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Figure 3.9-5 View of Pool Area (Former Gravel Pit) 
 

Figure 3.9-6 View of Mature Trees from Mace Road Bridge Over Putah Creek 
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Figure 3.9-7 View of Creekside Picnic Area on UC Davis Putah Creek Riparian 
Preserve 
 

Figure 3.9-8 View of Recently Restored Creek Channel and Public Paths at Winters 
Nature Park 
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Figure 3.9-9 View of Agricultural Lands Near Putah Creek 
 

Portions of the creek channel are viewable to the public in the few places where there 

are road/bridge crossings and where roads approach the creek vicinity. The public views 

generally are of trees and other vegetation along the upland strip surrounding the creek 

banks. In a few locations, there is also a visual opening to the water. These views of 

short stretches of the creek or adjacent vegetation can be seen from the following road 

crossings or adjacent parallel stretches:  

 Putah Creek Road 

 Holmes Lane 

 Winters Road 

 Railroad Avenue  

 Highway 505 

 Boyce Road 

 Martinez Lane 

 Stevenson Bridge Road/Highway 95-A 

 Levee Road 
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 Pedrick Road/Lincoln Highway 

 Highway 80 

 Old Davis Road 

 Mace Boulevard 

 Road 106-A to Yolo Bypass 

 

Portions of the 21-mile Project alignment are accessible to the public from three parks. 

The most upstream park is Lake Solano County Park, located at the west end of the 

Project alignment below Lake Solano. Views of the creek also are afforded from Winters 

Putah Creek Nature Park in the City of Winters, where restoration has already been 

implemented. Additionally, the public can view the creek at Putah Creek Picnic Area 

(also called Camp Putah) on Levee Road at the western edge of the University of 

California, Davis facility. Canoeists also have views of the creek channel from the water. 

 

Views and viewpoints along each reach are summarized below. 

Project Area Conditions by Reach 

NAWCA/Mariani 

The visual character of this reach is dominated by a broad swath of creekside open 

space/habitat (not publicly accessible), surrounded by orchards and natural forested 

and open areas. Portions of the alignment may be visible from Putah Creek Road and 

several houses that lie just outside of the alignment on the southwest side of the creek. 

There is no formal access to this alignment, therefore views of the channel area are 

limited to people informally accessing that area from nearby farm roads.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

Views of this reach consist of walnut groves that can be seen from Putah Creek Road. 

The approach to the creek is only visible from the private orchard property (no public 

viewing access) as a downward sloping embankment with an opening to the creek view 

where the water area appeared to be a wider span (stagnant pool) than other viewable 

locations. The vegetation views on this site included grasses, maple trees, dense reeds, 

blackberry, elderberry, and wild roses.  
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Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

Views of this reach are afforded from the trails in the Putah Creek Nature Park, as well 

as from the bridges crossing the creek in the City of Winters. The creek has already been 

restored in this reach, and views are of a naturalistic creek channel with riparian 

vegetation. Views also include the historic railroad bridge.  

East of 505  

In this reach, public views of Putah Creek are available from Highway 505 (crosses above 

the creek on the west border) and Putah Creek Road. The public views are of small areas 

of riparian vegetation (as described for the Duncan Giovannoni site), as well as a line of 

taller trees. 

Warren  

In this reach, Putah Creek Road diverges south and there are no public views from the 

road. The creek may be visually accessible from some of the residences in the El Rio 

subdivision, which is north of the site.  

Upper McNamara 

Putah Creek Road extends along the western half of the Upper McNamara Pool reach, 

with a slight public view of trees between the creek and road until Putah Creek Road 

diverges south. There are no other public viewing locations in this site. 

Lower McNamara 

Putah Creek Road lies too far south to afford any public views of the creek on this reach. 

From the surrounding farmland, there may be private views of riparian vegetation and 

tall trees bordering the creek. 

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

This reach has essentially same view as previously described in the Lower McNamara 

reach. Only farm roads may offer predominantly private views of the creek, and rows of 

trees can be seen in more distant views. 

Russell Ranch 

Martinez Lane parallels the creek on the Russell Ranch site north of Putah Creek Road. 

There may be public views of riparian vegetation and tall trees bordering the creek in 

this reach from Martinez Lane. 
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Stevenson Bridge 

This reach is crossed by Stevenson Bridge and Highway 95-A and thus there are public 

views of the riparian vegetation and channel area from both crossing points. From the 

bridge, there are two sections that provide overlooks to the creek including riparian 

vegetation, slowly flowing water, and pool areas. 

Glide Ranch 

In the Glide Ranch site, Levee Road crosses Putah Creek from the north shore to the 

eastern section. There are views of from a few residences situated along the 

surrounding unpaved roads and from a few other lightly travelled adjacent farm roads. 

These views are of riparian vegetation, primarily a line of trees visible from the road. 

Nishikawa 

The public can access the Nishikawa reach by driving up to the back of the riparian zone 

from Pedrick Road/Lincoln Highway. The creek views are similar to other sites, with a 

strip of trees and a slow-moving pool of water. There is also a walking path near the 

creek and through the riparian vegetation of this site, which permits views of the 

channel and associated vegetation. 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

There is public access from UCD in both directions along the Putah Creek Riparian 

Preservation Trail, which runs into the Olmo-Hammond-UCD reach (continuing from the 

Nishikawa site) along the north side of the creek. A paved levee road and a picnic area 

also provide visual access to the creek by the public. From the trail, there are views of 

riparian vegetation, large oak trees shading the path, and stagnant pools of creek water.  

Highway 80 to Old Davis Road 

On this site, Putah Creek is crossed by Highway 80 on the west and Old Davis Road on 

the east. There are public views of small areas of the creek from these roads. 

Additionally, a train track and a hiking trail cross the creek and provide public views of 

riparian vegetation, taller trees on the banks, as well as pooled water in the creek.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

There is substantial visual access for pedestrians and drivers to this reach from UC Davis, 

which is on the north side of Putah Creek. Public views of the creek are available from 

Levee Road and an adjacent parking lot, from which paths lead down to the creek 

providing access from the university. Viewers may see a thin strip of trees and a large 
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stagnant/slow moving pool with green algae. The more distant scenic views include 

University research facilities to the north leading to Mace Road as well as agricultural 

landscapes to the south of the creek. 

Mace to Road 106A 

Road 106A and 5th Street runs along the creek on the south end for the lower third of 

the alignment. From these roads, there is a public view of Putah Creek as a still pool 

lined by a thin riparian strip of vegetation and trees. The landscape is agricultural and 

there are no residences with views of the creek. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

This reach is only accessible by farm roads and surrounded by agricultural lands, and 

thus there are primarily only private views of the creek area. Similar to other sites that 

are mostly obscured from public view, views are comprised of a thin band of trees and a 

stagnant pool. 

Regulatory Setting  

Federal Regulations 

There are no applicable State or federal regulations pertaining to visual quality. 

State Regulations 

There are no applicable State or federal regulations pertaining to visual quality.  

Local Regulations and Regional Context 

Solano County 

The county’s scenic resources policies and programs work in two ways. According to the 

General Plan, the County’s scenic resource policies work in two ways: (1) they protect 

valued landscape features found throughout the county, and (2) they ensure that new 

urban or rural development within the scenic roadway corridors is developed in a 

manner that respects and maintains the integrity of the viewsheds (Solano County, 

2008, p. RS-5).  

 

Within the Resources Chapter of the General Plan, the following policies address visual 

resources (Solano County, 2008, p. RS-5): 
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Policy RS.G-4: Preserve, conserve, and enhance valuable open space lands that 

provide wildlife habitat; conserve natural and visual resources; convey cultural 

identity; and improve public safety. 

 

Policy RS.G-6: Preserve the visual character and identity of communities by 

maintaining open space areas between them.  

 

County area and specific plans also contain language aimed at preserving, conserving, 

and enhancing visual resource values within the target planning area. The plans identify 

viewsheds or general scenic resources to be protected or improved. Plans that discuss 

visual resource protection explicitly include the Tri-City and County Cooperative Plan for 

Agriculture and Open Space Preservation. The scenic resource policies from these plans 

follow (Solano County, 2008, p. RS-37). 

 

Policy RS.P-35: Protect the unique scenic features of Solano County, particularly hills, 

ridgelines, wetlands, and water bodies.  

 

Policy RS.P-36: Support and encourage practices that reduce light pollution and 

preserve views of the night sky.  

 

Policy RS.P-37: Protect the visual character of designated scenic roadways. 

 

There are no State-designated scenic highways in Solano County in general or 

specifically in the study area (EDAW, 2008, page 4-1-1). 

Yolo County 

With respect to the study area that encompasses Putah Creek in Yolo County, the visual 

resources include a mesh of rangeland, crop fields, and riverine landscapes that adjoin 

developed areas. Yolo County General Plan policies relating to visual character or scenic 

resources include (Solano County, 2008, pp. LU-29, 30): 

 

Policy CC-1.2: Preserve and enhance the rural landscape as an important scenic 

feature of the County.  

 

Policy CC-1.3: Protect the rural night sky as an important scenic feature to the 

greatest feasible extent where lighting is needed.  

 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 3.9 AESTHETICS 

May 2016 3.9-13 Draft Program EIR 

Policy CC-1.4:  Identify and preserve, where possible, landmarks and icons which 

contribute to the identity and character of the rural areas.  

 

Policy CC-1.5:  Significant site features, such as trees, water courses, rock 

outcroppings, historic structures and scenic views shall be used to guide site 

planning and design in new development. Where possible, these features shall 

become focal points of the development.  

 

Policy CC-1.11: Require the development of open space corridors, bicycle paths and 

trails integrating waterways, scenic areas and County parks where appropriate, in 

collaboration with affected land owners as a part of Project approval. The intent is 

to connect each community and city and other special places and corridors, 

throughout the County. 

 

Policy CC-1.12: Preserve and enhance the scenic quality of the County’s rural 

roadway system. Prohibit projects and activities that would obscure, detract from, 

or negatively affect the quality of views from designated scenic roadways or scenic 

highways.  

 

Policy CC-1.13: The following routes are designated as local scenic roadways:  

 State Route 128 (Winters to Napa County line)  

 

Policy CC-1.14: Designate other scenic roadways or routes where appropriate using 

the following criteria: the roadway or route traverses a scenic corridor, water 

feature, open space area or other interesting or unique areas, both urban and rural 

and may include bikeways, hiking and riding trails and pedestrian ways.  

