrial/construction point sources to comply 

with the NPDES permit scheme.  The following are important CWA sections: 

• Sections 303 and 304 require states to issue water quality standards, criter ia, and 

guidelines. 

• Section 401 requires an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity that 

may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. to obtain certif ication from the state that the 

discharge will comply with other provisions of the act.  This is most frequently required in 

tandem with a Section 404 permit request (see below). 

• Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system for the discharges (except for 

dredge or f ill material) of any pollutant into waters of the U.S.  Regional Water Quality 

Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer this permitting program in California.  Section 402(p) 

requires permits for discharges of storm water from industrial/construction and municipal 

separate storm sewer systems (MS4s). 

• Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill material into 

waters of the U.S.  This permit program is administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE). 

The goal of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity 

of the Nation’s waters.” 

The USACE issues two types of 404 permits:  General and Individual.  There are two types of 

General permits:  Regional and Nationwide.  Regional permits are issued for a general category 

of activities when they are similar in nature and cause minimal environmental effect.  Nationwide 

permits are issued to allow a variety of minor project activities with no more than minimal 

effects.   

Ordinarily, projects that do not meet the criteria for a Regional or Nationwide Permit may be 

permitted under one of the USACE’s Individual permits.  There are two types of Individual 

permits:  Standard permits and Letters of Permission.  For Individual permits, the USACE 

decision to approve is based on compliance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. 

EPA) Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 230), and 

whether the permit approval is in the public interest.  The Section 404(b)(1) Guidel ines 

(Guidelines) were developed by the U.S. EPA in conjunction with the USACE, and allow the 

discharge of dredged or fill material into the aquatic system (waters of the U.S.) only if there is 

no practicable alternative which would have less adverse effects.  The Guidelines state that the 

USACE may not issue a permit if there is a least environmentally damaging practicable 



03 - NEV - 49 – 10.8/R13.3 
 

73  

alternative (LEDPA) to the proposed discharge that would have lesser effects on waters of the 

U.S. and not have any other significant adverse environmental consequences.  According to the 

Guidelines, documentation is needed that a sequence of avoidance, minimization, and 

compensation measures has been followed, in that order.  The Guidelines also restrict 

permitting activities that violate water quality or toxic effluent2 standards, jeopardize the 

continued existence of listed species, violate marine sanctuary protections, or cause “significant 

degradation” to waters of the U.S.  In addition, every permit from the USACE, even if not subject 

to the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, must meet general requirements.  See 33 CFR 320.4.  A 

discussion of the LEDPA determination, if any, for the document is included in the Wetlands and 

Other Waters section. 

State Requirements:  Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act  

California’s Porter-Cologne Act, enacted in 1969, provides the legal basis for water quality 

regulation within California.  This act requires a “Report of Waste Discharge” for any discharge 

of waste (liquid, solid, or gaseous) to land or surface waters that may impair beneficial uses for 

surface and/or groundwater of the state.  It predates the CWA and regulates discharges to 

waters of the state.  Waters of the State include more than just waters of the U.S., l ike 

groundwater and surface waters not considered waters of the U.S.  Additionally, it prohibits 

discharges of “waste” as defined, and this definition is broader than the CWA definition of 

“pollutant.”  Discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act are permitted by Waste Discharge 

Requirements (WDRs) and may be required even when the discharge is already permitted or 

exempt under the CWA. 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs are responsible for 

establishing the water quality standards (objectives and beneficial uses) required by the CWA 

and regulating discharges to ensure compliance with the water quality standards.  Details about 

water quality standards in a project area are included in the applicable RWQCB Basin Plan.  In 

California, RWQCBs designate beneficial uses for all water body segments in their jurisdictions 

and then set criteria necessary to protect those uses.  As a result, the water quality standards 

developed for particular water segments are based on the designated use and vary depending 

on that use.  In addition, the SWRCB identif ies waters failing to meet standards for specific 

pollutants.  These waters are then state-listed in accordance with CWA Section 303(d).  If a 

state determines that waters are impaired for one or more constituents and the standards 

cannot be met through point source or non-point source controls (NPDES permits or WDRs), 

the CWA requires the establishment of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).   TMDLs specify 

allowable pollutant loads from all sources (point, non-point, and natural) for a given watershed.  

 

 
2
 The U.S. EPA defines “effluent” as “wastewater, treated or untreated, that flows out of a treatment plant, sewer, or industrial 

outfall.” 
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State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

The SWRCB administers water rights, sets water pollution control policy, and issues water 

board orders on matters of statewide application, and oversees water quality functions 

throughout the state by approving Basin Plans, TMDLs, and NPDES permits.  RWCQBs are 

responsible for protecting beneficial uses of water resources within their regional jurisdiction 

using planning, permitting, and enforcement authorities to meet this responsibility.   

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) 

Section 402(p) of the CWA requires the issuance of NPDES permits for five categories of storm 

water discharges, including Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s).  An MS4 is 

defined as “any conveyance or system of conveyances (roads with drainage systems, municipal 

streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, human-made channels, and storm drains) owned 

or operated by a state, city, town, county, or other public body having jurisdiction over storm 

water, that is designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water.”  The SWRCB has 

identif ied the Department as an owner/operator of an MS4 under federal regulations. The 

Department’s MS4 permit covers all Department rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and 

activities in the state.  The SWRCB or the RWQCB issues NPDES permits for five years, and 

permit requirements remain active until a new permit has been adopted. 

The Department’s MS4 Permit, Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ (adopted on September 19, 2012 

and effective on July 1, 2013), as amended by Order No. 2014-0006-EXEC (effective January 

17, 2014), Order No. 2014-0077-DWQ (effective May 20, 2014) and Order No. 2015-0036-

EXEC (conformed and effective April 7, 2015) has three basic requirements: 

1. The Department must comply with the requirements of the Construction General Permit 

(see below); 

2. The Department must implement a year-round program in all parts of the State to 

effectively control storm water and non-storm water discharges; and  

3. The Department storm water discharges must meet water quality standards through 

implementation of permanent and temporary (construction) Best Management Practices 

(BMPs), to the maximum extent practicable, and other measures as the SWRCB 

determines to be necessary to meet the water quality standards.   

To comply with the permit, the Department developed the Statewide Storm Water 

Management Plan (SWMP) to address storm water pollution controls related to highway 

planning, design, construction, and maintenance activities throughout California.  The 

SWMP assigns responsibilities within the Department for implementing storm water 
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management procedures and practices as well as training, public education and 

participation, monitoring and research, program evaluation, and reporting activities.  The 

SWMP describes the minimum procedures and practices the Department uses to reduce 

pollutants in storm water and non-storm water discharges.  It outlines procedures and 

responsibilities for protecting water quality, including the selection and implementation of 

BMPs.  The proposed project will be programmed to follow the guidelines and 

procedures outlined in the latest SWMP to address storm water runoff.  

Construction General Permit 

Construction General Permit, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (adopted on September 2, 2009 and 

effective on July 1, 2010), as amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ (effective February 14, 

2011) and Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ (effective on July 17, 2012).  The permit regulates storm 

water discharges from construction sites that result in a Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) of one acre 

or greater, and/or are smaller sites that are part of a larger common plan of development.  By 

law, all storm water discharges associated with construction activity where clearing, grading, 

and excavation result in soil disturbance of at least one acre must comply with the provisions of 

the General Construction Permit.  Construction activity that results in soil disturbances of less 

than one acre is subject to this Construction General Permit if there is potential for significant 

water quality impairment resulting from the activity as determined by the RWQCB.  Operators of 

regulated construction sites are required to develop Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 

(SWPPPs); to implement sediment, erosion, and pollution prevention control measures; and to 

obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit. 

The Construction General Permit separates projects into Risk Levels 1, 2, or 3.  Risk levels  are 

determined during the planning and design phases, and are based on potential erosion and 

transport to receiving waters.  Requirements apply according to the Risk Level determined.  For 

example, a Risk Level 3 (highest risk) project would require compulsory storm water runoff pH 

and turbidity monitoring, and before construction and after construction aquatic biological 

assessments during specified seasonal windows.  For all projects subject to the permit, 

applicants are required to develop and implement an effective SWPPP.  In accordance with the 

Department’s SWMP and Standard Specifications, a Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP) 

is necessary for projects with DSA less than one acre. 

Section 401 Permitting 

Under Section 401 of the CWA, any project requiring a federal license or permit that may result 

in a discharge to a water of the U.S. must obtain a 401 Certif ication, which certifies that the 

project will be in compliance with state water quality standards.  The most common federal 

permits triggering 401 Certification are CWA Section 404 permits issued by the USACE.  The 

401 permit certif ications are obtained from the appropriate RWQCB, dependent on the project 

location, and are required before the USACE issues a 404 permit.  
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In some cases, the RWQCB may have specific concerns with discharges associated with a 

project.  As a result, the RWQCB may issue a set of requirements known as WDRs under the 

State Water Code (Porter-Cologne Act) that define activities, such as the inclusion of specific 

features, effluent limitations, monitoring, and plan submittals that are to be implemented for 

protecting or benefiting water quality.  WDRs can be issued to address both permanent and 

temporary discharges of a project.   

Affected Environment 

Water Quality Report – July 2018 and updated October 2020 

The primary purpose of the Water Quality Assessment Report (WQAR) is to fulfill the 

requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA), and, to the extent possible, for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permitting and to provide information for inclusion into the Environmental 

Document. 

This technical study includes a discussion of the proposed project, the general environmental 

setting of the project area, and the regulatory framework with respect to water quality. It also 

provides data on surface water and groundwater resources within the project area and their 

water quality health, describes water quality impairments and beneficial uses, identif ies potential 

water quality impacts/benefits associated with the proposed project, and recommends 

avoidance and/or minimization measures for potentially adverse impacts. 

Surface Water Hydrology 

 
The following Calwater (State of California’s Interagency Watershed Map) watershed 

parameters have been identif ied for the project area: 

• Wolf Creek Watershed and Rattlesnake Creek-Wolf Creek Subwatershed (HUC 
180201260202); 

• Bear River Hydrologic Unit, Upper Bear Hydrologic Area, Wolf Creek Hydrologic 
Subarea (HSA 516.32); 

• Wolf Creek is the is nearest major receiving water to the project.  

Local Soils and Erosion Potential 
 

A majority of the soils on the site are Musick Sandy Loam with 15 to 50 percent slopes, Hoda 

Sandy Loam with 15 to 50 percent slopes, Horseshoe Gravelly Loam with 9 to 15 percent 

slopes, Musick Sandy Loam with 5 to 15 percent slopes, and Musick-Rock Outcrop Complex 

with 5 to 50 percent slopes. 
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Given the project area’s R factor value of 100, K factor value of 0.2 and LS factor value of 4.58, 

the project has been identif ied (preliminarily) as a Risk Level 3 (using the GIS Map method). 

The watershed erosion estimate is 91.60 tons/acre, which is considered a high sediment risk 

(Caltrans’ SWDR – 2019). 

Surface Water 
 
Surface Water Quality Objectives/Standards and Beneficial Uses 

 

Beneficial uses define the resources, services, and qualities of aquatic systems. Beneficial uses 

are critical to water quality management and the protection and enhancement of beneficial uses 

are the primary goals of water quality planning (per the Water Quality Control Plan [Basin Plan] 

for the Central Regional Water Quality Control Board). Using the California Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (Central Valley Region) Basin Plan, no specific beneficial uses were 

identif ied corresponding to HSA 516.32. However, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board has delineated region-wide and waterbody specific beneficial uses and has set 

numerical “water quality objectives” for several substances and parameters in numerous surface 

waters in its region. The specific beneficial uses for inland streams include the following: 

municipal and domestic supply (MUN), agricultural supply (AGR),commercial and sport f ishing 

(COMM), freshwater replenishment (FRESH), industrial process supply (PRO), groundwater 

recharge (GWR), preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE), water contact 

recreation (REC1), noncontact water recreation (REC2), wildlife habitat (WILD), cold freshwater 

habitat (COLD), warm freshwater habitat (WARM), fish migration (MIGR), and fish spawning 

(SPWN). 

Water quality objectives (mentioned above) are numerical or narrative and define the upper 

concentration or other limit(s) that the Regional Board considers protective of beneficial uses, 

public health and welfare, and to maintain or enhance water quality for all “waters of the State”, 

“waters of the United States”, surface waters (including wetlands), and ground water. And while 

no specific water quality objectives were listed for the receiving water identified (Wolf Creek – 

Nevada County), all inland surface waters within the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins 

have water quality objectives that are standard and include the following: bacteria, 

biostimulatory substances, chemical constituents, color, dissolved oxygen, floating material, 

mercury, methylmercury, oil and grease, pH, pesticides, radioactivity, salinity, sediment, 

settleable material, suspended material, tastes and odors, temperature, toxicity, and turbidity.  

From a larger regional perspective, using the tributary rule, the Bear River (south of the project) 

is associated with the following Beneficial Uses: AGR, COLD, OLD, MIGR, MUN, POW, REC1, 

REC2, SPWN, WARM, WILD (Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool - 2021). Corresponding 

water quality objectives (for the Bear River) are extensive, and while not listed in th is document, 

can be found in the latest Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan.    
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Regional Surface Water Quality 

Wolf Creek's watershed area is approximately 78 miles, which consists almost entirely of the 

lower montane zone where the incidence of snowfall precipitation is comparatively low. The 

elevation range is between 3,000 feet at the headwaters to about 1,200 feet at its confluence 

with the Bear River. The river course from the source to its confluence is about 25 miles and the 

flow is in the north south direction, which is helpful in the development of productive and diverse 

ecosystems. Wolf Creek, along with its tributaries, forms the major tributary of the Bear River. It 

is part of the upper region of the Bear River watershed. Bear River drains into the Feather River, 

which joins the Sacramento River, which finally debouches into San Francisco Bay. 

The project resides in a High Risk Receiving Watershed. High Receiving Water Risk 

Watersheds are Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) Level 12 watersheds that drain to waterbodies that 

are either 1) 303(d) listed as being impaired for sediment/siltation, 2) have a US Environmental 

Protection Agency-approved, sediment-related Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), or 3) have 

the existing beneficial uses of SPAWN, MIG, and COLD according to the most recent applicable 

Regional Board Basin Plan. 

List of Impaired Waters 

Wolf Creek is listed as having a Total maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) impairment for indicator 

bacteria. This pollutant is not linked to Caltrans activities nor has Caltrans been identif ied as a 

stakeholder for it. Therefore, the Department has no obligation to implement permanent 

treatment BMPs for this (impairment causing) pollutant.  

Wolf Creek confluences with the Bear River, south of the project, and is within a different 

planning watershed and associated with unique TMDLs. Generally, the Department does not 

“chase” connecting waterways outside of planning watersheds that a particular project may 

reside, so the TMDLs associated with this waterway (i.e. Bear River) are not a primary concern 

when considering treatment BMP implementation options.     

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not affect water quality or stormwater run-off in the project area 

because the proposed project would not be constructed. 
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Build Alternatives 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed project will involve land-disturbing activities, stockpiling, 

equipment use and storage, and potential spills that could result in temporary impacts on water 

recourses within the project area. These activities have the potential to violate water quality 

standards and waste discharge requirements if sediment or contaminant laden runoff from 

disturbed soil areas (DSA), or a fuel or chemical spill, enters storm drains or other conveyances 

leading to receiving waters. Sources of sediment (generally) includes earthwork, excavation, 

embankment/fill construction, in-water work, uncovered or improperly covered stockpiles, 

unstabilized slopes, and construction equipment that is not properly cleaned or maintained.   

The delivery, handling, and storage of construction materials and wastes (e.g. concrete debris), 

as well as the use of heavy construction equipment, could result in storm water contamination 

and adverse water quality impacts. Construction activities may involve the use of chemicals and 

operations involving industrial grade equipment that could result in an accidental  spill of 

hazardous material (e.g. fuel and oil) during construction activities; these spills could potentially 

reach receiving waters or groundwater. Constituents in fuel, oil, and grease can be acutely toxic 

to aquatic organisms and bioaccumulate in the environment. Staging areas can also be a 

potential source of pollution due to the placement and storage of chemicals such as paints, 

solvents, cleaning agents and metals during construction. Impacts associated with metals in 

storm water includes toxicity to aquatic organisms, environmental bioaccumulation, and 

groundwater contamination. 

 

Considering the potential environmental consequences (listed above), it is anticipated that 

potential effects could be significantly reduced or eliminated through the implementation of 

NPDES Permit requirements, Department storm water management procedures, compliance 

with the Construction General Permit requirements, regular site inspections and BMP 

effectiveness evaluations and the implementation of corrective measures. 

 

Existing and Proposed Drainage 

 

Existing drainage primarily consists of curbs, gutters, drainage inlets, cross culverts, paved and 

stabilized shoulders, vegetated cut and fill slopes, and stabilized and paved turnouts and private 

driveways. New drainage features will likely perpetuate existing flow patterns, but new systems 

will be designed to handle additional volumetric flows.  

 
Treatment BMPs will be required, due to the anticipated new impervious area (e.g. greater than 

1 acre). Treatment BMPs and LID features (for the project) will likely negate any adverse 

impacts, due to increased flow velocity and volume, caused by the inclusion of new impervious 
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area. Temporary BMPs should also aid in the avoidance of adverse impacts due to runoff and/or 

erosion to receiving waters during construction of the facility.  

Suspended Particles (Turbidity) 

 

During construction, potential short-term increases in turbidity could result from soil erosion and 

suspended solids being introduced into storm water conveyances and waterways. These 

discharges would (likely) violate water quality standards and waste discharge requirements and 

could potentially impact aquatic life. However, the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP), LID measures, Department storm water guidance manuals, and the 

implementation of permanent erosion control should avoid adverse effects and minimize the 

potential for construction-related surface water pollution and ensure that water quality (for 

nearby receiving waters) would not be compromised. 

 

Roadway Modifications 

 

Construction activities involving large quantities of land disturbance could cause erosion and 

sedimentation and contribute to short-term increases of turbidity in receiving waters and 

downstream waterways. These activities typically involve vegetation removal and clearing, 

excavation and grading, which are primary causes of soil deposition into waterways and 

increases in turbidity. However, the implementation of a SWPPP, CGP compliance, regular 

project site inspections, BMP effectiveness evaluations and corrective measure implementation 

should help to avoid adverse impacts and potential deleterious effects.  

 

Oil, Grease, and Chemical Pollutants 

 

The use of industrial and heavy equipment and construction related materials can introduce 

pollutants and toxic chemicals onto the project site which has the potential to violate water 

quality standards and WDR’s. In addition, some of these pollutants can accumulate in stream 

sediments and can be lethal to fish and aquatic species. To avoid adverse impacts, the 

contractor would be required to implement appropriate hazardous material management 

practices, spill prevention, and other good-housekeeping measures to reduce the potential for 

chemical spills or releases of contaminants, including any non-storm water discharge into 

drainage conveyances. It is anticipated that the project will follow the requirements set forth in 

the CGP which includes a well-defined field BMP strategy, outlined in the Caltrans approved 

SWPPP, to address waste containment, spill prevention, and non-storm water BMP 

contingencies. Overall, it is anticipated that proposed temporary BMPs will address and aid in 

the avoidance of adverse effects related to non-storm water management practices, vehicle and 

equipment maintenance, and spill prevention.  
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

It is anticipated the that project will be regulated under the CGP and will follow compliance 

requirements of Caltrans MS4 Permit and all applicable Department guidelines and mandated 

programmatic requirements. The CGP, in short, regulates storm water and non-storm water 

discharges associated with construction activities and requires the documentation and reporting 

of all f indings related to the protection of water resources within the project area. In addition, the 

permits referenced, require that controls be implemented to reduce the discharge of pollutants 

in storm water to the maximum extent practicable to avoid adverse effects, including 

management practices, control techniques, system design and engineering methods, and other 

measures as appropriate.  

Notwithstanding permit compliance, environmental commitments related to runoff and erosion 

control practices and BMPs would be implemented during construction operat ions to limit, 

reduce, and eliminate pollutants from impacting drainage systems and to diminish erosion within 

the project area. 

Overall, the implementation of water quality measures (management measures and BMPs) are 

required to address project-related water quality impacts during construction, operation, and 

facility maintenance. Including previously outlined requirements, the following avoidance and 

minimization measures will ensure compliance with water quality objectives and mandated 

regulations. 

Water Quality – Construction 

The following recommended avoidance and minimization measures are anticipated to be 

implemented: 

• Projects within Caltrans’ ROW are required to adhere to the conditions of the Statewide 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Permit) issued by the 

State Water Resources Control Board (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ, NPDES Permit No. 

CAS000003). This Statewide Permit regulates storm water and non-storm water 

discharges from Caltrans’ properties and facilities, and discharges associated with 

operation and maintenance of the State highway system. Caltrans facilities include, but 

are not limited to, maintenance stations/yards, equipment storage areas, storage 

facilities, fleet vehicle parking and maintenance areas and warehouses with material 

storage areas.    

• Adherence to the requirements of the Statewide NPDES General Permit for Storm Water 

Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 

2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) General Permit (CGP) is required for 

projects that disturb one or more acres of land surface.   
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• All applicable guidelines and requirements in the 2018 Caltrans Standard Specifications 

(CSS) Section 13 should be followed regarding water pollution control and general 

specifications for preventing, controlling, and abating water pollution in streams, 

waterways, water conveyance systems, and other bodies of water. Some of the pertinent 

specifications relating to the activities proposed are mentioned below.    

o Per CSS Section 13-3, if the land disturbance associated with the project is equal 

to or exceeds 1 acre, an approved SWPPP will be necessary which specifies the 

level of temporary pollution control measures for the project.  

o Per CSS Section 13-4, Job Site Management, the Contractor is required to 

control and prevent spills; address material waste and non-storm water 

management; and covers dewatering activities. In accordance with this section, 

the SWPPP (prepared by the Contractor) will describe mitigation measures that 

addresses effective handling, storage, usage, and disposal practices to control 

material pollution and manage waste and non-storm water at the job site before it 

encounters any storm drain, MS4 conveyance system, or receiving water.   

o For operations over water, CSS 13-4.03E(5) details specifics and requirements 

meant to address the use of material and equipment over waterways.    

o CSS Sections 13-9.02C and 13-9.02D is required to be followed and specifically 

address the handling of concrete waste during construction operations.        

• Existing drainage facilities should be identif ied and protected by the application of 

appropriate Construction Site BMPs and all BMPs implemented must be routinely 

inspected for effectiveness and modified accordingly (by the Contractor).   

• The Caltrans’ Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), the Project Planning and Design 

Guide (PPDG) Section 4, and the Evaluation Documentation Form (EDF) provide 

detailed guidance in determining if a specific project requires the consideration of 

permanent Treatment BMPs.   

• Batch plants and/or rock crushing activities within Caltrans right-of-way (ROW) will 

require the preparation of an Air Space Lease Agreement prior to mobilization. The 

Lessee shall obtain an Industrial Strom Water General Permit Order 97-03-DWQ 

(General Industrial Permit) from the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB). The 

Lessee shall submit any amendments to the SWPPP, copies of any sampling/monitoring 

results, a copy of the annual report, and any reporting requirements covered by the 

General Industrial Permit. Batch plant or rock crushing activities outside of Caltrans 

ROW will require additional coordination. 
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2.3.2.  Hazardous Waste/Materials  

Regulatory Setting 

Hazardous materials, including hazardous substances and wastes, are regulated by many state 

and federal laws.  Statutes govern the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of 

hazardous materials, substances, and waste, and also the investigation and mitigation of waste 

releases, air and water quality, human health, and land use.   

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, and the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (RCRA).  The purpose of CERCLA, often 

referred to as “Superfund,” is to identify and cleanup abandoned contaminated sites so that 

public health and welfare are not compromised.  The RCRA provides for “cradle to grave” 

regulation of hazardous waste generated by operating entities.  Other federal laws include: 

• Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992 

• Clean Water Act 

• Clean Air Act 

• Safe Drinking Water Act 

• Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 

• Atomic Energy Act 

• Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 

• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order (EO) 12088, Federal Compliance with 

Pollution Control Standards, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control 

environmental pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are involved.  

California regulates hazardous materials, waste, and substances under the authority of the CA 

Health and Safety Code and is also authorized by the federal government to implement RCRA 

in the state.  California law also addresses specific handling, storage, transportation, disposal, 

treatment, reduction, cleanup, and emergency planning of hazardous waste.  The Porter -

Cologne Water Quality Control Act also restricts disposal of wastes and requires cleanup of 

wastes that are below hazardous waste concentrations but could impact ground and surface 

water quality.  California regulations that address waste management and prevention and 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-1-federal-requirements#Ch1CERCLA
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-1-federal-requirements#Ch1CERCLA
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-1-federal-requirements#Ch1RCRA1976
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-1-federal-requirements#Ch1RCRA1976
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=HSC&tocTitle=+Health+and+Safety+Code+-+HSC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=HSC&tocTitle=+Health+and+Safety+Code+-+HSC
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cleanup of contamination include Title 22 Division 4.5 Environmental Health Standards for the 

Management of Hazardous Waste, Title 23 Waters, and Title 27 Environmental Protection. 

Worker and public health and safety are key issues when addressing hazardous materials that 

may affect human health and the environment.  Proper management and disposal of hazardous 

material is vital if it is found, disturbed, or generated during project construction.  

Affected Environment 

An Initial Site Assessment was prepared to identify any hazardous waste issues within and 

adjacent to the project area that could affect the project’s design, constructability, feasibility, 

and/or cost. A records search of federal, state, and local databases, review of maps and 

reports, and a field inspection were conducted as well. 

Lead in Soil 

Aerially deposited lead (ADL) from the historical use of leaded gasoline exists along roadways 

throughout California.  If encountered, soil with elevated concentrations of lead would be 

managed under the July 1, 2016, ADL Agreement between Caltrans and the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control.  This ADL Agreement allows such soils to be safely 

reused within the project limits as long as all requirements of the ADL Agreement are met.  

Thermoplastic/Paint Stripe/Pavement Markings 

SR 49 has thermoplastic paint and/or pavement markings.  Thermoplastic striping and markings 

may contain elevated concentrations of lead chromate and hexavalent chromium manufactured 

before 2005 and painted markings manufactured before 1997. 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos  

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has identif ied naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) 

as a toxic air contaminant. NOA occus in rocks and soil as a result of natural geological 

processes. Natural weathering and human activities, such as construction, may disturb NOA-

bearing rock or soil and release mineral f ibers into the air, which pose a greater potential for 

human exposure by inahlation. NOA-bearing rock/soil has been identified in Nevada County. 

Treated Wood Waste  

Treated wood waste (TWW) is wood with preservative chemicals that protect it f rom insect 

attack and fungal decay during use.  Typical uses in the highway environment include sign 

posts, metal beam guardrail wood posts, and lagging on retaining walls. The chemical 

preservatives used are hazardous and post a risk to human health and the environment. 

Arsenic, chromium, copper, creosote and pentachlorophenol are among the chemicals used. 

These chemicals are known to be toxic or carcinogenic.  Harmful exposure to these chemicals 
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may result from dermal contact with TWW from inhalation or ingestion of TWW particulate (e.g., 

sawdust and smoke) as this material is handled. 

Cortese List 

The Cortese List is a compilation of leaking underground storage tank sites identified by the 

State of California – State Water Resources Control Board; active, closed and inactive landfills 

identifed by the Integrated Waste Mangement Board; and hazardous waste sites identif ied by 

the Department of Toxic Substances Control.  

Structural Survey 

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) and Lead-Based Paint (LBP) structural surveys are 

required for any structure proposed to be demolished and/or disturbed.  

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not affect hazardous waste/materials because the proposed 
project would not be constructed. 

Build Alternatives 

Lead in Soil  

Soil on the project site that is contaminated by aerially deposited lead (ADL) is not expected to 

be a hazardous waste. However, a preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) would be required during 

the design phase of the project resulting in three possible scenarios related to ADL:   

• Scenario 1: Soil materials excavated from zero to three feet below ground surface (bgs) as 

a whole may be reused onsite and/or disposed outside the project limits without restrictions 

based on lead content. 

• Scenario 2: Lead-contaminated soil excavated from zero to three foot below ground surface 

may be reused onsite only in Caltrans rights-of-way. Based on total lead concentration 

levels, the wastes would be covered with nonhazardous soil or asphalt /concrete cover 

measuring a minimum of one-foot thick and would be located at least five feet above the 

highest groundwater elevation.  

• Scenario 3: Based on the Lead concentration, the excess generated material is a non-

RCRA hazardous waste and would be transported and disposed of  at a proper landfill. 

