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VII. NEXT STEPS 

The next step of the project will be a multi-day “rolling charrette” to be held 
May 5-7. These dates correspond with a visit to Independence by the Inyo/LA 
Standing Committee. The charrette will gather local stakeholders and others 
together in 2 locations, Lone Pine on May 5 and Independence on May 6. The 
hours of each charrette will be from 4-7PM, with new session starting on the 
hour to allow maximum participation and to attract both local agency 
representatives and community members.  
 
Over the following months, the Lower Owens River Recreation Use Plan will 
continue to reach out to community members to review and comment on 
developing and managing recreation. Early indications are that reaching a 
working consensus around modest facility and visitor improvements is 
possible. A key challenge will be making sure that there is adequate 
opportunity for local residents and stakeholders to become involved and share 
their knowledge and creative ideas.   
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LORP RECREATION SITE MATRIX  
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LORP Recreation Use Matrix
Activity Extent Location Facilities Local Tourist Constraints Opportunities *CORP ranking Notes
Non-motor boating Limited River None X X Limited put ins, tules Improve, sign, mnge tules NA Limited by tules
Mountain biking Unknown LORP access roads Dirt roads - X Gates, wayfinding Sign & improve soft spots 14 Alkalai dust pits
Road biking Paved road or trail Hwy 395 - X Paved roads Limited 8 Not within LORP
Birding Common BWMA, delta, Rip. None - X Fencing, wayfinding Signs, blinds 6 Growing use
Wildlife viewing Unknown BWMA, delta, Rip. None X X Fencing, wayfinding Signs, blinds 6 Growing use
Waterfowl hunting Com BWMA, delta, Rip. n/a X X Habitat & numbers Habitat enhancement declining Growing in LORP
Game hunting n/a X X declining
Fishing Com River & ponds Pass-throughs X X Habitat damage Tule mngmnt 13 Major ex use expanding
OHV riding Com Lone Pine area Dirt roads X - Fencing Designate routes 10 Resource conflicts
Hiking/walking Unnown Trails, cc X X Fencing, wayfinding Marked routes 1&5 River trail potential
Scenic driving Highway 395 Hwy 395 - X Access Marked routes 2 Hwy 395
Camping Illegal Billy Lake None X - Not allowed Off site - Not al. in mngmt plan
Picnicking Informal Billy Lake & Trestle? None X X No facilities Tables, shade 5 Lack of facilities
Historic-Cultural Unkown Rr Trestle, Intake None - X No information Signs, programs - RR buffs & pot hntng
Swimming/ tubing? Locals Trestle area None X - Tules Tule mngment NA Locals, limited by tules
Outdoor photography Unknown Random n/a X X Wayfinding Mark routes 9
* Note: CORP is the California Outdoor Recreation Plan
Ranking is based on user preferences
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1.0 Introduction 

Ecosystem Sciences Foundation (ESF) has reviewed the January 2012 draft of the Lower 
Owens River Recreation Use Plan (RUP). Additionally, the updated RUP map (Figure 1) 
produced in mid-September, 2012 was reviewed; the map update is a response to information 
provided by stakeholders at the recent charrette.  
 
This document represents a high level environmental review of the proposed RUP and is ESF‟s 
general assessment of environmental effects that may result from the current draft plan and 
map.  This document is an overview of environmental conditions that may be affected by the 
RUP. It explains the process of environmental review going forward and expands on potential 
effects of the RUP to the LORP.  In general, the RUP will likely have minimal environmental 
effects to the overall conditions in the LORP. The RUP plan is predicated on the concept of 
working with the existing environmental conditions, avoiding sensitive and critical areas, and will 
work to engage visitors and provide them with a guided experience to the unique environment of 
the LORP.  Avoiding environmental impacts is a priority for the RUP.   
 
The current scale and detail of the RUP necessitates that only a high level environmental review 
can occur at this time. As the project moves forward a more fine scale analysis of environmental 
conditions as related to specific areas of the LORP will need to be considered. 
 