 

Policy CC-1.15: The following features shall be protected and preserved along 

designated scenic roadways and routes, except where there are health and safety 

concerns:  

 Trees and other natural or unique vegetation.  

 Landforms and natural or unique features.  

 Views and vistas.  

 Historic structures (where feasible), including buildings, bridges and signs. 
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Policy CC-1.16: The following features shall be stringently regulated along 

designated scenic roadways and routes with the intent of preserving and protecting 

the scenic qualities of the roadway or route:  

 Signage.  

 Architectural design of adjoining structures.  

 Construction, repair and maintenance operations. 

City of Winters 

The City of Winters General Plan was adopted in 1992 (does not appear to have a more 

recent update). The following policy may be relevant to visual quality for Putah Creek 

(City of Winters, 1992, p. II-69): 

 

Policy VIII.A.6: The City shall promote the creation of a continuous and integrated 

open space network that includes Putah Creek, Dry Creek, city parks, schools, the 

golf course, the North Area drainage detention lake, the Open Space Preserve, and 

landscaped roadways. 

3.9.2 Significance Criteria 

Criteria for determining significant impacts are based upon the CEQA Guidelines 

(Appendix G) and professional judgment. These guidelines state that the project would 

have a significant impact on visual quality if it would: 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista: 

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway 

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings, or 

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area. 

 

Because the Project Description limits construction to be 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., night 

lighting impacts are not considered further in this EIR. 
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3.9.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts and mitigation measures are described below both generally and by reach. 

Applicable impacts and mitigation measures for each reach are summarized in Table 3.9-

1, at the end of this section. 

General Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.9-1: Construction Impacts to Views. 

Shorter-term temporary impacts on views would occur during the construction phase 

when there will be vegetation and tree removal as well as construction equipment. For 

most of the reaches, construction and final changes would not be visible by more than a 

few people and mostly seen from a substantial distance. The primary visual impact to all 

of the sites would be temporary changes in the creek channel's appearance during 

restoration activities. The aesthetics and views of the riparian zone would be 

temporarily impacted during the restoration work. The primary visual impact would be 

the change in the channel's appearance from the removal of riparian vegetation and 

non-native tall trees, earth moving, storage of equipment near the creek, and 

potentially construction fencing. The views during these activities would change from 

existing views of dense vegetation to more barren areas as well as construction 

equipment and workers in the sites during construction. In some areas, the creek 

feature would temporarily disappear while the flows would be piped around the 

construction area. 

 

Construction activities would be done in phases with approximately 3 to 5 miles being 

restored per year. Because of: 1) the short duration of project construction; 2) the 

limited extent of each year's work; 3) the limited near-field visibility of most reaches to 

the public; and 4) the distance of more heavily traveled roads from the corridor, most of 

the visual impacts associated with construction would not be considered significant. 

However, in areas with substantial public use and visibility, construction activities such 

as earth moving, vegetation removal, and equipment storage may negatively affect 

views during the construction period. Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Construction Fencing and Educational Signage. 

In areas where construction activities would be visible to substantial numbers of 

viewers, SCWA shall place interpretive signage explaining the restoration process and 

goals. In addition, stockpiles shall be located away from public views and, if that is not 
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feasible, screening fencing shall be placed to limit public views of equipment storage 

and soil stockpiles from public paths and recreation areas.  

Impact 3.9-2: Long-Term Impacts on Views. 

Over the longer term, visual quality would be affected by re-vegetation that would 

begin with more barren views until the new vegetation grows to sufficiently create 

wider expanses of green around the restored riparian corridor. In the long-term, both 

visual quality and visual access would be improved, with elimination of many of the 

stagnant pools and weedy areas and reestablishment of a more free-flowing creek 

surrounded by native vegetation. In the long-term, the restoration work would be 

beneficial to visual quality and therefore the long-term impacts are positive and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

An example of post-construction visual impacts is afforded by the recently completed 

Winters Park creek restoration project (see Figure 3.9-8). The Winters Putah Creek 

Nature Park site is a recreation area with benches and an opening leading to the creek, 

where there are youth camps and swimming in the creek. The water view is a series of 

faster-moving creek segments interspersed with small pools. There is also a view of a 

short downward path to the creek covered in a mix of gravel and surface growth. The 

view of the creek banks and access path includes vegetation, mostly medium to taller 

trees creating a shaded setting.  

Site-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. However, 

because of the limited public viewpoints described in the Setting section, this impact 

would be minimal. 

Duncan-Giovannoni 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The reach is 

crossed by Putah Creek Road, and views from this crossing would be affected during 

construction. However those views are limited and most viewers would be in passing 

vehicles, with only a few seconds of viewing time. Therefore, this impact would be less 

than significant and no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual quality on 

this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  
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Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

Maintenance activities proposed by the Project would not adversely affect visual quality 
in this reach. 

East of 505  

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

crossed by Highway 505 and paralleled by Putah Creek Road. During construction, views 

from these crossings would be affected, however those views are limited and most 

viewers would be in passing vehicles, with only a few seconds of viewing time. 

Therefore this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Long-

term impacts on visual quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be 

re-vegetated.  

Warren 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach, however, 

because the reach is not publicly accessible, this impact would be less than significant 

and no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual quality on this reach would 

be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  

Upper McNamara 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

visible from Putah Creek Road. However those views are limited and most viewers 

would be in passing vehicles, with only a few seconds of viewing time. Therefore, this 

impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Further, long-term 

impacts on visual quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-

vegetated.  

Lower McNamara 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach, however, 

because the reach is not publicly accessible by any road crossings or trails, this impact 

would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual 

quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach, however, 

because the reach is not publicly accessible by any road crossings or trails, this impact 

would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual 

quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  
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Russell Ranch 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach, however, 

because the reach is not publicly accessible by any road crossings or trails, this impact 

would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual 

quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  

Stevenson Bridge  

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

crossed by Stevenson Creek Bridge/Highway 95-A. During construction, views from this 

crossing would be affected. During construction, views from these crossings would be 

affected, however those views are limited and most viewers would be in passing 

vehicles, with only a few seconds of viewing time. Therefore this impact would be less 

than significant and no mitigation would be required. Long-term impacts on visual 

quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  

Glide Ranch 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. There are no 

public views from roads or trails. There may be limited views from several houses and 

farm roads. This impact would be less than significant due to the distance between 

these properties and the construction activities as well as the limited number of 

potential viewers. Thus, no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual quality 

on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  

Nishikawa 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

crossed by Pedrick Road/Lincoln Highway. During construction, views from these 

crossings would be affected, however those views are limited and most viewers would 

be in passing vehicles, with only a few seconds of viewing time. Therefore visual impacts 

would be less than significant. Long-term impacts on visual quality on this reach would 

be positive since the reach would be re-vegetated.  

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The reach is 

publicly accessible, includes a public picnic/camp area, and is crossed by hiking trails, 

views from which would be adversely affected during construction. This impact would 

be reduced to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure 
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3.9-1. Long-term impacts on visual quality on this reach would be positive since the 

reach would be re-vegetated.  

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

crossed by several roads and trails: Highway 80 on the West and Old Davis Road on the 

East as well as a hiking trail and train track. The public views at these crossings and 

access points would be affected during construction. This impact would be reduced to a 

less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1. Long-term 

impacts on visual quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be re-

vegetated.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

paralleled by Levee Road and crossed by Old Davis Road, and Mace Boulevard. The 

views of the creek from these crossings would be affected during construction, however 

those views are limited and most viewers would be in passing vehicles, with only a few 

seconds of viewing time. Therefore visual impacts would be less than significant. Long-

term impacts on visual quality on this reach would be positive since the reach would be 

re-vegetated.  

Mace to Road 106A 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach. The site is 

crossed by Road 106A and 5th Street. During construction, views from these crossings 

would be affected, however those views are limited and most viewers would be in 

passing vehicles, with only a few seconds of viewing time.  Project construction also 

would adversely affect views from the City of Davis South Fork Preserve. This impact is 

significant but would be reduced to less-than-significant by implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1. Long-term impacts on visual quality on this reach would be 

positive since the reach would be re-vegetated. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

Construction impacts described in Impact 3.9-1 would occur on this reach, and the 

western edge of this alignment would be visible briefly from cars passing along the Road 

106A bridge. In addition, although the site is publically accessible at its lower end, and 

there may be limited views from farm roads, traffic in the area is generally limited to 

local agricultural and resource management personnel. Therefore, this impact would be 

less than significant and no mitigation is required. Long-term impacts on visual quality 
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on this reach would be positive because stagnant pools would be replaced by a flowing 

creek and associated riparian restoration.  
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Table 3.9-1 Summary of Visual Quality Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Sites 

Impact 3.9-1 
Construction Impacts 

to Views 

Impact 3.9-2  
Long-Term Adverse 
Impacts on Views 

Applicable 
Mitigation  
Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani LTS NI n/a 

Duncan-Giovannoni LTS NI n/a 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park NI NI n/a 

East of 505   LTS NI n/a 

Warren  NI NI n/a 

Upper McNamara  LTS NI n/a 

Lower McNamara  NI NI n/a 

Russell Ranch NI NI n/a 

MacQuiddy (Lester) NI NI n/a 

Stevenson Bridge LTS NI n/a 

Glide Ranch LTS NI n/a 

Nishikawa LTS NI n/a 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD  SM NI MM 3.9-1 

I-80 to Old Davis Road SM NI MM 3.9-1 

Old Davis Road to Mace SM NI MM 3.9-1 

Mace to Road 106A  SM NI MM 3.9-1 

Road 106A to YBWA LTS NI n/a 

NI = no impact, LS = LTS = Less than Significant Impact, SM = Significant but mitigatable to less than significant with 
measures identified in this section, and SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even after mitigation. 
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3.10 RECREATION   

This section describes the existing recreation facilities and uses in the project area as 

well as applicable state and local policies. It then assesses the potential effects of the 

proposed project restoration activities (both construction and post-construction) on 

these uses. Mitigation measures are identified as applicable.  

3.10.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

General Setting 

Existing Recreation Facilities and Uses 

The Project extends from below the Putah Diversion Dam to the western boundary of 

the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area. Publicly accessible trails and other recreational areas abut 

the creek in several areas. The public can enjoy views of the creek and start/end canoe 

trips from picnic areas and trails in these parks; however, the creek is not heavily used 

for boating due to numerous stagnant pools, shallow areas, and vegetation hazards.  