The construction contractor would be required to implement Caltrans Standard Special 

Provisions (SSP): 
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• SSP 7-1.02K(6)(j)(ii), “Lead Compliance Plan,” which requires the submittal of a lead 

compliance plan that identif ies specific California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration (Cal/OSHA) requirements for working with lead include 8 CA Code of Regs § 

1532.1 

Thermoplastic/Paint Stripe/Pavement Markings 

Residue from removal of yellow thermoplastic and yellow painted traffic stripe and pavement 

marking contains lead chromate in varying concentrations depending upon color, type and year 

of manufacture. Caltrans considers residue from the removal of this material to be a 

department-generated hazardous waste. The construction contractor would be required to 

implement the following Caltrans SSPs: 

• SSP 36-4 Residue Containing Lead From Paint and Thermoplastic 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos  

A geologic evaluation regarding Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) was conducted within the 

project limits.  This evaluation included a review of geologic maps and reports including data 

prepared by the California Geological Survey (CGS), the United States Geological Survey 

(USGS), and previous studies conducted by Caltrans.  The evaluation does not indicate the 

presence of altered ultramafic bedrock, alluvium derived from ultramafic rock, or rock commonly 

assoicated with NOA. 

Treated Wood Waste (TWW) 

TWW can occur as posts along metal beam guard railings, thrie beam barriers, piles, or 

roadside signs. These wood products are typically treated with preserving chemicals that may 

be hazardous (carcinogenic) and include but are not limited to arsenic, chromium, copper, 

creosote, and pentachlorophenol. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC) requires that TWW be disposed as a hazardous waste.  

TWW may not be relinquished to the contractor and must be disposed of at an appropriate 

permitted disposal facility or be reused on the originating project in a manner that is  consistent 

with the original intended use. Additionally, regulations specify the manner in which TWW must 

be stored while awaiting disposal.   

Under current regulations, untested TWW may be disposed in either a Class I hazardous waste 

landfill, or a composite-lined portion of a solid waste landfill unit that meets all requirements for 

disposal of municipal solid waste and is regulated by waste discharge requirements issued for 

discharges of designated waste or TWW. The construction contractor would be required to 

implement SSP 14-11.14, “Treated Wood Waste,” which identifies specifications for handling, 

storing, transporting, and disposing of TWW. 
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Cortese List 

The Cortese List was reviewed as part of the initial screening for this project.  The list, or a 

proprty’s presence on the list, has bearing on the local permitting process and with compliance 

with CEQA. Both the Envirostor and the Geotracker databases confirm there are no Cortese 

Listed sites within the study area. 

Structural Survey 

Following the structural surveys, proper specifications for notification, handling and disposal 

would be necessary.  If demolishing/disturbing structures, then 

demolition/renovation/rehabilitation notification/permit forms and attachments must be submitted 

to the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) or Air Quality Management District (AQMD) as 

required by the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) at 40 

CFR Part 61, Subpart M, and California Health and Safety Code section 39658(b)(1).  

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

Caltrans’ SSPs would be included in the construction contract to address the following issues: 

• SSP 7-1.02K(6)(j)(ii), “Lead Compliance Plan,” requires the submittal of a lead compliance 

plan that identif ies specific Cal/OSHA requirements for working with lead.  

• SSP 36-4 Residue Containing Lead From Paint and Thermoplastic 

• SSP 14-11.14, “Treated Wood Waste,” identifies specifications for handling, storing, 

transporting, and disposing of TWW. 

• A health & safety work plan in accordance with DTSC and Cal/OSHA regulations would be 

prepared by the construction contractor before construction begins. 

• Caltrans would conduct a site investigation for aerially deposited lead before construction 

begins. The ISA would be updated to include any findings and recommendations identified 

in the ADL site investigation and a project specific Lead Compliance Plan (LCP) for ADL 

would be prepared. 

• If structures are acquired for the project, Caltrans would conduct a structural survey for 

asbestos containing materials or lead containing paint before construction begins. The ISA 

would be updated to include any findings and recommendations identified in the structural 

survey which may require special materials handling, worker health and safety training 

and/or abatement required for construction.   

References 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, 
and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-1-federal-requirements#Ch1CERCLA
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-1-federal-requirements#Ch1RCRA1976
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Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)Title 22 Division 4.5 Environmental Health 
Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste, Title 23 Waters, and Title 27 
Environmental Protection 

July 1, 2016, ADL Agreement between Caltrans and the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

SER, Vol. 1, Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials, Hazardous Waste, and Contamination.  State  

State Water Resource Control Board – GeoTracker, an online database that (1) provides 
access to statewide environmental data and (2) tracks regulatory data  

Department of Toxic Substances Control’s EnviroStor, an online search and Geographic 
Information System (GIS) tool for identifying sites that have known or potential contamination as 
well as facilities permitted to treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste.  

ASTM E1527-13, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments Guidance 

Cortese list – Government code subsection (f) of Section 65962.5.   

2.3.3.  Air Quality  

 

Regulatory Setting  

The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), as amended, is the primary federal law that governs air 

quality while the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) is its companion state law.  These laws, and 

related regulations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the 

California Air Resources Board (ARB), set standards for the concentration of pollutants in the 

air.  At the federal level, these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS).  NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards have been established for six criteria 

pollutants that have been linked to potential health concerns:  carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM)—which is broken down for regulatory 

purposes into particles of 10 micrometers or smaller (PM10) and particles of 2.5 micrometers 

and smaller (PM2.5), Lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  In addition, state standards exist for 

visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride.  The NAAQS 

and state standards are set at levels that protect public health with a margin of safety, and are 

subject to periodic review and revision.  Both state and federal regulatory schemes also cover 

toxic air contaminants (air toxics); some criteria pollutants are also air toxics or may include 

certain air toxics in their general definition. 

Federal air quality standards and regulations provide the basic scheme for project -level air 

quality analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  In addition to this 

environmental analysis, a parallel “Conformity” requirement under the FCAA also applies. 

 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-10-hazardous-materials-hazardous-waste-contamination
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Conformity 

The conformity requirement is based on FCAA Section 176(c), which prohibits the U.S. 

Department of Transportation (USDOT) and other federal agencies from funding, authorizing, or 

approving plans, programs, or projects that do not conform to State Implementation Plan (SIP) 

for attaining the NAAQS. “Transportation Conformity” applies to highway and transit projects 

and takes place on two levels:  the regional (or planning and programming) level and the project 

level.  The proposed project must conform at both levels to be approved.   

Conformity requirements apply only in nonattainment and “maintenance” (former nonattainment) 

areas for the NAAQS, and only for the specific NAAQS that are or were violated.  U.S. EPA 

regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93 govern the conformity process.  

Conformity requirements do not apply in unclassifiable/attainment areas for NAAQS and do not 

apply at all for state standards regardless of the status of the area. 

Regional conformity is concerned with how well the regional transportation system supports 

plans for attaining the NAAQS for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO 2), ozone (O3), 

particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and in some areas (although not in California), sulfur 

dioxide (SO2).  California has nonattainment or maintenance areas for all of these 

transportation-related “criteria pollutants” except SO2, and also has a nonattainment area for 

lead (Pb); however, lead is not currently required by the FCAA to be covered in transportation 

conformity analysis.   Regional conformity is based on emission analysis of Regional 

Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Federal Transportation Improvement Programs (FTIPs)  that 

include all transportation projects planned for a region over a period of at least 20 years (for the 

RTP) and 4 years (for the FTIP).  RTP and FTIP conformity uses travel demand and emission 

models to determine whether or not the implementation of those projects would conform to 

emission budgets or other tests at various analysis years showing that requirements of the 

FCAA and the SIP are met.  If the conformity analysis is successful, the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) make the determinations that the RTP and FTIP are in conformity with the 

SIP for achieving the goals of the FCAA.  Otherwise, the projects in the RTP and/or FTIP must 

be modified until conformity is attained.  If the design concept and scope and the “open-to-

traff ic” schedule of a proposed transportation project are the same as described in the RTP and 

FTIP, then the proposed project meets regional conformity requirements for purposes of project-

level analysis. 

Project-level conformity is achieved by demonstrating that the project comes from a conforming 

RTP and TIP; the project has a design concept and scope3 that has not changed significantly 

from those in the RTP and TIP; project analyses have used the latest planning assumptions and 
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EPA-approved emissions models; and in PM areas, the project complies with any control 

measures in the SIP. Furthermore, additional analyses (known as hot-spot analyses) may be 

required for projects located in CO and PM nonattainment or maintenance areas to examine 

localized air quality impacts. 

Affected Environment 

An Air Quality Report  (July 2020) was completed for the project. The primary purpose of the Air 

Quality Report (AQR) is to fulfill the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and to provide information for 

inclusion into the Environmental Document. 

This section summarizes existing air quality conditions near the proposed project area. It 

includes attainment statuses for criteria pollutants, describes local ambient concentrations of 

criteria pollutants for the past three years, and discusses Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) 

which are toxic or hazardous air pollutants suspected of causing cancer  and Greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions which are atmospheric gases that trap heat in the Earth’s atmosphere. The 

closest monitoring station to the Project site is the Grass Valley-Litton Building Air Monitoring 

Station, which is located approximately 24 miles west of the Project location (Figure 2-11).  

 

 
Figure 2-11. Map of Air Quality Monitoring Stations Located Near the Project 

 
Meteorology (weather) and terrain can influence air quality. Certain weather parameters are 

highly correlated to air quality, including temperature, the amount of sunlight, and the type of 

winds at the surface and above the surface. Winds can transport ozone and ozone precursors 
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from one region to another, contributing to air quality problems downwind of source regions. 

Furthermore, mountains can act as a barrier that prevents ozone from dispersing.  

The Grass Valley climatological station (GOO), maintained by City of Grass Valley in Nevada 

County, is located near the project site and is representative of meteorological conditions near 

the project. Figure 2-12 shows a wind rose, (a grafic tool used by meterologists to give a 

succinct view of how wind speed and direction are typically distributed at a particular location)  

illustrating the predominant wind patterns near the project.  The prevailing wind direction 

over the county is westerly. However, the terrain of the area has a great influence on local 

winds, so that wide variability in wind direction can be expected. Afternoon winds are generally 

channeled up-canyon, while nighttime winds generally flow down-canyon. Winds are, in general, 

stronger in spring and summer and weaker in fall and winter. Periods of calm winds and clear 

skies in fall and winter often result in strong, ground based inversions forming in mountain 

valleys. These layers of very stable air restrict the dispersal of pollutants, trapping these 

pollutants near the ground, representing the worst conditions for local air pollution occurring in 

the county [North Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) 2005]. 

Nevada County exhibits large variations in terrain and consequently exhibits large variations in 

climate, both of which affect air quality. The western portions of the county slope relatively 

gradually with deep river canyons running from southwest to northeast toward the crest of the 

Sierra Nevada range. East of the divide, the slope of the Sierra is steeper, but river canyons are 

relatively shallow. The warmest areas in Nevada County are found at the lower elevations along 

the county’s west side, while the coldest average temperatures are found at the highest 

elevations (NSAQMD 2005).  
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Figure 2-12. Predominant Wind Patterns Near the Project 

(Source: https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/sites/windrose.phtml?station=GOO&network=CA_ASOS). 

 

 

Regional airflow patterns influence air quality patterns by directing pollutants downwind of 

sources. Localized meteorological conditions, such as light winds and shallow vertical mixing, 

and topographical features, such as surrounding mountain ranges, create areas of high 

pollutant concentrations by hindering dispersal. An inversion layer is produced when a layer of 

warm air traps cooler air close to the ground. Such temperature inversions hamper dispersion 

by stratifying contaminated air near the ground. 

https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/sites/windrose.phtml?station=GOO&network=CA_ASOS
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Areas that do not violate ambient air quality standards are considered to have attained the 

standard.  Violations of ambient air quality standards are based on air pollu tant monitoring data 

and are evaluated for each air pollutant. Table 2-22 lists the state and federal attainment 

status for all regulated pollutants in Western Nevada County.  

Table 2-22. State and Federal Attainment Status 

 
 
As seen above, the project location is in attainment status for regulated pollutants for National 

and State Air Quality standards.  

Table 2-23 lists air quality trends in data collected at the Grass Valley-Litton Building Air 

Monitoring Station for the past three years. O3 and PM2.5 data were obtained from this station. 

PM10 information was from the Mountain Counties Air Basin. The data in Table 2-23 was 

compiled from the California Air Resources Board's iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics and the 

Environmental Protection Agency’s Monitor Values Report. 
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Table 2-23. Air Quality Concentrations for the Past 3 Years Measured at Grass Valley-
Litton Building 

 
 
The table above includes the list of ambient pollutant concentrations from the nearby monitoring 
location for three years 2016, 2017, and 2018, respectively. 

 
Table 2-24 below displays the status of the U.S. EPA-approved State Implementation Plans 

(SIPs) that are relevant to the proposed project. 
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Table 2-24. Status of SIPs Relevant to the Project Area 

 
 
Table 2-24 also provides U.S. EPA actions related to designations, which is the status of budget 
adequacy findings by the U.S. EPA on any submitted implementation plans.  
 
MSAT Emmissions 

The US EPA regulates a list of air toxics (64 FR 38706). Toxic air pollutants or hazardous air 

pollutants (HAPs) are those that are known to cause or suspected of causing cancer or other 

serious health ailments. Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the 

passage of the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that 

US EPA regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. In 2001, US EPA 

issued its first Mobile Source Air Toxics Rule, which identified 21 mobile source air toxic (MSAT) 

compounds as being hazardous air pollutants that required regulation. A subset of these MSAT 

compounds was identif ied as having the greatest influence on health. EPA issued the second 

MSAT Rule in 2007, which generally supported the findings of the first rule and provided 

additional recommendations of compounds having the greatest impact on health. The rule also 

identif ied several engine emission certification standards that must be implemented. US EPA 

has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollu tants 

from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and 

identif ied a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their 

Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS).4 

The 21 HAPs identif ied by US EPA as MSATs are emitted from highway vehicles and non-road 

equipment. Some toxic compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel 

evaporates or passes through the engine unburned.  Other toxics are emitted from the 

incomplete combustion of fuels or as by-products. Metal air toxics result from engine wear or 

from impurities in oil or gasoline.  US EPA has identif ied seven compounds with significant 

contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk 

drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA).5 These are acrolein, benzene, 

1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate matter (DPM) that includes diesel exhaust organic gases, 

formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter.  While FHWA considers these the 

 
4
 Source: http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html 

5
 Source: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/ 

http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/
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priority mobile source air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in 

consideration of future EPA rules. 

The US EPA is the lead federal agency responsible for administering the Clean Air Act and has 

certain responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs.  In its 2001 rule (66 FR 17229), 

US EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control 

programs, including its reformulated gasoline program, national low emission vehicle standards, 

Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and 

proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control 

requirements.6 The agency is preparing another rule under authority of Clean Air Act Section 

202(l) that would address these issues and could make adjustments to the full 21 and the 

primary seven MSATs.7 

FHWA's ongoing work in air toxics includes a research programs to better understand and 

quantify the contribution of mobile sources to air emissions, the establishment of policies for 

addressing mobile source emissions in environmental reports, and the assessment of scientific 

literature on health impacts associated with motor vehicle emissions. California’s vehicle 

emission control and fuel standards are more stringent than federal standards, and are effective 

earlier. CARB found that DPM contributes over 70 percent of the known risk from air toxics and 

poses the greatest cancer risks among all identif ied air  toxics. Diesel trucks contribute more 

than half of the total diesel combustion sources.  In response, CARB adopted a Diesel Risk 

Reduction Plan with control measures to reduce the overall DPM emissions by about 85 percent 

from 2000 to 2020. Part of the plan included recently adopted regulation that requires operators 

of truck and bus fleets in California to retrofit or replace vehicles to meet US EPA NOX and 

PM2.5 emission standards for 2010 model trucks (13 C.C.R. section 2025). Implementation of 

this regulation begins in 2014. By 2023, nearly all trucks and buses operating in California will 

need to meet 2010 model year engine emission standards.  

Emissions of MSATs are anticipated to decrease substantially in future years. According to an 

FHWA analysis using EPA's MOVES2010b model, as shown in Figure 2-7, a combined 

reduction of 83 percent in the total emissions for the priority MSATs from 2010 to 2050 is 

projected. This would occur while vehicle-miles travelled (VMT) is assumed to increase by 102 

percent. The combined State and Federal regulations are expected to result in greater emission 

reductions, more quickly, than the FHWA analysis indicates. Trends for specific locations may 

be different, depending on locally derived information representing vehicle-miles travelled, 

vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorology, and other factors.  

 
6
 These programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 

65 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel PM emissions by 87 percent for FHWA projects between 2000 and 2020 even with a 
64 percent increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), as documented in the FHWA Memorandum: Interim Guidance on Air Toxics 

Analysis in NEPA Documents, February 3, 2006. 
7
 EPA is planning to propose new rule making that would include more stringent vehicle emission s standards (Tier 3 Motor Vehicle 

Emissions) and reduce the sulfur content of gasoline beginning in 2017. 
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Figure 2-13. MSAT Emissions 

 
Within the project area, MSAT is the primary pollutant that would be attribued to the 

transportation on SR-49. 
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Sensitive Receptors  

Sensitive receptors include residential areas, schools, hospitals, other health care facilities, 

child/day care facilities, parks, and playgrounds. On the basis of research showing that the zone 

of greatest concern near roadways is within 500 feet (or 150 meters), sensitive receptors 

(residential areas) within 500 feet (or 150 meters) have been identified. Figure 2-14 shows the 

locations of receptors relative to the proposed project site. 

 
Figure 2-14. Receptors Near the Proposed Project 

 

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, the project would not be built, and the existing roadway would 
be maintained. Particulate Matter (PM2.5 & PM10) would continue to increase while ROG, CO, 
NO2 would be reduced.  
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Build Alternatives 

Regional Conformity 

This project is exempt from regional (40 CFR 93.127) conformity requirements. Separate listing 

of the project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program, 

and their regional conformity analyses, is not necessary. The project will not interfere with timely 

implementation of Transportation Control Measures identified in the applicable SIP and regional 

conformity analysis. Therefore, this project does not require regional conformity, since it is not a 

regionally significant project analyses that is on facility which serves regional transpor tation 

needs and would normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area’s transportation 

network, including at a minimum all principal arterial highways and all f ixed guideway transit 

facilities that offer an alternative to regional highway travel (40 CFR §93.101). 

A regionally significant project includes a facility which serves regional transportation needs and 

would normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area’s transportation network, 

including at a minimum, all principal arterial highways and all f ixed guideway transit facilities that 

offer an alternative to regional highway travel. Throughout the interagency consultation,  

USEPA, FHWA, and NSAQMD concurred that the proposed project is not a regionally 

significant project. 

Project Level Conformity 

This project location is in the unclassified/attainment area for National CO, PM 10, and/or PM2.5. 

The area does not cause or contribute to any new localized CO, PM 2.5, and/or PM10 violations, 

or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or other 

milestones during the timeframe of the transportation plan. Therefore, hot-spot analyses for CO, 

PM10, and/or PM2.5 under 40 CFR 93.109 are not required. 

The proposed project does not require a project-level PM and/or CO hot spot analysis, since it is 

in the unclassified/attainment area for National PM and CO Standards. Therefore, the 

interagency consultation process for the project-level PM and/or CO hot spot analysis does not 

apply.  

NCTC completed an Interagency Consultation Review (ICR) in order to evaluate if it is a 

regionally significant project. The project obtained concurrence from the EPA, FHWA, 

NSAQMD, and Caltrans that the proposed project is not a regionally significant project on June 

22, 2020, June 23, 2020, June 15, 2020, and June 23, 2020, respectively. The concurrence is 

included in Appendix D and a summary of the interagency consultation process for this project 

can be found in Table 2-25 below. 
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Table 2-25. Summary of Interagency Consultation Process 

 
 
Construction (Short-term) Impacts 
 
Construction activities will not last for more than five years at one general location, so 

construction-related emissions do not need to be included in regional and project-level 

conformity analysis [(40 CFR 93.123(c)(5)]. 

Site preparation and roadway construction will involve grading, removing or improving exis ting 

roadways, installing a traffic sign, and paving roadway surfaces. During construction, short ‐term 

degradation of air quality is expected from the release of particulate emissions (airborne dust) 

generated by excavation, grading, hauling, and other activities related to construction. 

Emissions from construction equipment powered by gasoline and diesel engines are also 

anticipated and would include CO, NOX, ROGs, directly emitted PM10 and PM2.5, and toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) such as diesel exhaust particulate matter. Construction activities are 

expected to increase traffic congestion in the area, resulting in increases in emissions from 

traffic during the delays. These emissions would be temporary and limited to the immediate area 

surrounding the construction site. 

Under the transportation conformity regulations [(40 CFR 93.123(c)(5)], construction-related 

activities that cause temporary increases in emissions are not required in a hot-spot analysis. 

These temporary increases in emissions are those that occur only during the construction phase 

and last five years or less at any individual site. They typically fall into two main categories:  
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• Fugitive Dust: A major emission from construction due to ground disturbance. All air 

districts and the California Health and Safety Code (Sections 41700-41701) prohibit 

“visible emissions” exceeding three minutes in one hour – this applies not only to dust 

but also to engine exhaust. In general, this is interpreted as visible emissions crossing 

the right-of-way line.  

Sources of fugitive dust include disturbed soils at the construction site and trucks 

carrying uncovered loads of soils. Unless properly controlled, vehicles leaving the site 

may deposit mud on local streets, which could be an additional source of airborne dust 

after it dries. PM10 emissions may vary from day to day, depending on the nature and 

magnitude of construction activity and local weather conditions. PM10 emissions depend 

on soil moisture, silt content of soil, wind speed, and the amount of equipment  operating. 

Larger dust particles would settle near the source, while fine particles would be 

dispersed over greater distances from the construction site. 

• Construction equipment emissions: Diesel exhaust particulate matter is a California-

identif ied toxic air contaminant, and localized issues may exist if diesel-powered 

construction equipment is operated near sensitive receptors.  

Construction emissions were estimated using the latest Caltrans’ Model, CAL-CET2018 (version 

1.3). Table 2-26 presents construction‐related emissions for the proposed project.   
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Table 2-26. Construction Emissions for Roadways 

 
 
The emissions presented are based on the best information available at the time of calculations. 

The emissions represent construction emissions generated by construction equipment during 

the construction of the project. 

Long-Term Effects (Operational Emissions) 

Operational emissions take into account long-term changes in emissions due to the project 

(excluding the construction phase). The operational emissions analysis compares forecasted 

emissions for existing/baseline, no-build, and build alternatives. Table 2-27 below contains a 

summary of all long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed project.  

Table 2-27. Summary of Comparative Emissions Analysis 
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CO and NOx emissions from the traffic operation during the opening (2024) and the design 

(2044) years would change between no-build and build alternatives. The emissions of CO and 

NOx in the future build alternatives would be slightly higher than those in the future no-build 

alternative, while these emissions would be lower than those in the existing condition.  
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Table 2-28. Summary of Project-Level (Operational) Air Quality Analyses 
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CO Analysis 

There are no CO non-attainment areas in California; all areas in California are currently 

designated attainment/unclassified or maintenance for the state and federal CO standards.  

The CO Protocol was developed for project-level conformity (hot-spot) analysis and was 

approved for use by the U.S. EPA in 1997. It provides qualitative and quantitative screening 

procedures, as well as quantitative (modeling) analysis methods to assess project-level CO 

impacts. The qualitative screening step is designed to avoid the use of detailed modeling for 

projects that clearly cannot cause a violation, or worsen an existing violation, of the CO 

standards. Although the protocol was designed to address federal standards, it has been 

recommended for use by several air pollution control districts in their CEQA analysis guidance 

documents and should also be valid for California standards because the key criterion (8 -hour 

concentration) is similar: 9 ppm for the federal standard and 9.0 ppm for the state standard.  

The Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (University of California, Davis, 

Institute of Transportation Studies (UCD ITS) (1997)) was used to determine the analysis 

needed regarding potential project-level CO impacts. The guidelines in the Protocol comply with 

the Clean Air Act, federal and state conformity rules, NEPA, and CEQA. 

Sections 3 and 4 of the CO Protocol describe the methodology for determining whether a CO 

hot-spot analysis is required. The Protocol provides two conformity requirement decision that 

are designed to assist project sponsors in evaluating the requirements that apply to their project. 

The CO Protocol applies to new projects and was used here. Below is a step-by-step 

explanation:  

3.1.1. Is the project exempt from all emissions analyses? NO. The proposed project would add 

northbound and southbound truck climbing lanes, shoulders, create two at-grade access-

controlled intersections and build a median barrier. 

3.1.2. Is the project exempt from regional emissions analyses? YES. The proposed project 

would include the addition of two at-grade access-controlled intersections, which is exempt from 

regional emissions analyses per 40 CFR 93.127.  The controlled intersection means intersection 

signalization or intersection channelization that is exempt from regional emissions analyses pe r 

40 CFR 93.127. In addition, this project is not a regionally significant project.  

3.1.3. Is the project locally defined as regionally significant? NO. NCTC completed an 

Interagency Consultation Review in order to evaluate if it is a regionally significant project. The 

project obtained concurrence from the EPA, FHWA, NSAQMD, and Caltrans that the proposed 

project is not a regionally significant project on June 22, 2020, June 23, 2020, June 15, 2020, 

and June 23, 2020, respectively.  

3.1.4. Is the project in a federal attainment area? YES. The proposed project is located in a 

federal attainment area for the federal CO standard. 
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3.1.4a. Is the project in a California attainment area? YES. The proposed project is located in a 

State attainment area for the federal CO standard. 

3.1.9. Examine local impacts and proceed to Section 4. 

Section 4 of the Protocol assesses local analysis. Assessment of the project’s effect on 

localized ambient air quality is based on an analysis of CO and PM10 emissions, with the focus 

on CO. Localized emissions of CO and PM10 may increase with the implementation of the 

proposed project. CO is used as an indicator of a project’s direct and indirect impact on local air 

quality because CO does not readily disperse in the local environment in cool weather when the 

wind is fairly still. As stated in the Protocol, the determination of project-level CO impacts shall 

be carried out according to the Local Analysis flow chart. The following discussion provides 

explanatory remarks for every step of the local analysis. 

Level 1: Is the project in a CO nonattainment area? NO. The proposed project is located in a 

federal attainment area. 

Level 1 (Continued): Was the area redesignated as “attainment” after the 1990 Clean Air Ac t? 

YES. The EPA approved the maintenance plans and redesignation request in 1998. 

Level 1 (Continued): Has “continued attainment” been verified with the local Air District, if 

appropriate? YES. The proposed project continues to be in attainment for CO. (Proceed to 

Level 7). 

Level 7: Does the project worsen air quality? NO. The project is not anticipated to worsen air 

quality based on the criteria “a,” “b,” and “c” from the CO Protocol:  

Based on the screening procedure in section 4.7.1 of the CO Protocol, only projects that are 

likely to worsen air quality necessitates further analysis. The following criteria were used to 

determine whether this project is likely to worsen air quality in the project area:  

a) The project significantly increases the percentage of vehicles operating in cold start  

mode. Increasing the number of vehicles operating in cold start mode by as little as 2% 

should be considered potentially significant.  

• The project will have no impact on the percentage of vehicles operating in cold 

start mode. 

b) The project significantly increases traffic volumes. Increases in traffic volumes in excess 

of 5% should be considered potentially significant. Increasing the traffic volume by less 

than 5% may still be potentially significant if there is a corresponding reduction in 

average speeds.  
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• The proposed project would increase traffic volumes along the roadway 

segments. However, this increase in traffic volumes is not considered significant, 

since the proposed facility would not increase CO emissions during future years 

in comparison with those during the baseline year (Table 2-31). 

c) The project worsens traffic flow.  For uninterrupted roadway segments, a reduction in 

average speeds (within a range of 3 to 50 mph) should be regarded as worsening traffic 

flow.  For intersection segments, a reduction in average speed or an increase in average 

delay should be considered as worsening traffic flow.  

• The proposed project would improve traffic flow by alleviating congestion from 

local roads and providing truck climbing lanes. 

Based on the screening above by the CO Protocol, the build alternative under consideration will 

not worsen the air quality in the project area. Therefore, the proposed project is found 

satisfactory and no further analysis is needed. 

Particulate Matter Analysis 

 
Emissions Analysis 

PM emissions were estimated for baseline, no-build, and all build alternatives for the opening 

year and the design year. The results can be seen in Table 2-31. 

PM2.5 and PM10 would slightly change between build and no-build alternatives for the opening 

and the design years. These emissions would also gradually increase during both opening and 

design years in comparison with the baseline year due to increases in VMT and emissions from 

tire wear, brake wear and road dust. However, operational air quality impacts by PM would not 

be substantial. Further, no cumulatively considerable impacts to PM in unclassified/attainment 

are anticipated. 

Hot-Spot Analysis 

 
In November 2015, the U.S. EPA released an updated version of Transportation Conformity 

Guidance for Quantitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and 

Maintenance Areas (Guidance) for quantifying the local air quality impacts of transportation 

projects and comparing them to the PM NAAQS (75 FR 79370). The project is not subject to PM 

conformity analysis because it is located within a PM2.5 unclassified /attainment and a PM10 

unclassified area. 
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NO2 Analysis 

 
The U.S. EPA modified the NO2 NAAQS to include a 1-hr standard of 100 ppb in 2010. 

Currently there is no federal project-level nitrogen dioxide (NO2) analysis requirement. However, 

NO2 is among the near-road pollutants of concern. 

