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General Information About This Document 

What’s in this document: 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has prepared this Initial Study, 
which examines the potential environmental impacts of alternatives being considered 
for the proposed project in Inyo County in California. The document explains why the 
project is being proposed, the alternatives being considered for the project, the 
existing environment that could be affected by the project, potential impacts of each of 
the alternatives, and proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures.
What you should do:
· Please read the document. Additional copies of the document and the related 

technical studies are available for review at the Caltrans District 9 Office located at 
500 South Main Street, Bishop, California 93514. This document may be 
downloaded at the following website: https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-
9/district-9-current-projects/bishop-pavement-project 

· Tell us what you think. If you have any comments regarding the proposed project, 
please send your written comments to Caltrans by the deadline. 

· Attend a virtual public meeting on July 13, 2021 from 6:30p.m. – 8:00p.m. Meeting 
details will be posted to the website link noted above on July 13th, 2021.

· Submit comments via U.S. mail to: Angela Calloway, Environmental Office Chief, 
California Department of Transportation, 500 South Main Street, Bishop, California 
93514. 

· Submit comments via email to: Angela Calloway (angie.calloway@dot.ca.gov).
· Submit comments by the deadline: July 27, 2021.
What happens next:
After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, Caltrans may  
1) give environmental approval to the proposed project, 2) do additional environmental 
studies, or 3) abandon the project. If the project is given environmental approval and 
funding is appropriated, Caltrans could design and construct all or part of the project.

Printing this document: To save paper, this document has been set up for two-sided 
printing (to print the front and back of a page). Blank pages occur where needed 
throughout the document to maintain proper layout of the chapters and appendices.

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 write to or call Caltrans, Attention: Angela Calloway, 
Environmental Office Chief, California Department of Transportation, 500 South Main 
Street, Bishop, California 93514; 760-920-9059 (Voice), or use the California Relay 
Service 1-800-735-2922 (Voice to TTY), 1-800-855-3000 (Spanish TTY to Voice and 
Voice to TTY), or 711.

https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-9
https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-9
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09-37470/0918000019

Caltrans proposes to rehabilitate pavement, construct a multiuse path, replace 
portions of sidewalk, improve drainage, and perform other work on U.S. Route 
395, from postmiles 114.90 to 117.80, and on State Route 168, from postmiles 
17.60 to 18.30,  in and near the City of Bishop, in Inyo County.

INITIAL STUDY 
with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Submitted Pursuant to: (State) Division 13, California Public Resources Code

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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Responsible Agencies: California Transportation Commission, California Department 
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Date

The following individual can be contacted for more information about this document:

Angela Calloway, Environmental Office Chief
500 S. Main Street, Bishop, CA 93514
Angie.calloway@dot.ca.gov 
(760) 920 - 9059
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Bishop Pavement  �  iii

DRAFT 
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code

District-County-Route-Post Mile: 09-INY-395-114.90/117.80, 
09-INY-168-17.6/18.3
EA/Project Identification: 09-37470 / 0918000019

Project Description
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to rehabilitate 
pavement, construct a multiuse path, replace portions of sidewalk, improve 
drainage, and perform other work on U.S. Route 395, from postmiles 114.90 to 
117.80, and on State Route 168, from postmiles 17.60 to 18.30,  in and near the City 
of Bishop, in Inyo County.

Determination
An Initial Study has been prepared by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), District 9.

On the basis of this study it is determined that the proposed action with the 
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures will not have a significant effect 
on the environment for the following reasons:

· The proposed project would have no impacts to Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air 
Quality, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, 
Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities 
and Service Systems, and Wildfire.

· In addition, the proposed project would have less than significant impacts to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Noise.

· With the following mitigation measure, the proposed project would have less than 
significant impacts to Biological Resources: removal of trees with a diameter at 
breast height of 4 inches or more will be mitigated by planting native trees within 
the project impact area or representative habitat areas nearby in consultation 
with California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Dennee Alcala
Deputy District Director, Planning and Environmental
District 9
California Department of Transportation

6/23/2021

Date
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

1.1 Introduction

The Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to rehabilitate 
pavement on all travel lanes on U.S. Route 395 from 0.1 mile south of Jay 
Street (postmile 114.9) to Barlow Lane (postmile 117.8) and on State Route 
168 between Pioneer Lane (postmile 17.6) and Main Street / U.S. Route 395 
(postmile 18.3). In addition to pavement rehabilitation, the project will, 
construct a multiuse path from near Wye Road to See Vee Lane, upgrade 
drainage at various locations, replace sidewalk, curb ramps, and driveways at 
various locations, relocate traffic signal poles at 3 corners of the U.S. Route 
395 and State Route 168 intersection, upgrade pedestrian signal controls, 
construct enhanced pedestrian facilities on U.S. Route 395 at Clarke Street, 
Academy Avenue and Mac Iver Street, construct a pedestrian hybrid beacon 
on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street Bike Path crossing (postmile, and 
replace traffic count stations. The project includes a design option to remove 
parking from State Route 168 within the project limits in order to establish 
bike lanes (see figure 1-1, page 2).