Public Access/Recreation 

Public access is available on publicly owned lands in and near lower Putah Creek in or 

near the Project alignment. These include (from west to east): 

 Lake Solano County Park: Lake Solano Park is located off of Highway 128, just west 

of the upstream terminus of the project alignment. It caters especially to campers, 

picnickers, kayakers, canoers, and anglers. The park has a Nature Center and trail 

opportunities for short day hikes, bird watching, and wildlife photography. Owned 

by the Bureau of Reclamation, Lake Solano is managed for public recreation by 

Solano County. More than 60,000 visitors a year enjoy recreational activities both on 

and off the water. The lake is considered one of the best fly-fishing spots in the 

Sacramento Valley. The County operates a campground with 58 campsites, many 

with water and electric hookups. There are restrooms with flush toilets, sinks, and 

hot showers. The day use area has picnic sites, group picnic pads for rent, a free boat 

launch (non-motorized boats only), parking, and restrooms. The picnic area is 

located directly east of the campground.  

 Winters Putah Creek Nature Park: This City of Winters Park, located in Winters 

between the proposed Duncan/Giovannoni and East of 505 sites, is partially open 
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and nearing completion. It includes a restored stream channel as well as picnic 

areas, bicycle and pedestrian trails.  

The old railroad bridge will be converted for pedestrian and bicycle access to a trail 

system connecting the two sides of the stream. A spiral ramp leading from the south 

end of the railroad bridge will provide access to the south floodplain trail network, 

and a footbridge across the full floodplain of the Creek, near the I-505 bridge right of 

way, will provide crossing downstream.  

 Stevenson Bridge: This bridge spans Putah Creek which lies about 100 feet below at 

the junction of County Road 95a (Yolo County) and Stevenson Bridge Road (Solano 

County). The bridge area is host to substantial informal recreation use, is heavily 

used by graffiti artists, and includes an informal path along the creek. The bridge was 

built in 1923 and has been identified by the state of California as eligible for the 

National Register of Historic Places. It is one of only three bridges in California that 

utilizes an architectural design known as the "overhead tie arch." The age and 

condition of the bridge have led the state to declare it “structurally deficient” and 

“functionally obsolete.” In 2007, Yolo and Solano counties approved a $5.5 million 

rehabilitation plan. The construction, to date, has not happened, and an outpouring 

of support from the community stopped the City's plan to buff the graffiti. 

 University California, Davis (UC Davis) Putah Creek Riparian Reserve: The Putah 

Creek Riparian Reserve is a stream and grassland ecosystem, managed for teaching, 

research, wildlife, and habitat protection. There are approximately 640 acres within 

the Reserve, with 380 acres at the Russell Ranch and the remainder on the main UC 

Davis campus. A majority of the Putah Creek Riparian Reserve lands on the main 

campus are open to the public for passive recreation activities, such as fishing, 

boating, swimming, and hiking. The publicly accessible areas are located along Putah 

Creek, from the parking area at Pedrick Road/Road 98, downstream to the parking 

area at Old Davis Road, on the north side of the creek. Other areas, such as Russell 

Ranch, are not open to the general public, but are open to research and teaching 

use. Bicycles are allowed on the Preserve but must remain on the levee road, and 

are not allowed on trails. The south bank of the creek is privately owned, and not 

accessible to the public for recreation use. 

The Preserve includes four access/parking areas:  

 The Old Davis Road Parking Area is located on the north side of the creek, 

downstream from the Old Davis Road Bridge via the paved levee road to the 

gravel parking area. There are no restroom facilities. 

http://daviswiki.org/Putah_Creek
http://daviswiki.org/County_Road_95a
http://daviswiki.org/Yolo_County
http://daviswiki.org/Stevenson_Bridge_Road
http://daviswiki.org/Solano_County
http://daviswiki.org/Solano_County
http://daviswiki.org/1923
http://daviswiki.org/Yolo_County
http://daviswiki.org/Solano_County
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 The Brooks Road Parking is located south of the intersection of Levee Road and 

Brooks Road, west of Highway 113. It includes a gravel parking area with two 

picnic tables. There are no restroom facilities. 

 Fire Ring Picnic Grounds is on the north side of Levee Road next to the picnic 

area. There are picnic tables, a drinking fountain, and a fire pit. There are no 

restroom facilities.  

 The Road 98/Pedrick Road Parking Area is located west of County Road 98, just 

north of Putah Creek at the County Road 98/Pedrick Road Bridge. This is a gravel 

and dirt lot and there are no restroom facilities and is located at the western-

most end of the Putah Creek Reserve. There is one portable restroom available 

at this location. 

 Davis South Fork Preserve: The City of Davis has restored 120 acres of riparian 

woodland and grassland habitat along the South Fork of Putah Creek. The South Fork 

Preserve is intended to demonstrate that wildlife habitat, managed public access, 

commercial agriculture and flood control facilities can coexist with minimal conflicts. 

There is a parking lot and interpretive signage with plans for trails in the future. 

 Informal Recreation Use:  Informal recreational use of the creek occurs at various 

points along the creek. The primary informal recreation use is swimming in some of 

the deep pools, including the large pool at the eastern edge of the Winters/Putah 

Creek Park. 

 

Specific recreational uses along each Project reach are described under Project Site 

Conditions, below. 

Project Area Conditions by Reach  

NAWCA/Mariani 

There is no formal recreational access to this North American Wetlands Conservation 

Act (NAWCA) alignment. Informal public access to the creek is available from farm roads 

off of Putah Creek Road, which runs east/west, south of this alignment. Informal access 

to this site on the south side of the creek also may be available from the Lake Sonoma 

Park area, to the west.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

There is no formal recreational access to this alignment. Public access to the creek is 

available from Putah Creek Road, which parallels the southeast edge of this alignment. 

This alignment also lies just upstream from the Winters Putah Creek Nature Park. 
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Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

This reach is subject to heavy recreation al use. Recreation improvements on this reach, 

including trails, benches, picnic areas, and creekside access areas along this reach have 

been implemented in the past few years as part of the Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

project. Informal recreational use of the large pool at the eastern edge of this Park as a 

swimming hole also has occurred. 

East of 505 

Public access to the creek is available from Putah Creek Road, which parallels the 

southeast edge of this alignment. There is no formal recreational access to this 

alignment. 

Warren 

There is no public access to the creek in this reach. There is no formal recreational use 

of this alignment. 

Upper McNamara  

There are no formal recreational facilities or access in this reach. There is informal public 

access to the creek from Putah Creek Road, which extends along the western half of the 

Upper McNamara Pool. 

Lower McNamara  

There is no public access to the creek in this reach. There is no formal recreational use 

of this alignment. 

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

There is no public access to the creek in this reach. There is no formal recreational use 

of this alignment. 

Russell Ranch 

The north side of this reach is a part of the UC Davis Putah Creek Riparian Reserve; 

however, there is no public access to the creek in this reach. There is no formal 

recreational use of this alignment. 

Stevenson Bridge 

There are no formal recreational facilities or access in this reach. As described above 

there is heavy informal recreational use of the east side of the bridge. The access to the 
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bridge is proposed for realignment, which could potentially provide an opportunity for 

enhanced public access (Marovich, 2014). 

Glide Ranch 

There are no formal recreational facilities or access in this reach. Levee Road provides 

informal public access to the creek for recreation in this reach. 

Nishikawa 

There is public access to the north side of the creek from Pedrick Road/Lincoln Highway. 

There is also a walking path (Putah Creek Riparian Preserve Trail) that provides 

recreational access within this reach. 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

There is public access from UC Davis in both directions along the Putah Creek Riparian 

Preserve Trail, which runs into the Olmo-Hammond-UCD site (continuing from the 

Nishikawa site) along the north side of the creek. A paved levee road and a picnic area 

also provide recreational access to the creek.  

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

Putah Creek is crossed by U.S. Highway 80 on the west, and Old Davis Road provides 

public access from the east. Additionally, the Putah Creek Riparian Preserve Trail crosses 

the creek and provides recreational access.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

There is substantial access for pedestrians and drivers to this site from UC Davis, which 

is to the north of Putah Creek. There is informal public access to the creek from Levee 

Road.  

Mace to Road 106A 

There is public access to the creek from Road 106A and 5th Street runs along the creek 

on the south end for the lower third of the alignment. There is a gated parking lot and a 

trail that provides access to the previously restored riparian area (City of Davis South 

Fork Preserve) on Putah Creek on the south side of Mace Road.  

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

There is informal public access to the creek via farm roads from Road 106A. 
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Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations  

There are no federal regulations applicable to recreation on this stretch of Putah Creek.  

State Regulations  

Land Use 

The only State land use regulations applicable to this stretch of Putah Creek are 

associated with the University of California, Davis 2003 Long Range Development Plan 

(UC Davis, 2003). With respect to recreational uses along the area of Putah Creek 

adjacent to the University, the Plan states: 

 

Maintain and expand low-density academic, support, and research park uses along 

the Hopkins Road corridor. Include an open space setback along the west side of 

Hopkins Road for an off-street bike path and landscaped area to connect points 

north to the Putah Creek Riparian Reserve. (UC Davis, 2003, p. 44) 

Local Regulations 

Solano County 

The Park and Recreation Element (Solano County, 2003) includes the following proposal 

relevant to the proposed Project (p. 34): 

 

Work with public agencies to solve the silt problem at Lake Solano County Park. 

 

Rationale 

The siltation build up on Putah Creek adjacent to the County Park is causing a 

negative impact on the park resources and recreation uses. Historically, Putah Creek 

in this location has been 7 to 8 feet deep; however, it is currently about 2 to 4 feet 

deep. As the water becomes shallower, it becomes warmer which results in an 

increase growth of algae. Algae growth can be harmful to aquatic life and humans 

engaging in water contact activities. The creek is located on federal land (Bureau of 

Reclamation) as is most of the County Park. The integrity of its water source is 

important to the Solano Water Agency (SWA). 

 

Although it would be very expensive to dredge the entire creek (reportedly $50 

billion dollars), less expensive methods should be explored with government 
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agencies and others who have an interest in the water quantity and quality of the 

creek. The County should initiate discussions with the Bureau of Reclamation and 

the SWA to encourage the development of a strategy for the future protection of 

Putah Creek and its recreation use for visitors to Lake Solano County Park. Once a 

strategy is adopted, the County should assist to the extent of its capability. 