For project-level analysis, NO2 assessment protocol is not available. However, CT-EMFAC2017 

provides a NOx (combination of NO and NO2) emissions estimate. Near-road NO2 

concentrations will likely be dominated by overall NOx emissions. As long as ozone is present at 

relatively low (background) concentrations, most of the directly emitted NO will convert to NO2 

within a few seconds. Therefore, NOx emissions overall can serve as a useful analysis 

surrogate for NO2 [the Caltrans Near-Road Nitrogen Dioxide Assessment (Caltrans, 2012)]. 

For NEPA, future Build scenario emissions were compared with future No-Build scenario 

emissions; for CEQA, future scenario emissions (Build and No-Build) were compared with 

Baseline (Existing Conditions) emissions (Table 2-31). As shown in Table 2-31, there would be 

slight changes between the build alternatives and the no-build alternative during opening and 

design years, and the emissions of NOx for the future Build years (2024 and 2044) would be 

lower than those for the existing year (2018). Overall emissions are not anticipated to be 

substantial with the proposed project. Therefore, operational air quality impacts by NO x would 

not be substantial. Further, no cumulatively considerable impacts to criteria pollutants are 

anticipated as the project’s operational emissions are not significant under the build 

Alternatives. 

Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis 
 

FHWA released updated guidance in October 2016 (FHWA, 2016) for determining when and 

how to address MSAT impacts in the NEPA process for transportation projects. FHWA identified 

three levels of analysis: 

• No analysis for exempt projects or projects with no potential for meaningful MSAT 

effects; 

• Qualitative analysis for projects with low potential MSAT effects; and 

• Quantitative analysis to differentiate alternatives for projects with higher potential 

MSAT effects. 

Projects with no impacts generally include those that a) qualify as a categorical exclusion under 

23 CFR 771.117, b) qualify as exempt under the FCAA conformity rule under 40 CFR 93.126, 

and c) are not exempt, but have no meaningful impacts on traffic volumes or vehicle mix. 

Projects that have low potential MSAT effects are those that serve to improve highway, transit, 

or freight operations or movement without adding substantial new capacity or creating a facility 
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that is likely to substantially increase emissions. The large majority of projects fall into this 

category. Projects with high potential MSAT effects include those that: 

• Create or significantly alter a major intermodal freight facility that has the potential to 

concentrate high levels of Diesel Particulate Matter in a single location; or  

• Create new or add significant capacity to urban highways such as interstates, urban 

arterials, or urban collector-distributor routes with traffic volumes where the AADT is 

projected to be in the range of 140,000 to 150,000, or greater, by the design year; and 

• Are proposed to be located in proximity to populated areas or, in rural areas, in proximity 

to concentrations of vulnerable populations (i.e., schools, nursing homes, hospitals).  

Based on the ARB Land Use Handbook (Cal/EPA and ARB, 2005), it is generally recommended 

in California that projects perform an emissions analysis to address CEQA requirements if any 

of the following criteria are met: 

• The project changes capacity or realigns a freeway, or urban road with AADT of 100,000 

or more and there are sensitive land uses within 500 feet of the roadway. 

• The project changes capacity or realigns a rural road (non-freeway) with AADT of 50,000 

or more and there are sensitive land uses within 500 feet of the roadway. 

The proposed project proposes to add northbound (NB) and southbound (SB) truck climbing  

lanes, a median barrier, shoulders and two at-grade access-controlled intersections and is 

located in proximity to the sensitive receptors (residential areas, Figure 2-13).  However, traffic 

volumes would not be projected to be in the range of 140,000 to 150,000 for NEPA and 50,000 

for CEQA criteria, or greater, by the design year. Therefore, the proposed project can fall into 

the Category 2 (FHWA, 2016), a project with low potential MSAT effects. As such, a qualitative 

MSAT analysis for NEPA requirements is appropriate and CEQA requirements would not be 

addressed. 

In addition, Table 2-29 shows MSAT emissions estimated for baseline, no-build, and build 

alternatives for the opening year (2024) and design year (2044). The latest version of CT -

EMFAC2017 was used to estimate emissions of benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, 

acrolein, naphthalene, DPM, and POM.  

 



Table 2-29. Summary of Comparative MSAT Emissions (US tons) Analysis 

 
 
Table 2-29 shows that the estimated MSAT emissions would not be substantially changed between existing, opening, and design years. 

It is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions between the future build and the future no -build 

alternatives. 



Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
 
Short-Term (Construction) 
 
Most of the construction impacts to air quality are short-term in duration and, therefore, will not 

result in long-term adverse conditions. Implementation of the following measures will reduce air 

quality impacts resulting from construction activities. Please note that although these measures 

are anticipated to reduce construction-related emissions, these reductions cannot be quantif ied 

at this time.  

Caltrans standard specifications include the requirement to minimize or eliminate dust through 

application of water or dust palliatives. Control measures will be implemented as specified in 

Caltrans 2018 Standard Specifications Section 10-5 “Dust Control”, Section 14-9 “Air Quality” 

and Section 18 “Dust Palliatives.”  

• The construction contractor must comply with the Caltrans’ Standard Specifications in 
Section 14-9 (2018).  

 
Section 14-9-02 specifically requires compliance by the contractor with all 

applicable laws and regulations related to air quality, including air pollution 

control district and air quality management district regulations and local 

ordinances.  

• NSAQMD Rule 226 (Fugitive Dust Emissions) will be applied within the proposed project 

area to reduce ambient concentrations and limit fugitive emissions for fine particulate 

matter from construction activities. 

• Water or a dust palliative will be applied to the site and equipment as often as necessary 

to control fugitive dust emissions.  

• A soil binder will be spread on any unpaved roads used for construction purposes and 

on all project construction parking areas. 

• Trucks will be washed as they leave the right-of-way as necessary to control fugitive 

dust emissions.  

• Construction equipment and vehicles will be properly tuned and maintained. All 

construction equipment will use low sulfur fuel as required by CA Code of Regulations 

Title 17, Section 93114. 

• A dust control plan will be developed documenting sprinkling, temporary paving, speed 

limits and timely re-vegetation of disturbed slopes, as needed, to minimize construction 

impacts to existing communities.  
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• Equipment and materials storage sites will be located as far away f rom residential and 

park uses as practicable. Construction areas will be kept clean and orderly.  

• Track-out reduction measures, such as, gravel pads at project access points will be 

applied to minimize dust and mud deposits on roads affected by construction traffic. 

• All transported loads of soils and wet materials will be covered before transport or 

adequate freeboard (space from the top of the material to the top of the truck) will be 

provided to minimize emission of dust during transportation. 

• Dust and mud that are deposited on paved, public roads due to construction activity and 

traffic will be promptly and regularly removed to reduce PM emissions. 

• To the extent feasible, construction traffic will be scheduled and routed to reduce 

congestion and related air quality impacts caused by idling vehicles along local roads 

during peak travel times. 

In addition, the NSAQMD Guidelines provide reasonably available control measures for dust 

emissions. Measures to reduce PM and GHG from construction are recommended to ensure 

that short-term health impacts to nearby sensitive receptors are avoided. The following 

techniques shall be implemented to limit the emission and/or airborne transport of fugitive dust 

from a site when practical, during all phases of construction work: 

• Application of water, chemical stabilizers/suppressants, soil stabilizers or other liquids. 

• Covering, paving, enclosing, shrouding, compacting, planting, cleaning or  other such 

measures the Air Pollution Control Officer may approve to accomplish satisf actory 

results for temporary and/or extended suppression of PM10 emissions. 

Long-Term (Operational) 

 
The project would not increase operational CO and NOx emissions during the future years in 

comparision with the existing condition; therefore, no avoidance, minimization or mitigation 

measures are required.  
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2.3.4.  Climate Change 

Neither the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) nor the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) has issued explicit guidance or methods to conduct project-

level greenhouse gas analysis.  FHWA emphasizes concepts of resilience and sustainability in 

highway planning, project development, design, operations, and maintenance.  Because there 

have been requirements set forth in California legislation and executive orders on climate 

change, the issue is addressed in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) chapter of 

this document.  The CEQA analysis may be used to inform the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) determination for the project. 

2.3.5.  Noise  

Regulatory Setting  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) provide the broad basis for analyzing and abating highway traffic noise effects.  The 

intent of these laws is to promote the general welfare and to foster a healthy environment.  The 

requirements for noise analysis and consideration of noise abatement and/or mitigation, 

however, differ between NEPA and CEQA. 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

CEQA requires a strictly baseline versus build analysis to assess whether a proposed project 

will have a noise impact.  If a proposed project is determined to have a significant noise impact 

under CEQA, then CEQA dictates that mitigation measures must be incorporated into the 

project unless those measures are not feasible.  The rest of this section will focus on the 

NEPA/Title 23 Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 772) noise analysis; please 

see Chapter 3 of this document for further information on noise analysis under CEQA. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT AND 23 CFR 772 

For highway transportation projects with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) involvement 

(and the Department, as assigned), the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and its implementing 

regulations (23 CFR 772) govern the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts.  The 

regulations require that potential noise impacts in areas of frequent human use be identified 

during the planning and design of a highway project.  The regulations include noise abatement 

criteria (NAC) that are used to determine when a noise impact would occur.  The NAC differ 

depending on the type of land use under analysis.  For example, the NAC for  residences (67 

dBA) is lower than the NAC for commercial areas (72 dBA).  The following table lists the noise 

abatement criteria for use in the NEPA/23 CFR 772 analysis. 
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Table 2-30:  Noise Abatement Criteria 
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Figure 2-15 lists the noise levels of common activities to enable readers to compare the actual 

and predicted highway noise levels discussed in this section with common activities.   

 
Figure 2-15.  Noise Levels of Common Activities 
 

According to the Department’s Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway 

Construction and Reconstruction Projects, May 2011, a noise impact occurs when the predicted 

future noise level with the project substantially exceeds the existing noise level (defined as a 12 

dBA or more) or when the future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the NAC.  A 

noise level is considered to approach the NAC if it is within 1 dBA of the NAC. 

If it is determined that the project will have noise impacts, then potential abatement measures 

must be considered.  Noise abatement measures that are determined to be reasonable and 

feasible at the time of final design are incorporated into the project plans and specifications.  

This document discusses noise abatement measures that would likely be incorporated in the 

project.   
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The Department’s Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteria for determining when an 

abatement measure is reasonable and feasible.  Feasibility of noise abatement is basically an 

engineering concern.  Noise abatement must be predicted to reduce noise by at least 5 dB at an 

impacted receptor to be considered feasible from an acoustical perspective.  It must also be 

possible to design and construct the noise abatement measure for it to be considered feasible.   

Factors that affect the design and constructability of noise abatement include, but are not limited 

to, safety, barrier height, topography, drainage, access requirements for driveways, presence of 

local cross streets, underground utilities, other noise sources in the area, and maintenance of 

the abatement measure.  The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is determined by the 

following three factors: 1) the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB at one or more impacted 

receptors; 2) the cost of noise abatement; and 3) the viewpoints of benefited receptors 

(including property owners and residents of the benefited receptors). 

Affected Environment 

Caltrans’ Environmental Engineering Branch completed a Noise Study Report (NSR) (Caltrans 

2020) for the project, in conformance with the requirements of 23 CFR 772, “Procedures for 

Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise,” and this serves as the basis for discussion of the project’s 

potential noise impacts. The NRS entails looking at the setting of  the noise impact and then how 

large or perceptible any noise increase would be in the given area. Even though the NSR (or 

noise technical memorandum) does not specifically evaluate the significance of noise impacts 

under CEQA, it must contain the technical information that is needed to make that determination 

in the environmental document.   

The Existing Environment 

A field investigation was conducted on April 30, 2020 to identify land uses that could be subject 

to traffic and construction noise impacts from the proposed project.  The following land uses 

were identif ied in the project area: 

• Single-family residences: Activity Category B 

• Mobile Park & RV: Activity Category C 

• Golden Chain Motel: Activity Category E 

• Commercial Retail: Activity Category F 

Although all developed land uses are evaluated in this analysis, noise abatement is only 

considered for areas of frequent human use that would benefit from a lowered noise level.  

Accordingly, this impact analysis focuses on locations with defined outdoor activity areas, such 

as residential backyards.  
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Noise measurements were performed at five locations in the project area to determine existing 

background noise levels (as shown in Figures 2-16 through 2-20) and to validate the traffic 

noise model. The measured noise levels at these locations ranged from 51 to 64 A-weighted 

decibels hourly equivalent sound level (dBA Leq[h]). 

 

 
Figure 2-16.  Noise Receptor Locations 
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Figure 2-17. Noise Receptor Locations and Proposed Soundwall Location 



 
Figure 2-18. Noise Receptor Locations 
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Figure 2-19.  Noise Receptor Locations 
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Figure 2-20. Noise Receptor Locations 
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Short-Term Monitoring 

Table 2-31 summarizes the results of the short-term noise monitoring conducted in the project 
area.  
 

Table 2-31.  Summary of Short-Term Measurements 

 
 
Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 2.5 was used to compare measured traffic noise levels to modeled 
noise levels at field measurement locations. Table 2-32 compares measured and modeled 
noise levels at each measurement location (Figure 2-15 through Figure 2-19).  

Table 2-32. Comparison of Measured to Predicted Sound Levels in the TNM Model 

 
 
The predicted sound levels are within two to three dBA of the measured sound levels and are, 
therefore, considered to be in reasonable agreement with the measured sound levels. As such, 
no further adjustment of the model was necessary.  
 

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not affect noise because the proposed project would not be 
constructed. 

Build Alternatives 

Predicted Noise Levels 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), Version 2.5 was utilized to 

obtain noise levels for Existing worst-hour, Design year (2044) Build and no Build conditions. 
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The project includes five measured locations and 38 modeled receiver locations representing 

Activity Category B, C, E and F land use. 

The existing loudest-hour Leq(h) noise levels were calculated to range from 56 to 69 dBA for 

residential land use (Activity Category B) depending on location and the distance to the 

highway. All residential land use has been evaluated for noise impact and modeled receivers 

represent many homes that are acoustically equivalent to that site condition. 

For design year (2044) under the no-build condition, the predicted traffic noise levels ranges 

from 58 to 71 dBA for residential land use (Activity Category B).  For design year (2044) under 

the Build condition, the predicted traffic noise levels ranges from 60 to 73 dBA.  

The predicted noise increase from the existing-year to the design-year no Build condition is an 

estimated two dBA. The increase in noise in design-year Build and No Build is an estimated one 

to five dBA depending on the location of the receiver and the highway improvements proposed 

at that location.  For some receivers, the predicted noise levels under design-year conditions will 

approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA for Activity Category B land 

use.  

The proposed project will not result in a substantial noise increase as defined in the Protocol 

under CEQA.  

Construction (short-term) 

During construction of the project, noise from construction activities may intermittently dominate 

the noise environment in the immediate area of construction. Noise associated with construction 

is controlled by Caltrans’ Standard Specification Section 14-8.02, “Noise Control,” which states 

the following: 

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

• Control and monitor noise resulting from work activities. 

Table 2-33 summarizes noise levels produced by construction equipment  that is commonly 

used on roadway construction projects. Construction equipment is expected to generate noise 

levels ranging from 70 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet and noise produced by construction 

equipment would be reduced over distance at a rate of about six dBA per doubling of distance.  
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Table 2-33. Construction Equipment Noise 

 
No adverse noise impacts from construction are anticipated because construction would be 

conducted in accordance with Caltrans’ Standard Specifications Section 14.8-02. Construction 

noise would be short-term, intermittent and overshadowed by local traffic noise.  

Table 2-34.  Summary of Reasonableness Allowances —Barrier SB1 

 
 
The predicted noise level at Golden Chain Motel for existing-year is estimated at 63 dBA and for 

design-year under Build condition at 67 dBA. The predicted noise level is below the noise 

abatement criteria of 72 dBA for Motel land use. Therefore, no impact is predicted from the 

proposed project to this location. 

Table 2-35 shows the predicted existing-year noise level ranges from 56 dBA to 69 dBA and the 

design-year under Build conditions, the noise level ranges from 58 dBA to 73 dBA.  An increase 

of two dBA to seven dBA is estimated depending on the location of the receiver and highway  

improvements proposed at that location. Traffic noise impacts are predicted at these residences 

and noise abatement must be considered.  

 



   



               

 
Table 2-35. Predicted Future Noise and Barrier Analysis 



 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Abatement Measures 

Minimization Measures (Construction): 

• Notify the residents within 100 feet of the project area in advance of nighttime 

construction activities.   

• All equipment shall have sound-control devices that are no less effective than those 

provided on the original equipment.  No equipment may have an unmuffled exhaust. 

• As directed by Caltrans, implement appropriate additional noise minimization measures, 

including changing the location of stationary construction equipment, turning off  idling 

equipment, rescheduling construction activity, notifying adjacent residents in advance of 

construction work and installing acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise 

sources.   

Abatement Measures  

Traffic noise impacts occur when the predicted noise level approaches or exceeds the NAC. 

Under 23 CFR 772, when predicted noise levels result in a traffic noise impact, noise abatement 

measures that are reasonable and feasible must be considered.  

Various abatement measures were considered for this project; however, due to the design, 

noise barriers are the appropriate form of noise abatement for this particular project.  

A noise barrier was evaluated for impacted receivers at Tall Pines Estates, a residential mobile 

home park, Activity Category land use B. The barrier evaluated is labeled as Barrier SB1 and 

was found to be acoustically feasible, providing at least five dBA of noise reduction.  

Based on the studies completed to date, the Department intends to incorporate noise  

abatement in the form of a barrier at approximately 112+00.00 to 128+00.00, with an average 

height of 10 feet. Calculations based on preliminary design data show that the barrier will 

reduce noise levels by seven dBA for 33 residences at a cost of $3,531,000. If conditions have 

substantially changed during final design, noise abatement may not be constructed.  The final 

decision on noise abatement will be made upon completion of the project design.  

For any noise barrier to be considered reasonable from a cost perspective, the estimated cost of 

the noise barrier should be equal to or less than the total cost allowance calculated for the 

barrier.  The cost calculations of the noise barrier must include all items appropriate and 

necessary for construction of the barrier, such as traffic control, drainage modification, retaining 

walls, landscaping for graffiti abatement and right-of-way costs.  Construction cost estimates are 

presented in the Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR).  The NADR includes noise 

abatement construction cost estimates that have been prepared and signed by the project 

engineer based on site-specific conditions.  Construction cost estimates are compared to 
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reasonableness allowances in the NADR to identify which wall configurations are reasonable 

from a cost perspective.  

During the Design phase, a NADR will be completed to determine the feasibility of noise 

abatement given the alloted allowences from Table 2-34, Summary of Reasonableness 

Allowances — Barrier SB1. The final decision on noise abatement will be made upon 

completion of the final project design. 
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2.3.6.  Energy 

Regulatory Setting 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] Part 4332) 

requires the identification of all potentially significant impacts to the environment, including 

energy impacts.  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15126.2(b) and Appendix 

F, Energy Conservation, require an analysis of a project’s energy use to determine if the project 

may result in significant environmental effects due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of 

energy, or wasteful use of energy resources.   
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Affected Environment 

An Energy Analysis Report was completed July 2020 for this project.  The primary purpose of 

the Energy Analysis is to fulfill the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and, to provide information for 

inclusion into the Environmental Document. 

The baseline year used for analysis is 2018. Table 2-36 shows the Existing (2018) traffic 

conditions on SR 49 in Nevada County from post miles 11.1 to 13.3.  

Table 2-36. Summary of Existing Traffic Conditions 

 
 
Table 2-36 shows the reported truck percentage is 5.4% within the proposed project location 

and the average travel speed during AM and PM peaks is approximately 53 mph.  

No-Build Alternative 

The no-build (no action) alternative consists of those transportation projects that are already 

planned for construction by or before 2024. Consequently, the no-build alternative represents 

future travel conditions in the SR 49 Widening study area without the SR 49 Widening project 

and is the baseline against which the other SR 49 Widening alternatives will be assessed to 

meet NEPA requirements. Table 2-37 presents summary of long-term operational impacts of 

the No-Build traffic conditions.  

Table 2-37. Summary of Long-Term Operational Impacts of No-Build Traffic Conditions 

 
 
Project Build Alternatives 

 
Table 2-38 shows traffic conditions for the future years on SR 49 in Nevada County from 0.25 

miles north of La Barr Meadow Road/Allison Ranch Road to the Grass Valley City limits. 
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Table 2-38. Summary of Long-Term Operational Impacts of Build Traffic Conditions 

 
 
Comparison of Existing and Expected Traffic Conditions 

 
Table 2-39 summarizes design features and operational impacts on traffic conditions of the 

existing year, the no-build opening and design years, and the build opening and design years 

within the proposed project.  
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Table 2-39. Summary of Long-Term Operational Impacts on Traffic Conditions of 
Existing, No-Build, and Build Alternatives 

 
 
Table 2-39 shows that the build alternatives during both opening and design years would 

increase average daily traffic volumes, as well as, increased truck travel in comparison with  the 

no-build alternative. VMT in the build alternatives would also increase in comparison with those 

in the existing condition and the no-build alternative during both opening and design years.   
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Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts related to energy use and consumption. 

Build Alternatives 

The following environmental consequences section describes the methods and results of 

energy consumption of the proposed project. Analyses in the Energy Analysis Report was 

conducted using methodology and assumptions that are consistent with the requirements of 

NEPA and CEQA. A quantitative energy analysis for the capacity-increasing project considers 

direct but temporary fuel usage during construction as well as the direct operational fuel 

consumption.  

Direct Energy Consumption (Construction) 

 
Site preparation and roadway construction will involve land clearing/grubbing, roadway 

excavation/ removal, structural excavation/removal, base/subbase/imported borrow, structure 

concrete, paving, drainage/environment/landscaping and traffic /signage/stripping/painting. 

During construction, short‐term fuel consumption is expected by various operation. Fuels for 

construction equipment would be largely powered by gasoline and diesel. Construction activities 

are expected to increase traffic congestion in the area, result ing in increases in fuel 

consumption from traffic during the delays. This consumption would be temporary and limited to 

the immediate area surrounding the construction site. 

The basic procedure for analyzing direct energy consumption from construction activities is to 

obtain fuel consumption projections in gallons from the Caltrans’ Construction Emission Tool 

(CAL-CET). Construction energy consumption was estimated using the Caltrans’ Model, CAL-

CET2018 (version 1.3). The energy consumption presented is based on the best information 

available at the time of the calculations. The energy represents the construction fuel 

consumption.  

Construction-related fuel consumption by operation and annual was calculated for the proposed 

project and provides the following conclusions: 

Tables 2-40 and 2-41 show that construction of the proposed project would primarily consume 

diesel and gasoline through operation of heavy-duty construction equipment, material deliveries 

and debris hauling. As indicated above, energy use associated with proposed project 

construction is estimated to result in the short-term consumption of 206,877 gallons from diesel-

powered equipment, and then 132,534 gallons from gasoline-powered equipment. These 

represent small demands (approximately: 2.6% in diesel fuel then 0.3% in gasoline) on Nevada 

County’s gasoline and diesel sales estimates (i.e. 8 million of diesel gallons and 38 million of 

gasoline gallons in 2018) that would be easily accommodated and this demand would cease 
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once construction is complete. Moreover, construction-related energy consumption would be 

temporary and not a permanent new source of energy demand. Demand for fuels would have 

no noticeable effects on peak or baseline demands for energy. While construction would result 

in a short-term increase in energy use, construction design features would help conserve 

energy.  

Table 2-40. Construction Fuel Consumption by Operation 

 
 

Table 2-41. Annual Construction Fuel Consumption 

 
 
Direct Energy Consumption (Mobile Sources)  

 
The basic procedure for analyzing direct energy consumption from mobile sources was 

conducted by calculating fuel consumption using CT-EMFAC2017. Operational energy takes 

into account long-term changes in fuel consumption due to the project that would increase a 

capacity (excluding the construction phase). The operational fuel consumption analysis 

compares forecasted consumption for baseline, no-build, and the build alternatives during 

existing, opening, and design years. Table 2-42 below contains a summary of all long-term 

operational energy consumption associated with the proposed project. Measures of vehicle 

miles of travel (VMT) for existing, opening, and design years were estimated using fuel 

consumption, fleet average fuel consumption factor and the VMT distribution in the speed bin 

between five and 75 mph.  
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Table 2-42. Summary of Comparative Fuel Consumption Analysis 

 
 

The additional travel lanes and intersections proposed under both alternatives would affect 

traffic operations and increase vehicle capacity along SR 49 in the project area. The daily 

gasoline fuel consumption from the alternatives during the design year is higher than that from 

the no-build scenario due to increases in VMT. The overall gasoline fuel consumption from the 

build alternatives during the future years would decrease in comparison with that from existing 

conditions due to increases in carpooling, hybrid, and electric cars that would improve the 

emission factors. In order to decrease diesel fuel consumption, the application of newer and 

more fuel-efficient vehicles would result in an overall lower potential for an increase in the 

energy consumption.  

Additionally, the project would generally offset some of the project’s potential energy usage if it 

includes elements that would reduce VMT, such as providing facilities for pedestrians and 

bicyclists, which is in the design.  

Overall, the proposed project would not result in an increase in the consumption of energy in 

comparison with the existing conditions. 

Indirect Energy  

 
The proposed project does not include maintenance activities which would result in long -term 

indirect energy consumption by equipment required to operate and maintain in the roadway. It 

would add northbound (NB) and southbound (SB) truck climbing lanes, median barrier, 

shoulders, and two at-grade access-controlled intersections. As such, it is unlikely to increase 

indirect energy consumption though increased fuel usage. 
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Minimization Measures 

Short-term Construction 

While construction would result in a short-term increase in energy use, construction design 
features would help conserve energy. The following measures shall be implemented when 
practical: 

• Use recycled and energy-efficient building materials, energy-efficient tools and 

construction equipment, and renewable energy sources in construction and operation of 

the project  

• Improve operations and maintenance practices by regularly checking and maintaining 

equipment to ensure its functioning efficiently 

• Optimize start-up time, power-down time, and equipment sequencing 

• Educate employees about how their behaviors affect energy use 

• Ensure that team members are trained in the importance of energy management and 

basic energy-saving practices. Hold staff meetings on energy use, costs, objectives, and 

employee responsibilities 

Long-term Operational 

The following conservation measures for direct energy consumption from mobile sources shall 

be implemented when practical: 

• Participate in Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program 

(ARFVTP). The ARFVTP includes electric vehicle charging infrastructure, hydrogen 

refueling infratructure, natural gas vehicles, and lower carbon transportation fuel 

• Participate in vanpool and carsharing programs  
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2.4.  BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

2.4.1.  Natural Communities 

Affected Environment 

A Natural Environment Study (NES) was completed in August 2020 for the project. The NES 

summarizes technical documents such as focused species studies, wetland assessments, and 

biological assessments related to effects on biological resources in the Biological Study Area 

(BSA) for use in the environmental document. 

Vegetation communities, including wetlands and other waters (ephemeral, intermittent, and 

perennial streams) are present within the ESL. The natural community vegetation types 

identif ied in the ESL are described in the following subsections.  

These communities within the study area were classified based on plant community descriptions 

provided in “A Guide to Wildlife Habitats of California” (Mayer and Laudenslayer, eds, 1988), “A 

Manual of California Vegetation” (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995), and “Preliminary Descriptions 

of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California” (Holland, 1986).   

Non-Native Annual Grassland  

Grasslands dominated by nonnative annual grasses occur throughout the survey area. Although 

annual grasses and forbs dominate the grasslands;perennial grass species are also scattered 

through these grasslands. Nonnative annuals such as soft chess (Bromus hordaceous), annual 

bluegrass (Poa annua), and Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum spp. gussoneanum) are 

common in these grasslands. The perennial bunchgrasses scattered through the grassland 

include nonnative species such as orchardgrass (Dactylis glomerata) and tall fescue (Festuca 

arundinacea), as well as native perennials such as slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus 

ssp. trachycaulus), Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis), and red fescue (Festuca rubra). 

Ponderosa Pine Forest  

Ponderosa pine forest is characterized by a predominance of ponderosa pine (Pinus 

ponderosa). This vegetation community occurs in the Sierra Nevada from approximately 980 ft 

to 6,900 ft. above mean sea level (Sawyer et al. 2009).  

While ponderosa pine is the predominant species in this vegetation community within the survey 

area, associate species include Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), incense cedar 

(Calocedrus decurrens), and black oak (Quercus kelloggii) also exist. Other tree species 
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observed in the overstory include Pacific madrone (Arbutus menziesii), big-leaf maple (Acer 

macrophyllum), and California buckeye (Aesculus californica).  

The understory includes large patches of whiteleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida), which 

reach 12 feet high in some locations, and ponderosa pine saplings. Other common species that 

are found in the shrub understory include the following: 

• Poison-oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) 

• Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) 

• Buckbrush (Ceanothus cuneatus) 

• Deer brush (Ceanothus integerrimus) 

• California coffeeberry (Rhamnus californica) 

• Wood rose (Rosa gymnocarpa) 

The herbaceous layer is dominated by everlasting pea (Lathyrus latifolius), which often forms 

extensive patches, Sierran mountain misery (Chamaebatia foliolosa), and sky lupine (Lupinus 

nanus). Other, less common herbaceous species include the following. 