1.2 Purpose and Need

The project “purpose” is a set of objectives the project intends to meet.  The 
project “need” is the transportation deficiency that the project was initiated to 
address.

1.2.1 Purpose

The purpose of this project is to restore the facility to a state of good repair so 
that the roadway will be in a condition that requires minimal maintenance, and 
to extend the service life of the facility and to bring portions of existing 
sidewalks and curb ramps to meet current regulations.

1.2.2 Need

The pavement within the project limits is exhibiting distress and structural 
deficiencies. This has caused a deterioration that, if continued, will severely 
decrease the ride quality of the existing roadway. Portions of pedestrian 
facilities and Americans with Disabilities Act ramps need to be upgraded to 
meet the current Americans with Disabilities Act standards. Drainage 
improvements are needed on U.S. Route 395 to eliminate standing water.

1.3 Project Description
This environmental document has been prepared for a project that will 
rehabilitate pavement, construct a multiuse path, replace portions of sidewalk, 
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improve drainage, install a bike lane, and perform other work on U.S. Route 
395 and State Route 168 in and near the City of Bishop (see figure 1-1 
below).

Caltrans includes standard specifications for the purposes of reducing 
impacts to the environment on every project constructed. These specifications 
include dust control, provisions for the handling of nesting birds, policies on 
the handling of hazardous materials and construction noise levels, et cetera. 
These standard specifications are incorporated as project features and are 
included as part of the project description. The significance of impacts under 
CEQA resulting from the project are considered after implementation of these 
measures.

Figure 1-1  Project Location and Vicinity Map
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1.4 Project Alternatives

There are two build alternatives and one no-build alternative for the proposed 
project. 
1.4.1 Build Alternatives

The two build alternatives would reconstruct the existing pavement on U.S. 
Route 395 and State Route 168 throughout the project limits providing 
enhanced pavement, ride, and mobility conditions for vehicular and non-
vehicular modes of transportation while reducing road maintenance costs. 
Included in both build alternatives is the construction of portions of sidewalk, 
driveways, ramps, and pedestrian traffic signals to current Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards, construction of a multi-use path, and drainage 
improvements. Roadway alignments, profiles, and lane and shoulder widths 
would not be changed under any alternative.

Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives
· On State Route 168, the project will remove 0.35 foot of existing asphalt 

pavement surface in both directions between Pioneer Lane (postmile 
17.66) and Main St (postmile 18.31) and replace with new matching 
thickness hot mix asphalt (0.35 foot).  

· Relocate three existing traffic signal poles at the junction of U.S. Route 
395 and State Route 168 and upgrade the pedestrian push buttons to 
meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. 

· Construct a pedestrian hybrid beacon on U.S. Route 395 at the existing 
Sierra Street Bike Path. 

· Construct pedestrian crossing enhancements on U.S. Route 395 at Clarke 
Street, Academy Avenue, and Mac Iver Street.

· Replace lane striping with 6-inch stripes.
· Replace six traffic count stations.
· Upgrade sidewalks, driveways, and curb and gutter on Main Street on 

both sides between SR 168/West Line Street (postmile 115.40) and 
Academy Avenue (postmile 115.52). 

· Replace sidewalks, driveways, curb ramps, curb, and gutter where 
drainage improvements occur.

· Construct a 10-foot-wide multiuse path on the south side of U.S. Route 
395 from the existing sidewalk near Wye Road to See Vee Lane. The 
proposed path would connect to the existing Sierra Bike Path (U.S. Route 
395, postmile 116.83). The path surface could be constructed of Portland 
cement for longevity and lower maintenance cost or of asphalt concrete 
for potentially lower construction cost. Approximately 28 power poles will 
need to be relocated to the south on acquired right of way for the 
construction of the path. 

· Replace deteriorated pipe and drainage inlets on the west side of U.S. 
Route 395 between Mandich Street and South Street. 
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· Install new slotted pipe and drainage inlets on the west side on U.S. Route 
395 from near Clarke Street (postmile 115.27) to Church Street (postmile 
115.45). 

· Replace an existing line drain, install an inlet, and construct a storm drain 
crossing on U.S. Route 395 just north of State Route 168 (near Rusty’s 
Saloon). 

· Construct new slotted pipe and drainage inlets on the east side of U.S. 
Route 395 from an existing inlet near Grove Street to in front of the Bishop 
City Park.

· In the area of the multiuse path, a portion of the Harry Matlick Ditch that 
conflicts with the construction of the new path will be realigned. 

· Drainage inlets draining to the B-1 drain and Noble Ditch will be 
constructed for storm water now concentrated at the curb and gutter. East 
of the Noble Ditch, storm water will be carried to the existing inlet near the 
end of the existing sidewalk.

· Culvert extensions will be required at the B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch 
crossings with U.S. Route 395 to accommodate the construction of a new 
multiuse path.

· As a design option, consider the removal of parking from State Route 168 
within the project limits and establish bike lanes where width allows.

Unique Features of the Build Alternatives
For the project, there are two build alternatives (describe as Alternative A1 
and Alternative A2 below). The two only differ through pavement strategy type 
on a section of US 395 (postmile 115.40 to postmile 116.42). All other 
features, outlined above, apply to both alternatives A1 and A2.