Park and Recreation Element 

The Park and Recreation Element (Solano County, 2003), adopted before the current 

General Plan, identifies general policies for managing and improving the county’s park 

and recreational facilities. Objectives and associated policies in the Park and Recreation 

Element include the following. 

 

Objective 3: Identify, preserve and manage significant regional recreation and 

natural areas. 

 

Policy C: The County shall work to protect identified recreational sites and natural 

resource areas. 

 

Objective 5: Encourage appropriate multiple uses of public land for recreation and 

other uses. 

Yolo County 

The 2030 County of Yolo Countywide General Plan (Yolo County, 2009) Conservation 

and Open Space Element includes the following goals and policies applicable to the 

Proposed Project: 

Goal CO-1: Natural Open Space. Provide a diverse, connected and accessible 

network of open space, to enhance natural resources and their appropriate use. 

Policy CO-1.1 Expand and enhance an integrated network of open space to support 

recreation, natural resources, historic and tribal resources, habitat, water 

management, aesthetics, and other beneficial uses.  

Policy CO-1.2 Develop a connected system of recreational trails to link communities 

and parks throughout the county. 

Policy CO-1.3 Create a network of regional parks and open space corridors that 

highlight unique resources and recreational opportunities for a variety of users.  
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Policy CO-1.6 Develop “gateways” or trailheads that provide access for the public to 

County, State, and Federal lands. Where located on private land, gateways shall be 

developed working with willing landowners.  

Policy CO-1.7 Support efforts by willing landowners and non-profit groups to provide 

new opportunities for outdoor recreation. (Policy CO 1.29)  

Policy CO-1.8 Encourage responsible stewardship of private lands. Promote 

increased opportunities for public access to waterways and other natural areas. 

Policy CO-1.9 Promote the conservation of resources in new and existing park and 

open space facilities. 

Policy CO-1.11 Coordinate the development of recreation areas and public open 

space with regional trail planning. 

Policy CO-1.21 Emphasize the use of native grasses, shrubs and trees as the primary 

focus of restoration within resource parks and other open spaces.  

Policy CO-1.23 Increase public access and recreational uses along waterways 

wherever feasible, particularly Cache Creek, Lower Putah Creek, the Yolo Bypass, 

and the Sacramento River. 

Policy CO-1.26 Support improved access for bank fishing. 

3.10.2 Significance Criteria 

The criteria used for determining the significance of an effect on recreational resources 

are based on Appendix G of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines (Environmental Checklist) and professional standards and practices. Effects 

on both water-dependent and water-enhanced (land based) recreation opportunities 

may be considered significant for purposes of CEQA if an alternative would result in any 

one of the following conditions. 

 The permanent loss or closure of well-established recreational facilities or activities.  

 The substantial long-term reduction of recreation opportunities and experiences, 

such as reduce the amount of area available for a particular type of recreation. 

 Cause an increase in 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.  
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 Result in potential inconsistencies with plans and policies related to the protection 

of recreation resources in the project area.  

3.10.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts and mitigation measures are described below both generally and by reach. 

Applicable impacts and mitigation measures for each reach are summarized in Table 

3.10-1, at the end of this section. 

General Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.10-1: Adverse Effects on Recreation. 

Recreation within the reaches would be temporarily affected during construction and 

potentially for a period of time following construction due to disturbance of facilities 

due to construction and associated access restrictions. The primary impacts would be 

loss of access to the creek and associated recreational amenities, including trails, picnic 

areas, and boating access. Because of the staging of the project (no more than 5 miles of 

restoration/year) this loss of access would be limited. However, for certain high-use 

areas (e.g., near UC Davis, at segments adjacent to Winters Putah Creek Park, and just 

downstream from Lake Sonoma), loss of access could be significant. Mitigation Measure 

3.10-1 would reduce this impact, however depending on the feasibility of mitigation; the 

impacts may remain significant and unavoidable at certain higher-use sites. After 

restoration is complete, then access to most sites would be restored and, in some cases, 

improved. 

 

During construction, certain segments of the creek would be dewatered, eliminating 

boating access. This impact would be less than significant because few boaters use the 

creek and limitations would be temporary. After restoration, boating conditions on 

many of the sites may be improved compared to existing conditions, with better defined 

channels, better flow currents, and less dangerous, non-native vegetation in and around 

the channel.  

 

Removal of the deep pools as part of the Project would eliminate some informal 

swimming holes. It is possible that some pools may be retained off-channel. Because 

this use is generally on private lands, and not formally permitted in most cases, and 

because the Project would generally improve stream conditions for recreation, as 

described above, this impact is considered less than significant. 
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As described under Local Regulations, above, Yolo County’s General Plan includes 

numerous policies promoting recreational access to Putah Creek. Although the 

Proposed Project does not include specific recreational access enhancements, it would 

replace existing trails and recreational facilities that would be affected by construction, 

and would not preclude future recreational enhancement along the creek. Mitigation 

Measure 3.10-2 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

Mitigation 3.10-1: Provide Alternate Access to High-Use Recreational Sites. 

The following measures shall be implemented as feasible to reduce impacts of 

construction access: 

 Where feasible, provide alternate trail and creek access where such access would be 

eliminated due to Project construction.  

 Stage restoration work in high-use areas to permit continued access to parts of 

reaches that are not undergoing active construction activities.  

 Minimize construction work limits. 

 To the maximum extent feasible, store equipment and soil stockpiles within the 

active construction zone. 

 If necessary, provide alternate access to picnic areas and formal trails/pathways that 

avoid the active construction zone. 

 Provide an alternative canoe take out above the Olmo-Hammond-UCD site when 

boat take-out at that site is interrupted. 

Mitigation 3.10-2: Implement Applicable Yolo County Recreation Policies, Where 

Feasible. 

The Project sponsors shall work closely with Solano and Yolo Counties, UC Davis, and 

adjacent landowners to facilitate their provision of public access and recreational 

infrastructure into the proposed Project on public lands and in places where the 

landowner is a willing participant and where impacts to sensitive biological resources 

can be avoided.  

Site-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani 

This reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities. Informal use 

of the creek in this reach would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. This use is 
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minimal and its elimination would be less than significant. In the long-term, boating 

access through this site would be improved compared to existing conditions.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

This reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities. Informal use 

of the pool in this reach would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. This use is 

minimal and its elimination would be less than significant. In the long term, boating 

access through this site would be improved compared to existing conditions.  

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

Recreation improvements proposed for this reach have already been implemented as 

part of the Winters Putah Creek project. Maintenance activities proposed by the Project 

would not adversely affect recreational activities in this reach. There would be no 

impact to recreational resources in this reach from the proposed Project. 

East of 505 

This reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities. Any 

informal use of the pool in this site would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. This 

use is minimal and its elimination would be less than significant. In the long term, 

boating access through this site would be improved compared to existing conditions.  

Warren 

Given that there is no public access to this reach, it is not currently used for any formal 

or informal public recreational activities. Although the Project has no impact on this 

reach, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 would potentially improve 

recreational infrastructure and public access to the site.  

Upper McNamara 

This reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities. There is 

informal recreational use of the pool in this site, accessible via Putah Creek Road, which 

would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. This use is minimal though and its 

elimination would be less than significant. In the long term, boating access through this 

site would be improved compared to existing conditions.  

Lower McNamara 

This reach is not currently publicly accessible by any road crossings or trails and thus it is 

not used for any formal public recreational activities. Any informal use of the pool or 
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creekside in this site would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. This use is minimal 

and its elimination would be less than significant. In the long term, re-vegetation would 

improve the site and boating access as compared to existing conditions.  

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

This reach is not publicly accessible by any roads or trails and it is not currently used for 

any formal public recreational activities. Potential informal use of the pool or creek 

banks in this site would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. The elimination of any 

informal recreational access, if any, would be less than significant. In the long term, the 

vegetation and riparian resources of this site would be improved compared to existing 

conditions.  

Russell Ranch 

This reach is in an agricultural area (privately owned south of the creek and part of the 

UC Putah Creek Preserve north of the creek) and is not currently used for any formal 

public recreational activities. Any informal use of the pool or creek banks in this site 

would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. Given that this use is minimal its 

elimination would be less than significant. In the long-term, the recreational resources 

of this site (e.g., boating access) would be improved compared to existing conditions.  

Stevenson Bridge  

While this reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities, there 

is heavy informal recreational use of the area near the bridge that would be temporarily 

disrupted during construction. The site may be enhanced by the Project after 

construction, with the potential for more formal recreational access to be created. Thus, 

the impact on current informal recreational activities would be significant but mitigated 

by Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. In the long term, recreational resources (e.g., boating 

access) through this site would be improved compared to existing conditions.  

Glide Ranch 

This reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities. Informal use 

of the pool in this site would be reduced or eliminated by the Project. This use is 

minimal and its elimination would be less than significant. In the long-term, recreational 

access through this site would be improved compared to existing conditions.  
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Nishikawa 

This reach is currently publicly accessible by Pedrick Road and the Putah Creek Riparian 

Preserve Trail for recreational activities. Recreational use of this site would be 

temporarily reduced or eliminated by the Project during construction. This impact would 

be significant but mitigated by Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.In the long-term, recreational 

resources and access associated with this site would be improved compared to existing 

conditions.  

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

As described in the Setting section, above, this reach is publicly accessible via Putah 

Creek Riparian Preservation Trail, includes a public picnic/camp area, and is crossed by 

hiking trails, views from which could be adversely affected during construction. This 

impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. Long-term impacts on recreational resources on this reach 

would be positive because the existing stagnant pool would be transformed to a free-

flowing creek, and the channel habitat would be enhanced. Trails and boating access 

would be restored after construction of the creek restoration.  

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

This reach is has limited formal public recreational activities associated with the Putah 

Creek Riparian Preserve and there is informal use via the Putah Creek Riparian Preserve 

Trail to the creekside and pool in this site. The Project would reduce or eliminate this 

access during construction but the recreational value would be enhanced in the longer 

term (e.g., boating access and creekside vegetation) compared to existing conditions. 

These temporary impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-2.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

As described in the Setting section, above, this reach is publicly accessible, includes a 

public picnic/camp area, and is crossed by hiking trails, views from which could be 

adversely affected during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. Long-term impacts on 

recreational resources on this reach would be positive because the existing stagnant 

pool would be transformed to a free-flowing creek, and the channel habitat would be 

enhanced. Trails and boating access would be restored after construction of the creek 

restoration.  
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Mace to Road 106A 

This reach has formal and informal access for recreational activities, pedestrians, and 

drivers from UC Davis and informally from Levee Road. There is a gated parking lot and a 

trail accessing the previously restored riparian area (City of Davis South Fork Preserve) 

on Putah Creek on the south side of Mace Road. This parking lot has not been 

consistently accessible to the public but nonetheless has provided some public access. 