• Rainbow iris (Iris hartwegii) 

• Davy’s gumplant (Grindelia hirsutula var. davyi) 

• Soap plant (Chlorogalum pomeridianum) 

• California Indian pink (Silene californica) 

• Miner’s lettuce (Claytonia parviflora) 

• Creeping honeysuckle (Lonicera hispidula) 

Arroyo Willow Riparian Woodland  

Arroyo willow riparian woodland is present in the survey area (not within the ESL) along 

drainages and seeps and are dominated by arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), with other riparian 

trees, including white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus fremontii), big-

leaf maple  and mountain dogwood (Cornus nuttallii). The understory is dominated by dense 

Himalayan blackberry, but in areas where the Himalayan blackberry is less dominant, other 

shrubs occur including Pacific ninebark (Physocarpus capitatus) and western azalea 

(Rhododendron occidentale). The herbaceous layer consists of soft rush (Juncus america), 

cattail (Typha sp.), seep spring monkeyflower (Mimulus guttatus), water cress (Nasturtium 
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officinale), yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus), creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens), tall 

f latsedge/nut sedge (Cyperus eragrostis), American brooklime (Veronica americana), small -

fruited sedge (Scirpus microcarpus), and iris-leaved rush (Juncus xiphioides).  

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on Natural Communities. 

Build Alternatives 

Non-Native Annual Grassland  

The proposed project would create additional disturbed areas for a temporary period. Areas 

where temporary disturbance occurs would be more susceptible to colonization or spread by 

invasive plants. Implementation of avoidance and minimization measures provided below will 

help to avoid and minimize the introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

Ponderosa Pine Forest  

The proposed project would require some tree removal; however, given that this community is 

abundant within Nevada County, the removal of individual trees would not impact this abundant 

community.  

Arroyo Willow Riparian Woodland  

The proposed project would not have any direct or indirect impacts to this community, as it is 

not present within the project boundary. 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

Non-Native Annual Grassland 

To avoid and minimize the introduction of new invasive plants and the spread of invasive plants 

previously documented in the project area, the following BMPs will be implemented during 

project construction. 

• Use a weed-free source for project materials (e.g., straw wattles for erosion control that 

are weed-free or contain less than 1% weed seed). 

• Prevent invasive plant contamination of project materials during transport and when 

stockpiling (e.g., by covering soil stockpiles with a heavy-duty, contractor-grade 

tarpaulin).  
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• Use a seed mix for erosion control activities comprising California native species 

appropriate to the project location. 

2.4.2.  Wetlands and Other Waters  

Regulatory Setting 

Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations.  At the 

federal level, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, more commonly referred to as the Clean 

Water Act (CWA) (33 United States Code [USC] 1344), is the primary law regulating wetlands 

and surface waters.  One purpose of the CWA is to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill 

material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  Waters of the U.S. include navigable 

waters, interstate waters, territorial seas, and other waters that may be used in interstate or 

foreign commerce.  The lateral limits of jurisdiction over non-tidal water bodies extend to the 

ordinary high water mark (OHWM), in the absence of adjacent wetlands. When adjacent 

wetlands are present, CWA jurisdiction extends beyond the OHWM to the limits of the adjacent 

wetlands. To classify wetlands for the purposes of the CWA, a three-parameter approach is 

used that includes the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, 

and hydric soils (soils formed during saturation/inundation).  All three parameters must be 

present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a jurisdictional wetland 

under the CWA.  

Section 404 of the CWA establishes a regulatory program that provides that discharge of 

dredged or fill material cannot be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less 

damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s waters would be significantly degraded.  

The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) with 

oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 

The USACE issues two types of 404 permits:  General and Individual.  There are two types of 

General permits:  Regional and Nationwide.  Regional permits are issued for a general category 

of activities when they are similar in nature and cause minimal environmental effect.  Nationwide 

permits are issued to allow a variety of minor project activities with no more than minimal 

effects.   

Ordinarily, projects that do not meet the criteria for a Regional or Nationwide Permit may be 

permitted under one of USACE’s Individual permits.  There are two types of Individual permits:  

Standard permits and Letters of Permission.  For Individual permits, the USACE decision to 

approve is based on compliance with U.S. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 Code of 

Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 230), and whether permit approval is in the public interest.  The 

Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) were developed by the U.S. EPA in conjunction with 

the USACE, and allow the discharge of dredged or fill material into the aquatic system (waters 

of the U.S.) only if there is no practicable alternative which would have less adverse effects.  

The Guidelines state that the USACE may not issue a permit if there is a “least environmentally 

damaging practicable alternative” (LEDPA) to the proposed discharge that would have lesser 

https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/section-404b1-guidelines-40-cfr-230
https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/section-404b1-guidelines-40-cfr-230
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effects on waters of the U.S., and not have any other significant adverse environmental 

consequences. 

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) also regulates the activities of 

federal agencies with regard to wetlands.  Essentially, EO 11990 states that a federal agency, 

such as FHWA and/or the Department, as assigned, cannot undertake or provide assistance for 

new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds:  (1) that there is no 

practicable alternative to the construction and (2) the proposed project includes all practicable 

measures to minimize harm.  A Wetlands Only Practicable Alternative Finding must be made. 

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB), the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) and the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  In certain circumstances, the Coastal 

Commission (or Bay Conservation and Development Commission or the Tahoe Regional 

Planning Agency) may also be involved.  Sections 1600-1607 of the California Fish and Game 

Code require any agency that proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the 

natural f low of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify CDFW 

before beginning construction.  If CDFW determines that the project may substantially and 

adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be 

required.  CDFW jurisdictional limits are usually defined by the tops of the stream or lake banks, 

or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider.  Wetlands under jurisdiction of the 

USACE may or may not be included in the area covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement 

obtained from the CDFW. 

The RWQCBs were established under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee 

water quality.  Discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act are permitted by Waste Discharge 

Requirements (WDRs) and may be required even when the discharge is already permitted or 

exempt under the CWA.  In compliance with Section 401 of the CWA, the RWQCBs also issue 

water quality certif ications for activities which may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S.  

This is most frequently required in tandem with a Section 404 permit request .   

Affected Environment 

A Natural Environment Study (NES) was completed in August 2020 for the project. The NES 

summarizes technical documents such as focused species studies, wetland assessments, and 

biological assessments related to effects on biological resources in the Biological Study Area 

(BSA) for use in the environmental document. 

An Aquatic Resources Delineation (wetland delineation) was conducted (April 2019) using the 

routine determination methods described in the 1987 Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) 

and the 2010 Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Supplement (U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers 2010). Potential wetland and non-wetland waters of the United States were mapped 

and delineated in the field in accordance with indicators and guidance in USACE Regulatory 
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Guidance Letter No. 05-05, dated December 7, 2005 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2005). A 

preliminary jurisdictional determination (USACE concurred with the delineation) was received 

from USACE on May 16, 2019. 

The Envrionmental Study Limit (ESL, Appeddix ) for this project contains forested wetlands, 

scrub-shrub wetlands, seasonal wetlands, intermittent streams, perennial streams, ponds, and 

roadside ditches.  

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on Wetlands and Other Waters. 

Build Alternatives 

Construction of the proposed project would directly/permanently affect jurisdictional wetlands 

and jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and State. Each Alternative will result in the following 

impacts: 

Alternative 3A (Signalized Intersections) 

 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.26 acre of jurisdictional wetlands 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.11 acre other waters of the U.S./Waters of 

the State  

Alternative 3B (Roundabouts) 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.28-acre of jurisdictional wetlands 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.13-acre other waters of the U.S./Waters of 
the State 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

Avoidance and minimization measures to protect wetlands and other waters include the 

following:  

• Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, or wetlands, RWQCB-approved 

physical barriers, adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of sediment into these 

systems, will be constructed and maintained between working areas and , streams/ 

wetlands.  Discharge of sediment would be contained through the use of RWQCB-

approved measures to avoid sediment from entering protected waters.  

• Oily or greasy substances originating from the Contractor’s operations would not be 

allowed to enter, or be placed, where they would later enter tributary waters. 



 

145 

• Asphalt concrete would not be allowed to enter tributary waters. 

• The wetland and other waters outside of direct construction impact areas would be 

delineated as environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) on the project plans and in the 

project specifications. The boundaries of the ESA would be clearly marked in the field by 

the installation of a temporary high visibility fence. This fencing would be implemented 

as the first order of work and would remain in place until all construction activities are 

complete. 

Permit Required Compensation  

If necessary, mitigation for jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and State would 

be implemented to achieve no-net-loss of the functions and values within the study area in 

accordance with the USACE Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines (1991) and 

the Guidelines for Monitoring Riparian Mitigation (1994).  

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation’s Sacramento District California In-Lieu Fee Program 

provides a mitigation option that can be used by Caltrans and other permittees to compensate 

for authorized impacts to aquatic resources. Caltrans would likely purchase mitigation credits 

through the In-Lieu Fee Program to compensate for impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. 

and State. If credits from In-Lieu Fee Program are not available, Caltrans would purchase 

credits from an approved Mitigation Bank. 

To compensate for impacts to waters of the State under CDFW’s jurisdiction, Caltrans would 

likely purchase credits at a CDFW-approved mitigation bank or mitigation through stream and 

wetland creation, restoration or enhancement, and creation or construction of wildlife crossings 

in conjunction with the project. 

 

Wetlands Only Practicable Alternative Finding 

Executive Order 11990 states that a federal agency may not undertake or provide assistance  

For new construction in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds that there is no 

practicable alternative and the proposed project includes all practicable measures to minimize 

harm. 

 
Meeting the purpose and need for the proposed project requires modification of the highway  

within the project limits. Due to the proximity of adjacent wetlands and the design parameters  

required to widen to standard widths and construct intersections (Alternative 3A) or roundabouts 

(Alternative 3B), complete avoidance of wetlands is not possible. Alternative 3A would result in 

0.26 acres of impact, and Alternative 3B would result in 0.28 acres of impacts to wetlands. 

 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no wetlands would be affected, but the No-Build Alternative 

does not meet the project purpose and need because it does not address the safety concerns 

that are present in the project area. 
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Practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands are built into the project design as well as 
identif ied above in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures section. Through 

extensive review and coordination with resource agencies, the design of the  

project uses the smallest footprint possible. 

 
Based on above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to the  

proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed project includes all practicable 

measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such use. 
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2.4.3.  Plant Species  

Regulatory Setting 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) have regulatory responsibility for the protection of special-status plant species. 

“Special-status” species are selected for protection because they are rare and/or subject to 

population and habitat declines.  Special status is a general term for species that are provided 

varying levels of regulatory protection.  The highest level of protection is given to threatened and 

https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/maps/TopoView/
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endangered species; these are species that are formally listed or proposed for listing as 

endangered or threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or the 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  Please see the Threatened and Endangered 

Species section [2.4.5] in this document for detailed information about these species.  

This section of the document discusses all other special-status plant species, including CDFW 

species of special concern, USFWS candidate species, and California Native Plant Society 

(CNPS) rare and endangered plants. 

The regulatory requirements for FESA can be found at 16 United States Code (USC) Section 

1531, et seq.  See also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402.  The regulatory 

requirements for CESA can be found at California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq.  

Department projects are also subject to the Native Plant Protection Act, found at California Fish 

and Game Code, Section 1900-1913, and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 

found at California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000-21177. 

Affected Environment 

A Natural Environmental Study (NES) was completed August 2020.The NES summarizes 

technical documents such as focused species studies, wetland assessments, and bio logical 

assessments related to effects on biological resources in the Biological Study Area (BSA) for 

use in the environmental document.  

The conservation of special status native plants and their habitats, as well as sensitive natural 

communities, is integral to maintaining biological diversity. Below are the results of special 

status plant surveys. Caltrans analyzes impacts to these rare plant species and natural 

communities on all projects where habitat is present. 

The study area is predominately urban/rural which range from rural residential homes to barns 

with manicured yards and driveways. These areas are dominated by man-made structures such 

as buildings, parking lots, gardens and/or driveways. Urban areas are scattered along the 

project route. The two main categories of vegetation present in urban habitat are ruderal 

herbaceous species or exotic species used for landscaping. 

Physical conditions consist of developed areas and natural communities, including wetlands and 

non-wetland waters. Developed areas are generally void of vegetation, although ruderal 

vegetation is present in unpaved areas, including road shoulders and medians which are 

subject to repeated disturbance and vegetation management. 

While ponderosa pine is the predominant species in this vegetation community within the survey 

area, associate species include Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), incense cedar 

(Calocedrus decurrens), and black oak (Quercus kelloggii) also exist. Other tree species 

observed in the overstory include Pacific madrone (Arbutus menziesii), big-leaf maple (Acer 

macrophyllum), and California buckeye (Aesculus californica).  
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The understory includes large patches of whiteleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida), which 

reach 12 feet high in some locations, and ponderosa pine saplings. 

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on Plants. 

Build Alternatives 

There are no observed occurrences of Federal or State listed special status plant species within 

the ESL. Additionally, no special status plant species were detected during botanical surveys; 

therefore, there will be no impacts from the Build Alternatives on plants.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project would have no effect on any Federal or State listed special status plant 

species; therefore, no avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures are required. 

2.4.4.  Animal Species  

Regulatory Setting 

Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NOAA Fisheries), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) are 

responsible for implementing these laws.  This section discusses potential impacts and permit 

requirements associated with animals not listed or proposed for listing under the federal or state 

Endangered Species Act.  All other special-status animal species are discussed here, including 

CDFW fully protected species and species of special concern, and USFWS or NOAA Fisheries 

candidate species.   

Federal laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following: 

National Environmental Policy Act 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act  

State laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following: 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Sections 1600 – 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code 
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Sections 4150 and 4152 of the California Fish and Game Code 

Affected Environment 

A Natural Environment Study (NES) was completed in August 2020 for the project. The NES 

summarizes technical documents such as focused species studies, wetland assessments, and 

biological assessments related to effects on biological resources in the Biological Study Area 

(BSA) for use in the environmental document. 

Wildlife species commonly associated with the habitat in the area include western toad (Bufo  
boreas), pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla), western aquatic garter snake (Thamnophis 
couchi), red-shoulder hawk (Buteo lineatus), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), black 
phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), striped skunk (Mephitis  
mephitis), raccoon (Procyon lotor), Coyote (Canis latrans), and mule deer (Odocoileus 
hemionus). 
 
Biological surveys were conducted by qualif ied Caltrans’ staff to assess impacts to Animal 

Species within the BSA. The only animlas the project may effect iare the resident populaiton of 

Nevada County Deer.  

Nevada County Deer 
 
Riparian woodland vegetation is essential habitat to a wide range of species in the Central 

Valley. Riparian habitats provide food, water, migration corridors, cover from predators, nes ting, 

and thermal insulation. Periodic flooding provides r iparian woodland corridors with nutrients that 

allow for high density and structural diversity of upland and aquatic species.  The structure 

provides a safe migration corridor for the dispersal of wildlife (Holland 1986).  

In the case of deer, the corridors link winter and summer habitats which serve the life cycle of 

the animal. Generally, animal movement occurs along riparian corridors and/or low-lying 

“saddles” which connect various micro-habitat areas. The streams and drainages near the 

project ESL (Ellens Creek, a tributary to Wolf Creek) constitute riparian corridors which are 

capable of support for both migratory and resident wildlife movement (Nevada County 1995).  

The deer population in Nevada County is made up of both resident and migrating individuals. 

The western portion of the county in which the proposed project lies supports both resident deer 

and winter populations of migrating deer. The migratory populations tend to move seasonally. 

Their winter ranges are located on the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada mountain range near 

Reno, Nevada. Their summer ranges are located on the timbered western slope of the Sierra 

Nevada mountain range in the middle of Nevada County. Much of the summer range is in the 

forested mid-county area currently designated for timber preserve. The east side of the County 

supports portions of the Truckee-Loyalton migratory deer herd, while the western portion of the 

County supports the migratory Nevada City deer herd as well as resident populations of the 

Motherlode deer herd. Winter ranges of the Nevada City and Motherlode herds often overlap 

(Nevada County 1995).   



 

150 

The project is located in a rural development area with wildlife habitat adjacent to the project 

area. The project area is used by black-tail deer from the migratory Nevada City deer herd, as 

well as resident populations of the Motherlode deer herd which presumably use the area for 

daily and seasonal migration activity, foraging, and cover.  

Caltrans Maintenance crews record data of deer carcasses that are collected from the roadway 

along SR 49. The data includes PM location, species collected, the number collected, and 

collection date. The data 

does not represent all 

animal vehicle collisions in 

the project area since 

some deer may not have 

been collected for various 

reasons. The data used in 

this analysis represents 

dates from April 1990 to 

August 2018. 

Environmental 

Consequences  

Figure 2-21. Potential 
Wildlife Crossing 
Locations 

 
No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build 
Alternative, no construction 
would take place. 
Therefore, there would be 
no impacts on Animals.  

Build Alternatives 

Due to the construction of 

additonal lanes, increasing 

the width of both shoulders and adding a concrete median barrier will increase the distance 

animals must travel to cross the highway. This may have the potential to increase incidents of 

animal/vehicle conflicts along the corridor.  

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
 
Caltrans biologists surveyed the project area and identif ied four locations where wildlife 

crossings would be feasible. These locations were then ranked from A – D, with A being the 
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most optimal location for the wildlife crossing and D the least. The number of deer carcasses 

collected was imported onto an ArcMap layer and compared to the potential wildlife crossing  

locations chosen by Caltrans biologists.  

Refer to Figure 2-21 below for a map that identif ies preferred locations for wildlife crossings and 

locations with the most animal vehicle collisions. Biologists will work with Caltrans Design on the 

locations of wildlife crossings. 

To increase safety for motorists and deer on the SR 49 corridor, Caltrans intends to install one 

to two wildlife crossings that would be approximately a 12 foot by 12 foot box culvert under SR 

49 which would allow animals to pass safely. The length of the wildlife crossing shall be less 

than 200 feet. If a 200 foot wildlife crossing is not feasible for the Design Engineers, a location 

with the shortest route and at the highest point of the slopes shall be chosen. Caltrans biologists 

are continuing to work with Caltrans Design Engineers to identify the ideal locations for the 

wildlife crossings. 

2.4.5.  Threatened and Endangered Species  

Regulatory Setting 

The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal 

Endangered Species Act (FESA):  16 United States Code (USC) Section 1531, et seq.  See 

also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402.  This act and later amendments provide 

for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which 

they depend.  Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) (and the Department, as assigned), are required to consult with the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) to ensure that they are not undertaking, 

funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 

species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.  Critical habitat is defined as 

geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered species.  T he 

outcome of consultation under Section 7 may include a Biological Opinion with an Incidental 

Take Statement or a Letter of Concurrence.  Section 3 of FESA defines take as “harass, harm, 

pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect or any attempt at such conduct.” 

California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA), California Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.  CESA emphasizes early 

consultation to avoid potential impacts to rare, endangered, and threatened species and to 

develop appropriate planning to offset project-caused losses of listed species populations and 

their essential habitats.  The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is the agency 

responsible for implementing CESA.  Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game Code 

prohibits “take” of any species determined to be an endangered species or a threatened 

species.  Take is defined in Section 86 of the California Fish and Game Code as “hunt, pursue, 

catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA allows for take 
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incidental to otherwise lawful development projects; for these actions an incidental take permit is 

issued by CDFW.  For species listed under both FESA and CESA requiring a Biological Opinion 

under Section 7 of FESA, the CDFW may also authorize impacts to CESA species by issuing a 

Consistency Determination under Section 2080.1 of the California Fish and Game Code.   

Another federal law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 

1976, was established to conserve and manage fishery resources found off the coast, as well as 

anadromous species and Continental Shelf f ishery resources of the United States, by exercising 

(A) sovereign rights for the purposes of exploring, exploiting, conserving, and managing all f ish 

within the exclusive economic zone established by Presidential Proclamation 5030, dated March 

10, 1983, and (B) exclusive fishery management authority beyond the exclusive economic zone 

over such anadromous species, Continental Shelf fishery resources, and fishery resources in 

special areas. 

Affected Environment 

A Natural Environment Study (NES) was completed in August 2020 for the project. The NES 

summarizes technical documents such as focused species studies, wetland assessments, and 

biological assessments related to effects on biological resources in the Biological Study Area 

(BSA) for use in the environmental document. 

Biological surveys were conducted by qualif ied Caltrans’ staff to assess impacts to Threatened 

and Endangered Species (TES) within the BSA. The only TES species the project may effect is 

the California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF). 

Biological surveys in the study area determined that the historic range of the California Red-

Legged Frog (CRLF) extended along the coast from the vicinity of Point Reyes National 

Seashore, Marin County, California and inland from the vicinity of Redding, Shasta County, 

California, southward to northwestern Baja California, Mexico. This range encompassed 46 

counties, but the subspecies has been extirpated from 24 of those counties which represents 70 

percent of its former range (USFWS, 1996). Only isolated populations have been documented 

in the Sierra Nevada, northern Coast, and northern Transverse ranges. Within the Sierra 

Nevada Range, there are currently nine extant populations of CRLF.  

Nearest Observed CRLF Occurrences and Designated Critical Habitat 
 
The nearest observed occurrence of CRLF was in 2007 approximately nine miles northwest of 

the project near the South Yuba River drainage in Nevada County near Sailor Flat in the 

Bloomfield quadrangle. The second nearest location was observed in 2006 and is approximately 

18 miles southeast of the project area at the Middle Fork American River drainage in Placer 

County in the Michigan Bluff quadrangle; there are two occurrences near this location. The 

second occurrence does not record the observation date. The third nearest occurrence was 

observed in 2009 and is approximately 22 miles southeast of the project area at the South Fork 

of the American River drainage in El Dorado County in the Georgetown quadrangle. The 
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nearest critical habitat (NEV-1) is approximately eight miles north of the ESL, in Nevada County, 

near Sailor Flat in the Bloomfield quadrangle. 

As stated in the USFWS CRLF Recovery Plan for CRLF (2002), the frogs breed from December 

to April in ponds and streams. They seem to choose the sites with the warmest water available 

as long as it is at least eight inches deep. Tadpoles hatch in a few days, depending on 

temperature and develop during the spring. They begin to transform into froglets in June and 

July, and by late August most have completed the process. 

Outside of the breeding season, adult frogs seek out water greater than three foot deep. In 

some areas, late summer water can become scarce and frogs will travel to congregate in old 

dug wells, in deep holes in drying streams, or in and around springs. With the first soaking rains 

in fall, frogs tend to move away from their summer refuges. During a rainy winter, they may 

establish a temporary residence quite a distance from any body of water. At this time they of ten 

gradually move towards the late winter breeding site. At the present time, stock ponds are 

useful for rehabilitation and enhancement of  CRLF populations only if the frogs can get to them. 

The largest CRLF densities are associated with deep-water pools with dense stands of 

overhanging willows and an intermixed fringe of cattails (Jennings, 1988).  

Hayes and Jennings (1986) found CRLF frog larvae are vulnerable to fish predation, especially 

immediately after hatching when non-feeding larvae are relatively immobile. Ponds that do not 

dry out during the summer often contain sunfish (Lepomis spp.), largemouth bass (Micropteris 

spp.), bullfrogs (Lithobates catesbeianus), crayfish (Procambarus clarkia) and mosquito fish 

(Gambusia affinis), all who predate on CRLF (there are many more predators to CRLF than 

listed here). Bullfrogs from a pond with a large population will quickly invade a pond.   

A CRLF Site Assessment was conducted within the ESL and within a one-mile radius of the 

ESL (where access was available). The following existing information was reviewed prior to field 

surveys to identify potential CRLF habitat within the site assessment area: 

• United States Geologic Service (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic maps (Grass Valley 

quadrangle). 

• Aerial photography provided by Caltrans. 

• Records of the CDFW CNDDB (2020). 

The project vicinity was assessed for presence and quality of the “primary constituent elements” 

that the USFWS considers for the designation of potential “critical habitat” for the CRLF (69 FR 

19619, 71 FR 19244 19346, and 74 FR 51825 51829). 

Ponds and streams surveyed within the project CRLF site assessment area have a potential to 

support CRLF and their breeding habitat if it were not for the abundant presence of known 

predators to CRLF. All aquatic features surveyed in the site assessment area contained one or 
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more non-native species known to prey on most CRLF life cycles. The predator species 

identif ied included bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), bass (Micropteris sp.), blue gill (Lepomis 

macrochirus), mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis), and other sunfish (Centrarchids sp.). These 

non-native species appear to be well established in the site assessment area. 

Habitat quality in the site assessment area ranges from un-vegetated or manicured stock ponds 

and small perennial streams to ponds with greater shoreline complexity and more extensive 

aquatic vegetation.  

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species. 

Build Alternatives 

Based on the results of surveys, analyses of habitat conditions and requirements, and current 

range of CRLF, it was determined that the project would have “no effect” on CRLF. Potential 

impacts to CRLF were ruled out based on the following:  

• All aquatic features surveyed in the site assessment area contained one or more non-

native species known to prey on most of the CRLF life cycles. Because these non-native 

species appear to be well established in the project area, the likelihood for the presence 

of CRLF in the area is substantially decreased. 

• Surveys within the site assessment area did not detect CRLF.  

• CRLF have not been recorded within the vicinity of the project area. No known CRLF 

records occur within the Upper Bear watershed where the project is located. The closest 

occurrence of CRLF was observed in 2007 and is nine miles northwest of the project 

near the South Yuba River drainage at Sailor Flat. The second closest occurrence 

(observed in 2006) is 18 miles away from the site assessment area and the third closest 

observed occurrence is 22 miles (observed in 2009) from the site assessment area. 

• The project area is approximately two miles within CRLFs current range and only just in 

historic range. USFWS designated critical habitat (NEV-1) is approximately eight miles 

from the project. 

• No new barriers to CRLF dispersal (removal of culverts and placement of additional 

structures) would be implemented as part of this project. Most new culverts being placed 

would be larger in size, making them more likely to be used as future dispersal routes.  
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• Caltrans would incorporate avoidance and minimization measures to reduce the project 

impacts to aquatic features. 

• A qualif ied biologist would be contracted to assure there would be no harm to any 

wildlife species. 

Based solely on observations of the structure and quality of available habitat, without 

considering the potential presence of bullfrog competition or predatory fish, many of the ponds 

surveyed are suitable habitat for CRLF. However, considering the presence and abundance of 

predatory species observed during surveys, it is unlikely that CRLF would be present; therefore, 

the project would not affect CRLF. 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

Based on the discussion above, CRLF are not present within the project area; therefore, no 

avoidance and minimization measures would be required.  

2.4.6.  Invasive Species 

Regulatory Setting 

On February 3, 1999, President William J. Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 13112 requiring 

federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States.  

The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other 

biological material capable of propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem 

whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human 

health.”  Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the 

use of the State’s invasive species list, maintained by the California Invasive Species Council  to 

define the invasive species that must be considered as part of the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) analysis for a proposed project.   

Affected Environment 

A Natural Environment Study (NES) was completed in August 2020 for the project. The NES 

summarizes technical documents such as focused species studies, wetland assessments, and 

biological assessments related to effects on biological resources in the Biological Study Area 

(BSA) for use in the environmental document. 

Invasive plant species include species designated as federal noxious weeds by USDA, species 

listed by CDFA, and invasive plants identif ied by Cal-IPC. Invasive plants displace native 

species, change ecosystem processes, alter plant community structure, and lower wildlife 

habitat quality (California Invasive Plant Council 2006:1). Road, highway, and related 

construction projects are some of the principal dispersal pathways for invasive plants and their 

propagules. No plant species designated as federal noxious weeds have been identified in the 

http://www.iscc.ca.gov/
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study area. Invasive plant species occur in all of the non-wetland vegetated cover types in the 

study area. 

Botanical surveys were conducted October 5 – 7, 2016, April 10, 2020, and July 7 – 8, 2020. 

Invasive species that were observed within the ESL include nonnative, Himalayan blackberry 

(Rubus discolor), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), white top 

(Lepidium latifolium), and medusa head (Taeniatherum caputmedusae). Invasive species were 

observed in the riparian areas along Ellens/Wolf Creek include giant reed (Arundo donax), blue 

gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), black locust (Robinia 

pseudoacacia), Himalayan blackberry, fig (Ficus carica) and tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus 

altissima). No established infestations of noxious or highly invasive weeds were observed within 

the ESL. 

Environmental Consequences 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on Invasive Species. 

Build Alternatives 

The proposed project would create additional disturbed areas for a temporary period. Areas 

where temporary disturbance occurs would be more susceptible to colonization or spread by 

invasive plants. Implementation of avoidance and minimization measures provided below will 

help to avoid and minimize the introduction and spread of invasive plants.  