Alternative A1 (programmed project alternative)
Alternative A1 will see the removal of 0.35 foot of existing asphalt concrete 
pavement surface on US 395 from 0.1 mile south of Jay St (postmile 114.98) 
to Barlow Ln (postmile 117.82), replace with matching thickness (0.35 foot) 
hot mix asphalt. Existing sections of Portland concrete pavement present at 
some intersections will remain. If practical, transitions between asphalt 
concrete pavement and Portland cement concrete pavement will be 
improved. 

Alternative A2
This alternative proposes to remove the existing asphalt concrete pavement 
on U.S. Route 395 between State Route 168 (postmile 115.40) and Wye 
Road (postmile 116.42) and replace with jointed plane concrete pavement. 
This alternative is identical to Alternative A1 in all other aspects.
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1.4.2 No-Build (No-Action) Alternative

The No Build Alternative would result in continued deterioration of the 
pavement and additional maintenance cost and therefore does not meet the 
project purpose and need.

1.5 Identification of a Preferred Alternative 

At this time, Caltrans has not identified a preferred alternative. This decision 
will be made after consideration of public comments. After the public 
circulation period, all comments will be considered, and the Department will 
select a preferred alternative and make the final determination of the project’s 
effect on the environment. This section will be updated for the Final 
Environmental Document and make note of the identification of a preferred 
alternative. 

Selection of a preferred alternative is anticipated on or before August 12, 
2021. 

1.6 Discussion of the NEPA Categorical Exclusion 
This document contains information regarding compliance with CEQA and 
other state laws and regulations. Separate environmental documentation, 
supporting a Categorical Exclusion determination, will be prepared in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. When needed for 
clarity, or as required by CEQA, this document may contain references to 
federal laws and/or regulations (CEQA, for example, requires consideration of 
adverse effects on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species by the U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service—in other words, species protected by the Federal 
Endangered Species Act).

1.7 Permits and Approvals Needed
The following permits, licenses, agreements, and certifications are required 
for project construction:

Agency Permit/Approval Status
California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife

1602 Agreement for Streambed 
Alteration

Application for 1602 permit 
expected during the next 
project phase. Permit 
issuance anticipated prior 
to May 1, 2023.

California Water Resources 
Board, Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board

401 Certification/Waste Discharge 
Requirements Document

Application for Section 401 
permit expected during the 
next project phase. Permit 
issuance anticipated prior 
to May 1, 2023.
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Agency Permit/Approval Status
California Transportation 
Commission

California Transportation 
Commission vote to approve funds

Following the approval of 
the Final Environmental 
Document, the California 
Transportation Commission 
will be required to vote to 
approve funding for the 
project. The vote is 
anticipated in October 
2021.

State Historic Preservation 
Officer

State Historic Preservation Officer 
concurrence of cultural studies 
completed for the project. 

The State Historic 
Preservation Officer has 
provided concurrence on 
June 25, 2021.

Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
concurrence of cultural studies 
completed for the project.

The Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer has 
provided concurrence on 
June 25, 2021.
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Chapter 2 CEQA Evaluation

2.1 CEQA Environmental Checklist

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that 
might be affected by the proposed project. Potential impact determinations 
include Potentially Significant Impact, Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated, Less Than Significant Impact, and No Impact. In many cases, 
background studies performed in connection with a project will indicate that 
there are no impacts to a particular resource. A No Impact answer reflects 
this determination. The questions in this checklist 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 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.

“No Impact” determinations in each section are based on the scope, 
description, and location of the proposed project as well as the appropriate 
technical report (bound separately in Volume 2), and no further discussion is 
included in this document.

2.1.1 Aesthetics

Considering the information included in the Visual Impact Questionnaire 
dated March 1, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099:

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Aesthetics

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? No Impact
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Aesthetics

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

No Impact

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 from 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?

No Impact

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

No Impact

2.1.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project 
and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.

Per a search of the California Department of Conservation’s Important 
Farmland Mapping Tool, there are no designated Prime, Unique or Farmlands 
of Statewide Importance in or near the proposed project limits. The project will 
not have any effect on protected Farmlands, including those under the 
Williamson Act, or convert any farmlands into non-agricultural use 
(https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/; 8/19/20).

Impacts to timberland are analyzed as required by the California Timberland 
Productivity Act of 1982 (California Government Code Sections 51100 et 
seq.), which was enacted to preserve forest resources. Like the Williamson 
Act, this program gives landowners tax incentives to keep their land in timber 
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production. Contracts involving Timber Production Zones (are on 10-year 
cycles. Searches of Inyo County Planning documents, the California 
Department of Conservation website and the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection website showed no designated timberlands or 
Timber Production Zones in or near the project vicinity. The project will have 
no effect on protected Timberlands since none exist in the project area.  

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Agriculture and Forest 
Resources

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact

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

No Impact

c) Conflict with existing zoning, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code Section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))?

No Impact

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

No Impact

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

No Impact

2.1.3 Air Quality
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon 
to make the following determinations.

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made:
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance 
Determinations for Air Quality

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? No Impact

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?

No Impact

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? No Impact

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people?