The use of this site would be temporarily reduced or eliminated by the Project during 

construction. In the longer term, with Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, the recreational value 

of the site (potentially including the parking access) would be improved compared to 

existing conditions. The impact is less than significant, with the potential for site 

improvement resulting from mitigation.  

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

This reach is not currently used for any formal public recreational activities. The limited 

informal use of the pool or creekside riparian zone in this site would be temporarily 

reduced or eliminated by the Project during construction. As the recreational use is 

minimal, its temporary elimination would be less than significant. In the long-term, 

boating access and other recreation associated with this site would be improved 

compared to existing conditions.  
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Table 3.10-1 Summary of Recreation Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Sites 

Level of Recreational 
Access/Use 

(High, Limited, or None) 

Impact 3.10-1 
Adverse Effects  
on Recreation 

Applicable 
Mitigation 
Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani None NI n/a 

Duncan-Giovannoni Limited LTS n/a 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park High LTS n/a 

East of 505 Limited LTS n/a 

Warren  None NI n/a 

Upper McNamara  Limited LTS n/a 

Lower McNamara  None NI n/a 

MacQuiddy (Lester) None NI n/a 

Russell Ranch None NI n/a 

Stevenson Bridge High (Informal) SM NM 3.10-1 

Glide Ranch Limited LTS n/a 

Nishikawa High SM MM 3.10-1 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD  High SM MM 3.10-1 

I-80 to Old Davis Road High SM MM 3.10-1 

Old Davis Road to Mace High SM MM 3.10-1 

Mace to Road 106A  Limited-High SM MM 3.10-1 

Road 106A to YBWA Limited LTS n/a 

NI = no impact, LS = LTS = Less than Significant Impact, SM = Significant but mitigatable to less than significant with 
measures identified in this section, and SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even after mitigation. 
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3.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES   

This section describes the existing cultural resources setting for the Project region, 

including a discussion of the prehistoric and historic-era sites documented in the Project 

corridor, a review of the research methodology, and a summary of applicable State and 

local policies. It then assesses the potential effects of the proposed Project restoration 

activities (both construction and post-construction) on these uses. Mitigation measures 

are identified as applicable.  

 

To determine if any recorded sites, features, or artifacts that could be affected by 

Project ground disturbances are located along and near lower Putah Creek, Solano 

Archaeological Services conducted a record search through the Northwest Information 

Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) in 

2014. CHRIS serves as an archive for California Department of Parks and Recreation 

Series 523 archaeological site records and other data on archaeological and historic 

resources throughout California. The results of this record search document the 

existence of prehistoric and historic-era resources in areas previously surveyed within 

the watershed, and provide a basis for assessing the cultural resource sensitivity of 

specific areas along Putah Creek. No field studies have been performed for this Project. 

3.11.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

Archaeological and Ethnographic Context 

Native Americans have inhabited coastal and interior portions of California for over 

10,000 years. The Putah Creek watershed, with its varied topography and rich floral and 

faunal resources, has been an important area for settlement and subsistence for at least 

5,000 years. Although no direct evidence for the earliest inhabitants has been found in 

the Putah Creek area, the Paleo-Indian Period (10,000 B.C. to 6,000 B.C.) was the time 

frame that saw the first entry of humans into California. Many of the earliest sites were 

probably located along the postglacial coastal shoreline. Rising water levels have now 

covered those sites and most interior sites that remain are situated along lakeshores, or 

areas that used to be lakeshores. While Paleo-Indian artifacts have never been found in 

the Putah Creek or Solano County regions, it is likely that these people at least traveled 

through the region, hunting the prolific game that would have lived in the area and 

gathering seasonally available plant materials. 
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Other cultural groups appear to have occupied the region during later prehistoric 

periods. However, the area encompassing Putah Creek and from the town of Princeton 

south to San Pablo Bay and Suisun Bay, was occupied by the Patwin and their 

descendants from late prehistoric era to the present day. Their traditional territory 

covered three physiographic regions from east to west: both banks of the Sacramento 

River and its dense tree, vine, and brush vegetation interspersed with great tule 

marshes; flat open grassland plains with occasional oak groves; and the lower hills of the 

eastern Coast Range. Most of the population was concentrated along the river in large 

villages and in smaller settlements along the Putah Creek and Cache Creek drainages. 

Villages along Putah Creek included Chemocu, Putato (or Poo-tah-toi), and Liwai where 

the present-day cities of Davis and Winters now stand. 

 

The prehistoric sites that are known within the Project corridor have been identified, in 

general, as relatively intensive occupation sites. Given the local natural setting that 

includes the proximity of potable water, habitats supporting a rich variety of flora and 

fauna, and the gentle nature of the terrain, it is not surprising that local Native 

Americans made relatively concentrated use of the area. The intensity of this landscape 

use is reflected in the occupation/mound sites as reported in Table 3.11-1 below. While 

burials have not been identified in any of these sites, the possibility that they could be 

encountered in the area must be taken into consideration.  

 
In general, the prehistoric sites noted in and near the Project Area often exhibit dark, 

rich midden soils accumulated over centuries of occupation. Most of these sites contain 

the remnants of stone and/or bone tools and tool manufacture, food remains, food 

processing areas, and the like. One site, CA-Yol-164, may be the remains of a village that 

was occupied and documented in the earliest days of European settlement in the area. 

Two other sites, CA-Sol-253 and CA-Sol-255, had glass trade beads along with historic 

artifacts, suggesting that these sites also were occupied by Native Americans early in the 

Historic period. Several of these sites have been adversely affected by agricultural 

activities, road construction, or residential development. However, remains of these 

sites can still be identified and several of them may well be larger than is currently 

known. In addition, it is likely that other sites, as yet undiscovered, lay within the Putah 

Creek corridor. These may well have been buried by floodwater deposition, farming, or 

other factors, and would only be uncovered by construction, utility trenching, farming, 

or similar ground disturbing activities. 
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Table 3.11-1 Previously Recorded Sites in the APE 

P#/Trinomial Author Description 
CRHR 
Eligibility 

Date(s) 
Recorded 

P-48-017/ CA-SOL-9 W.C.M., Goins Prehistoric burial site 
Potentially 
eligible 

1946 

P-48-018/ CA-SOL-10 W.C.M. 
Prehistoric habitation site with 
hearth 

Potentially 
eligible 

1946 

P-48-112/ CA-SOL-
274/H 

Johnson, Ross 
Prehistoric burial and habitation 
site, historic-era structure 

Potentially 
eligible 

1971, 
2003 

P-48-549 Les, et al. 
Historic-era Southern Pacific 
Railroad segment 

Ineligible as 
segment 

1986-2011 

P-48-678 Bartoy 
Prehistoric “Sunburn Terrace 
Campsite” lithic scatter  

Potentially 
eligible 

2004 

P-48-750 Coleman Historic-era Harris House Ineligible 2006 

P-48-785 Cervantes 
Historic-era Stevenson Bridge 
Refuse Dump 

Ineligible 2007 

P-48-866 Bowen and Kuzak 
Historic-era 4531 Putah Creek 
Road 

Ineligible 2006 

P-48-899 Berg and Brink Prehistoric isolated handstone Ineligible 2011 

P-48-955/  P-57-642 Bowen and Kuzak 
Historic-era Southern Pacific 
Railroad Bridge 

Eligible 2006 

P-48-965 Grijalva Historic-era refuse scatter Ineligible 2012 

P-57-132 Les, et al. Historic-era landscape (orchard) Ineligible 
1986, 
2007, 
2012 

P-57-436 Bartoy 
Historic-era Putah Creekbank 
Trash Dump 

Ineligible 2004 

Note: CRHR = California Register of Historical Resources 
Source: Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), 
Database Search, December 2014  

Historic Context 

While the Gold Rush of the mid-19th century clearly prompted the large scale European 

settlement of the Central Valley, mass settlement of Putah Creek and its vicinity did not 

occur until after the California Pacific Railroad line was built in 1868 and the 

establishment of Davisville (Davis) that year. Residents in Davisville and the surrounding 

area saw additional benefits from railroad expansion in 1868 when the California Pacific 

Railroad built a junction and depot on land purchased from Isaac Davis. This facility, 

along with branch lines extending into the Napa Valley, greatly improved transportation 

throughout northern California and further established the Davis area as an important 

agricultural center. In fact, the construction of the junction and depot was a major 

consideration in the decision to establish the University Farm in Davisville in 1907. 
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Well before the arrival of the railroad, the Putah Creek region was recognized as a prime 

agricultural area thanks in large part to John Wolfskill. Although only one of many 

farmers and ranchers in the Putah Creek area, he was one of the most prominent and 

his influence on Central Valley agriculture can be seen to this day. Wolfskill’s success in 

horticulture and viticulture established the towns of Davis and Winters as prime areas 

for fruit and nut cultivation. In 1937, a land donation formed the basis for a horticultural 

experiment station currently operating in connection with the University of California, 

Davis (UC Davis). 

 

The area’s first town, Buckeye, was established ca. 1865, approximately 2 miles 

northeast of Winters. This fledgling community was short-lived, however, and by 1875 

was abandoned when the Vaca Valley Railroad bypassed the small town and extended 

its line into Yolo County. The railroad, having received the commitment of land from 

Theodore Winters and D.P. Edwards, and financial assistance from area landowners, 

made plans for a new depot and town-site named Winters, after the local entrepreneur. 

 

The town of Winters grew rapidly at this time, largely due to its status as the 

northeastern terminus of the Vaca Valley Railroad. By the late 1870s, Winters had 

become a busy agricultural and commercial center with three trains daily and rapid 

business and residential development, some of which were established and owned by a 

local Chinese population. Having originally come to the area in the 1870s to work on the 

railroad, some Chinese settled in the Winters area and established a small commercial 

district of their own along Putah Creek. By the 1890s, many Japanese had also come to 

the region to work on local farms and ranches, and before long, established themselves 

in the small Asian community. Apricots, peaches, cherries, plums, pears, oranges, 

almonds, figs, barley, wheat, and vegetables were all grown and harvested in the area, 

with agriculture being the primary source of economic activity for all segments of the 

community. 