2.0 Environmental Review Process 
 
Significance 
 
Environmental review is an important element of any major project. Inyo County residents are 
encouraged to engage in the environmental review process because it is their voice that will 
help shape what actions are taken to assure that the natural resources and aesthetic 
surroundings of the Lower Owens River are not significantly affected by this proposed RUP. The 
environmental review process doesn‟t mean there will be no environmental impacts but requires 
that those environmental impacts be mitigated, if needed. The RUP must conform to the existing 
LORP principals, plans and management described in the MOU, the LORP Ecosystem 
Management Plan, the LORP Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, and the LORP EIR. 
 
Overview 
 
All projects in California, both public and private, must go through environmental review to gain 
approval. The state law governing the environmental review process is called the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the federal law governing the environmental review 
process is called the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
 
CEQA “requires state and local agencies to identify the significant environmental impacts of 
their actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, if feasible.” It is also feasible that the RUP 
may be Categorically Exempt, or a Negative Declaration.  A discussion of this follows below. 
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The California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
 
California‟s landmark environmental protection measure, CEQA, requires state and local 
agencies to thoroughly analyze and disclose to the public the potential environmental impacts of 
development projects. This analysis is compiled in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which 
identifies those impacts and proposes measures to avoid, mitigate or offset them where needed 
and provides the public with many opportunities to learn about and provide input on the project. 
 
The federal government has a similar review process, the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), which requires an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared. Generally, 
when a project requires approval by a federal agency or is utilizing federal funds compliance 
with CEQA and NEPA is required and a joint EIR/EIS is prepared. In the case of the RUP only 
CEQA will need to be addressed. 
 
Environmental Review Documents 
 
The first step in the environmental review process is deciding whether a full-fledged 
environmental review is warranted by the potential impacts of the proposed RUP. If so, as in the 
case of the RUP, then a set of very specific documents called an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) under CEQA and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under NEPA must be 
prepared. 
 
Document Name     Jurisdiction   Environmental Agency  

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)   State of California   CEQA 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)  Federal    NEPA 

 Figure 1. LORP RUP Map – Draft Preferred Plan Map 
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3.0 LORP RUP Environmental Review Process 

 
Discussion 
 
Recreation in the LORP is vital and it needs to be planned and managed effectively.  The LORP 
is a complex and dynamic system.  It has complex interactions with both the ecology, and in the 
use of the natural resources.  It is a working landscape where water is highly managed and 
grazing is paramount to the community. It is also a newly developing ecological system that 
matures each season and is changing and evolving. The conditions experienced today may be 
far different five years from now. Allowing visitors and recreationists the opportunity to engage 
and to understand these dynamics through considerate planning and education is critical to the 
success of any and all LORP management components. 
 
It will be necessary to determine whether the project may be Categorically Exempt or if a 
Negative Declaration will need to be prepared, in order to comport with the CEQA process. Or, if 
RUP impacts are significant then a more rigorous process, outlined below, may be needed. At 
this time the RUP is a guiding document toward managing and planning for recreation in the 
LORP.  Once specific areas of use, improvement, construction and impact are clearly identified 
then a clear process will be pursued for environmental compliance. 
 
In general, the RUP will likely have minimal environmental effects to the overall conditions in the 
LORP.  It is reasonable to consider a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
or Categorical Exemption as feasible outcomes to the RUP process. However, the current scale 
and detail of the RUP is such that only a cursory review can occur at this time. As the project 
moves forward a more fine scale analysis of environmental conditions as related to specific 
areas of the LORP will need to be considered. 
 
The lead agency will determine what CEQA document is necessary, depending on the results of 
surveys/studies, project magnitude/timing/location, unique or unusual circumstances, input from 
other agencies/professionals, applicable exemption classes, type and ability.  This will require a 
detailed description of the project, its location, the environmental setting and operational details 
such that potential impacts to resources can be ascertained.  The lead agency will consult with 
other agencies, ensure project impacts are identified and mitigated, approve and file all 
documents.  
 