No Impact

2.1.4 Biological Resources
Considering the information included in the Natural Environment Study 
(Minimal Impacts) dated February 2021, the following significance 
determinations have been made:

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Biological Resources

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 National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries?

Less Than Significant Impact.

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?

Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation.

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?

No Impact.



Chapter 2  �  CEQA Evaluation 

Bishop Pavement  �  11 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Biological Resources

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?

Less Than Significant Impact.

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

No Impact.

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

No Impact.

Affected Environment
The proposed project is located in the City of Bishop, along U.S. Route 395 
and State Route 168, in the northern portion of the Owens Valley at 
approximately 4,130 feet in elevation. The Owens Valley, located in Eastern 
California, is a valley to the west of the White and Inyo Mountains and to the 
east of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Bishop has an arid climate where the 
precipitation on average in roughly five inches per year. Temperatures in this 
region are highly variable, with cold winters and nights to very hot summers 
and days. The habitat types in the Owens Valley can be characterized as high 
desert natural communities that are part of the southern portion of the Great 
Basin Province; where pinyon/juniper woodland, sagebrush scrub and 
cottonwood dominated riparian vegetation can be found.  

Much of the proposed project is located on paved, developed, non-vegetated, 
and/or highly disturbed areas with no riparian habitat present. However, 
riparian vegetation was observed during the field reviews on sections of Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power parcels to the south of U.S. Route 
395 and within the project limits. The riparian vegetation observed within the 
study area includes willow, wood rose, Chinese elm and black locus. Chinese 
elm and black locus trees are not designated as riparian vegetation but are 
considered such because of the association with Harry Matlick ditch and the 
B-1 drain.

It was determined during the wetland delineation survey conducted in January 
10, 2021, that no U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional wetlands were 
present. Three resources (Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain, Noble Ditch) were 
identified during the surveys and determined to be California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
jurisdictional waters.
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Two special-status fish species are known or assumed to be present within 
the Biological Study Area, Owens Valley speckled dace and Owens sucker. 
Owens Valley speckled dace are a subspecies of speckled dace in the 
Byprinidae family of fish which includes minnows and carps. They are 
characterized by a wide caudal peduncle, small scales, pointed snout, and a 
small sub-terminal mouth. This species is found only in three small 
populations in Inyo County in California and have been found in various 
habitat types such as small cold-water streams, irrigation ditches, and hot 
spring systems. According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
the population of this subspecies has declined over time due to various 
threats, including predation by non-native species, altered habitats creating 
isolation between populations, and reduction in springs due to groundwater 
extraction. 

Owens sucker are a species of common suckers in the Catostomidae family 
of fish. This species is endemic to Inyo and Mono Counties and is commonly 
found in the Owens River, Bishop Creek, Crowley Reservoir, Convict Lake, 
and Lake Sabrina. They have also been found in tributaries to the Owens 
River and off-channel habitats. The population of Owens sucker may be 
limited by habitat degradation from water diversion and predation by invasive 
trout and bass species. 

Owens sucker and Owens speckled dace are both considered a California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern and are 
considered under the CEQA. Owens sucker surveys were not performed for 
this project due to personal communication with California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife staff indicating the confirmed presence of Owens sucker in 
Matlick Ditch and the North Fork of Bishop Creek. 

Environmental Consequences
a) d) The proposed project may have temporary impacts to Owens speckled 
dace and Owens sucker individuals (and associated habitat) during the 
relocation and diversion of Harry Matlick Ditch, and during culvert extension 
work at B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch. The B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch extension 
work will require the implementation of temporary water diversion systems. 
During the above-mentioned work activities, potential impacts to Owens 
speckled dace and Owens sucker individuals may include injury and/or 
mortality.

The proposed project may temporarily interfere with movement of Owens 
speckled dace and Owens sucker individuals during the relocation and 
diversion of Harry Matlick Ditch, and during culvert extension work at B-1 
Drain and Noble Ditch. Work at the three (3) locations will require the 
implementation of temporary water diversion systems, and mesh fish screens 
will be installed on the water intake pumps. As a result, downstream and 
upstream fish movement will be temporarily restricted at the work sites during 
water diversion activities. 
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b) Temporary impacts to jurisdictional waters will occur at Harry Matlick ditch 
from a temporary water diversion and ditch relocation (approximately 992 
linear feet of the ditch will be relocated 20 feet to the south). Based on current 
project design, an estimated 3,310 square feet of jurisdictional waters will be 
temporarily impacted from this work.

The extension of both the B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch culverts will result in an 
estimated 75 square feet of permanent impacts, and 450 square feet of 
temporary impacts, to jurisdictional waters. In addition, a total of 28 trees will 
be removed to incorporate the new multiuse path on U.S. Route 395. The 
trees are associated with Harry Matlick ditch, and therefore deemed 
jurisdictional riparian habitat. Of the 28 trees, twelve (12) Chinese elm trees 
with a diameter-at-breast height of 4 inches or greater will be removed from 
the Biological study area to accommodate the new bike path; the remaining 
16 trees are less than 4 inches diameter-at-breast height. One (1) full grown 
willow (Salix species.) will be removed with a diameter-at-breast height of 10 
inches. Also, approximately 745 square feet of wild wood rose will be 
permanently impacted.