 

Putah Creek itself, long before the establishment of ranches, farms, towns, and 

railroads, was a major attraction for Native Americans and Europeans residing in the 

area. As agricultural endeavors, fruit orchards in particular, increased in the Davis and 

Winters areas, the need for additional control of the waters flowing in Putah Creek 

became evident. A severe drought in the early and mid-1930s and severe flooding in 

1935 prompted the planning and construction of a dam across the creek by the town of 

Winters for water storage and flood control. The Putah Creek percolation dam was 

finally approved and ultimately built by the Depression-era Works Progress 

Administration. When completed in 1938, the dam served to moderate area flooding. 
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Further alterations of Putah Creek in the following decades included the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) Putah Creek project, including construction of the Putah 

Creek South Fork channel in the 1940s to prevent flooding in the Davis area. Various 

channel-altering gravel mining operations also occurred that operated well into the 

1970s. However, probably the single greatest change to the creek itself occurred with 

the construction of the Solano Project by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. The facilities 

included the Monticello Dam, the Putah Diversion Dam, and the Putah South Canal. By 

the early 1960s, the project was complete and the Monticello Dam (named for the small 

town it ultimately inundated) flooded the Berryessa Valley, destroying a prime 

agricultural valley, but creating an important water and recreational resource. 

Cultural Resources Documented in Project Area 

Thirteen cultural resources including sites and isolates have been documented by the 

NWIC to be located within the Putah Creek corridor (Table 3.11-1). Another site, the 

Stevenson Bridge, was documented by Caltrans in 2013. An additional 27 sites or 

isolated artifacts have been found within ¼-mile of Putah Creek, but these are situated 

far from any potential impacts resulting from activities related to the watershed and are 

not listed in Table 3.11-1. 

 
The sites formally documented in the Putah Creek corridor include two bridges, a 

railroad segment, a historic farmstead (Chambers Farmstead), and several prehistoric 

sites and artifacts. The Southern Pacific Railroad bridge (P-48-955), constructed in 1923, 

was evaluated by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) engineers and 

found to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

(Caltrans, 1990). Another bridge, the “Stevenson Bridge” is located within the Project 

Area and was recommended NRHP eligible by Caltrans in 2013. Four of the prehistoric 

sites (P-48-017, P-48-018, P-48-112, and P-48-678) are likely eligible for NRHP listing 

based on the documented presence of human remains and/or the possibility that they 

retain significant physical integrity and data potential. These significant resources are 

described below. Cultural resources recommended not NRHP/CRHR eligible are not 

discussed further as any Project-related disturbances to them would not constitute 

significant impacts per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 P-48-017/CA-SOL-9: Recorded in 1946 by W.C.M. and John Goins, this one-page site 

record describes the site location along the south side of Putah Creek on a narrow 

neck of land. Alluvial soils yielded pestle fragments, clam-shell beads, and glass 

beads, indicating a proto-historic presence to the site chronology. Someone named 

Mr. Hemingway reported that this site contains prehistoric burials in light, friable 

soils in contrast to the surrounding alluvium. As the site to date has never been 
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archaeologically tested or updated, and may contain significant intact archaeological 

deposits, Solano Archaeological Services (SAS) preliminarily recommends site P-48-

017/CA-SOL-9 is potentially eligible for listing in the CRHR. 

 P-48-018/CA-SOL-10: Originally recorded in 1946 by W.C.M., this one-page record 

states that this site was found along the south bank of Putah Creek on the edge of a 

stream terrace above the floodplain. Alluvial soils yielded habitation material 

including obsidian projectile points, Olivella shell beads, clam-shell beads, modified 

animal bone tools, and numerous ash lenses. Other material included chert and 

quartzite. The record indicates that the site has been partially disturbed by grading 

activities. As the site to date has never been archaeologically tested or updated, and 

may contain significant intact archaeological deposits, SAS preliminarily 

recommends site P-48-018/CA-SOL-10 has potentially eligible for listing in the CRHR. 

 P-48-112/CA-SOL-271/H: This site was originally recorded in 1971 by Patti Johnson. 

Located along the south bank of Putah Creek approximately 1 mile east of Pedrick 

Road, the site was reported to contain an open midden on a slight rise with a 

historic-era (late 1800s) on top of the mound. The midden area measures 

approximately 90 meters by 60 meters. Prehistoric features included ash deposits, 

and at least three burials (two adults and an infant) scattered by post-depositional 

trenching for irrigation. Artifacts include obsidian, chert, and basalt debitage, a 

Haliotis ornament fragment, a modified bone tool, several charmstones, red ochre, 

and flake scrapers. The site record contains a handwritten note that Johnson 

conducted test excavations at the site in 1973, but the results are not indicated 

anywhere on the record or at the NWIC. In 2003 the site was updated by J. Ross. 

According to Ross, during the site relocation attempt neither the midden, small 

house, nor any concentrations of artifacts were observed. Several artifacts were 

observed along a dirt access road in the vicinity, likely along the western portion of 

the originally recorded site by Johnson. The observed artifacts included a 

charmstone fragment, a pestle fragment, and assorted lithic debris. Ross excavated 

eight shovel probes to only 50 centimeters (cm) deep in the area where the artifacts 

were recovered, but only found a single obsidian flake. The update indicates that the 

site may be either destroyed or significantly impacted. Based on analyzing the 

written documentation for site CA-SOL-271/H, it is in the opinion of SAS that 

sufficient archaeological testing has not been conducted to adequately assess the 

site’s overall integrity and CRHR eligibility. Subsurface excavation was only 

conducted down to 50 cm in a location off-set from the original descriptions of the 

site by Johnson. It is entirely possible that at least a portion of the site lies intact 

subsurface below 50 cm. Additionally, research can be conducted on the history of 
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the removal of the original house structure. As such, SAS recommends site P-48-112/

CA-SOL-271/H as preliminarily eligible for the CRHR. 

 P-48-955/P-57-642: This site consists of the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge in the 

City of Winters. This resource has two primary numbers due to its location in two 

counties (Solano and Yolo). According to the records provided by Mark Bowen and 

Chris Kuzak in 2006, the bridge, a steel pratt truss design, was originally evaluated in 

1989 and 2004 (see Caltrans Bridge Inventory below). The record by Bowen and 

Kuzak indicate that the California Office of Historic Preservation deemed the bridge 

as eligible for the NRHP in that it served as a reminder of the enormous impact that 

bridging the Putah Creek by the first railroad (Vaca Valley Railroad) has on the birth 

and development of Winters. The construction of the bridge, however, is not 

uncommon. Bowen and Kuzak evaluated the bridge for CEQA criteria, and found it to 

also be eligible on under Criterion 1 for its association with the Vaca Valley Railroad 

and its role in providing a means of transporting fruit grown in Winters as a desired 

export to local agricultural communities in the area. SAS concurs with all of the 

aforementioned recommendations.  

 P-48-678: Recorded by Kevin Bartoy in 2004, this prehistoric site consists of a 

prehistoric lithic scatter south of Putah Creek on a level terrace above the creek 

bank. Most of the material was observed on a dirt road extending in an east-west 

direction for approximately 500 meters, but due to dense ground vegetation the 

north-south boundaries were estimated to be approximately 100 to 200 meters. 

Identified cultural material includes an obsidian hand tool, a green chert hand tool, 

seven flakes of red chert, and a single fragment of calcined faunal remains. The 

record did not discuss the potential for subsurface discovery, but elaborated that all 

of the artifacts were recovered along the ground surface. Given the record’s lack of 

discussion on site integrity and possible subsurface deposition, SAS recommends 

preliminarily site P-48-678 as potentially eligible for CRHR listing. 

 Stevenson Bridge:  The concrete Stevenson Bridge (Dixon Historic Property 

Directory #046218), Caltrans Structure Maintenance & Investigations (SM&I) 

#23C0092. This structure was recommended eligible for NRHP listing by Caltrans in 

the 2013 SM&I index. This structure is one of only three such remaining bridges in 

California that utilizes an architectural design known as the "overhead tie arch."    

NAWCA/Mariani 

Two documented significant cultural resources (P-48-017 and P-48-018) are known to 

be located within the North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA) reach on 

the south bank of Putah Creek. Site P-48-017 was documented in 1946 as containing 
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human remains and ethnographic-era materials such as glass trade beads. This site has 

also not been re-recorded since the original 1946 site record. Documentary evidence 

and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic mapping suggests much of this Project 

site has been heavily impacted by gravel mining and P-48-017 may have been 

destroyed. However, pending additional research it must be assumed that the site 

remains as originally documented. 

 

Site P-48-018 was also originally documented in 1946 and was noted to contain human 

remains and artifacts such as shell beads. The site has not been re-recorded since the 

original documentation in 1946. Due to the presence of human burials and possibly 

undisturbed features and archaeological materials, this site appears to be eligible for 

CRHR listing and is considered a Historical Resource for the purposes of CEQA.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

The historic Southern Pacific railroad bridge (P-48-955/P-57-642) is located in this reach.  

East of 505  

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Warren 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Upper McNamara  

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Lower McNamara  

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

One documented significant cultural resource (P-48-678) is known to be located within 

the MacQuiddy (Lester) project reach on the south bank of Putah Creek. Site P-48-678 

was originally documented in 2004 as a large lithic scatter measuring approximately 500 

meters east-west and 200 meters or more north-south. No subsurface investigations 

were undertaken in 2004 and it is not presently known if the site retains additional 

subsurface and potentially intact archaeological materials and/or human interments. 
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Consequently, pending additional research it must be assumed that the site retains 

important scientific data and is eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

Russell Ranch 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Stevenson Bridge 

One documented significant cultural resource (Caltrans SM&I Bridge #23C0092, Dixon 

Historic Property Directory #046218) is known to be located within the Stevenson 

Bridge project reach. This structure, the Stevenson Bridge, was recommended eligible 

for NRHP listing by Caltrans in the 2013 SM&I index.  

Glide Ranch 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Nishikawa 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

One documented significant cultural resource (P-48-112) is known to be located within 

the Olmo-Hammond-UCD project reach on the south bank of Putah Creek. Site P-48-112 

was originally documented in 1971 and was revisited in 2003. The site was noted as 

containing midden soils and human burials but with only limited subsurface 

investigations having taken place in 2003 it is not presently known if the site exhibits 

additional subsurface and potentially intact archaeological materials and human 

interments. Consequently, pending additional research it must be assumed that the site 

retains important scientific data and is eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

One documented significant cultural resource (P-48-955/P-57-642) is known to be 

located within the I-80 to Old Davis Road project reach. This structure, a Southern 

Pacific Railroad bridge, was recommended eligible for NRHP and CRHR listing in 1989, 

2004, and 2006.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 
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Mace to Road 106A 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

There are no known cultural resources in this reach. 