Categorical Exemptions 
 
Under the CEQA Code of Regulations there are several classes of projects that do not have a 
significant effect on the environment, and they are declared to be categorically exempt from the 
requirement for the preparation of environmental documents.  If the RUP avoids all significant 
impacts while planning and implementing the program a categorical exemption is attainable. 
 
A Categorical Exemption requires limited analysis and restrictions to ensure that environmental 
impacts will not occur. It is possible that the RUP activities may generally be considered exempt 
from the requirement to conduct further environmental analysis. However, where the potential 
exists for impacts due to location, scenic highways, hazardous materials sites, unusual 
circumstances, or cumulative effects the exemptions do not apply.  
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Negative Declaration 
 
A negative declaration (Neg Dec) (or mitigated negative declaration) is needed when a project 
does not “fit” any of the exemption classes or its implementation will require added measures to 
mitigate impacts related to one or more resources   A negative declaration requires the 
completion of an Initial Study/CEQA checklist, supported by: an archaeology records check and 
or sign-off by an archaeologist; a California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) check with 
possible survey of and avoidance of identified sensitive habitats; informal and formal 
consultation with federal and state agencies as needed; consideration of impacts to air and 
water quality, aesthetics, noise; and other survey and analysis as necessary. All potential 
impacts must fall to the level of less than significant after mitigation. 
 
To accommodate the first step in the process a CEQA checklist has been provided as 
appendices to this document.  In order to assess whether or not a full-fledged environmental 
review is warranted the Final RUP must assess the following under CEQA: 
 
Environmental Factors Potentially Affected by the RUP       

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project.  Please 
see the checklist in the appendices for additional information. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water 
Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population/Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings 
of Significance 

 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation, if no significant impacts are anticipated, or are being 
mitigated, the following determination may be made ultimately leading to a Negative 
Declaration, where the RUP would have no significant impact on the environment. 
 
Determination 

 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

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

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required 

 
Extended Process 
 
If it is determined that the RUP may have impacts to the environment and a negative declaration 
is not viable then the environmental review process must proceed with more in-depth 
assessments. The first level of review is scoping. Initial environmental studies of project 
alternatives are prepared, circulated and discussed at public meetings, and the alternatives are 
defined and refined. 
 
Next is an Alternatives Analysis (AA) report. While not legally mandated, an Alternatives 
Analysis provides a thorough and methodical foundation for the EIR (if required). Taking 
alternatives identified during scoping and using conceptual engineering and planning 
information, a draft AA examines all potential alternatives and compares them for reasonability, 
feasibility and practicality. It is circulated for public review, and the comments received are 
incorporated into a final AA report, which recommends which alternatives to carry forward to the 
EIR level, and which to drop and why. Reasons for dropping an alternative could include: 
 

• Failing to meet a project‟s purpose and goals 
• Environmental or engineering issues make approval infeasible 
• Construction proves impossible or impractical 
• Environmental impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated. 

 
Using the alternatives presented in the final AA, a draft EIR is developed and circulated for more 
public review and hearings. Comments received and responses to them are incorporated into a 
final EIR, which recommends a preferred alternative. The final EIR is registered and made 
publicly available, and the state and federal governments issue final EIR certification of the 
project.  
 
The environmental compliance process can become more complicated from this point. Figure 2, 
CEQA Process Flow Chart, illustrates the flow process for CEQA and potential steps, decisions 
and outcomes. 
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4.0 Potential Environmental Conflict Areas in LORP 

 
Although the implementation of the RUP will most likely have limited effect on the overall natural 
resources and economic viability of the LORP area some actions have the potential to alter 
habitat for resident and migratory species and/or forage for livestock operations. Therefore, all 
construction and disruptive actions would have to be constrained to non-nesting (T&E birds)and 
non-grazing seasons, and avoid sensitive plant, animal and noxious weed areas, cultural and 
archeological sites, and areas of importance that should be left undisturbed (e.g. hydrologic 
monitoring sites). The route of the proposed trail(s), and staging areas would have to be very 
carefully planned and evaluated where new sections or improvements are required. This will 
entail a much more detailed mapping effort than is currently used for the planning purposes of 
the RUP. Existing LORP GIS and project databases should be utilized for discreet planning 
purposes and to avoid impacts to sensitive areas.   
 