In total, the project will result in 3,760 square feet of temporary impacts, and 
75 square feet of permanent impacts, to jurisdictional waters.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
With avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures in place, the project 
will have a less than significant impact on: special status animal species 
(Owens speckled dace and Owens sucker); jurisdictional waters; riparian 
habitat; nesting birds; and special-status plant species.

a,b,d) As noted above, Owens speckled dace and Owens sucker are found in 
Inyo (both species) and Mono (Owens sucker) counties, and nowhere else in 
the world. Although impacts to both species would be temporary, some 
methods of work could cause instances of mortality, which would cause a 
significant impact to the species as defined by CEQA.  However, with 
implementation of the measures described below fish mortality would be 
avoided and the impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

The following avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented 
during construction to avoid direct impacts to the following:

1. Special-status animal species (Owens speckled dace and Owens 
sucker).

a. If water is present during the ditch relocation or the culvert 
extensions, a temporary water diversion will be necessary, 
and a qualified biological monitor will be present on-site prior 
to and during all temporary water diversion activities.

b. Pump screens of the appropriate size will be used during 
water diversion and will follow Caltrans Standard 
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Specifications for Species Protection as well as Fish 
Protection.

c. The monitor will ensure appropriate water intake velocities 
and will monitor water quality downstream of the project site 
to minimize siltation.

d. A ‘De-Watering and Diversion Plan’ will be prepared and 
submitted to California Department of Fish and Wildlife for 
approval.

e. A pre-construction survey will be conducted by dip-netting to 
determine if Owens speckled dace or Owens sucker are 
present within all the water ways impacted (Harry Matlick 
Ditch, B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch).

f. If dace or sucker are present within the ditches, then the 
qualified biological monitor will rescue, document, and 
inventory the number and type of fish in the ditch during de-
watering activities. The rescued fish will be immediately 
relocated downstream and out of the project area.

2. Riparian habitat and jurisdictional waters.
a. Design features will minimize effects to waters and erosion.
b. Vegetation removal will be minimal and will be limited to the 

minimum necessary to accomplish the work.
c. The project sediment controls during construction will adhere 

to the Caltrans January 2008 “Construction Site Best 
Management Practice Field Manual and Troubleshooting 
Guide” as well as the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit requirements. Best management 
practices will include erosion and sediment control 
measures, and methods of permanent soil stabilization.

d. Fiber rolls and/or silt fencing (with no plastic mesh) must be 
used to protect water resources and delineate the edge of 
the permanent impact area.

e. A qualified biologist will be present on-site prior to and during 
construction and temporary clear water diversion activities to 
monitor implementation of avoidance and minimization 
measures.

f. Pump screens will be used during clear water diversion and 
will follow Caltrans Standard Specifications for Species 
Protection.

g. Compensatory mitigation:
i. Trees with a diameter-at-breast height of 4 inches or 

more will be mitigated by planting native trees within 
the project impact area or representative habitat 
areas nearby in consultation with the Resource 
Agencies and permit conditions in the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 401 permit and California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 1600 Lake and 
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Streambed Agreement. A Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan will be drafted for approval by 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

2.1.5 Cultural Resources

Considering the information included in the Archaeological Survey Report, 
Historic Resource Evaluation Report, Area of Potential Impacts and Historic 
Properties Survey Report dated June 25, 2021, with State Historic 
Preservation Officer and Tribal Historic Preservation Officer concurrences on 
eligibility received on June 25, 2021, the following significance determinations 
have been made: 

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations 

for Cultural Resources

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

No Impact

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

No Impact

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? No Impact

No Impact: As detailed in the documents noted above, no archaeological, 
historical, or built-environment resources were identified as being present 
within the proposed project area as a result of archival research, Native 
American consultation (including Assembly Bill 52 consultation), other local 
society and individual consultation, or pedestrian survey. The proposed 
project is in a mixed-use setting with significant above-ground and below-
ground development. As such, it is unlikely intact significant and/or unique 
archaeological resources will be encountered by project actions.

Standard construction specifications for inadvertent finding of human remains 
will be in place, and construction work will cease in the area if remains are 
discovered. Work will not continue until the area has been assessed by the 
County Coroner and cleared by qualified archaeological staff. If the remains 
are determined to be prehistoric in origin, coordination with the appropriate 
Tribal representatives will occur.

2.1.6 Energy

For this project, a brief, qualitative analysis of energy impacts was performed. 
The proposed project will not increase highway capacity and therefore will not 
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induce additional energy (fuel) consumption. All applicable Caltrans standard 
provisions for energy resources required for construction will be implemented 
on this project.

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations 

for Energy

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources 
during project construction or operation?

No Impact.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

No Impact.

2.1.7 Geology and Soils

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made:

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Geology and Soils

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.

No Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

No Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?

No Impact
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Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Geology and Soils

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

iv) Landslides?

No Impact

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

No Impact

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?

No Impact

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

No Impact

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?