Regulatory Setting 

Multiple State and federal laws govern the treatment of cultural resources. Both CEQA 

and Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024 apply to State-owned resources and state 

sponsored projects. Because the proposed Project includes actions that involve issuance 

of federal permits, there is a federal nexus and compliance with the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 Code of Federal 

Regulations [CFR] 800, 36 CFR 60, and 36 CFR 63) is required. 

Section 106 – National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, sets forth national 

policy and procedures for historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, 

structures, and objects included in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account 

the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and to allow the Advisory Council 

on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment on those undertakings, following 

regulations issued by the Council (36 CFR 800).  

 

Under Section 106, cultural resource significance is evaluated in terms of eligibility for 

listing in the NRHP. The NRHP criteria for evaluation are defined at 36 CFR 60.4 as 

follows: The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and 

culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of state and local 

importance that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 

feeling and association, and meet the following: 

 Are associated with events that have made a contribution to the broad pattern of 

our history; 

 Are associated with the lives of people significant in our past; 

 Embody the distinct characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 

that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 

represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 

individual distinction; or 
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 Have yielded, or are likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history (36 

CFR 60.4). 

 

If historic properties are identified in the Project Area, effects of the proposed Project 

on those properties must be assessed. If effects would be adverse, the federal agency 

would continue working with the consulting parties to resolve the adverse effects 

through modifications to the proposed Project, avoidance, minimization, or mitigation 

(36 CFR 800.5-800.6). 

California Environmental Quality Act—Statute and Guidelines 

CEQA requires that public agencies that finance or approve public or private projects 

must assess the Project’s impacts on cultural resources (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5). “Cultural resource” is a general term that that encompasses CEQA’s definition 

of historical resources (PRC Section 21084.1) and unique archaeological resources (PRC 

Section 21083.2). CEQA requires that alternative plans or mitigation measures must be 

considered if a project would result in significant effects on important cultural 

resources; only significant cultural resources, however, need to be addressed (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.5 [a][3]). Therefore, prior to the development of mitigation 

measures, the significance of cultural resources with the potential to be impacted by the 

proposed Project must be determined. The criteria for determining historical 

significance are defined in PRC Section 5024.1.  

 

CEQA Guidelines also require that a lead agency make provisions for the accidental 

discovery of historical or archaeological resources. Pursuant to Section 15064.5, 

subdivision (f), these provisions should include “an immediate evaluation of the find by 

a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique 

archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow 

for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation should be 

available. Work could continue on other parts of the building site while historical or 

unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.” 

California Public Resources Code Sections 5024.1  

PRC Section 5024.1 establishes the CRHR, which is the authoritative guide for identifying 

the state’s historical resources to indicate what properties are to be protected, if 

feasible, from substantial adverse change. In order for a resource to be eligible for the 

CRHR it must be over 50 years old, retain its historic integrity, and satisfy one or more of 

the following criteria: 
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 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of California's history and cultural heritage. 

 Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 

possesses high artistic values. 

 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Discoveries of Human Remains under California Public Resources Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5(b-c) and 5097.98(a) 

In the event of discovering human remains, there shall be no further excavation or 

disturbance of the remains until they are examined by the County Coroner. The Coroner 

has two working days to determine the nature of those remains. If the Coroner 

determines that the remains are Native American archaeological remains, he/she would 

contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by telephone within 24 

hours.  

 

Once the NAHC has been notified of the discovery of Native American human remains, it 

shall immediately notify those persons believed to be the most likely descended (MLD). 

The MLD may inspect the site of the discovery and recommend to the owner methods 

of treating, with dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods. The 

descendants shall complete their inspection and make recommendations or preferences 

for treatment within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. 

3.11.2 Significance Criteria 

The criteria used for determining the significance of an effect on recreational resources 

are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Environmental Checklist) and 

professional standards and practices. Effects on both historic and prehistoric resources 

may be considered significant for purposes of CEQA if an alternative would result in any 

one of the following conditions. 

 A substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined 

in California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.5. 

 A substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource as 

defined in CCR Section 15064.5. 

 Disturb human remains, including remains interred outside of established 

cemeteries. For the purposes of this analysis disturbance may consist of direct 
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excavation or damage through compaction even where the resource is not directly 

excavated. 

 Under Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR 800.5 (a)(1), an adverse effect on an historic 

property is found when an activity may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 

characteristics of an historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. The 

alteration of characteristics is considered adverse if it may diminish the integrity of 

the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 

association.  

Local Regulations  

Yolo County Code 

Chapter 8 of the Yolo County Code provides guidance for the treatment of local historic 

landmarks and historic districts. Overseen by the Historic Resources Commission, this 

section of the code provides for the identification, protection, enhancement, 

perpetuation, and use of cultural resources within the County that reflect elements of 

its cultural, agricultural, social economic, political, aesthetic, military, maritime, 

engineering, archaeological, religious, ethnic, natural, architectural and other heritage. 

Criteria used in defining a landmark or historic district consist of the following: 

 A building, structure, object, particular place, vegetation, or geology, may be 

designated a County historic landmark if it meets one or more of the following 

criteria: 

 It exemplifies or reflects valued elements of the County’s cultural, agricultural, 

social, economic, political, aesthetic, military, religious, ethnic, natural vegetation, 

architectural, maritime, engineering, archaeological, or geological history; or 

 It is identified with persons or events important in local, State, or national history; or 

 It reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with different 

eras of settlement and growth and particular transportation modes; or 

 It embodies distinguishing characteristics or an architectural style, type, period, or 

method of construction or is a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials 

or craftsmanship; or 

 It is representative of the notable work of a builder, designer or architect; or 

 It represents an important natural feature or design element that provides a visual 

point of reference to members of the community. 
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Yolo County General Plan 

The Conservation, Open Space Element, Land Use, and Community Character Element 

sections of the 2030 Yolo County General Plan include policies and actions related to 

cultural resources. These policies and actions are extensive and include the following 

presented here as examples:  

 

Policy CC-1.15: The following features shall be protected and preserved along 

designated scenic roadways and routes, except where there are health and safety 

concerns:  

 Trees and other natural or unique vegetation 

 Landforms and natural or unique features 

 Views and vistas 

 Historic structures (where feasible), including buildings, bridges and signs 

 

Policy CO-4.1: Identify and safeguard important cultural resources. 

 

Policy CO-4.2: Implement the provisions of the State Historical Building Code and 

Uniform Code for Building Conservation to balance the requirements of the 

Americans with Disabilities Act with preserving the architectural integrity of historic 

buildings and structures. 

 

Action CO-A56: Establish an inventory and map of known significant historic and 

cultural resources, as well as sensitive areas where such resources are likely to 

occur. Work with the Rumsey and Cortina Tribes to identify sacred sites and develop 

a cultural sensitivity map. This information is protected as confidential under State 

law. 

 

Action CO-A61: Require cultural resources inventories of all new development 

projects in areas where a preliminary site survey indicates a medium or high 

potential for archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources. In addition, 

require a mitigation plan to protect the resource before the issuance of permits. 

Mitigation may include: 

 Having a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist present during initial grading 

or trenching;  

 Redesign of the Project to avoid historic or paleontological resources; 
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 Capping the site with a layer of fill; and/or 

 Excavation and removal of the historical or paleontological resources and 

curation in an appropriate facility under the direction of a qualified professional. 

Solano County General Plan 

Chapter 4 of the Solano County General Plan addresses resources, including “substantial 

historic and prehistoric sites.” Its purpose is to identify the goals and policies Solano 

County will implement in its daily decision-making process to protect resources. 

Included in the General Plan are the following goals and policies pertaining to cultural 

resources: 

 

Goal RS.G-1: Manage and preserve the diverse land, water, and air resources of the 

county for the use and enrichment of the lives of present and future generations. 

 

Goal RS.G-4: Preserve, conserve, and enhance valuable open space lands that 

provide wildlife habitat; conserve natural and visual resources; convey cultural 

identity; and improve public safety. 

 

Policy RS.P-38: Identify and preserve important prehistoric and historic structures, 

features, and communities. 

 

Policy RS.P-39: Tie historic preservation efforts to the County’s economic 

development pursuits, particularly those relating to tourism. 

 

Policy RS.P-40: Consult with Native American governments to identify and consider 

Native American cultural places in land use planning.  

 

Additionally, the new General Plan provides implementation programs that identify 

specific action plans to achieve the goals and policies discussed above. 

 

Implementation Program RS.I-25: Require cultural resources inventories of all new 

development projects in areas identified with medium or high potential for 

archeological or cultural resources. Where a preliminary site survey finds medium to 

high potential for substantial archaeological remains, the County shall require a 

mitigation plan to protect the resource before issuance of permits. Mitigation may 

include: 
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 Having a qualified archaeologist present during initial grading or trenching 

(monitoring); redesign of the Project to avoid archaeological resources; 

 Capping the site with a layer of fill; and/or 

 Excavation and removal of the archaeological resources and curation in an 

appropriate facility under the direction of a qualified archaeologist. 

 Alert applicants for permits within early settlement areas to the potential 

sensitivity if significant archaeological resources are discovered during 

construction or grading activities, such activities shall cease in the immediate 

area of the find until a qualified archaeologist can determine the significance of 

the resource and recommend alternative mitigation. 

 

Implementation Program RS.1-26: Work with federal and state agencies to identify, 

evaluate and protect the county’s important historic and prehistoric resources. 

Programs administered by such agencies may include: 

 California Historical Landmarks 

 California Points of Historical Interest 

 California Register of Historic Resources 

 National Register of Historic Places 

 State Historic Building Code 

 

Implementation Program RS.1-27: Refer to the state Senate Bill 18 guidelines and 

requirements regarding cultural resources. Programs the County will engage in may 

include: 

 Ensuring local and Native American governments are provided with information 

early in the planning process. 

 Working with Native American governments to preserve and protect Native 

American cultural sites by designating them as open space where possible. 

 Providing management and treatment plans to preserve cultural places, and 

working with Native American groups to manage their cultural places. 