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

To avoid and minimize the introduction of new invasive plants and the spread of invasive plants 

previously documented in the project area, the following BMPs will be implemented during 

project construction. 

• Use a weed-free source for project materials (e.g., straw wattles for erosion control that 

are weed-free or contain less than 1% weed seed). 

• Prevent invasive plant contamination of project materials during transport and when 

stockpiling (e.g., by covering soil stockpiles with a heavy-duty, contractor-grade 

tarpaulin).  

• Use a seed mix for erosion control activities comprising California native species 

appropriate to the project location. 
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Chapter 3. California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Evaluation 

3.1.  DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE UNDER CEQA 
 

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation 

(Department) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state and 

federal environmental review requirements.  Project documentation, therefore, has been 

prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  FHWA’s responsibility for environmental review, 

consultation, and any other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this 

project are being, or have been, carried out by Caltrans pursuant to 23 United States Code 

Section 327 (23 USC 327) and the Memorandum of Understanding dated December 23, 2016, 

and executed by FHWA and Caltrans.  The Department is the lead agency under CEQA and 

NEPA. 

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is 

determined.  Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or a lower level of 

documentation, will be required.  NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared when the proposed 

federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the 

human environment.”   The determination of significance is based on context and 

intensity.  Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient 

magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA.  Under NEPA, once a decision is made 

regarding the need for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no 

judgment of its individual significance is deemed important for the text.  NEPA does not require 

that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental documents.    

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the Department to identify each “significant effect on the 

environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each significant effect.  If the 

project may have a significant effect on any environmental resource, then an EIR must be 

prepared.  Each and every significant effect on the environment must be disclosed in the EIR 

and mitigated if feasible.  In addition, the CEQA Guidelines list a number of “mandatory findings 

of significance," which also require the preparation of an EIR.  There are no types of actions 

under NEPA that parallel the findings of mandatory significance of CEQA.  This chapter 

discusses the effects of this project and CEQA significance.  

  

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-36-environmental-impact-report#definition
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-36-environmental-impact-report#definition
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-36-environmental-impact-report#mandatory
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-36-environmental-impact-report#mandatory
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3.2.  CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST  
 
This checklist identif ies 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 will indicate that there are no impacts to a particular resource.  A NO IMPACT answer 

in the last column reflects this determination.  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.   

Project features, which can include both design elements of the project, and standardized 

measures that are applied to all or most Caltrans projects such as Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) and measures included in the Standard Plans and Specifications or as Standard 

Special Provisions, are considered to be an integral part of the project and have been 

considered prior to any significance determinations documented below; see Chapters 1 and 2 

for a detailed discussion of these features.  The annotations to this checklist are summaries of 

information contained in Chapter 2 in order to provide the reader with the rationale for 

significance determinations; for a more detailed discussion of the nature and extent of impacts, 

please see Chapter 2.  This checklist incorporates by reference the information contained in 

Chapters 1 and 2. 
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3.2.1.  Aesthetics 

 
 

 
CEQA Significance Determinations for Aesthetics 
 
a) Less Than Significant 

Scenic vistas are often panoramic views with high quality compositional and picturesque value.  

Scenic vistas do not exist within the project vicinity. The majority of this project area is a narrow 

highway with minimal views to the adjacent properties. The existing topography and existing 

vegetation restrict views into the surrounding foothills. As the highway travels north the views 

open to reveal the commercial properties adjacent to the highway.  

The roadway widening will increase cut and fill slopes. Retaining walls will have a low to 

moderate impact on the scenic quality of the project location. The existing vegetation removal 

required to facilitate the upgrades will be kept to the minimum. As such the project would will 

have little effect on scenic vistas. It is anticipated that the impact will lessen as the project is 

finished and the roadway is replanted. 

The project would implement Caltrans’ standard measures (AES-1 and AES-2) identif ied in 

Chapter 2. Therefore, the changes from construction and operation would not result in a 

substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. This impact would be less than significant. 

 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code 
Section 21099, would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of  public views of the site and its surroundings? 
(Public views are those that are experienced 
f rom a publicly accessible vantage point). If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 
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b) No Impact 

As discussed in the Visual/Aesthetics section in Chapter 2, there are no roadways within or near 

the project area that are designated in federal, state, or local plans as a scenic highway. 

Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not damage scenic resources, such as 

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings along a scenic highway. 

c) Less Than Significant 

The large cut and fill slopes would have erosion control measure applied that would eventually 

grow in to a natural state.  With appropriate replanting around the cleared zones, the vegetated 

character of the roadway would be re-established; therefore, the proposed project would have a 

less than significant impact on the existing visual character or quality. 

d) No Impact 

No new source of lighting or glare are proposed as part of the project.  
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3.2.2.  Agriculture and Forest Resources 

 
 

 
 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Agriculture and Forest Resources 

a) No Impact 

 
No farmland has been identif ied within the project area; therefore, there would be no impacts to 

farmland. 
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b) No Impact 
 

There are no parcels under a Williamson Act contract within the project limit; therefore, there 

would be no impacts to Williamson Act parcels. 

c) and d) No Impact 
 

There are no parcels in the project area zoned forest or Timberland Production.  Therefore, the 

project will result in no impact and will not conflict or result in rezoning forest land or Timberland 

Production. 

e) No Impact 
 

There are no other changes anticipated to farmland or forest land. 
 

 

  



 

164 

3.2.3.  Air Quality 

 
 
Would the project: Significant 

and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conf lict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) 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? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Air Quality 

a) Less Than Significant 

The project would not interfere with the timely implementation of Transportation Control 

Measures identif ied in the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP) and regional conformity 

analysis, which required Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) to complete an 

Interagency Consultation Review (IRC) in order to evaluate the project of air quality concern, as 

discussed in Chapter 2. The project attained concurrence from EPA, FHWA, Northern Sierra Air 

Quality Management District (NSAQMD) and Caltrans that the prooposed project is not a 

regionally significant project on June 22, 2020. 

The area does not cause or contribute to any new localized CO, PM 2.5, and/or PM10 violations, 

or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or  other 

milestones during the timeframe of the transportation plan.  

The proposed project does not require a project-level PM and/or CO hot spot analysis, since it is 

in the unclassified/attainment area for National PM and CO Standards.  

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not conflict with any relevant Air 

Quality Management Plans, Caltrans or the Nevada County Transportation Commissions 

Regional Transportation Plans; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Less Than Significant  

The proposed project is located in a nonattainment area for a National O3 Standard. NCTC 

completed an Interagency Consultation Review (IRC) and concluded that the proposed project 

is not a regionally significant project; therefore, the project would not result in any cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants.  

NCTC completed an Interagency Consultation Review (ICR) in order to evaluate if it is a 

regionally significant project. The project obtained concurrence from EPA, FHWA, NSAQMD, 

and Caltrans that the proposed project is not a regionally significant project on June 22, 2020, 

June 23, 2020, June 15, 2020, and June 23, 2020, respectively.  

c) Less Than Significant  

This project location is in the unclassified/attainment area for National CO, PM10, and/or PM2.5. 

The area does not cause or contribute to any new localized CO, PM 2.5, and/or PM10 violations, 

or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or other 

milestones during the timeframe of the transportation plan. CO and NOx would be lower in the 

future than those in the existing conditions; therefore, the proposed project would not expose 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

The overall operational emissions of criteria pollutants (CO and NOx) within the proposed 

project area under the future build alternatives would not be anticipated to increase in 

comparison with those under the baseline year. Compared with the PM emissions during the 

existing year, the slightly increased PM emissions in the build alternatives during the future 

years would be likely due to the increases in non-exhaust components such as brake wear, tire 

wear and road dust that would be generated by increases in VMT.  

The estimated overall MSAT emissions would not be appreciable changes between no-build 

and build alternatives as well as between the baseline and the future build alternatives.  

The proposed project is located in a nonattainment area for a National O3 Standard. This 

project is listed and financially constrained in FSTIP. NCTC completed an ICR and concluded 

that the proposed project is not a regionally significant project.  

Consequently, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations; therefore, operational air quality impacts are less than significant, and no 

cumulatively considerable impacts are anticipated. 

d) Less Than Significant 

Temporary construction activities could generate fugitive dust from the operation of construction 

equipment.  The project would comply with construction standards adopted by the NSAQMD as 

well as Caltrans standardized procedures for minimizing air pollutants during construction; 

therefore, the impact is less than significant. 
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3.2.4.  Biological Resources 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Biological Resources 

a) No Impact 

As discussed in the Plant Species and the Threatened and Endangered Species sections in 

Chapter 2, no threatened, endangered, rare, or non-listed special-status plants have been 

previously reported in the study area, and none were observed in the study area during the May 

2019 and July 2019 field surveys.  

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 Wildlife, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, or NOAA Fisheries?  

    

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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service?  

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (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) Conf lict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  

    

f ) Conf lict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 
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The only candidate, sensitive or special status species identif ied was the California Red-Legged 

Frog (CRLF).  Based on the results of surveys, analyses of habitat conditions and requirements, 

and current range of CRLF, it was determined that the CRLF and its habitat is not within the 

project area and the project would have “no effect” on the species.  

b) Less Than Significant 

As discussed in the Natural Communities section Chapter 2, ponderosa pine is the 

predominant species in this vegetation community within the survey area.  The proposed 

project would require some tree removal; however, given that the Ponderosa Pine Forest is 

abundant within Nevada County, the removal of individual trees would not impact this abundant 

community.  

Additionally, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities are not present within the 

Environmental Study Limits and construction of the proposed project will not substantially effect 

habitats identif ied in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Therefore, the proposed 

project would not affect riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.  

c) Less Than Significant 

An Aquatic Resources Delineation (wetland delineation) was conducted (April 2019) using the 

routine determination methods described in the 1987 Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) 

and the 2010 Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Supplement (U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers 2010). Potential wetland and non-wetland waters of the United States were mapped 

and delineated in the field in accordance with indicators and guidance in USACE Regulatory 

Guidance Letter No. 05-05, dated December 7, 2005 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2005). A 

preliminary jurisdictional determination (USACE concurred with the delineation) was received 

from USACE on May 16, 2019. 

The Environmental Study Limit for this project contains forested wetlands, scrub-shrub 

wetlands, seasonal wetlands, intermittent streams, perennial streams, ponds, and roadside 

ditches. 

This project would have permanent impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S./waters of the 

State: 

Alternative 3A (Signalized Intersections) 

 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.26-acre of jurisdictional wetlands 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.11-acre other waters of the U.S./waters of 

  the State (streams, ponds, etc.) 
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Alternative 3B (Roundabouts) 

• Direct/permanent impacts to approximately 0.28-acre of jurisdictional wetlands 

• Direct/permenent impacts to approximately 0.13-acres other waters of  the U.S./waters of 

the State 

With the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures, along with, permit requried 

compensation, impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S./waters of the state are anticipated to 

be less than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the project is located in a rural development area with wildlife habitat 

adjacent to the project area. According to Nevada County, the deer population in Nevada 

County is made up of both resident and migrating animals. The project area is used by black-tail 

deer from the migratory Nevada City deer herd, as well as resident populations of the 

Motherlode deer herd which presumably use the area for daily and seasonal migration activit y, 

foraging, and cover. Winter ranges of the Nevada City and Motherlode herds often overlap 

(Nevada County 1995).  

Caltrans Maintenance crews record data of deer carcasses that are collected from the roadway 

along SR 49. The data includes PM location, species collected, the number collected, and 

collection date. The data does not represent all animal vehicle collisions in the project area 

since some deer may not have been collected for various reasons. The data used in this 

analysis represents dates from April 1990 to August 2018. 

Caltrans biologists surveyed the project area and identif ied four locations where wildlife 

crossings would be feasible. These locations were then ranked from A – D, with A being the 

most optimal location for the wildlife crossing and D the least. The number of deer carcasses 

collected was imported onto an ArcMap layer and compared to the potential wildlife crossing 

locations by Caltrans biologists.  

As part of the design for the project, and to assist with wildlife movement, Caltrans intends to 

install one to two wildlife crossings that would allow animals to pass safely. With the inclusion of 

animal undercrossings,  project impacts are less than significant. 

e and f) No Impact 

Nevada County has no local ordinances for tree preservation or an adopted conservation plan. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources. Additionally, this project would not conflict with the provisions of 

an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 

approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
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3.2.5.  Cultural Resources 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Cultural Resources 

a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

As discussed in the Cultural Resources Identified section, Berriman Ranch Site and Bear River 

Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine were identified as historic resources located within the project 

Area of Potential Effect (APE) and were assumed eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places for the purposes of this project only under PA Stipulation VIII.C.4 for the 

purposes of this undertaking only with permission from Caltrans Cultural Studies Office (CSO) in 

November of 2019. Only the portion of the archaeological resource within the ADI could be 

evaluated due to access restrictions. 

Berriman Ranch Site (P-29-2730/2745) 

This resource has been assumed eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)  

for the purposes of this project only under Criterion d.  Project activities within the Area of Direct 

Impact (ADI)  of the Berriman ranch site are limited to extension of the existing Taylorsville 

Road through to Crestview Drive to create a frontage road along SR 49.  The new por tion of 

Taylorsville Road will be constructed with two 11-foot lanes with four-foot shoulders.  The 

maximum depth of excavation is anticipated at two feet.  The portion of the site that will be 

impacted contains no physical features or artifacts that contr ibute to its historic significance as 

documented in the MCER.  Consequently, the project would not result in physical destruction or 

damage as defined under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i).  Portions of the site outside the ADI will be 

protected by the establishment of an Environmentally Sensitive Area; therefore, the finding for 

the site is No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions. 

 

Would the project:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?      
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Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-2755) 

This resource has been assumed eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of this project only 

under Criterion d.  Project activities within the ADI of the Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold 

Mine site include an additional 12-foot wide lane with 8-foot shoulders added to SR 49. This 

work will involve additional cut on the existing cut slope which is a maximum height of 15 feet.  

At least a quarter of the work within the Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine site will require 

the import of fill material.  Excavations into the ground for road subbase will be a maximum of 

five feet deep. Additionally, a new connector road is proposed between SR 49 and La Barr 

Meadows Road.  The road will have 12-foot lanes with eight-foot shoulders.  Construction of 

most of this road will require the import of fill material; however, a few locations will require cut 

up to five feet deep for road subbase.  La Barr Meadows road sits approximately 15 feet higher 

than SR 49, and the area in between has deep gullies that will require fill material.  The portion 

of the site that will be impacted by the proposed work contains no physical features or artifacts 

that contribute to its historic significance as documented in the MCER. Consequently, the 

project would not result in physical destruction or damage as defined under 36 CFR 

800.5(a)(2)(i).  Portions of the site outside the ADI will be protected by the establishment of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area, therefore the finding for the site is considered a No Adverse 

Effect without Standard Conditions. 

In summary, both of these resources are assumed eligible under PA Stipulation VIII.C.4.  Based 

on the evaluations conducted at both the Berriman Ranch Site (P-29-2730/2745) and the Bear 

River Lumbermill and Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-4755), the project effects to these site deposits 

within the ADI will not alter the characteristics that might make the sites eligible for the NRHP 

(Baxter 2020).  Pursuant to 36 CRF 800.5 (c) and 106 PA Stipulation X.B.2, the undertaking as 

a whole will not alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that 

qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the 

integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 

association.  The portions outside the ADI will be protected by the establishment of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and Archaeological Monitoring Areas (AMA) discussed 

below.  The portions of these resources that were not evaluated will be avoided from project 

activities and therefore will not be adversely affected by the proposed project.  Because project 

effects to the sites deposits within the ADI will not alter the characteristics that might make the 

site eligible for the NRHA and the remainder of the sites will be protected by establishment of 

ESAs, the impacts to this site do not meet the Criteria of Adverse Effect.  Application of the 

Criteria of Adverse Effect to sites P-29-2730/2745 and P-23-4755, thus, indicates that a finding 

of No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions is appropriate for the undertaking as a 

whole, in accordance with  36 CRF 800.5 (c) and Stipulation X.B.2.a of the 106 PA. 

Due to the proximity of project activities to these resources, it was recommended that the sites 

be protected from any potential project effects by the establishment and enforcement of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area as provided for in accordance with Stipulation X.B.1.a and 

Attachment 5 of the January 2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal 
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Highway Administration, The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, The California State 

Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding 

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act .  

The ESA boundaries will be depicted on the project plans as defined in the contract Standard 

Special Provisions 14-1.02. ESA barriers (high visibility orange fencing) must be erected prior to 

construction activities as specified in the Finding of Effect and Environmentally Sensitive Area 

Action Plan (FOE/ESAAP) to avoid project construction activities from encroaching outside the 

area studied for this project. No project-related activities including but not limited to paving, 

utility relocation, maintenance, staging, equipment parking, streetlight installation, replanting, or 

other ground disturbance shall take place within the ESAs.  

Implementing Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce potential impacts on the Berriman Ranch 

and Bear River Lumbermill resources to less than significant:  

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Caltrans shall implement the ESA Action Plan, and ensure the ESAs 

are delineated on Contractor’s project plans and delineated in the field by use of high visibility 

orange fencing to avoid project impacts from encroaching into this boundary.  

Finding: Implementation of the FOE/ESA Action Plan required by MM CR-1 would protect 

the resource from potential adverse construction or operational impacts. 

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

As discussed in the Cultural Resources Identified section, Berriman Ranch Site and Bear River 

Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine were identified as historic resources located within the project 

APE and were assumed eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places for the 

purposes of this project only under PA Stipulation VIII.C.4 for the purposes of this undertaking 

only with permission from Caltrans Cultural Studies Office (CSO) in November of 2019. Only the 

portion of the archaeological resource within the ADI could be evaluated due to access 

restrictions. 

Berriman Ranch Site (P-29-2730/2745) 

This resource has been assumed eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of this project only 

under Criterion d.  Project activities within the ADI of the Berr iman ranch site are limited to 

extension of the existing Taylorsville Road through to Crestview Drive to create a frontage road 

along SR 49.  The new portion of Taylorsville Road will be constructed with two 11-foot lanes 

with four-foot shoulders.  The maximum depth of excavation is anticipated at two feet. The 

portion of the site that will be impacted contains no physical features or artifacts that contribute 

to its historic significance as documented in the Multi-Component Evaluation Report (MCER).  

Consequently, the project would not result in physical destruction or damage as defined under 

36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i).  Portions of the site outside the ADI will be protected by the 
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establishment of an Environmentally Sensitive Area; therefore, the finding for the site is No 

Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions. 

Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-2755) 

This resource has been assumed eligible for the NRHP f or the purposes of this project only 

under Criterion d.  Project activities within the ADI of  the Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold 

Mine site include an additional 12-foot wide lane with eight-foot shoulders added to SR 49. This 

work will involve additional cut on the existing cut slope which is a maximum height of 15 feet.  

At least a quarter of the work within the Bear River Lumbermill/Bullion Gold Mine site will require 

the import of fill material.  Excavations into the ground for road subbase will be a maximum of 5 

feet deep. Additionally, a new connector road is proposed between SR 49 and La Barr 

Meadows Road.  The road will have 12-foot lanes with eight-foot shoulders.  Construction of 

most of this road will require the import of fill material; however, a few locations will require cut 

up to 5 feet deep for road subbase.  La Barr Meadows road sits approximately 15 feet higher 

than SR 49, and the area in between has deep gullies that will require fill material.  The portion 

of the site that will be impacted by the proposed work contains no physical features or artifacts 

that contribute to its historic significance as documented in the MCER. Consequently, the 

project would not result in physical destruction or damage as def ined under 36 CFR 

800.5(a)(2)(i).  Portions of the site outside the ADI will be protected by the establishment of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area, therefore the finding for the site is considered a No Adverse 

Effect without Standard Conditions. 

In summary, both of these resources are assumed eligible under PA Stipulation VIII.C.4.  Based 

on the evaluations conducted at both the Berriman Ranch Site (P-29-2730/2745) and the Bear 

River Lumbermill and Bullion Gold Mine (P-29-4755), the project effects to these site deposits 

within the ADI will not alter the characteristics that might make the sites eligible for the NRHP 

(Baxter 2020).  Pursuant to 36 CRF 800.5 (c) and 106 PA Stipulation X.B.2, the undertaking as 

a whole will not alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that 

qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the 

integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 

association.  The portions outside the ADI will be protected by the establishment of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and Archaeological Monitoring Areas (AMA) discussed 

below.  The portions of these resources that were not evaluated will be avoided from project 

activities and therefore will not be adversely affected by the proposed project.  Because project 

effects to the sites deposits within the ADI will not alter the characteristics that might make the 

site eligible for the NRHA and the remainder of the sites will be protected by establishment of 

ESAs, the impacts to this site do not meet the Criteria of Adverse Effect.  Application of the 

Criteria of Adverse Effect to sites P-29-2730/2745 and P-23-4755, thus, indicates that a finding 

of No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions is appropriate for the undertaking as a 

whole, in accordance with  36 CRF 800.5 (c) and Stipulation X.B.2.a of the 106 PA. 
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Due to the proximity of project activities to these resources, it was recommended that the sites 

be protected from any potential project effects by the establishment and enforcement of an 

Environmentally Sensitive Area as provided for in accordance with Stipulation X.B.1.a and 

Attachment 5 of the January 2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal 

Highway Administration, The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, The California State 

Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding 

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act .  

The ESA boundaries will be depicted on the project plans as defined in the contract Standard 

Special Provisions 14-1.02. ESA barriers (high visibility orange fencing) must be erected prior to 

construction activities as specified in the Finding of Effect and Environmentally Sensitive Area 

Action Plan (FOE/ESAAP) to avoid project construction activities from encroaching outside the 

area studied for this project. No project-related activities including but not limited to paving, 

utility relocation, maintenance, staging, equipment parking, streetlight installation, replanting, or 

other ground disturbance shall take place within the ESAs.  

Implementing Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce potential impacts on the Berriman Ranch 

and Bear River Lumbermill resources to less than significant:  

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Caltrans shall implement the ESA Action Plan, and ensure the ESAs 

are delineated on Contractor’s project plans and delineated in the field by use of high visibility 

orange fencing to avoid project impacts f rom encroaching into this boundary.  

Finding: Implementation of the FOE/ESA Action Plan required by MM CR-1 would protect 

the resource from potential adverse construction or operational impacts. 

c) Less Than Significant  

Based on the known historic uses of the area, and the prior ground disturbance within the APE, 

and the fact that no prehistoric period cultural resources were identified in the APE, human 

remains are not expected to be discovered during construction activities. Additionally, the 

project is required to comply with the following provisions, should human remains be 

encountered during construction: 

Should human remains be uncovered, the statutes of State of California Health and Safety 

Code Section 7050.5 must be followed. The County Coroner must be notified of the find 

immediately, and no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a 

determination of origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. If the human remains 

are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner would notify the NAHC, which would determine 

and notify a Most Likely Descendent. The Most Likely Descendent shall complete the inspection 

of the site within 24 hours of notification and may recommend scientif ic removal and 

nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American burials. 
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The likelihood of disturbing human remains during construction are considered very low, and 

procedures are in place to protect remains if uncovered. Therefore, the potential for the project 

to disturb human remains is less than significant. 
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3.2.6.  Energy 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Energy 

a) No Impact 
 
As discussed in Chapter 2 (Energy), during construction, energy use would primarily involve fuel 

consumption from use of construction equipment and on road vehicles. This consumption would 

be temporary in nature and would cease once construction is complete.    

The additional travel lanes and intersections proposed under both alternatives would affect 

traffic operations and increase vehicle capacity along SR 49 in the project area. The daily 

gasoline fuel consumption from the alternatives during the design year is higher than that from 

the no-build scenario due to increases in VMT. The overall gasoline fuel consumption from the 

build alternatives during the future years would decrease in comparison with that from the 

existing condition due to increases in carpooling, hybrid, and electric cars that would improve 

the emission factors. In order to decrease diesel fuel consumption, the application of newer and 

more fuel-efficient vehicles would result in an overall lower potential for an increase in the 

energy consumption. Additionally, the project would generally offset some of the project’s 

potential energy usage if it includes elements that would reduce VMT, such as providing 

facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, which is in the design.  

Overall, the proposed project regarding the non-truck portion would not result in an increase in 

the consumption of energy in comparison with the existing conditions. 

Therefore, the project would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary usage of energy 

resources during project construction or operation and the project witll have no impact on 

Energy. 

 

Would the project:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 

    

b) Conf lict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?     
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b) No Impact 
 
The applicable renewable energy plan for the project area would be the State Renewable 

Portfolio Standards (RPS), which requires utility agencies to ensure a certain percentage of the 

electricity they sell is from a renewable source. The project would not conflict with or obstruct 

this plan; therefore, no impact would occur. 
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3.2.7.  Geology and Soils 

 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Geology and Soils 

a) and c) No Impact 

 
A database search was conducted on the Department of Conservation/California Geological 

Survey site on 4/13/2020 that discovered no known faults per Earthquake maps: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/ in the project area.  The closest fault was in 

the Bangor Quadrangle in Butte County.  

Would the project:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Directly or indirectly cause 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 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 direct or indirect 
risks to life or property?  

    

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

    

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

    

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmaps.conservation.ca.gov%2Fcgs%2FEQZApp%2Fapp%2F&data=02%7C01%7CKristen.Stubblefield%40dot.ca.gov%7C952c35e5dac244d7eb5808d7dc9f9e5a%7C621b0a64174043cc8d884540d3487556%7C0%7C0%7C637220450415416903&sdata=AbkVwwIO8HCyhJgSG1awrbcIFFNrwr5htATOkg1HT5A%3D&reserved=0
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In addition, a geotechnical field investigation would be conducted and a Geotechnical Report 

with recommedned design parameters would be prepared in accordance wih Caltrans’ Highway 

Deisgn Manual (HDM) during the PS&E phase of the project. The project would be designed 

according to Caltrans’ seismic standards, as provided in the HDM, minimizing the risk to 

construction workers or the traveling public from strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not effect the potential for landslides, seismic shaking or failure.  

b) Less Than Significant 
 
Ground disturbing earthwork associated with road grinding and construction could increase soil 

erosion rates and loss of topsoil. The BMPs required for the project would minimize erosion and 

the loss of topsoil; therfore, the impact is less than significant.  

d) Less Than Significant 
 
Minimization measures in the Geotechnical Report (compiled during the design phase) and 

BMPs would be implemented to address any soil issues; therefore, the impact is less than 

significant. 

e) No Impact  

 
The project would not include a septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal systems; 

therefore, no impact would occur.  

f) No Impact 

 
Nevada County is underlain by igneous and metamorphic rock which have the extremely low 

potential to contain paleoontological resources; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.   
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3.2.8.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
 

 
 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

a) Less Than Significant 

 
Compared to existing conditions, GHG emissions would decrease by opening (2024) and 

horizon (2044) year conditions for all project alternatives due to planned improvements in fuel 

efficiency and anticipated changes to alternate fuels (such as, electric vehicles). Under horizon 

year (2044) conditions, the build alternatives (Alternatives 3A & 3B) would have less GHG 

emissions than the no build alternative (Alternative 4). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated 

from the project. 

Construction GHG emissions would result from material processing, on-site construction 

equipment, and traffic delays due to construction. These emissions would be produced at 

different levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be 

reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by implementing better traffic 

management during construction phases.  

Due to the reasons mentioned above, the impact is less than significant. 

b) No Impact 
 
The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing GHGs, including SB743.  

  

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 
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3.2.9.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

a) and b) Less Than Significant 

As discussed in Chapter 2 (Hazardous Waste/Materials), construction would involve the use of 

heavy equipment, involving small quantities of hazardous materials (e.g., petroleum and other 

chemicals used to operate and maintain construction equipment) that may result in hazardous 

conditions in the project area. 

Disturbing pavement markings, wood posts and/or guardrail could expose construction workers 

or the general public to harmful chemicals unless standard removal measures are followed; 

Would the project:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area?  

    

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

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires?  
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however, the project would implement Caltrans’ measures SSP 36-4 and 14-11.14. Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant. 

c) No impact 

There are no schools located within 0.25 miles of the project site. No impact would occur. 

d) No impact 

There are no Cortese sites within the project area. No impact would occur. 

e) No impact 

The project is located outside the Nevada County Airport Land Use plan nor are there airports 

within two miles of the project area. No impact would occur. 

f) No impact 

Any required road closures during construction would be coordinated with emergency service 

providers. After project completion, passing opportunities would improve emergency response. 

Additionally, the completed project may provide an enhanced evacuation route in the event of 

an emergency evacuation; therefore, no impact would occur. 

g) No impact 

While the project area is close to the Local Responsibility Area and within the State 

Responsibility Area for Wildfire the project would not have an impact on wildfire due to the 

following reasons: 

• Caltrans would develop a traffic management plan that would be consistent with local 

emergency and evacuation plans should a wildfire occur during construction. 

• The addition of wider shoulders, median and additional travel lanes would increase the 

width of the road as a firebreak and provide additional areas for emergency response 

vehicle staging. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures, either directly or 

indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.   