No Impact

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

No Impact

2.1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Considering the information included in the Bishop Pavement: Climate 
Change Analysis dated June 2, 2021, the following significance 
determinations have been made: 

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Less Than Significant Impact

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

Less Than Significant Impact
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Affected Environment
The proposed project is in a mixed suburban and rural area, with a primarily 
natural resources based agricultural and tourism economy. U.S. Route 395 is 
the main transportation route to and through the area for both passenger and 
commercial vehicles. Traffic counts are low, with daily traffic volumes on U.S. 
Route 395 through the project segment at 15,800 vehicles per day in 2015 
and 17,000 vehicles per day in 2017, and U.S. Route 395 is rarely congested.  

Environmental Consequences
The purpose of the proposed project is to rehabilitate existing pavement and 
bring highway facilities (curbs, sidewalks, gutters, and driveways) to current 
Americans with Disabilities Act standards and will not increase the vehicle 
capacity of the roadway. This type of project generally causes minimal or no 
increase in operational greenhouse gas emissions. Because the project 
would not increase the number of travel lanes on U.S. Route 395 or State 
Route 168, no increase in vehicle miles traveled would occur as result of 
project implementation. Construction greenhouse gas emissions were 
estimated using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Road Construction Emissions Model. Project construction is estimated to 
generate 486 U.S. tons of carbon dioxide over a 6-month construction period. 
While some greenhouse gas emissions during the construction period would 
be unavoidable, no increase in operational greenhouse gas emissions is 
expected. 

After the project has been constructed, either build alternative would provide 
increased pedestrian and multi-modal access throughout the corridor which 
may result in a net reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles. 
Neither alternative would increase vehicular capacity or induce additional 
travel which would lead to increased greenhouse gas emissions or vehicle 
miles traveled.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
In addition to all applicable Caltrans Standard Specifications (refer to the 
second paragraph on page 2), the following measures will be implemented in 
the project to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and potential climate change 
impacts from the project:

1. The Contractor will be instructed to use material source and borrow 
sites close to the project location to the extent feasible. This will reduce 
the number of haul trips and distance traveled per trip.

2. Removed trees with a diameter at breast height of 4 inches or more 
will be mitigated by planting native trees within the project impact area. 
Trees sequester carbon.

The proposed project will enhance pedestrian facilities within the community 
of Bishop with the introduction of a new multiuse path, pedestrian-activated 
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beacon, upgraded sidewalks and curb ramps, and possibly bike lanes. Upon 
completion, the project has the potential to lower greenhouse gas emissions 
within the community over time if more travelers choose to use the new and 
upgraded facilities in lieu of motorized travel.

2.1.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo, dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made: 

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Hazards and  
Hazardous Materials

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

Less Than Significant Impact

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?

Less Than Significant Impact

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

Less Than Significant Impact

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? 

No Impact

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?

No Impact

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

No Impact

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires?

No Impact
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Affected Environment
An initial site assessment was performed in February 2021, which included 
the entire project area and included extensive records searches of historic 
plans, photos, and pedestrian site surveys to identify potential sources of 
hazardous materials, historic hazardous waste generators, and inform the 
locations where future soil sampling and imaging are needed. The initial site 
assessment identified 34 low to medium risk parcels (former and existing 
gasoline stations or cleanup facilities) adjacent to U.S. Route 395 within the 
project area. Additionally, there is a potential for one to four historic 
underground storage tanks to occur in or near Caltrans' right-of-way within the 
project limits.

A preliminary site investigation will be performed during the design phase of 
the project and will include laboratory analysis of soil and groundwater where 
construction activities could encounter impacted soils. If construction activities 
will be performed in the proximity of underground storage tanks, a 
geophysical survey will be included in the preliminary site investigation to 
determine the exact locations. 

Environmental Consequences
As project design details are finalized, the anticipated extent and depth of 
disturbance areas will be determined and cross-referenced with the locations 
of the risk parcels. For the 34 parcels identified, soil contamination might 
include hydrocarbons. Hydrocarbons refer to petroleum products including 
gasoline, diesel fuel, and motor oil. Any potential underground tanks could be 
hydrocarbon tanks, or also could be old heater fuel oil tanks that likely had 
kerosene (which is also a hydrocarbon). At this point there is no evidence 
there is any soil or water contamination anywhere within the project limits, but 
there are multiple historic properties that could have leaked and caused soil 
contamination. The preliminary site investigation will sample potential areas 
where contamination could exist as well as use ground-penetrating radar to 
locate underground tanks within the right-of-way.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
a) b) c) There have been no reported issues with local water quality and no 
known reports of soil contamination from any of the sites identified in the 
initial site assessment. To minimize the risk to human health and safety and 
the environment from encountering contaminated soils and underground 
materials, a preliminary site investigation will be performed before 
construction. The preliminary site investigation will include soil sampling and 
analytical testing to quantify any potentially hazardous waste within soils 
within the project area. The preliminary site investigation will also include 
geophysical investigations (likely using ground-penetrating radar) to identify 
any subsurface tanks, pipes or other materials which could be encountered 
during construction. If elevated levels of soil contaminants are found during 
the preliminary site investigation, the areas of contamination will be identified 
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on project plans and the soils will be excavated, transported, and disposed of 
in accordance with all applicable health and safety and waste disposal 
ordinances. If underground facilities (tanks, piping, etc.) are found through 
geophysical investigation, each will be evaluated individually for potential 
contamination and risk of encountering during construction. If required, 
removal of these facilities will occur during construction. The removal, 
transport and disposal of any potentially hazardous materials will occur in 
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local ordinances. No 
schools are located within or adjacent to the project footprint, however there 
are schools within 1/4 mile of the project area. Removal of any hazardous 
wastes would occur at the project site, transportation of wastes will not use 
routes in close proximity to schools, and disposal will occur at licensed 
facilities in accordance with all applicable laws. Because of these avoidance 
and minimization measures, the project will have a less than significant 
impact on hazardous materials.