ESF has provided up to date geospatial data to the project including:  

 Sensitive habitats for T&E plants and animals 

 Known Noxious Weeds Locations 

 Grazing Infrastructure 

 Rare Plants 

 Springs 

 Roads 
 
This geospatial data and mapping can be used for site planning of proposed facilities, trail 
routes and other planned improvements of the RUP. 
 
In general, the RUP should intend to keep staging areas, parking, facilities, and other larger 
improvements out of the riparian zone and floodplains. Most areas of the LORP offer high 
terraces directly adjacent to the riparian zone and floodplain that offer the best area for larger 
development areas with least potential for impacts to the ecology.  These areas are generally 
dominated by xeric shrub habitats, a community type that is in abundance in the Owens Valley. 
Access to riparian and streamside areas should be by foot.  Most of these areas are fenced for 
grazing allotments and provide established walkthroughs for recreation access. Established, 
mature vegetation communities and tree stands should be avoided at all costs for any 
development and clearing actions. Riparian trees and shrubs are important habitat components 
for many of the sensitive species residing in the LORP and altering these habitats would be 
detrimental to the overall goals of the LORP. 
 
Additional considerations and restrictions would include the location of sensitive habitats and 
species.  There will certainly be seasonal restrictions and sensitive species restrictions, mostly 
in conjunction with any construction or land clearing activities. There would also be restrictions 
related to grazing operations and infrastructure.  In general, construction and clearing activities 
should be planned to occur in winter, and avoid avian nesting season. 
 
Fishing is an important recreational activity to consider in the development of a recreational 
management plan for the LORP.  Regulation and enforcement of this activity are the 
responsibilities of California Department of Fish and Game; therefore, integration of goals and 
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objectives with recreation management by local communities is essential.   Crowding and 
conflict between recreational users are potential challenges to sustainable recreation 
management.  Trail overuse and riparian habitat disturbance need to be monitored and 
addressed in the recreation plan. Most likely, recreation disturbances can be monitored through 
existing LORP activities such as the RAS, but in some instances additional sites and monitoring 
may need to be implemented. For example, boat launches, parking and refuse disposal are 
high-impact factors and need intensive recreation management and monitoring. 
 
The LORP calls for the establishment of a healthy riparian ecosystem and the promotion of 
biodiversity.  Already popular, the demand for wildlife viewing will undoubtedly increase as the 
LORP progresses and biodiversity increases.  Bird watching is one of the most popular forms of 
non-consumptive, wildlife-associated recreational activities currently in the LORP and the world, 
and is increasing in popularity yearly. Professional tour groups, bird clubs, and individuals bring 
millions of dollars to the areas surrounding birding hotspots.   As a result of the LORP, waterfowl 
and many types of migratory and native birds utilize the LORP area.  It could even become one 
of the most heavily used birding areas in the U.S. as habitat and conservation measures 
increase in the area.  Research has demonstrated that the popularity of birding has led to 
habitat disturbance and that some amount of recreation management is necessary in order to 
protect the resource.  Proximity and frequency of disturbances, especially during the nesting 
season, are the issues that demand attention by management.   The effects of recreationists‟ 
disturbance on wildlife vary for different species, but include nest abandonment and exhaustion 
from energy waste due to flight responses.  Recreation management of the LORP resources 
must include methods to efficiently coexist with wildlife in order to sustain the attraction of the 
resource.  Also, wildlife users tend to want exclusive use of an area and this is a challenge to 
accommodate under a multiple use framework where entities rely on the resources for 
economic sustenance.  
 
Illegal archaeological artifact hunting is another activity that may be affected.  Searching for 
artifact memorabilia is a popular pastime in California and some amount of recreation 
management is necessary to protect the local Paiute heritage, to promote value for and 
protection of cultural and historical resources, and to inform and educate recreational users of 
the LORP area that there is a federal law prohibiting informal pot-hunting.  
 