 

182 

3.2.10.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

 
 
 
CEQA Significance Determinations for Hydrology and Water Quality 

a) Less Than Significant 

As discussed in Chapter 2, it is anticipated that the project will be regulated under the 

Construction General Permit (CGP). Compliance with the CGP will require a risk level analysis 

based on the project’s potential erosion and transport to receiving waters. The results of this 

analysis will be utilized to determine standard water quality protection measures (to be 

implemented) in order to avoid surface and ground water quality degradation during 

construction operations. It is anticipated that BMP usage, placement, f ield implementation and 
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effectiveness will be monitored, adjusted, and modified (accordingly) for the duration of the 

project. Compliance with all applicable NPDES Permits, in addition to coordination with the 

Regional Water Quality Board, is expected to ensure the protection of water resources in the 

area. 

For projects having one acre of more of new impervious area, Caltrans’ MS4 Permit requires the 

implementation of storm water design features and a strategy to treat runoff and manage 

impervious and pervious areas within the project limits. Specific design features will be vetted 

and decisions made (storm water related) will be documented within project design and 

environmental technical studies. 

Based on the above information and in Chaper 2 (Water Quality and Storm Water  Runoff), the 

proposed project will have a less than significant impact on water quality standards, waste 

discharge requirements or degrade surface or ground water quality. 

b) Less Than Significant 
 
The intended use of the facility and potential pollutants that will be encountered in storm water 

runoff, after the project is constructed, is not anticipated to change from its current  condition. 

The groundwater elevation within this corridor historically fluctuates but is not anticipated to 

permanently impact proposed drainage appurtenances, storm water treatment, or other design 

features. Additionally, due to excavation occurring on a temporary and short-term basis, during 

the construction period, groundwater resources should not be affected and it is not anticipated 

that the project would negatively impact regional sustainable groundwater management (within 

the project vicinity); therefore, the project will have a less than signifiant impact. 

c) i) Less Than Significant 
 
Compliance with the Construction General Permit (GCP) is anticipated to address the 

implementation of minimization and avoidance measures. It is expected that standard  

construction erosion control measures will be utilized to avoid erosion and siltation for the 

duration of project activities. BMP measures and field implementation strategies will be outlined 

in the Contractor prepared and Caltrans approved SWPPP. These will likely include temporary 

soil stabilization measures, linear sediment barriers (i.e. silt fence, gravel bag berms,  fiber rolls), 

and construction site waste management (i.e. concrete washout, construction materials storage, 

litter/ waste management) among other approved controls. With compliance of the GCP, and 

implementation of Caltrans standard BMP measures, the project will result in a less than 

significant impact and will not result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off -site.   

c) ii) Less Than Significant 
 
It is anticipated that drainage system design will focus on perpetuating existing highway 

drainage conditions to the greatest extent feasible. New drainage features will be designed to 

perpetuate flow in the existing direction and will have similar or greater capacity than what 
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currently exists in support of current design standards and the proposed design features for the 

project; therefore, impacts are anticpated to be less than significant.  

c) iii) Less Than Significant 
 
Drainage appurtenances, within the project limits, will be designed to accommodate the 

anticipated change in flow. In compliance with Caltrans’ MS4 Permit, treatment BMPs will be 

incorporated into the project design, where applicable and feasible, to treat the new impervious 

area anticipated for the project. The implementation of BPMs meant to treat general pollutants 

will be evaluated and an analysis of site characteristics to optimize water quality volume/water 

quality flow and maximize site perviousness will be performed; therefore, impacts are anticpated 

to be less than significant. 

c) iv) No Impact 
 
Research conducted by the Caltrans’ Hydraulics Branch on November 28, 2018 indicates the 

following: According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Floodplain Insurance 

Rate Map (FIRM) dated February 3, 2010, the limits of the project are within Flood Zone X 

(outside of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain) or Minimal Flood Hazard Zone with respect to 

the 100-year and 500-year floodplains; therefore, no Floodplain Hydraulics Study is required 

and a “no impact” determination is appropriate. 

d) and e) No Impact 
 
“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope, description, and location of 

the proposed project, as well as research conducted by the Caltrans’ Hydraulics Branch on 

November 28, 2018: According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Floodplain 

Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) dated February 3, 2010, the limits of the project are within Flood 

Zone X (outside of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain) or Minimal Flood Hazard Zone with 

respect to the 100-year and 500-year floodplains; therefore, no Floodplain Hydraulics Study is 

required and a “no impact” determination is appropriate. 

Based on the above information, the project will have no impact on flood hazards, tsunami or 

seiche zones that may release pollutants due to the project being inundated; therefore the 

project will result in no impact.  

Based on the above information in Chaper 2 (Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff), the 

proposed project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation to a water quality control plan 

or sustainable groundwate management plan; therefore, no impact.  
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3.2.11.  Land Use and Planning 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Land Use and Planning 

a) No Impact 

The project would stay on the existing alignment and would not change the character of the 

study area because it would neither alter zoning, nor provide access to areas that are currently 

undeveloped. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

b) No Impact 

The project is consistent with local plans and policies, including the Nevada County General 

Plan and NCTC’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) and land uses; therefore, no conflicts are 

anticipated and will result in no impact.  

  

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?  
    

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect?  
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3.2.12.  Mineral Resources 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Mineral Resources 

a) and b) No Impact 

There is the potential for mineral resources to be present within the project area; however,  

since mining and extraction operations are not consistent with land use designations wi thin the 

project area, no impacts to mineral resources or mineral resource recovery sites are anticipated.  

  

Would the project:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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?  
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3.2.13.  Noise 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Noise 

a) and b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 
 
As discussed in the Noise section in Chapter 2, the traffic noise modeling documented in the 

noise study report indicates that traffic noise levels would increase relative to existing conditions 

under the proposed project. 

Project Noise: 

The Department intends to incorporate noise abatement in the form of a barrier at approximately 

112+00.00 to 128+00.00, with an average height of 10 feet. Calculations based on preliminary 

design data show that the barrier will reduce noise levels by seven dBA for 33 residences at a 

cost of $3,531,000. 

Construction Noise: 

Construction noise would be short-term, no adverse noise impacts from construction are 

anticipated because construction would be conducted in accordance with Caltrans Standard 

Specifications Section 14.8-02. Construction equipment is expected to generate noise levels 

ranging from 70 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet, and noise produced by construction 

equipment would be reduced over distance at a rate of about six dB per doubling of distance. 

Would the project result in:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels?      

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or 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? 
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c) No Impact 
 
There are no airports or private airstrips found within two miles of the project area and the 

project does not conflict with any airport land use plans. No impact would occur .  
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3.2.14.  Population and Housing 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Population and Housing 

a) No Impact 
  
As discussed in the Community Impacts section of Chapter 2, the proposed project would 

involve the widening of an existing roadway. The project would not change land uses 

surrounding the project alignment and would not provide new access to areas that are currently 

inaccessible via SR 49.  The Build Alternatives would not result in changes in accessibility 

because no new access points are being created.  Project-related population growth is not 

foreseen and the project would result in no impact to population growth.  

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated  

 
All the relocations required for the project will come from the community that is adjacent to the 

project, along SR-49, which has been identif ied as an Environmental Justice community (as 

discussed in Chapter 2 Environmental Justice). However, based on market research, there will 

be a sufficient number of single-family residence and commercial properties that are of equal to 

or better than the displacement properties available for rent or purchase according to the Draft 

Relocation Impact Statement (DRIS) prepared for this project. No new construction of 

replacement housing will be necessary; therefore, the impact would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated.  

Would the project:  

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  
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3.2.15.  Public Services 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Public Services 

a) No Impact 
 
The build alternatives would not result in direct, long-term impacts on fire, police or other public 

facilities. During construction, lane closures may be required. Any required temporary lane 

closures would be coordinated with emergency service providers so as not to hinder emergency 

responses. The build alternatives are not anticipated to adversely affect response time for 

emergency services associated with fire station or police department personnel. The build 

alternatives may improve response times of emergency services by improving traffic flow and 

reducing delay. Therefore, no impacts to public services are anticipated. 

 

 

  

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: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     
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3.2.16.  Recreation 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Recreation 

a) No Impact 

The proposed project is not located near any park or recreational facilities; therefore, there 
would be no effects on parks or recreational facility resources. 

b) No Impact 

The proposed project does not include the construction of recreational facilities or require the 
creation of expanded recreational facilities; therefore, the project will have no impact on 
recreation.  

  

 
Significant 

and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 
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3.2.17.  Transportation 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Transportation 

a) No Impact 

This project is consistent with the circulation system of the local community plan. Transit, 

bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would be enhanced with the implementation of this project; 

therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

In general, the build alternatives reduce VMT at 20 to 35 mph and increase VMT traveling at 40 

to 55 mph, please see Chapter 2 (Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities) 

and Chapter 3 (Climate Change) for more information. 

The project will result in a slight increase in induced demand as shown in Table 3.2. Compared 

to existing (2018) conditions, horizon year (2044) conditions under Alternative 4 (No Build) 

would have 20 percent more VMT. With the improved travel time provided by two northbound 

lanes on SR 49 (Phase1) compared to the current configuration (Alternative 4/No Build), horizon 

year (2044) VMT is projected to increase (by an additional 0.3%) since some travelers would 

take advantage of the higher travel speeds on SR 49 and use a longer route to travel more 

quickly. The addition of the second southbound lane (Phase 2) would lead to an additional 

increase in VMT (by 0.6% over the No Build). Alternative 3, which has a median that will require 

out-of-direction travel along the corridor, would further increase VMT (by 0.8% over Alternative 

4). 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conf lict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent 
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
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With the inclusion of the measures outlined in Table 3-1 (Regional and Local Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction Plans) in Chapter 3 (Climate Change), the project impacts are anticipated to be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

c) No Impact 

This project would not introduce any non-standard features or any other features which would 

cause unforeseen hazards or the facility to be inoperable for incompatible equipment, such as 

farm machinery, extra wide -load trucks, or military freight. 

A traffic management plan (TMP) would be prepared as part of the project to provide controlled 

access thorugh the work site during construction; therefore,no impacts are anticipated.  

d) No Impact  

A traffic management plan (TMP) would be prepared as part of the project to provide controlled 

access thorugh the work site during construction. Measures outlined in the TMP would be taken 

to ensure that emergency services would not be delayed due to construction congestion and 

continuous access would be maintained. After the project is constructed, emergency service 

routes would be enhanced with a wider roadway, additional lanes for traffic control, and wider 

shoulders, which should imporve travel times for emergency services; therefore, there would be 

no impact to emergency access. 
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3.2.18.   Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
 

 
 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Tribal Cultural Resources 

a) and b) No Impact 

 
As a result of consultation with Native American tribes and individuals, no Tribal Cultural 

Resources were identified within the APE for the proposed project. The Native American 

Heritage Commission (NAHC) was requested to review the Sacred Lands Files for any Native 

American sacred site within or adjacent to the project APE. The results indicated that there were 

no sacred sites listed in the section. A list of Native American groups and individuals that may 

have knowledge or concerns regarding cultural resources for the project area was also included 

by the NAHC.  Correspondence was sent in June of 2016 and January of 2017 to all contacts 

provided by the NAHC. The initial correspondence was followed up by phone calls and/or 

emails. 

The only response received was from the United Auburn Indian Community of the  United 

Auburn Indian Rancheria (UAIC), who requested to be a consult ing party on the project and 

identif ied an area of concern within the ADI at the Berriman Ranch.  These were investigated as 

part of the studies completed and no Native American cultural materials were found, as reported 

on in the MCER, HPSR, and FOE.  The UAIC subsequently had no concerns and the project 

would result in no impact to Tribal Cultural Resources.  
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3.2.19.  Utilities and Service Systems 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Utilities and Service Systems 

a) Less Than Significant 

The project would re-locate and/or replace utilities as needed in such a manner to avoid 

environmental impacts.  

b) No Impact 

The proposed project would not require water during operation. During construction, water 

would only be used for dust control along the project corridor. Due to the minimal amount of 

water that would be required for dust control the impact on the existing water supply would be 

less than significant. 

c) No Impact 

No wastewater would be generated by the project. No impact would occur. 

Would the project: Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction 
or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years? 

    

c) 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? 

    

d)  Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
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d) Less Than Significant 

Construction of the proposed project would generate some waste material. The amont of 

contruction related waste would not be substantial, be limited to the construction period and 

would not result in substantial reduction in the capacity of a landfill. Asphalt, concete, trenching 

spoils and other excavated material would be reused on-site to the greatest extent feasible.  

e) No Impact 

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, and local statues and regulations 

related to solid waste. No impact would occur. 
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3.2.20.  Wildfire 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Wildfire 

(a - d) No Impact  

 
The District 3 Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment mapping of roadways exposed to 

wildfire concern shows that SR-49 in the project area is considered exposed roadway in an area 

with a high level of concern for wildfire.  While the project area is close to the Local 

Responsibility Area and within the State Responsibility Area for Wildfire the project would not 

have an impact on wildfire due to the following reasons: 

• Caltrans would develop a traffic management plan that would be consistent with local 

emergency and evacuation plans. 

• The addition of wider shoulders, median and additional travel lanes would increase the width 

of the road as a firebreak and provide additional areas for emergency response vehicle 

staging. 

• The project would reduce congestion and travel delay which would decrease emergency 

response time. 

If  located in or near state responsibility areas or 
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines 
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream 
f looding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-
f ire slope instability, or drainage changes? 
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• The project would be constructed on the existing alignment and within a developed area 

with no new infrastructure development proposed. 

• Due to the implementation of Caltrans’ standard measures and best management practices, 

no impacts are anticipated due to drainage improvements. 

• Traffic Management Systems, including Changeable Message Signs will provide critical 

information during an emergency and can be used to alert the public during times of high fire 

danger. 

• Caltrans 2018 revised Standard Specification 7-1.02M(2) mandates fire prevention 

procedures during construction, including a fire prevention plan.  
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3.2.21.  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
 

 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a) Less Than Significant 

The proposed project does not have to potential to substantially degrade biological resources 

within the project area, as discussed in Chapter 2 ( Biological Environment). Nor does it have 

the potential to eliminate important examples of California rich history, as disucssed in Chapter 

2 (Cultural Resources). The small wetland removed does not contain any special status 

species. The department will purchase mitigation credits for the wetland impacts, however this 

does not mean that the take of the wetland is an adverse effect, rather the mitigation credits are 

to satisfy agency requirements. Additionally, there are no observed occurrences of Federal or 

State listed special status plant species within the ESL; the Ponderosa Pine Forest (Natural 

Communities) within the porject limits would require some tree removal; however, given that this 

community is abundant within Nevada County, the removal of individual trees would not impact 

this abundant community;  Biological surveys were conducted by qualif ied Caltrans’ staff to 

assess impacts to Animal Species within the Biological Study Area (BSA). The only animlas the 

 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of 
a f ish 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 ef fects 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? 
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project may effect are the resident populaiton of Nevada County Deer; Biological surveys were 

conducted by qualif ied Caltrans’ staff to assess impacts to Threatened and Endangered 

Species (TES) within the BSA. The only TES species the project may effect is the Cali fornia 

Red-Legged Frog (CRLF); however, based on the results of surveys, analyses of habitat 

conditions and requirements, and current range of CRLF, it was determined that the project 

would have “no effect” on CRLF; The proposed project would create additional disturbed areas 

for a temporary period. Areas where temporary disturbance occurs would be more susceptible 

to colonization or spread by invasive plants. Implementation of avoidance and minimization 

measures provided below will help to avoid and minimize the introduction and spread of 

invasive plants. Based on the discussions above and in Chapter 2, less than significant impacts 

are anticipated.  

b) No Impact 

When project specific impacts were considered together with other past and future projects 

(Table S-1) in the area, the analysis concluded that the project did not have cumulative impacts. 

c) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

Implementation of the proposed project could result in impacts to the following resources as 

discussed in Chapter 2 (Noise), (Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities), 

(Enviromnental Justice) and Chapter 3 (Climate Change).  

Construction noise will be short-term and no adverse noise impacts from construction are 

anticipated because construction would be conducted in accordance with Caltrans Standard 

Specifications Section 14.8-02. For long-term operational noise, Caltrans intends to incorporate 

noise abatement in the form of a barrier.  

In general, the build alternatives reduce VMT at 20 to 35 mph and increase VMT traveling at 40 

to 55 mph. The project both reduces significant congestion and reduces travel times, but does 

not induce demand because the theory and use of travel time savings does not work when 

applied to rural state highways, as it over-estimates induced demand effects on rural capacity 

increasing projects. With the inclusion of the measures outlined in Table 3-1 (Regional and 

Local Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans) in Chapter 3 (Climate Change), impacts are 

anticipated to be less than signficant with mitigation. 

Relocations will be required for the project; however, based on market research, there will be a 

sufficient number of replacement properties that are of equal to or better than the displacement 

properties available for rent or purchase according to the Draft Relocation Impact Statement 

(DRIS) prepared for this project. All displacements will be in accordance with the Federal 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, 

and the California Relocation Act.  
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For the above stated reasons, and with the inclusion of the measures outlined in the referenced 

sections, the project impacts are anticipated to be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated; therefore, the project does not have environmental effects which will cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts are less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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3.3.  Wildfire 
 

Regulatory Setting 

Senate Bill 1241 required the Office of Planning and Research, the Natural Resources Agency, 

and the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to develop amendments to the 

“CEQA Checklist” for the inclusion of questions related to fire hazard impacts for projects 

located on lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones.  The 2018 updates to the 

CEQA Guidelines expanded this to include projects “near” these very high fire hazard severity 

zones. 

Affected Environment 

The Nevada County Hazard Mitigation Plan 2017 determined likelihood of future occurrence of 

wildfire in Nevada County as highly likely and classified the hazard risk as a priority hazard for 

the Nevada County Planning Area.  Compounded by current drought conditions, the wildfire 

hazard in Nevada County has substantially increased and is no longer just a seasonal issue.  

The wildfire season, including the potential for a catastrophic wildfire, is now a year around 

concern.   The vulnerability of Nevada County to increased occurrence of a devastating wildfire 

has increased as exacerbated by the recent drought, increases in tree mortality, and overall 

increase in wildfire conditions. 

From May to October of each year, Nevada County faces a serious wildland fire threat. Fires will 

continue to occur on an annual basis in the Nevada County Planning Area. The threat of wildfire 

and potential losses are constantly increasing as human development and population increase 

and the Nevada County 4-141 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update August 2017 wildland urban 

interface areas expand. Due to its high fuel load and long, dry summers, most of Nevada 

County continues to be at risk from wildfire.  When fire does return to the dense, dry forests of 

Nevada County, they are more likely to burn uncharacteristically, at moderate and high intensity, 

rather than the historic low intensity level.  

The increased fuel accumulation results in greater flame lengths, more crown fires and greater 

resistance to control. Tree mortality is often high, even f or the fire-resistant ponderosa pine and 

large Douglas firs. Soils, understory vegetation, and wildlife populations, which evolved with low 

intensity fires, are at risk of long-term damage from uncharacteristic fire intensity. Climate 

Change and Wildfire Warmer temperatures can exacerbate drought conditions. Drought often 

kills plants and trees, which serve as fuel for wildfires. Warmer temperatures could increase the 

number of wildfires and pest outbreaks, such as the western pine beetle.  Cal-Adapt’s wildfire 

tool predicts the potential increase in the amount of burned areas for the year 2085, as 

compared to current (2010) conditions.  Based on this model, Cal-Adapt predicts that wildfire 

risk in Nevada County will increase slightly in the near term, and subside during mid-to late 

century.  However, wildfire models can vary depending on the parameters used. Cal-Adapt does 
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not take landscape and fuel sources into account in their model.  In all likelihood, in Nevada 

County, precipitation patterns, high levels of heat, topography, and fuel load will determine the 

frequency and intensity of future wildfire. 

CalFire’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone mapping tool (https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/) shows the 

project traverses high and very high fire hazard severity zones and is close to the Local 

Responsibility Area and within the State Responsibility Area for Wildfire (see Table 3-1) 

Figure 3-1. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility Area 

 
The extent and intensity of wildfires increase as temperatures rise, and warming is one of the 

primary projected impacts of climate change. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration’s Fourth National Climate Assessment, released in 2018, reported that climate 

change factors alone roughly doubled the area burned by wildfire in the western United States 

between 1984 and 2015.  Nevada County has been affected by several wildfires in recent years, 

such as the Jones Fire in 2020 near Grass Valley.  Warming and drying trends in Nevada 

County as a result of climate change are projected to increase the frequency and severity of 

wildfires in Nevada County.  Increasing wildfires are likely to lead to more transportation 

disruptions, affecting access to local communities, commerce, tourism and other essential 

functions throughout the Nevada County (Dettinger, 2018).  These effects could be particularly 

acute near bottle necks in the transportation system, such as highways through forested areas 

and other principal arterials in high risk wildfire areas.  

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/
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In Nevada County, 92 percent of County residents live within high fire severity zones (Nevada 

County OES, 2020).  Many wildfires occur in rural areas, which often have more low-income 

households than the state average, and disproportionally affect disadvantaged and low-income 

communities.  Older adult residents and those with disabilities may be unable to quickly 

evacuate themselves during a wildfire, requiring them to receive additional assistance.  Funding 

transportation improvements to ensure that these households can be effectively evacuated 

when wildfires threaten them, as well as providing resources for recovery in these areas 

afterwards, is a challenge to government agencies in Nevada County at all levels.  

Environmental Consequences 

The project segment of SR 49 is located within a CAL FIRE Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone.  The construction of the planned improvements to SR 49 will make this segment of SR 49 

more resilient to the risk of wildfire by reducing roadside vegetation fuel loads and providing 

capacity to handle evacuation events and allow contra flow lane management to facilitate 

evacuation egress and the ingress of emergency responders.  The additional roadway width will 

create additional distance between the forested tree canopy that currently overhangs the 

highway in several segments of the corridor.  Through the removal of the existing lane-drops at 

the merge points that the northern and southern project limits existing design features that 

would constrict traffic flow in the event of evacuation will be eliminated.  Local residents 

continue to express both safety and evacuation concerns and the desire to have the SR 49 

corridor improved.  For the recent Jones Fire (2020) in Nevada County that threatened the 

incorporated cities of Nevada City and portions of Grass Valley, which were under evacuation 

warning, SR 49 would have been a primary evacuation route.  The existing merge sections and 

lane drops at the southern and northern project limits create bottle necks and congestion during 

peak travel periods that have resulted in rear end and sideswipe accidents and will constrict the 

flow of traffic in the event of an evacuation. 

While the project area is close to the Local Responsibility Area and within the State 

Responsibility Area for Wildfire the project would not have an impact on wildfire due to the 

following reasons: 

• During construction, Caltrans would develop a traffic management plan that would be 

consistent with local emergency and evacuation plans. 

• The addition of wider shoulders, median and additional travel lanes would increase the width 

of the road as a firebreak and provide additional areas for emergency response vehicle 

staging. 

• The project would reduce congestion and travel delay which would decrease emergency 

response time. 
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• The project would be constructed on the existing alignment and within a developed area 

with no new infrastructure development proposed. 

• Due to the implementation of Caltrans’ standard measures and best management practices, 

no impacts are anticipated due to drainage improvements. 

• Traffic Management Systems, including Changeable Message Signs will provide critical 

information during an emergency and can be used to alert the public during times of high fire 

danger. 

• Caltrans 2018 revised Standard Specification 7-1.02M(2) mandates fire prevention 

procedures during construction, including a fire prevention plan.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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3.4.  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. 

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and World 

Meteorological Organization in 1988 led to increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions 

reduction and climate change research and policy. These efforts are primarily concerned with 

the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity, including carbon dioxide (CO 2), methane 

(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and 

various hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). CO2 is the most abundant GHG; while it is a naturally 

occurring component of Earth’s atmosphere, fossil-fuel combustion is the main source of 

additional, human-generated CO2. 

Two terms are typically used when discussing how we address the impacts of climate change: 

“greenhouse gas mitigation” and “adaptation.” Greenhouse gas mitigation covers the activities 

and policies aimed at reducing GHG emissions to limit or “mitigate” the impacts of climate 

change. Adaptation, on the other hand, is concerned with planning f or and responding to 

impacts resulting from climate change (such as adjusting transportation design standards to 

withstand more intense storms and higher sea levels). This analysis will include a discussion of 

both.  

REGULATORY SETTING  

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

transportation sources. 

Federal 

To date, no national standards have been established for nationwide mobile-source GHG 

reduction targets, nor have any regulations or legislation been enacted specifically to address 

climate change and GHG emissions reduction at the project level.  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] Part 4332) 

requires federal agencies to assess the environmental effects of their proposed actions prior to 

making a decision on the action or project.  

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) recognizes the threats that extreme weather, sea-

level change, and other changes in environmental conditions pose to valuable transportation 

infrastructure and those who depend on it. FHWA therefore supports a sustainability approach 
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that assesses vulnerability to climate risks and incorporates resilience into planning, asset 

management, project development and design, and operations and maintenance practices 

(FHWA 2019). This approach encourages planning for sustainable highways by addressing 

climate risks while balancing environmental, economic, and social values—“the triple bottom 

line of sustainability” (FHWA n.d.). Program and project elements that foster sustainability and 

resilience also support economic vitality and global efficiency, increase safety and mobility, 

enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life.  

Various efforts have been promulgated at the federal level to improve fuel economy and energy 

efficiency to address climate change and its associated effects. The most important of these 

was the Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 (42 USC Section 6201) and Corporate 

Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards. This act establishes fuel economy standards for on-

road motor vehicles sold in the United States. Compliance with federal fuel economy standards 

is determined through the CAFE program based on each manufacturer’s average fuel economy 

for the portion of its vehicles produced for sale in the United States.  

Energy Policy Act of 2005, 109th Congress H.R.6 (2005–2006): This act sets forth an energy 

research and development program covering: (1) energy efficiency; (2) renewable energy; (3) oil 

and gas; (4) coal; (5) the establishment of the Office of Indian Energy Policy and Programs 

within the Department of Energy; (6) nuclear matters and security; (7) vehicles and motor fuels, 

including ethanol; (8) hydrogen; (9) electricity; (10) energy tax incentives; (11) hydropower and 

geothermal energy; and (12) climate change technology. 

The U.S. EPA in conjunction with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) is 

responsible for setting GHG emission standards for new cars and light-duty vehicles to 

significantly increase the fuel economy of all new passenger cars and light trucks sold in the 

United States. Fuel efficiency standards directly influence GHG emissions. 

State 

California has been innovative and proactive in addressing GHG emissions and climate change 

by passing multiple Senate and Assembly bills and executive orders (EOs) including, but not 

limited to, the following: 

EO S-3-05 (June 1, 2005): The goal of this EO is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: (1) 

year 2000 levels by 2010, (2) year 1990 levels by 2020, and (3) 80 percent below year 1990 

levels by 2050. This goal was further reinforced with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 in 

2006 and Senate Bill (SB) 32 in 2016. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32, Chapter 488, 2006, Núñez and Pavley, The Global Warming Solutions 

Act of 2006: AB 32 codified the 2020 GHG emissions reduction goals outlined in EO S-3-05, 

while further mandating that the California Air Resources Board (ARB) create a scoping plan 

and implement rules to achieve “real, quantif iable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse 

gases.” The Legislature also intended that the statewide GHG emissions limit continue in 
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existence and be used to maintain and continue reductions in emissions of GHGs beyond 2020 

(Health and Safety Code [H&SC] Section 38551(b)). The law requires ARB to adopt rules and 

regulations in an open public process to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and 

cost-effective GHG reductions. 

EO S-01-07 (January 18, 2007): This order sets forth the low carbon f uel standard (LCFS) for 

California. Under this EO, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is to be 

reduced by at least 10 percent by the year 2020. ARB re-adopted the LCFS regulation in 

September 2015, and the changes went into effect on January 1, 2016. The program 

establishes a strong framework to promote the low-carbon fuel adoption necessary to achieve 

the Governor's 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction goals. 

Senate Bill (SB) 375, Chapter 728, 2008, Sustainable Communities and Climate Protect ion: 

This bill requires ARB to set regional emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. The 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for each region must then develop a "Sustainable 

Communities Strategy" (SCS) that integrates transportation, land-use, and housing policies to 

plan how it will achieve the emissions target for its region. 

SB 391, Chapter 585, 2009, California Transportation Plan: This bill requires the State’s long-

range transportation plan to identify strategies to address California’s climate change goals 

under AB 32. 

EO B-16-12 (March 2012) orders State entities under the direction of the Governor, including 

ARB, the California Energy Commission, and the Public Utilities Commission, to support the 

rapid commercialization of zero-emission vehicles. It directs these entities to achieve various 

benchmarks related to zero-emission vehicles. 

EO B-30-15 (April 2015) establishes an interim statewide GHG emission reduction target of 40 

percent below 1990 levels by 2030 to ensure California meets its target of reducing GHG 

emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. It further orders all state agencies with 

jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions to implement measures, pursuant to statutory 

authority, to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG emissions 

reductions targets. It also directs ARB to update the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express 

the 2030 target in terms of  million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e).8 Finally, 

it requires the Natural Resources Agency to update the state’s climate adaptation strategy, 

Safeguarding California, every 3 years, and to ensure that its provisions are fully implemen ted. 