2.1.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo (dated March 3, 2021) and the 
Natural Environment Study (dated February 2021), the following significance 
determinations have been made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Hydrology and Water Quality

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality?

Less Than Significant Impact 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin?

No Impact

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site;

Less Than Significant Impact

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite;

Less Than Significant Impact
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Hydrology and Water Quality

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or

Less Than Significant Impact 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? Less Than Significant Impact

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?

No Impact

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan?

No Impact

Affected Environment
The proposed project will rehabilitate existing pavement, base, and sub-base, 
and will introduce new impervious surfaces to the project with the construction 
of a multiuse path.

During wetlands and water resource surveys in January 2021, three 
resources were identified within the project limits and determined to be State 
jurisdictional waters (Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain, Noble Ditch). The 
proposed project, as currently designed, will impact the three jurisdictional 
waters. Harry Matlick Ditch will be dewatered and relocated to construct a 
new multiuse path between See Vee Lane and the Tri-County Fairgrounds 
along the southbound shoulder of U.S. Route 395. The construction of this 
multiuse path will also require culvert extensions where the Noble Ditch and 
B-1 Drain cross U.S. Route 395.

Environmental Consequences
The proposed project would require a Regional Water Quality Control Board 
401 permit and a California Department of Fish and Wildlife 1600 permit in 
order to work within Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch. Work 
within the three jurisdictional resources may result in temporarily degraded 
water quality. Approximately 990 linear feet of Harry Matlick Ditch will be 
realigned approximately 20 feet to the south, which affects the water course 
of the ditch.

The project will remove and replace existing pavement, base, and sub-base, 
and will disturb approximately 2.81 acres of soil. A new multiuse path will 
introduce approximately 0.16 acre of new impervious surfaces to the project 
limits, which is currently has 27.68 acres of existing impervious area 
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(Stormwater Data Report, Caltrans. February 2021). The project will construct 
two drainage inlets to capture stormwater that is directed by new curb and 
gutter adjacent to the multiuse path, which will drain to the B-1 Drain and 
Noble Ditch. Storm water currently drains off the southbound lanes of U.S. 
Route 395 to Harry Matlick Ditch, which drains to Noble Ditch. It has been 
determined during review of the proposed project that Noble Ditch and B-1 
Drain have the capacity to receive stormwater flows. Additionally, the 
dimensions of the realigned Harry Matlick Ditch will remain the same as the 
existing alignment. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Specific minimization measures will be outlined in the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife and Regional Water Quality Control Board permits, which 
will be obtained prior to construction. The permits are likely to include 
permanent erosion control, construction protections for water quality, and a 
dewatering plan to be developed prior to construction. All permit provisions as 
well as Caltrans standard construction specifications to prevent pollution of 
waterways will be implemented and adhered to. In addition, it is possible that 
the permit conditions outlined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
1600 permit will require an on-site biological monitor during construction 
activities taking place in Harry Matlick Ditch, Noble Ditch and B-1 Drain. The 
monitor will ensure that all avoidance and minimization measures are 
complied with.

Construction of the multiuse path will introduce impervious surface to the 
project area and alter the course of Matlick Ditch. Stormwater capture and 
drainage devices will be included in the project to meet the requirements of 
Caltrans’ Construction General Permit and National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System requirements. Permanent soil stabilization techniques will 
be implemented to ensure that no disturbed soils are prone to erosion once 
construction is complete. It is also anticipated that trees will be planted for 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife compensatory mitigation 
requirements (see Section 2.1.4, Biological Resources) at the location of the 
new ditch realignment, which will also serve to provide permanent erosion 
treatment. As a result of the above measures, the project will have a less than 
significant impact on hydrology and water quality.

2.1.11 Land Use and Planning

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Land Use and Planning

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact

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?

No Impact

2.1.12 Mineral Resources

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Mineral Resources

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?

No Impact

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?

No Impact

2.1.13 Noise

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made:

Question—Would the project result in: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Noise

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?

Less Than Significant Impact
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Question—Would the project result in: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Noise

b) Generation of excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels?

Less Than Significant Impact 

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?

No Impact

Affected Environment
During construction noise levels will be elevated for the community of Bishop, 
however the project setting is a commercialized highway corridor with no 
residential receptors directly adjacent to the project. Multiple motels are 
located within two city blocks on either side of the highway, and various hotels 
and motels are located on the highway within the project limits. At least one 
church is located on U.S. Route 395 within the project limits, but it is unknown 
if church services occur during weekday daylight hours when construction 
could be occurring.