Hiking as a recreational pastime has the lowest impact to the natural environment, although it is 
only extremely low levels of hiking use that show significant reductions in environmental impact.  
Beyond low-use levels, the amount of impact remains relatively stable, until, at very high levels 
of use and aggravating behavior, the impact increases and the ecosystem becomes unstable.  
Crowding is the only significant social factor involved in hiking; as the number of users 
increases, satisfaction level decreases. Hiking trails need to avoid sensitive areas and noxious 
weed locations, as trails can be vectors for seed dispersal and weed colonization. 
 
Hunting is a consumptive, high-impact recreational activity that will grow in popularity with the 
growth of the LORP; hunting can alter behavior, population structure, and distribution patterns of 
wildlife, and is therefore managed by state and federal agencies.  Particularly sensitive 
ecological areas included in the LORP may require set-asides with no hunting or shooting 
activities allowed in the recreation management plan.  The social implications of hunting include 
safety and some user conflict with other recreationists.  Under a multiple-use framework, 
management must take care to satisfy all users, and hunting activities will require more intense 
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Riverine-Riparian Corridor and Paddle Routes 
 
The LORP riverine-riparian, and off channel wetlands and ponds are the areas critical 
environments. These areas are the most dynamic and complex units ecologically.  Currently, 
tules and cattails restrict the channel almost everywhere, and will require annual maintenance 
(at minimum) to keep channels open for boating.  Even with channel maintenance only canoes, 
kayaks and float tubes are permissible craft to be using. Paddling any river section can be 
difficult given the amount of in-channel vegetation.  It is critical that sensitive environmental 
features and functions in these areas are considered carefully during the planning of the RUP. 
 
Given current river flows and ecological conditions of the river channel, maintenance of floatable 
sections will need to be cleared frequently (at least annually) to keep channel sections open. 
Perhaps in time, if flow conditions change, the channel will develop more areas of open water.  
But, it will likely never be a continuous open channel in the river system.  Floating the Lower 
Owens will likely always be a challenge given aquatic vegetation growth.   
 
Given the limiting factors toward recreation for „paddle trails‟ it is appropriate to focus on shorter 
sections or areas of the river where access is easier, channel conditions are somewhat naturally 
moderated, and opportunity for dense aquatic vegetation growth is somewhat less.  
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CEQA Environmental Checklist 
                  

Dist.-Co.-Rte.  P.M/P.M. E.A.  
 
This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by 
the proposed project.  In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the 
projects indicate no impacts.  A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination.  
Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the 
applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the environmental document itself.  The 
words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the following checklist are related to 
CEQA, not NEPA, impacts.  The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful 
assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance. 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

I. AESTHETICS:  Would the project:      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista     

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

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

    

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

    

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

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

 

III. AIR QUALITY:  Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. Would the project:  

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan?  

    

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

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

    

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

    

     

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:  Would the project:     

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

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?  
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 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project:      

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?      
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:  Would the project:     

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

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and 
climate change is included in the body of 
environmental document.  While Caltrans has 
included this good faith effort in order to provide the 
public and decision-makers as much information as 
possible about the project, it is Caltrans determination 
that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific 
information related to GHG emissions and CEQA 
significance, it is too speculative to make a 
significance determination regarding the project’s 
direct and indirect impact with respect to climate 
change. Caltrans does remain firmly committed to 
implementing measures to help reduce the potential 
effects of the project. These measures are outlined in 
the body of the environmental document. 

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

     

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the 
project:  

    

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

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment?  

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school?  
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  Would the project:      

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow     

     

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project:     

a) Physically divide an established community?      

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

    

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

    

     

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES:  Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
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?  

    

     

XII. NOISE:  Would the project result in:      

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  

    

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

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

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

    

     

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project:      

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

    

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

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

    

     

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:     

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

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     
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XV. RECREATION:     

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

    

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

    

     

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:  Would the project:     

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of 
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

     

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:  Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE     

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

    

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

    

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