SB 32, Chapter 249, 2016, codifies the GHG reduction targets established in EO B-30-15 to 

achieve a mid-range goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

 
8
  GHGs differ in how much heat each trap in the atmosphere (global warming potential, or GWP). CO 2 is the most important GHG, 

so amounts of other gases are expressed relative to CO2, using a metric called “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e). The global 
warming potential of CO2 is assigned a value of 1, and the GWP of other gases is assessed as multiples of CO 2. 
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SB 1386, Chapter 545, 2016, declared “it to be the policy of the state that the protection and 

management of natural and working lands … is an important strategy in meeting the state’s 

greenhouse gas reduction goals, and would require all state agencies, departments, boards, 

and commissions to consider this policy when revising, adopting, or establishing policies, 

regulations, expenditures, or grant criteria relating to the protection and management of natural 

and working lands.” 

AB 134, Chapter 254, 2017, allocates Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds and other sources to 

various clean vehicle programs, demonstration/pilot projects, clean vehicle rebates and projects, 

and other emissions-reduction programs statewide. 

SB 743, Chapter 386 (September 2013): This bill changes the metric of consideration for 

transportation impacts pursuant to CEQA from a focus on automobile delay to alternative 

methods focused on vehicle miles travelled, to promote the state’s goals of reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions and traffic related air pollution and promoting multimodal 

transportation while balancing the needs of congestion management and safety.  

SB 150, Chapter 150, 2017, Regional Transportation Plans: This bill requires ARB to prepare a 

report that assesses progress made by each metropolitan planning organization in meeting their 

established regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 

EO B-55-18 (September 2018) sets a new statewide goal to achieve and maintain carbon 

neutrality no later than 2045. This goal is in addition to existing statewide targets of reducing 

GHG emissions. 

EO N-19-19 (September 2019) advances California’s climate goals in part by directing the 

California State Transportation Agency to leverage annual transportation spending to reverse 

the trend of increased fuel consumption and reduce GHG emissions from the transportation 

sector. It orders a focus on transportation investments near housing, managing congestion, and 

encouraging alternatives to driving. This EO also directs ARB to encourage automakers to 

produce more clean vehicles, formulate ways to help Californians purchase them, and p ropose 

strategies to increase demand for zero-emission vehicles. 

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project is outside an urban area with land uses consisting of Caltrans’ right-of-

way (ROW), surrounding commercial and residential areas, and forested slopes. The scope of 

this project is encompassed by Segment 11 (NEV PM 0.00/R14.475) of the Transportation 

Concept Report (TCR) which is a 14.48 mile stretch of two- and four-lane conventional highway 

beginning at the Placer/Nevada County line and continuing north to the SR-20 junction in Grass 

Valley. This segment is a major roadway connecting Grass Valley and Nevada City with I-80 in 

Auburn to the south. It is the lifeline for much of Nevada County’s freight and lumber traffic and 

provides access to recreational attractions. This segment of SR-49 experiences AM and PM 

Peak Hour congestion and is currently operating at LOS E.  The SR 49 corridor is identif ied in 
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the Caltrans California Freight Mobility Plan as a Tier 3 freight facility on the Highway Freight 

Network and is designated as a terminal access route for Surface Transportation Assistance Act 

(STAA) trucks. The 2015 Caltrans District 3 Goods Movement Study identifies SR 49 as having 

a high deficiency for goods movement mobility in the base year, and in the no-build forecast.  

A GHG emissions inventory estimates the amount of GHGs discharged into the atmosphere by 

specific sources over a period of time, such as a calendar year. Tracking annual GHG 

emissions allows countries, states, and smaller jurisdictions to understand how emissions are 

changing and what actions may be needed to attain emission reduction goals. U.S. EPA is 

responsible for documenting GHG emissions nationwide, and the ARB does so for the state, as 

required by H&SC Section 39607.4.  

National GHG Inventory 

The U.S. EPA prepares a national GHG inventory every year and submits it to the United 

Nations in accordance with the Framework Convention on Climate Change. The inventory 

provides a comprehensive accounting of all human-produced sources of GHGs in the United 

States, reporting emissions of CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, perfluorocarbons, SF6, and nitrogen 

trif luoride. It also accounts for emissions of CO2 that are removed from the atmosphere by 

“sinks” such as forests, vegetation, and soils that uptake and store CO2 (carbon sequestration). 

The 1990–2016 inventory found that of 6,511 MMTCO2e GHG emissions in 2016, 81% consist 

of CO2, 10% are CH4, and 6% are N2O; the balance consists of fluorinated gases (U.S. EPA 

2018). In 2016, GHG emissions from the transportation sector accounted for nearly 28.5% of 

U.S. GHG emissions. 

 
Figure 3-2. U.S. 2016 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
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State GHG Inventory 

ARB collects GHG emissions data for transportation, electricity, commercial/residential, 

industrial, agricultural, and waste management sectors each year. It then summarizes and 

highlights major annual changes and trends to demonstrate the state’s progress in meeting its 

GHG reduction goals. The 2019 edition of the GHG emissions inventory found total California 

emissions of 424.1 MMTCO2e for 2017, with the transportation sector responsible for 41% of 

total GHGs. It also found that overall statewide GHG emissions declined from 2000 to 2017 

despite growth in population and state economic output (ARB 2019a).  

 
Figure 3-3. California 2017 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

 
Figure 3-4. Change in California GDP, Population, and GHG Emissions since 2000 

(Source: ARB 2019b) 
 

AB 32 required ARB to develop a Scoping Plan that describes the approach California will take 

to achieve the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and to update it every 5 

years. ARB adopted the first scoping plan in 2008. The second updated plan, California’s 2017 

Climate Change Scoping Plan, adopted on December 14, 2017, reflects the 2030 target 
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established in EO B-30-15 and SB 32. The AB 32 Scoping Plan and the subsequent updates 

contain the main strategies California will use to reduce GHG emissions.  

Regional Plans 

The Air Resources Board sets regional targets for California’s 18 MPOs to use in their Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) to plan future pro jects that 

will cumulatively achieve GHG reduction goals. Targets are set at a percent reduction of 

passenger vehicle GHG emissions per person from 2005 levels.  

The proposed project is within the jurisdiction of the Nevada County Transportation 

Commission.  NCTC’s target to achieve a 2.5% reduction of GHG emissions per year over the 

twenty-year planning period (50 percent). Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan (2015-

2035) identif ies the following GHG Reduction objectives.  
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Table 3-1. Regional and Local Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans 
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3.5.  Project Analysis 

 

GHG emissions from transportation projects can be divided into those produced during 

operation of the SHS and those produced during construction. The primary GHGs produced by 

the transportation sector are CO2, CH4, N2O, and HFCs. CO2 emissions are a product of the 

combustion of petroleum-based products, like gasoline, in internal combustion engines. 

Relatively small amounts of CH4 and N2O are emitted during fuel combustion. In addition, a 

small amount of HFC emissions are included in the transportation sector. 

The CEQA Guidelines generally address greenhouse gas emissions as a cumulative impact 

due to the global nature of climate change (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083(b)(2)). As the 

California Supreme Court explained, “because of the global scale of climate change, any one 

project's contribution is unlikely to be significant by itself.” (Cleveland National Forest 

Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 512.) 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. Although climate change is ultimately a 

cumulative impact, not every individual project that emits greenhouse gases must necessarily 

be found to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the environment. 

Operational Emissions 

ARB developed the EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model to facilitate preparation of statewide and 

regional mobile source emissions inventories. The model generates emissions rates that can be 

multiplied by vehicle activity data from all motor vehicles, including passenger cars to heavy-

duty trucks, operating on highways, freeways, and local roads in California. Caltrans’ CT -

EMFAC model uses data derived from EMFAC to streamline project-level emissions analyses. 

Caltrans recommends using the CT-EMFAC model for quantifying mobile source emissions 

from transportation projects on the California State Highway System. The EMFAC2017/CT-

EMFAC2017 model has been approved by U.S. EPA and meets the FHWA’s transportation 

planning requirements.  

CO2 accounts for 95 percent of transportation GHG emissions in the U.S. The largest sources of 

transportation-related GHG emissions are passenger cars and light-duty trucks, including sport 

utility vehicles, pickup trucks, and minivans. These sources account for over half of the 

emissions from the sector. The remainder of GHG emissions comes from other modes of 

transportation, including freight trucks, commercial aircraft, ships, boats, and trains, as well as 

pipelines and lubricants. Because CO2 emissions represent the greatest percentage of GHG 

emissions it has been selected as a proxy within the following analysis for potential climate 

change impacts generally expected to occur.  
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The highest levels of CO2 from mobile sources such as automobiles occur at stop-and-go 

speeds (0–25 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 miles per hour; the most severe emissions 

occur from 0–25 miles per hour (see Figure 3-5). To the extent that a project relieves 

congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in high-congestion travel 

corridors, GHG emissions, particularly CO2, may be reduced.  

Four primary strategies can reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources: (1) improving 

the transportation system and operational efficiencies, (2) reducing travel activity, (3) 

transitioning to lower GHG-emitting fuels, and (4) improving vehicle technologies/efficiency. To 

be most effective, all four strategies should be pursued concurrently.  

 
Figure 3-5. Possible Use of Traffic Operation Strategies in Reducing On-road CO2 

Emissions (Source: Barth and Boriboonsomsin 2010) 
 

While EMFAC has a rigorous scientific foundation and has been vetted through multiple 

stakeholder reviews, its GHG emission rates are based on tailpipe emission test data. 9  

Moreover, the model does not account for factors such as the rate of acceleration and vehicle 

aerodynamics, which influence the amount of emissions generated by a vehicle. GHG 

emissions quantif ied using EMFAC are therefore estimates and may not reflect actual physical 

emissions. Though EMFAC is currently the best available tool for calculating GHG emissions 

 
9  This analysis does not currently accoun t for the effects of the U.S. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

and Environmental Protection Agency SAFE (Safer Affordable Fuel -Efficient) Vehicles Rule. Part One revoking 

California’s authority to set its own greenhouse gas emissions standards was published on September 27, 2019 

and effective November 26, 2019. The SAFE Vehicles Rule Part Two became effective June 30, 2020. It amends 

existing Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) and tailpipe carbon dioxide emissions standards for passenger 

cars and light trucks and establishes new standards covering model years 2021 through 2026. The proposal 

would retain the model year 2020 standards for both programs through model year 2026. Although this analysis 

does not incorporate adjustment factors for greenhouse gas emissions based on the SAFE Rule, modeling these 

estimates with EMFAC2017 or CT-EMFAC2017 remains the most precise means of estimating future greenhouse 

gas emissions. 



 

216 

from mobile sources, it is important to note that the GHG results are only useful for a 

comparison among alternatives. 

The proposed project is located south of the City of Grass Valley in Nevada County and is 

included in the NCTC’s RTP. NCTC’s target to achieve a 2.5% reduction of GHG emissions per 

year over the twenty-year planning period (50 percent) is consistent with the goals of Executive 

Order B-30-15 and other state and federal regulations.  More efficient vehicles and low-carbon 

fuel efforts being pursued at the state level would likely afford the greatest reduction in rural 

GHG emissions. NCTC would continue to support these efforts, including the expansion of 

electric vehicle charging stations within Nevada County. For example, ChargePoint, a charging 

station network provider, has been awarded grants from the California Energy Commission to 

install f ive DC fast charging stations in the I-80 corridor, including two stations in the SR 49 

corridor between Auburn and Grass Valley. The low-density nature of most Nevada County 

development creates challenges for meeting access and mobility needs with non-automotive 

modes. As with most rural counties, alternative modes are limited in Nevada County and are not 

seen as a significant replacement to the automobile for economic, mobility, and geographic 

reasons. These factors and funding challenges similarly limit the availability of transit within 

Nevada County. Additionally, walking and bicycling are more diff icult in many areas of the 

county due to hilly topography. NCTC would continue to support transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 

transportation of the NCTC RTP Action Element. The poposed project would support efforts by 

improving shoulders to accommodate a Class III bicycle facility. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Methodology 
 
The study area on SR 49 from La Barr Meadows Road to Crestview Drive is in Nevada County. 

For the TAR, the base year Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) model was 

calibrated and validated to observed AM and PM peak hour volumes at the study intersections 

by adjusting roadway network and traffic analysis zone connections. Similar changes were 

made to the cumulative year 2035 model.  

OPR’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA provides a method to 

estimate induced travel (VMT) from a roadway capacity increasing project, but it notes that the 

method may not be suitable for rural locations “which are neither congested nor projected to 

become congested.” Given that the SR 49 study area is primarily rural, the VMT estimates 

presented here are calculated directly from the travel demand forecast model.   

Using the project’s travel demand forecast model, VMT was measured for the project 

alternatives over the entire model area, which is Nevada County east of the Sierra Nevada 

crest. In addition to estimating the total, VMT was also classified into 5-mph speed bins. The 

model estimate of VMT is limited by the model extent. Vehicles traveling through the study area 
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into neighboring counties will have VMT that occurs outside of the model. Since the speed that 

this external VMT would be traveling at is unknown, the VMT is excluded from this analysis.  

The travel demand forecast model has a base year of 2012 and a cumulative year of 2035. The 

base year (2012) VMT estimate was used directly as the existing year (2018) VMT estimate 

since the base year (2012) model was calibrated and validated to volumes in the study corridor. 

The opening year (2024) and horizon year (2044) VMT and VMT by speed bin estimates were 

interpolated and extrapolated from the existing (2018) and cumulative (2035) estimates.  

GHG emissions are calculated from two sources. The first uses the travel demand forecasting 

model to calculate daily VMT over the four model periods (AM, midday, PM, and overnight) by 

5-mph speed bin. Then, the EMFAC 2017 emissions factors from the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) are applied to estimate GHG emissions. The forecast model estimates speed at 

the link level, so it cannot account for intersection-level congestion delay.  

To account for the GHG emissions due to peak hour congestion, vehicle fuel consumption 

estimates are used as the second source. The Synchro capacity analysis model provides fuel 

consumption estimates based on factors developed for the Transyt7F model in the 1990s. 

Unlike EMFAC 2017, fuel consumption factors are the same for the existing (2018), opening 

(2024), and horizon (2044) years. Fuel use is then converted to GHG based on the carbon 

content of gasoline, which is 19.6 pounds of carbon dioxide per gallon for gasoline (US Energy 

Information Administration, 2016). With the addition of ethanol to gasoline, the carbon dioxide 

production decreases. Although other GHGs are produced from fuel combustion, carbon dioxide 

is the overwhelming majority (see Table 3.3 below) so it is used as a reasonable approximation 

of the total GHG. 

VMT Estimates 
 
Table 3-2 presents the model area daily VMT under the analysis scenarios. Compared to 

existing (2018) conditions, horizon year (2044) conditions under Alternative 4 (No Build) would 

have 20 percent more VMT. With the improved travel time provided by two northbound lanes on 

SR 49 (Alternative 1) compared to the current configuration (Alternative 4), horizon year (2044) 

VMT is projected to increase (by an additional 0.3%) since some travelers would take 

advantage of the higher travel speeds on SR 49 and use a longer route to travel more quickly. 

The addition of the second southbound lane (Alternative 2) would lead to an additional increase 

in VMT (by 0.6% over Alternative 4). Alternative 3, which has a median that will require out -of-

direction travel along the corridor, would further increase VMT (by 0.8% over Alternative 4).  
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Table 3-2. Daily VMT 

 
 
Figure 3-6 shows the daily VMT by speed bin for the existing year (2018) and the project 

alternatives under the horizon year (2044). The no build alternative (Alternative 4) would have 

more travel occurring in the lower speed ranges (20 to 35 mph) than the build alternatives. The 

four-lane alternative with median (Alternative 3) would have more travel occurring in the higher 

speed ranges (50 to 65 mph speed bins). These differences reflect the effect of widening SR 49 

in the study area. 

Figure 3-6. Daily VMT by Speed Bin 
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GHG Estimates 
 
The CARB EMFAC2017 Web Database (https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2017/) was used to 

estimate pollutant emissions for the project alternatives based on the VMT by speed bin values. 

Error! Reference source not found. lists the daily pollutant emissions for existing year (2018) a

nd the project alternatives under opening (2024) and horizon year (2044) conditions. Despite 

the increase in VMT under the future years, pollutant emissions are the same or lower than 

existing conditions due to expected improvements in the vehicle fleet (i.e., improved fuel 

efficiency and an increase in alternative fuel vehicles). 

Table 3-3. Daily Pollutant Emissions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2017/
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Table 3-4 lists the AM and PM peak hour fuel consumption and GHG emissions for the study 

area. Fuel consumption reflects vehicle volumes and operations in the study area. In general,    

volumes and congestion levels are higher during the PM peak hour, so the GHG emissions are 

higher also. Phases 1, 2, and Alternative 4/No Build all have generally low delays, so the higher 

demand volumes for Phases 1 and 2 lead to higher GHG emissions. For Alternative 3B 

(roundabouts) and 3A (signals), the addition of the two controlled intersections causes more 

delay for through vehicles on SR 49. As a result, these alternatives would have the highest 

GHG emissions based on peak hour operations. 

Table 3-4: Peak Hour GHG Emissions 

 
 
Annual GHG emissions were estimated from two sources. The travel demand model was used 

to produce estimates of daily VMT by speed bin. GHG emissions were then estimated based on 

factors from EMFAC2017. The second source was fuel consumption estimates from the AM and 

PM peak hour intersection capacity analysis model. GHG emissions were calculated based on 

the carbon content on gasoline.  

Table 3-5 compares VMT and GHG emissions on an annual basis for existing year (2018) and 

the project alternatives under the opening (2024) and horizon (2044) years. To convert the daily 

VMT and GHG emissions to an annual basis, a conversion factor of 300 was used. The straight 

conversion of 365 days per year is not appropriate since traffic volumes on weekends and 

holidays are lower than a typical weekday that is represented in the travel demand model. A 

review of 2017 count data in the PeMS database for mainline and ramp locations on Interstate 

80 in Roseville found that the conversion factor for the average weekday to annual volume 
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ranged from 242 to 344. So, 300 was selected as a reasonable estimate to convert daily to 

annual values. 

Table 3-5. Annual VMT and GHG Emissions Comparison 

 
 

Compared to existing year (2018), GHG emissions are expected to be more than 90,000 tons 

per year lower under Alternative 4 (No Build) during the horizon year (2044) due to changes in 

fuel efficiency. Under horizon year (2044) conditions, annual VMT would increase with the build 

alternatives compared to the no build alternative, but the annual GHG emissions would 

decrease due to changes in network vehicle speeds. That is, more VMT would occur at speeds 

where GHG emissions are lower. Adding a second northbound lane on SR 49 (Phase 1) would 

decrease annual GHG emissions by about 1,400 tons per year compared to Alternative 4/No 

Build. The addition of both northbound and southbound lanes (Phase 2) would reduce GHG 

emissions by about 4,200 tons per year, three times higher than the reduction with Phase 1. For 

Alternative 3, changes in GHG emissions due to daily VMT changes would be offset by higher 

peak hour GHG emissions, which would result in an overall GHG emissions reduction of 

3,000 tons per year with signals (Alternative 3A) and 3,550 tons per year with roundabouts 

(Alternative 3B). 

Planning Vision for Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled in the SR 49 Corridor 
 
The Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) in coordination with Nevada County, 

the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), and Caltrans District 3 continue to 

analyze opportunities to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled within the SR 49 corridor.  The short, 

medium, and long-term actions being analyzed and considered for implementation in the SR 49 

corridor to reduce VMT include, but are not limited to: 
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Short-term: 
 

• Service enhancements to the Gold Country Connects (formerly Gold Country Stage) 

Route 5 fixed route express transit service (operated by Nevada County, Monday -

Friday) to provide schedule modifications to align the interregional connections to the 

5:40 AM Amtrak Capital Corridor Inner-City Passenger Rail train departure and Amtrack 

connecting buses, as well as Placer County Transit, at the Auburn Conheim Multimodal 

Station.  The Capitol Corridor passenger rail service is managed by the Capitol Corridor 

Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) provides a critical link to the Sacramento mega region 

and the San Francisco Bay Area.   

• Planning and implementation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements identified in the 

Nevada County Active Transportation Plan both within and adjacent to the SR 49 

corridor to provide eliminate gaps and provide safe and continuous network of facilities.  

• Support of Nevada County’s efforts to identify areas for expansion of broadband internet 

services to support the increasing shift to telecommuting. 

• Support for expansion of Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) infrastructure within the SR 49 

corridor in both Nevada and Placer County. 

• Support and encourage smart growth principles for land use projects that can reduce the 

need for vehicle trips and make it easy for people to walk, bike, and access transit. 

• Preparation of the Project Initiation Document for the next phase of multi-modal 

improvements in the SR 49 corridor in the vicinity of Alta Sierra Drive. 

• NCTC intends to conduct a planning effort in coordination with the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research to analyze rural induced demand on previously completed 

transportation improvement projects within Nevada County.  This effort will also analyze 

VMT mitigation options and quantif ication methods. 

Medium-term: 
 

• Conduct planning studies on implementation of ZEV/Micro-transit feeder services to the 

Gold Country Connects Route 5 fixed route service in the residential communities of Alta 

Sierra and Lake of the Pines that are adjacent to the SR 49 corridor in Nevada County.  

• Planning and coordination with Caltrans District 3 to upgrade the pedestrian activated 

crossing devices/infrastructure at signalized intersections along the SR 49 corridor to 

allow for tracking pedestrian and bicycle activity and performance measurement. 
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• Pursue Federal Transit Administration 5311 (f) intercity transit funding for commuter bus 

service to connections to the Roseville/Sacramento and Yuba City/Marysville in 

coordination with PCTPA and Yuba Sutter Transit. 

• The implementation of the planned Sac-Roseville Phase 1 triple track project Phase I 

project will allow the Capitol Corridor to operate three round trips (6 trains) daily between 

Sacramento and Roseville versus the one round trip currently offered.  It is anticipated 

that additional Amtrack bus connections to the Auburn Conheim Multimodal Station will 

be added.  This will provide an opportunity for additional coordinated interregional 

connections to the Gold Country Connects (formerly Gold Country Stage) Route 5 fixed 

route express transit service. 

• Review and analysis of the existing Park-n-Ride facilities at SR 49/Wolf Road and the 

SR 20/49/174 to identify possible enhancements including ZEV infrastructure to promote 

increased utilization. 

• Implement operational and safety improvements identified in the SR 49 Comprehensive 

Multi-Modal Corridor Plan (CMCP) including the addition of 10’ shoulders for bicyclists 

and pedestrians. 

Long-term: 
 

• The Capitol Corridor expects to implement the remainder of the Sac-Roseville Phase 1 

triple track project, for a total of 10 roundtrips (20 trains daily) between Sacramento and 

Roseville, as soon as funding is available.  This will provide an opportunity to align  the 

Gold Country Connects Route 5 fixed route express transit service to new Amtrack 

connector bus scheduled connections at the Auburn Conheim Multimodal Station.  Third 

track project improvements are projected to reduce vehicle miles traveled by nearly 12 

million throughout Northern California. 

• Work with the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority to explore additional Capitol 

Corridor round trip service to the Auburn Conheim Multimodal Station. 

• The Nevada County Transportation Commission and Placer County Transportation 

Agency also support the future planned expansion of the Amtrack Capital Corridor Inner-

City Passenger Rail service to Truckee/Lake Tahoe/Reno.  If implemented transit 

connections via Gold Country Connects Route 5 will be planned.  This Capitol Corridor 

expansion is a key component to the Truckee/North Tahoe Transportation Management 

Association’s (TNT-TMA) North Lake Tahoe Resort Triangle Transit Vision, which 

focuses on getting visitors to Truckee/North Lake Tahoe to the region without a vehicle 

and providing alternative mobility options to move around the region without a vehicle.  
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Summary 
 
Compared to existing conditions, GHG emissions will decrease by opening (2024) and horizon 

(2044) year conditions for all project phases/alternatives due to planned improvements in fuel 

efficiency and anticipated changes to alternate fuels (such as, electric vehicles). Under horizon 

year (2044) conditions, the build phases/alternatives would have less GHG emissions than 

Alternative 4/No Build based on increased speeds on network links.  

EMFAC2017 emissions factors were used to develop GHG emissions estimates for the 

alternatives. The emissions factors do not include off-model adjustment factors to account for 

the SAFE Vehicles Rule Part One from the US EPA and NHTSA. 

In general, the build alternatives reduce VMT at 20 to 35 mph and increase VMT traveling at 40 

to 55 mph. These increases will be off -set by implementing the short-, medium- and long-term 

measures above and in Table 3-1 (Regional and Local Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans). 

Construction Emissions 

Construction GHG emissions would result from material processing, on-site construction 

equipment, and traffic delays due to construction. These emissions would be produced at 

different levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be 

reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by implementing 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 offset to 

some degree by longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation activities.  

Construction emissions were estimated using the latest Caltrans’ Model, CAL-CET2018 (version 

1.3). The emissions presented are based on the best information available at the time of 

calculations. Project construction is estimated to generate 2,482 tons of CO2 over the 375 

estimated working days. 

All construction contracts include Caltrans’ Standard Specifications Section 7-1.02A and 7 

1.02C, Emissions Reduction, which require contractors to comply with all laws applicable to the 

project and to certify they are aware of and will comply with all ARB emission reduction 

regulations; and Section 14-9.02, Air Pollution Control, which requires contractors to comply 

with all air pollution control rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes. Certain common 

regulations, such as equipment idling restrictions, that reduce construction vehicle emissions 

also help reduce GHG emissions. In addition, Caltrans will prepare and implement a TMP to 

avoid and minimize GHG emissions caused by potential traffic delays during construction.   
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CEQA Conclusion 

The project is an operational and mobility improvement project. However, due to anticipated 

improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency, alternative fuels and the project’s operational 

improvements that would allow more vehicles to travel at more fuel-efficient speeds, CO2 

emissions would decrease under either build alternative 3A or 3B compared to existing 

conditions; therefore, the project does not result in increased GHG emissions.  

The project would not conflict with Nevada County's or any other plan, policy, or regulation to 

reduce GHG emissions. With implementation of construction GHG reduction measures, the 

impact would be less than significant.  

3.6.  Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 

 

Statewide Efforts 

Major sectors of the California economy, including transportation, will need to reduce emissions 

to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG emissions targets. Former Governor Edmund G. Brown 

promoted GHG reduction goals that involved (1) reducing today’s petroleum use in cars and 

trucks by up to 50 percent; (2) increasing from one-third to 50 percent our electricity derived 

from renewable sources; (3) doubling the energy efficiency savings achieved at existing 

buildings and making heating fuels cleaner; (4) reducing the release of methane, black carbon, 

and other short-lived climate pollutants; (5) managing farms and rangelands, forests, and 

wetlands so they can store carbon; and (6) periodically updating the state's climate adaptation 

strategy, Safeguarding California. 

 
Figure 3-7. California Climate Strategy 
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The transportation sector is integral to the people and economy of California. To achieve GHG 

emission reduction goals, it is vital that the state build on past successes in reducing criteria and 

toxic air pollutants from transportation and goods movement. GHG emission reductions will 

come from cleaner vehicle technologies, lower-carbon fuels, and reduction of vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT). A key state goal for reducing greenhouse gas emissions is to reduce today's 

petroleum use in cars and trucks by up to 50 percent by 2030 (State of California 2019). 

In addition, SB 1386 (Wolk 2016) established as state policy the protection and management of 

natural and working lands and requires state agencies to consider that policy in their own 

decision making. Trees and vegetation on forests, rangelands, farms, and wetlands remove 

carbon dioxide from the atmosphere through biological processes and sequester the carbon in 

above- and below-ground matter.  

Caltrans Activities  

Caltrans continues to be involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as the ARB works to 

implement EOs S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set forth in AB 32. EO B-30-

15, issued in April 2015, and SB 32 (2016), set an interim target to cut GHG emissions to 40 

percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The following major initiatives are underway at Caltrans to 

help meet these targets. 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION PLAN (CTP 2040) 

The California Transportation Plan (CTP) is a statewide, long-range transportation plan to meet 

our future mobility needs and reduce GHG emissions. In 2016, Caltrans completed the 

California Transportation Plan 2040, which establishes a new model for developing ground 

transportation systems, consistent with CO2 reduction goals. It serves as an umbrella document 

for all the other statewide transportation planning documents. Over the next 25 years, California 

will be working to improve transit and reduce long-run repair and maintenance costs of 

roadways and developing a comprehensive assessment of climate-related transportation 

demand management and new technologies rather than continuing to expand capacity on 

existing roadways.  

SB 391 (Liu 2009) requires the CTP to meet California’s climate change goals under AB 32. 

Accordingly, the CTP 2040 identifies the statewide transportation system needed to achieve 

maximum feasible GHG emission reductions while meeting the state’s transportation needs. 