Environmental Consequences
Short term limited impacts during construction will occur as noise levels will 
be elevated. The project would not generate excessive ground borne vibration 
or ground borne noise levels; however, the degree of construction noise 
impacts may vary for different areas of the project site and depending on the 
construction activities. Some of the sensitive receptors that are close to the 
U.S. Route 395 or State Route 168 corridor may be impacted.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
During construction, Caltrans will require the use of construction methods that 
would provide the lowest level of noise and ground vibration impact such as 
alternative low-noise pile installation methods. It may also be suggested that 
the Caltrans Public Information Office send notifications to all local 
businesses prior to construction, especially to hotels, motels, and churches 
whose occupants could be affected by elevated noise levels during 
construction. It is not anticipated that construction activities will occur during 
nighttime hours (9:00p.m. to 6:00a.m.) at this time. Through implementation 
of Caltrans standard specifications for noise levels and advanced community 
notification, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.
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2.1.14 Population and Housing

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Population and Housing

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)?

No Impact

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

No Impact

2.1.15 Public Services

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021 the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Public Services

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

Fire protection?

No Impact

Police protection? No Impact

Schools? No Impact
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Question: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Public Services

Parks? No Impact

Other public facilities? No Impact

2.1.16 Recreation

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021 the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Recreation

a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated?

No Impact

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?

No Impact

2.1.17 Transportation

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance 
Determinations for Transportation

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?

No Impact

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

No Impact
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance 
Determinations for Transportation

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? No Impact

2.1.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Considering the information included in the Archaeological Survey Report 
dated June 25, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and 
that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

No Impact

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

No Impact

There are no tribal cultural resources identified within the project impact area. 
Letters pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 were sent on September 10, 2020 to two 
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tribes which had previously identified affiliation with the project area (Bishop 
Paiute Tribe and Big Pine Paiute Tribe). On October 24, 2020, a response 
was received from Gloriana Bailey (Tribal Administrator, Bishop Paiute Tribe) 
confirming the tribe’s interest in consulting on the project. Consultation with 
the Native American Heritage Commission was completed on September 15, 
2020.

2.1.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Utilities and Service Systems

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?

No Impact

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years?

No Impact

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?

No Impact

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?

No Impact

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?

No Impact
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2.1.20 Wildfire

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones:

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Wildfire

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? No Impact

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?

No Impact

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?

No Impact

d) Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-
fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact
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2.1.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Question:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Mandatory Findings of 
Significance

a) Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of 
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?

Less Than Significant Impact with 
mitigation

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)?

No Impact

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

No Impact

Affected Environment
As stated in the “Biological Resources” section of this document, the 
proposed project may result in temporary and permanent impacts to three 
jurisdictional water resources (Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch) 
within the project impact area. Communications with California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife Bishop Field Office (Nick Buckmaster, Environmental 
Scientist) confirmed that two Species of Special Concern (Owens speckled 
dace, Owens sucker) may also be present in the three waterways noted 
above. 

Environmental Consequences
Construction activities may result in temporary impacts to Owens speckled 
dace and Owens sucker individuals during the relocation of Harry Matlick 
Ditch and culvert extensions at B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch. The relocation of 
Harry Matlick Ditch may also result in permanent impacts to associated 
riparian vegetation (mature trees and wild wood rose habitat).
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
The project will be constructed under permits issued by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Multiple avoidance and minimization measures, outlined in the 
“Biological Resources” section as well as those which may be included in 
future permits, will be implemented before, during and after construction. 
Furthermore, with implementation of a mitigation measure of planting native 
trees in place of impacted trees, the project impacts would be less than 
significant. Natural Environment Study – Minimal Impacts; February 2021. 
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List of Technical Studies Bound Separately (Volume 2)

Archaeological Survey Report. Caltrans. June 25, 2021.

Air, Noise, Hazardous Waste, Water Quality and Paleontology Study Memo. 
Caltrans. March 2021.

Climate Change Analysis: Bishop Pavement. June 2021.

Community Impacts: Memo to file. Caltrans. April 2021.

Draft Project Report for Bishop Pavement. Caltrans. May 2021.

Historic Properties Survey Report. Caltrans. June 25, 2021.

Historic Resource Evaluation Report. Caltrans. June 25, 2021.

Initial Site Assessment. Prepared for Caltrans by Geocon Consultants, Inc. 
February 2021.

Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts). Caltrans. March 2021.

Short Form- Stormwater Data Report. Caltrans. February 2021.

Visual Impact Assessment Questionnaire. Caltrans. March 2021.

To obtain a copy of one or more of these technical studies/reports or the 
Initial Study, please send your request to:

Angela Calloway
Senior Environmental Planner, California Department of Transportation
500 S. Main St, Bishop, CA 93514

Or send your request via email to: Angie.Calloway@dot.ca.gov 
Or call: 760-920-2059

Please provide the following information in your request:
Bishop Pavement
On US 395 and SR 168, in the community of Bishop, CA.
09-INY-395-114.90/117.80
09-INY-168-17.6/18.3
0918000019

mailto:Angie.Calloway@dot.ca.gov
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