While MPOs have primary responsibility for identifying land use patterns to help reduce GHG 

emissions, CTP 2040 identif ies additional strategies in Pricing, Transportation Alternatives, 

Mode Shift, and Operational Efficiency. 
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CALTRANS STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Strategic Management Plan, released in 2015, creates a performance-based framework to 

preserve the environment and reduce GHG emissions, among other goals. Specific 

performance targets in the plan that would help to reduce GHG emissions include: 

• Increasing percentage of non-auto mode share 
• Reducing VMT 

• Reducing Caltrans’ internal operational (buildings, facilities, and fuel) GHG emissions 

FUNDING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

In addition to developing plans and performance targets to reduce GHG emissions, Caltrans 

also administers several sustainable transportation planning grants. These grants encourage 

local and regional multimodal transportation, housing, and land use planning that furthers the 

region’s RTP/SCS; contribute to the State’s GHG reduction targets and advance transportation-

related GHG emission reduction project types/strategies; and support other climate adaptation 

goals (e.g., Safeguarding California). 

CALTRANS POLICY DIRECTIVES AND OTHER INITIATIVES 

Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (June 22, 2012) is intended to establish a 

Department policy that will ensure coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change into 

Departmental decisions and activities. Caltrans Activities to Address Climate Change (April 

2013) provides a comprehensive overview of Caltrans’ statewide activities to reduce GHG 

emissions resulting from agency operations. 

Project-Level GHG Reduction Strategies 

The following measures would also be implemented in the project to reduce GHG emissions 

and potential climate change impacts from the project. 

Short -Term (Construction)  

Please note that although these measures are anticipated to reduce construction-related 

emissions, these reductions cannot be quantified at this time.  

• The construction contractor must comply with the Caltrans’ Standard Specifications in 

Section 14-9 (2018).  

o Section 14-9-02 specifically requires compliance by the contractor with all 

applicable laws and regulations related to air quality, including air pollution 

control district and air quality management district regulations and local 

ordinances.  
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• Construction equipment and vehicles would be properly tuned and maintained. All 

construction equipment would use low sulfur fuel as required by CA Code of Regulations 

Title 17, Section 93114. 

• Construction traffic would be scheduled and routed to reduce congestion and related air 

quality impacts caused by idling vehicles along local roads during peak travel times. 

ADAPTATION 

Reducing GHG emissions is only one part of an approach to addressing climate change. 

Caltrans must 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 their intensity, and in the frequency and intensity of wildfires. Flooding and erosion 

can damage or wash out roads; longer periods of intense heat can buckle pavement and 

railroad tracks; storm surges combined with a rising sea level can inundate highways. Wildfire 

can directly burn facilities and indirectly cause damage when rain falls on denuded slopes that 

landslide after a fire. Effects would vary by location and may, in the most extreme cases, require 

that a facility be relocated or redesigned. Accordingly, Caltrans must consider these types of 

climate stressors in how highways are planned, designed, built, operated, and maintained.  

According to the California Natural Resource Agency (CNRA), climate change is already 

affecting California and is projected to continue to do so well into the foreseeable future. Current 

and projected changes include increased temperatures, sea level rise, a reduced winter 

snowpack altered precipitation patterns, and more frequent storm events. Over the long term, 

reducing greenhouse gases can help make these changes less severe, but the changes cannot 

be avoided entirely. Unavoidable climate impacts can result in a variety of secondary 

consequences including detrimental impacts on human health and safety, economic continuity, 

ecosystem integrity and provision of basic services. The CNRA’s 2014 Climate Adaptation 

Strategy (CAS) delineated how climate change may impact and exacerbate natural hazards in 

the future, including wildfires, extreme heat, f loods, and drought.:  

• Climate change is expected to lead to increases in the frequency, intensity, and duration 

of extreme heat events and heat waves in Nevada County and the rest of California, 

which are likely to increase the risk of mortality and morbidity due to heat-related illness 

and exacerbation of existing chronic health conditions. Those most at risk and 

vulnerable to climate-related illness are the elderly, individuals with chronic conditions 

such as heart and lung disease, diabetes, and mental illnesses, infants, the socially or 

economically disadvantaged, and those who work outdoors.  

• Higher temperatures will melt the Sierra snowpack earlier and drive the snowline higher, 

resulting in less snowpack to supply water to California users. ➢ Droughts are likely to 

become more frequent and persistent in the 21st century.  
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• Intense rainfall events, periodically ones with larger than historical runoff, will continue to 

affect California with more frequent and/or more extensive flooding.  

• Storms and snowmelt may coincide and produce higher winter runoff from the landward 

side, while accelerating sea-level rise will produce higher storm surges during coastal 

storms. Together, these Nevada County 4-53 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update 

August 2017 changes may increase the probability of floods and levee and dam failures.  

• Warmer weather, reduced snowpack, and earlier snowmelt can be expected to increase 

wildfire through fuel hazards and ignition risks. These changes can also increase plant 

moisture stress and insect populations, both of which affect forest health and reduce 

forest resilience to wildfires. An increase in wildfire intensity and extent will increase 

public safety risks, property damage, fire suppression and emergency response costs to 

government, watershed and water quality impacts, vegetation conversions and habitat 

fragmentation. 

The Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) received a Caltrans FY 20/21 

Regional Planning Assistance Grant to prepare a transportation focused planning effort to 

identify the climate-related weaknesses of the transportation system in Nevada County, 

including risks related to increased wildfire risks, heavy precipitation and snowfall events, that 

will provide actionable strategies for integration into transportation plans, transportation 

improvement programs, and alignment with emergency response plans for the region.   

The title of this planning effort is the “READY Nevada County - Extreme Climate Event Mobility 

& Adaptation Plan” and is being developed in coordination with Caltrans District 3, the Nevada 

County Office of Emergency Services, first responders, and input from public stakeholders.  

This planning effort was initiated by NCTC in November of 2020 with the selection of GHD 

Transportation Consultants Inc. to assist the preparation of the study and guide multiple public 

engagement activities.  The first public workshop was held via Zoom on May 5th to kick-off the 

study and give overview of the project, existing conditions, and provide an opportunity for input 

as we get started on the project. 

Federal Efforts 

Under NEPA assignment, Caltrans is obligated to comply with all applicable federal 

environmental laws and FHWA NEPA regulations, policies, and guidance.  

The U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP) delivers a report to Congress and the 

president every 4 years, in accordance with the Global Change Research Act of 1990 (15 

U.S.C. ch. 56A § 2921 et seq). The Fourth National Climate Assessment, published in 2018, 

presents the foundational science and the “human welfare, societal, and environmental 

elements of climate change and variability for 10 regions and 18 national topics, with particular 

attention paid to observed and projected risks, impacts, consideration of risk reduction, and 
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implications under different mitigation pathways.” Chapter 12, “Transportation,” presents a key 

discussion of vulnerability assessments. It notes that “asset owners and operators have 

increasingly conducted more focused studies of particular assets that consider multiple climate 

hazards and scenarios in the context of asset-specific information, such as design lifetime” 

(USGCRP 2018).  

The U.S. DOT Policy Statement on Climate Adaptation in June 2011 committed the federal 

Department of Transportation to “integrate consideration of climate change impacts and 

adaptation into the planning, operations, policies, and programs of DOT in order to ensure that 

taxpayer resources are invested wisely, and that transportation infrastructure, services and 

operations remain effective in current and future climate conditions” (U.S. DOT 2011). 

FHWA order 5520 (Transportation System Preparedness and Resilience to Climate Change 

and Extreme Weather Events, December 15, 2014) established FHWA policy to strive to identify  

the risks of climate change and extreme weather events to current and planned transportation 

systems. FHWA has developed guidance and tools for transportation planning that foster 

resilience to climate effects and sustainability at the federal, state, and local levels (FHWA 

2019). 

State Efforts 

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning and risk 

management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system. California’s Fourth Climate 

Change Assessment (2018) is the state’s effort to “translate the state of climate science into 

useful information for action” in a variety of sectors at both statewide and local scales. It adopts 

the following key terms used widely in climate change analysis and policy documents: 

• Adaptation to climate change refers to adjustment in natural or human systems in 

response to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or 

exploits beneficial opportunities. 

• Adaptive capacity is the “combination of the strengths, attributes, and resources 

available to an individual, community, society, or organization that can be used to 

prepare for and undertake actions to reduce adverse impacts, moderate harm, or exploit 

beneficial opportunities.”  

• Exposure is the presence of people, infrastructure, natural systems, and economic, 

cultural, and social resources in areas that are subject to harm. 

• Resilience is the “capacity of any entity – an individual, a community, an organization, or 

a natural system – to prepare for disruptions, to recover from shocks and stresses, and 

to adapt and grow from a disruptive experience”. Adaptation actions contribute to 

increasing resilience, which is a desired outcome or state of being. 
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• Sensitivity is the level to which a species, natural system, or community, government, 

etc., would be affected by changing climate conditions. 

• Vulnerability is the “susceptibility to harm from exposure to stresses associated with 

environmental and social change and from the absence of capacity to adapt.” 

Vulnerability can increase because of physical (built and environmental), social, political, 

and/or economic factor(s). These factors include, but are not limited to: ethnicity, class, 

sexual orientation and identif ication, national origin, and income inequali ty.2 Vulnerability 

is often defined as the combination of sensitivity and adaptive capacity as affected by 

the level of exposure to changing climate. 

Several key state policies have guided climate change adaptation efforts to date. Recent state 

publications produced in response to these policies draw on these definitions.  

EO S-13-08, issued by then-governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in November 2008, focused on 

sea-level rise and resulted in the California Climate Adaptation Strategy (2009), updated in 2014 

as Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk (Safeguarding California Plan). The 

Safeguarding California Plan offers policy principles and recommendations and continues to be 

revised and augmented with sector-specific adaptation strategies, ongoing actions, and next 

steps for agencies.  

EO S-13-08 also led to the publication of a series of sea-level rise assessment reports and 

associated guidance and policies. These reports formed the foundation of an interim State of 

California Sea-Level Rise Interim Guidance Document (SLR Guidance) in 2010, with 

instructions for how state agencies could incorporate “sea-level rise (SLR) projections into 

planning and decision making for projects in California” in a consistent way across agencies. 

The guidance was revised and augmented in 2013. Rising Seas in California – An Update on 

Sea-Level Rise Science was published in 2017 and its updated projections of sea-level rise and 

new understanding of processes and potential impacts in California were incorporated into the 

State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Update in 2018. 

EO B-30-15, signed in April 2015, requires state agencies to factor climate change into all 

planning and investment decisions. This EO recognizes that effects of climate change other 

than sea-level rise also threaten California’s inf rastructure. At the direction of EO B-30-15, the 

Office of Planning and Research published Planning and Investing for a Resilient California: A 

Guidebook for State Agencies in 2017, to encourage a uniform and systematic approach. 

Representatives of Caltrans participated in the multi-agency, multidisciplinary technical advisory 

group that developed this guidance on how to integrate climate change into planning and 

investment.  

AB 2800 (Quirk 2016) created the multidisciplinary Climate-Safe Infrastructure Working Group, 

which in 2018 released its report, Paying it Forward: The Path Toward Climate-Safe 

Infrastructure in California. The report provides guidance to agencies on how to address the 
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challenges of assessing risk in the face of inherent uncertainties still posed by the best available 

science on climate change. It also examines how state agencies can use infrastructure 

planning, design, and implementation processes to address the observed and anticipated 

climate change impacts. 

Caltrans Adaptation Efforts 

CALTRANS VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENTS 

Caltrans is conducting climate change vulnerability assessments to identify segments of the 

State Highway System vulnerable to climate change effects including precipitation, temperatu re, 

wildfire, storm surge, and sea-level rise. The approach to the vulnerability assessments was 

tailored to the practices of a transportation agency, and involves the following concepts and 

actions:  

• Exposure – Identify Caltrans assets exposed to damage or reduced service life from 

expected future conditions. 

• Consequence – Determine what might occur to system assets in terms of loss of use or 

costs of repair. 

• Prioritization – Develop a method for making capital programming decisions to address 

identif ied risks, including considerations of system use and/or timing of expected 

exposure. 

The climate change data in the assessments were developed in coordination with climate 

change scientists and experts at federal, state, and regional organizations at the foref ront of 

climate science. The findings of the vulnerability assessments will guide analysis of at-risk 

assets and development of adaptation plans to reduce the likelihood of damage to the State 

Highway System, allowing Caltrans to both reduce the costs of storm damage and to provide 

and maintain transportation that meets the needs of all Californians. 

Project Adaptation Analysis 

SEA LEVEL RISE  

The proposed project is outside the coastal zone and not in an area subject to sea-level rise. 

Accordingly, direct impacts to transportation facilities due to projected sea-level rise are not 

expected. 

FLOODPLAINS 

Most climate scientists predict increased frequency and intensity of rain events related to global 

climate change, although how frequent and how intense such storms are, is unclear. 

Nevertheless, regional climate forecasts project California to receive less precipitation overall in 
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the future, with the potential for heavier individual events and more falling as rain than snow. 

The District 3 Caltrans Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment (2019) analyzed potential 

changes in the 100-year storm event over time. The 100-year storm event is a metric commonly 

considered in the design of highway infrastructure.  

Average observed 100-year storm precipitation from 1961 to 1990 was 7.89 inches and ranged 

from 5.83 to 15.01 inches over that time period. Mapping in the District 3 Climate Change 

Vulnerability Assessment based on data from 1950 to 2005 shows that the project area on SR-

49 could experience a 5.0 to 9.9 percent increase in 100-year storm precipitation depth (i.e., 

heavier rainfall) as early as 2025 and through 2085 (Caltrans 2019), an increase of less than 1 

inch. The Caltrans Hydraulics Branch found the proposed project is in a FEMA Zone X, outside 

the 100-year and 500-year floodplain. Existing culverts would be rehabilitated and extended. 

With standard measures and BMPs, the project would likely withstand future increases in 

extreme precipitation events. 

WILDFIRE 

The District 3 Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment mapping of roadways exposed to 

wildfire concern shows that SR-49 in the project area is considered exposed roadway in an area 

with a high level of concern for wildfire.  CalFire’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone mapping tool 

(https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/) shows the project traverses high and very high fire hazard 

severity zones. While the project area is close to the Local Responsibility Area and within the 

State Responsibility Area for wildfire, the project is not anticipated to exacerbate the impacts of 

wildfires intensified by climate change for the following reasons:  

• The addition of wider shoulders, median and additional travel lanes would increase the 

width of the road as a firebreak and provide additional areas for emergency response 

vehicle staging. 

• The project would be constructed on the existing alignment and within a developed area 

with no new infrastructure development proposed. 

• Caltrans 2018 revised Standard Specification 7-1.02M(2) mandates fire prevention 

procedures during construction, including a fire prevention plan.  

• During construction, Caltrans would develop a traffic management plan that would be 

consistent with local emergency and evacuation plans. 

• The project would reduce congestion and travel delay which would decrease emergency 

response time. 

• Due to the implementation of Caltrans’ standard measures and best management 

practices, no impacts are anticipated due to drainage improvements. 

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/
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• Traffic Management Systems, including Changeable Message Signs will provide critical 

information during an emergency and can be used to alert the public during times of high 

fire danger. 
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Chapter 4. Comments and Coordination 

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and public agencies is an essential 

part of the environmental process.  It helps planners determine the necessary scope of 

environmental documentation and the level of analysis required, and to identify potential 

impacts and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures and related environmental 

requirements.  Agency and tribal consultation and public participation for this project have been 

accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods, including Project Development 

Team (PDT) meetings, outreach and public meetings.  This chapter summarizes the results of 

the Department’s efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues through 

early and continuing coordination. 
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Coordination 

Notice of Preparation  

Caltrans, as CEQA Lead Agency, distributed a Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 

Impact Report for the proposed project on July 14, 2020. A copy of the NOP is included in 

Appendix C.  

The Notice of Preparation requested comments from the public regarding environmental issues, 

reasonable alternatives and reasonable mitigation measures that should be discussed in the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report to address each agency’s specific concerns in their areas of 

responsibility. The 30-day comment period closed on August 12, 2020.  

The Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment has been made available for 

public and agency review and comment for 45 days. Caltrans has ensured that the document 

has be made available to all appropriate parties and agencies, including the following: 1) 

Responsible agencies, 2) Trustee agencies that have resources affected by the project, 3) other 

state, federal and local agencies which have regulatory jurisdiction, or that exercise authority 

over resources which may be affected by the project, 4) public. The document has been made 

available online at https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-3/d3-programs/d3-

environmental/d3-environmental-docs 

Nevada County Transportation Commission 
 
As the project sponsor, NCTC has been involved in project development team meetings, project 

coordination and public outreach throughout the various stages of project development. 

Tribal Consultation 

 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted June 2016 to request a 

search of the Sacred Land Files and request a list of Native American tribes or individuals with 

potential interests, concerns, and/or knowledge regarding cultural resources or Traditional 

Cultural Properties that may be affected by the project.  A list of Native American groups and 

individuals that may have knowledge or concerns regarding cultural resources for the project 

area was also included by the NAHC. Correspondence was sent in June of 2016 and January of 

2017 to all contacts provided by the NAHC. The initial correspondence was followed up by 

phone calls and/or emails. 

The only response received was from the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn 

Rancheria (UAIC), who requested to be a consulting party on the project and identif ied an area 

of concern within the ADI at the Berriman Ranch (further discussed in the Cultural Resource 

Evaluation Report, Baxter 2019) 

 

https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-3/d3-programs/d3-environmental/d3-environmental-docs
https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-3/d3-programs/d3-environmental/d3-environmental-docs
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Public Meetings 
 
In the early stages of project development, Caltrans hosted a public meeting August 5, 2015 at 

the Grass Valley City Hall in which various project alternatives were presented to the public with 

feedback requested. The notice of the open house was advertised in the local Union 

newspaper, distributed via press release to media and local contacts, and mailers were sent to 

approximately 200 individuals and stakeholders with businesses or residences near the project 

location. Caltrans staff was available to answer questions about the project and present 

proposed design alternatives throughout the three-hour open house. Attendees were asked to 

provide comment and could also vote on their proposed project alternative of choice, providing 

valuable feedback during the project development phase.  

During the circulation period for the draft EIR_EA, Caltrans hosted two virtual public meetings, 

one on September 7, 2021 between 6-7pm and the second on September 22, 2021 between 6-

7pm. The public had an opportunity to speak to the project development team and have their 

questions answered.  There were 28 in attendance for the first meeting and then, 24 for the 

second meeting.  There were no written comments submitted at either open house.  Caltrans 

received a total of six written comments on the project. 
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Appendix A.  Title VI Policy Statement  
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Appendix B.  Summary of Relocation Benefits  

California Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program  

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES  

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

“The purpose of this title is to establish a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment of 

persons displaced as a result of federal and federally assisted programs in order that such 

persons shall not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of programs designed for the benefit 

of the public as a whole.” 

The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states, “No Person shall…be deprived of life, 

liberty, or property, without due process of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use 

without just compensation.”  The Uniform Act sets forth in statute the due process that must be 

followed in Real Property acquisitions involving federal funds.  Supplementing the Uniform Act is 

the government-wide single rule for all agencies to follow, set forth in 49 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) Part 24.  Displaced individuals, families, businesses, farms, and nonprofit 

organizations may be eligible for relocation advisory services and financial benefits, as 

discussed below. 

FAIR HOUSING 

The Fair Housing Law (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) sets forth the policy of the 

United States to provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing.  This act, and as 

amended, makes discriminatory practices in the purchase and rental of most residential units 

illegal.  Whenever possible, minority persons shall be given reasonable opportunities to relocate 

to any available housing regardless of neighborhood, as long as the replacement dwellings are 

decent, safe, and sanitary and are within their f inancial means.  This policy, however, does not 

require the Department to provide a person a larger payment than is necessary to enable a 

person to relocate to a comparable replacement dwelling. 

Any persons to be displaced would be assigned to a relocation advisor, who would work closely 

with each displacee in order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized and that all 

regulations are observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting 

any of their benefits or payments.  At the time of the initiation of negotiations (usually the first 

written offer to purchase), owner-occupants are given a detailed explanation of the state’s 

relocation services.  Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted soon after the 

initiation of negotiations and also are given a detailed explanation of the Caltrans Relocation 

Assistance Program.  To avoid loss of possible benefits, no individual, family, business, farm, or 

nonprofit organization should commit to purchase or rent a replacement property without first 

contacting a Department relocation advisor. 
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RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES 

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 

Act of 1970, as amended, the Department would provide relocation advisory assistance to any 

person, business, farm, or nonprofit organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real 

property for public use, so long as they are legally present in the United States.  The 

Department would assist eligible displacees in obtaining comparable replacement housing by 

providing current and continuing information on the availability and prices of both houses for 

sale and rental units that are “decent, safe, and sanitary.”  Nonresidential displacees would 

receive information on comparable properties for lease or purchase ( for business, farm, and 

nonprofit organization relocation services, see below). 

Residential replacement dwellings would be in a location generally not less desirable than the 

displacement neighborhood at prices or rents within the financial ability of the individuals and 

families displaced, and reasonably accessible to their places of employment.  Before any 

displacement occurs, comparable replacement dwellings would be offered to displacees that are 

open to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, and consistent with 

the requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968.  This assistance would also include 

the supplying of information concerning federal and state assisted housing programs and any 

other known services being offered by public and private agencies in the area. 

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property 

required for the project would not be asked to move without first being given at least 90 days 

written notice.  Residential occupants eligible for relocation payment(s) would not be required to 

move unless at least one comparable “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling, 

available on the market, is offered to them by the Department. 

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION FINANCIAL BENEFITS 

The Relocation Assistance Program would help eligible residential occupants by paying certain 

costs and expenses.  These costs are limited to those necessary for or incidental to the 

purchase or rental of a replacement dwelling and actual reasonable moving expenses to a new 

location within 50 miles of the displacement property.  Any actual moving costs in excess of the 

50 miles are the responsibility of the displacee.  The Residential Relocation Assistance Program 

can be summarized as follows: 

Moving Costs 

Any displaced person, who lawfully occupied the acquired property, regardless of the length of 

occupancy in the property acquired, would be eligible for reimbursement of moving costs.  

Displacees would receive either the actual reasonable costs involved in moving themselves and 

personal property up to a maximum of 50 miles, or a fixed payment based on a fixed moving 

cost schedule.  Lawful occupants who move into the displacement property after the initiation of 
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negotiations must wait until the Department obtains control of the property in order to be eligible 

for relocation payments. 

Purchase Differential 

In addition to moving and related expense payments, fully eligible homeowners may be entitled 

to payments for increased costs of replacement housing. 

Homeowners who have owned and occupied their property for 90 days or more prior to the date 

of the initiation of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase the property), may 

qualify to receive a price differential payment and may qualify to receive reimbursement for 

certain nonrecurring costs incidental to the purchase of the replacement property.  An interest 

differential payment is also available if the interest rate for the loan on the replacement dwelling 

is higher than the loan rate on the displacement dwelling, subject to certain limitations on 

reimbursement based upon the replacement property interest rate.   

Rent Differential 

Tenants and certain owner-occupants (based on length of ownership) who have occupied the 

property to be acquired by the Department prior to the date of the initiation of negotiations may 

qualify to receive a rent differential payment.  This payment is made when the Department 

determines that the cost to rent a comparable “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling 

would be more than the present rent of the displacement dwelling.  As an alternative, the tenant 

may qualify for a down payment benefit designed to assist in the purchase of a replacement 

property and the payment of certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to certain 

limitations noted under the Down Payment section below.   

To receive any relocation benefits, the displaced person must buy or rent and occupy a “decent, 

safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling within one year from the date the Department takes 

legal possession of the property, or from the date the displacee vacates the displacement 

property, whichever is later. 

Down Payment 

The down payment option has been designed to aid owner-occupants of less than 90 days and 

tenants in legal occupancy prior to the Department’s initiation of negotiations.  The one-year 

eligibility period in which to purchase and occupy a “decent, safe and sanitary” replacement 

dwelling would apply. 

Last Resort Housing 

Federal regulations (49 CFR 24) contain the policy and procedure for implementing the Last 

Resort Housing Program on Federal-aid projects.  Last Resort Housing benefits are, except for 

the amounts of payments and the methods in making them, the same as those benefits for 
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standard residential relocation as explained above.  Last Resort Housing has been designed 

primarily to cover situations where a displacee cannot be relocated because of lack of available 

comparable replacement housing, or when the anticipated replacement housing payments 

exceed the limits of the standard relocation procedure, because either the displacee lacks the 

financial ability or other valid circumstances. 

After the initiation of negotiations, the Department would within a reasonable length of time, 

personally contact the displacees to gather important information, including the following:  

• Number of people to be displaced. 

• Specific arrangements needed to accommodate any family member(s) with special 

needs. 

• Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling which would 

adequately house all members of the family. 

• Preferences in area of relocation. 

• Location of employment or school. 

NONRESIDENTIAL RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 

The Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program provides assistance to businesses, f arms 

and nonprofit organizations in locating suitable replacement property, and reimbursement for 

certain costs involved in relocation.  The Relocation Advisory Assistance Program would 

provide current lists of properties offered for sale or rent, suitable for a particular business’s 

specific relocation needs.  The types of payments available to eligible businesses, farms, and 

nonprofit organizations are:  searching and moving expenses, and possibly reestablishment 

expenses; or a fixed in lieu payment instead of any moving, searching and reestablishment 

expenses.  The payment types can be summarized as follows: 

Moving Expenses 

Moving expenses may include the following actual, reasonable costs: 

The moving of inventory, machinery, equipment and similar business-related property, including:  

dismantling, disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting, unloading, 

unpacking, and reconnecting of personal property.  Items identif ied as real property may not be 

moved under the Relocation Assistance Program.  If the displacee buys an Item Pertaining to 

the Realty back at salvage value, the cost to move that item is borne by the displacee.  

Loss of tangible personal property provides payment for actual, direct loss of personal property 

that the owner is permitted not to move. 
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Expenses related to searching for a new business site, up to $2,500, for reasonable expenses 

actually incurred. 

Reestablishment Expenses 

Reestablishment expenses related to the operation of the business at the new location, up to 

$25,000 for reasonable expenses actually incurred. 

Fixed In Lieu Payment 

A fixed payment in lieu of moving, searching, and reestablishment payments may be available 

to businesses that meet certain eligibility requirements.  This payment is an amount equal to 

half the average annual net earnings for the last two taxable years prior to the relocation and 

may not be less than $1,000 nor more than $40,000. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Reimbursement for moving costs and replacement housing payments are not considered 

income for the purpose of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, or for the purpose of determining 

the extent of eligibility of a displacee for assistance under the Social Secur ity Act, or any other 

law, except for any federal law providing local “Section 8” Housing Programs. 

Any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization that has been refused a relocation 

payment by the Department relocation advisor or believes that the payment(s) offered by the 

agency are inadequate may appeal for a special hearing of the complaint.  No legal assistance 

is required.  Information about the appeal procedure is available from the relocation advisor.  

California law allows for the payment for lost goodwill that arises from the displacement for a 

public project.  A list of ineligible expenses can be obtained from the Department’s Division of 

Right of Way and Land Surveys.  California’s law and the federal regulations covering relocation 

assistance provide that no payment shall be duplicated by other payments being made by the 

displacing agency. 

More information regarding Caltrans’ Division of Right-of-Way’s Relocation Assistance Program 

can be found on the internet at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/right-of-way/relocation-assistance-

program. 

  

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/right-of-way/relocation-assistance-program
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/right-of-way/relocation-assistance-program
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Appendix C.  Notice of Preparation  
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Appendix D.  Interagency Consultation  
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Appendix E.  Layouts  
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Appendix F. Right-of-Way Cost Estimate Maps 
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Appendix G. Species Lists 
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Appendix H Required Concurrence Documentation 
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SHPO Concurrence Letter 
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LIST OF TECHNICAL STUDIES 

Draft Relocation Impact Statement – August 2020 

Traffic Analysis Report – November 2019 

Technical Memorandum: SR 49 Corridor VMT and GHG Estimates – March 2020 

Visual Impact Assessment – March 2018 & updated August 2020 

Cultural Studies: 

• Historic Property Survey Report –  September 2020 

• Multi-Component Evaluation Report – September 2020 

• Archaeological Survey Report – September 2020 

Initial Site Assessment (ISA)  – December 2018 & updated May 2020 

Air Quality Report – July 2020 

Noise Study Report – July 2020 

Energy Analysis Report was completed – July 2020  

Aquatic Resources Delineation – April 2019 

Natural Environment Study – July 2020 

Community Impact Analysis – September 2020 

To obtain a copy of one or more of these technical studies/reports or the Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Assessment, please send your request to the following email address: 

Nev.49@dot.ca.gov.   

Please indicate the project name and project identifying code (under the project name on the 

cover of this document) and specify the technical report or document you would like a copy of. 

Provide your name and email address or U.S. postal service mailing address (street address, 

city, state and zip code). 

 

mailto:d3.public.info@dot.ca.gov