 

Implementation Program RS.1-38: Protect and promote the county’s historic and 

prehistoric resources by: 
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 Providing educational programs to the public, staff, and commissions that 

promote awareness of the county’s history and the value in preserving historic 

or prehistoric resources; and 

 Exploring and developing historic or prehistoric sites that can be used 

appropriately as visitor-oriented destinations. 

 

Implementation Program RS.1-29: Develop historic preservation programs and 

development guidelines to prevent the loss of significant historic buildings and 

structures.  

3.11.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

General Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.11-1: Construction Impacts to Significant Cultural Resources.  

The proposed Project is located in a region where significant prehistoric and historic-era 

sites have been documented. The presence of documented significant (per CEQA 

criteria) cultural resources within the Project Area indicates that there is a possibility 

that additional significant sites, features, and artifacts could be discovered or disturbed 

as a result of Project-related ground-disturbing activities. Subsurface disturbances could 

potentially destroy or damage as-yet undiscovered prehistoric or historic-era cultural 

resources. If these resources were to represent “unique archaeological resources” or 

“historical resources” as defined by CEQA, a significant impact would occur. 

 

As listed below, construction impacts could occur in the NAWCA, MacQuiddy (Lester), 

and Olmo-Hammond-UCD project reaches where a total of four significant (per CEQA 

criteria) cultural resources (P-48-017, P-48-018, P-48-112, and P-48-678) have been 

documented.  

 

Mitigation Measures 3.11-1 and 3.11-2 would reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Establish a Buffer. 

In order to minimize or eliminate the possibility that Project-related ground-

disturbances would impact the integrity of the documented site components and/or 

human remains, a buffer of at least 100 feet shall be defined around the presently-

mapped boundaries of each archaeological site. No ground-disturbing Project activities 
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could occur within this buffer or the mapped site boundaries. This would reduce 

potential impacts to less-than-significant levels.  

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2: If Unrecorded Cultural Resources are Encountered.  

If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, animal 

bone, glass, ceramics, structure/building remains, dark soil deposits and charcoal, stone 

implements and flakes, etc.) is made during Project-related construction activities, 

ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted and a qualified professional 

archaeologist will be notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall determine 

whether the resource is potentially significant per the CRHR and develop appropriate 

mitigation to protect the integrity of the resource and ensure that no additional 

resources are impacted. Mitigation could include, but not necessarily be limited to 

preservation in-place, archival research, subsurface testing, or contiguous block unit 

excavation and data recovery. 

 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce potentially significant 

impacts resulting from inadvertent damage or destruction of unknown cultural 

resources during construction to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 3.11-2: Construction Impacts to Human Remains.  

Subsurface disturbances could potentially uncover unmarked historic-era or prehistoric 

burials. Any such disturbance would represent a significant impact. 

 

The documented presence of human remains at several recorded sites within the 

Project Area (P-48-017, P-48-018, and P48-112) indicates that there is a possibility that 

as-yet undiscovered human remains could be unearthed during ground-disturbing 

activities. California law recognizes the need to protect historic-era and Native American 

human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated with Native American interments 

from vandalism and inadvertent destruction. The procedures for the treatment of 

Native American human remains are contained in California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5 and Section 7052 and PRC Section 5097. If any human remains were 

unearthed during Project construction, a significant impact would occur. Mitigation 

Measure 3.11-3 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: Human Remains.  

The county sheriff/coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains 

within 48 hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and 
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Safety Code Section 7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines that the remains are those of 

a Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of 

making that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]).  

Following the coroner’s findings, the property owner, contractor or Project proponent, 

an archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated MLD shall determine the ultimate treatment 

and disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that additional 

human interments are not disturbed. The responsibilities for acting upon notification of 

a discovery of Native American human remains are identified in PRC Section 5097.9.  

 

The landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity (according to generally accepted 

cultural or archaeological standards and practices) is not damaged or disturbed by 

further development activity until consultation with the MLD has taken place. The MLD 

shall have 48 hours to complete a site inspection and make recommendations after 

being granted access to the site. A range of possible treatments for the remains, 

including nondestructive removal and analysis, preservation in place, relinquishment of 

the remains and associated items to the descendants, or other culturally appropriate 

treatment may be discussed. Assembly Bill (AB) 2641 suggests that the concerned 

parties may extend discussions beyond the initial 48 hours to allow for the discovery of 

additional remains. AB 2641(e) includes a list of site protection measures and states that 

the landowner shall comply with one or more of the following: 

 Record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center; 

 Utilize an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement; and/or 

 Record a document with the county in which the property is located. 

 

The landowner or their authorized representative shall rebury the Native American 

human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in 

a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance if the NAHC is unable to identify 

a MLD or the MLD fails to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being granted 

access to the site. The landowner or their authorized representative may also re-inter 

the remains in a location not subject to further disturbance if they reject the 

recommendation of the MLD, and mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures 

acceptable to the landowner. Adherence to these procedures and other provisions of 

the California Health and Safety Code and AB 2641(e) will reduce potential impacts to 

human remains to a less-than-significant level. 
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Site-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani 

If archaeological sites P-48-018, and P-48-017 were disturbed or destroyed by Project-

related ground-disturbing activities, a significant impact would occur. Mitigation 

Measures 3.11-1 through 3.11-3 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 

level.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

The historic Southern Pacific railroad bridge (P-48-955/P-57-642) would not be affected 

by Project maintenance activities in this reach. All other restoration improvements 

proposed for this reach have already been implemented as part of the Winters Putah 

Creek Project. 

East of 505  

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Warren  

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Upper McNamara  

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Lower McNamara  

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 
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MacQuiddy (Lester) 

If archaeological site P-48-678 was disturbed or destroyed by Project-related ground-

disturbing activities, a significant impact would occur. Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Impacts to unknown cultural 

resources in this reach would be reduced to less than significant by Mitigation 

Measures 3.11-2 and 3.11-3.  

Russell Ranch 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Stevenson Bridge  

Although the historic Stevenson Bridge is located within the Project Area, no potential 

ground-disturbing activities would have any effect on this bridge. Consequently, there 

would be no impacts on this historic resource. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 and 3.11-3 

would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a less-than-

significant level. 

Glide Ranch 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level.  

Nishikawa 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

If archaeological site P-48-112 was disturbed or destroyed by Project-related ground-

disturbing activities, a significant impact would occur. Mitigation Measure 3.11-1would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Impacts to unknown cultural 

resources in this reach would be reduced to less than significant by Mitigation 

Measures 3.11-2 and 3.11-3.  
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I-80 to Old Davis Road 

Although the historic Southern Pacific Railroad bridge is located within the Project Area, 

no potential ground-disturbing activities would have any effect on this bridge. 

Consequently, there would be no impacts on this resource and no mitigation is required. 

Impacts to unknown cultural resources in this reach would be reduced to less than 

significant by Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 and 3.11-3.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Mace to Road 106A 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

There are no known cultural resources sites in this reach. Mitigation Measures 3.11-2 

and 3.11-3 would reduce impacts to any unknown cultural resources in this reach to a 

less-than-significant level. 
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Table 3.11-2 Summary of Recreation Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Sites 

Impact 3.11-1 
Construction Impacts to 

Significant Cultural 
Resources 

Impact 3.11-2 
Construction 

Impacts to Human 
Remains 

Applicable 
Mitigation 
Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani SM SM MM 3.11-1, 2, 3 

Duncan-Giovannoni SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park LTS LTS n/a 

East of 505  SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Warren  SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Upper McNamara  SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Lower McNamara  SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

MacQuiddy (Lester) SM SM MM 3.11-1, 2, 3 

Russell Ranch SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Stevenson Bridge SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Glide Ranch SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Nishikawa SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD SM SM MM 3.11-1, 2, 3 

I-80 to Old Davis Road SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Old Davis Road to Mace SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Mace to Road 106A  SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

Road 106A to YBWA SM SM MM 3.11-2, 3 

NI = no impact, LS = LTS = Less than Significant Impact, SM = Significant but mitigatable to less than significant with 
measures identified in this section, and SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even after mitigation. 
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3.12 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

This section of the Project EIR (PEIR) describes existing transportation conditions in the 

Putah Creek area, and examines how the proposed Project could affect transportation, 

traffic, and circulation along the Creek and in the surrounding area. Descriptions and 

analysis are based on sources including the Solano and Yolo County General Plans (and 

their associated Environmental Impact Reports) and the Yolo County Transportation 

Impact Study Guidelines (County of Yolo, 2010). For purposes of this PEIR, all public 

roadways intersecting or otherwise potentially impacted by the Project were reviewed. 

These roads are described in the Roadway Network section in the Environmental 

Setting. Roadways that showed a potential for significant impacts from the Project were 

assessed further. 

 

The following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G 

transportation/traffic topic is not addressed in this PEIR because the Project has no 

potential to affect it: 

1. 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. 

3.12.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

General Transportation Setting 

The Project Area is bordered to the south in many places by rural Putah Creek Road, 

various small farm roads to the south and north, and by more urban roadways in the 

cities of Winters and Davis to the north. Major arterials providing community circulation 

and connection to regional roadways in the Project vicinity include State Route 128 

(SR 128) and the non-freeway portions of SR 113 south of Interstate 80 (I-80). Three 

freeways, I-80, I-505, and SR 113 serve as regional connectors in the Project Area.  

Roadway Network 

Roadway network classifications for municipalities in the Project Area are presented 

below, followed by descriptions of major roadways in the vicinity of the proposed 

Project. Roadways analyzed in this section are shown on Figures 3.12-1A through 

3.12-1D.  
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Roadway Network Classifications: Solano County 

Solano County’s General Plan classifies the various roadway types as follows (County of 

Solano, 2008a, pp. TC-10 and 11): 

 Freeways: “These facilities provide interregional connectivity and are designed for 

limited access operation without any signalized controls.”   

 Major Arterial Roads: “These roads, often with multiple lanes, provide the highest 

level of connectivity with local land uses. These facilities are usually controlled by 

signal operations with multiple phases.”   

 Minor Arterial Roads: “These roads provide a higher level of connectivity with the 

overall roadway system. They serve the same function as collectors but are intended 

to carry higher speeds of traffic. These typically will have signalized intersections 

with other minor arterials and more important roadways.”   

 Collector Roads: “These roads link local and collector roads with arterials, freeways, 

and other collector roads. They usually have moderate but not congested volume.”   

 Local Roads: “These roads are used primarily for access to residences, businesses, or 

other abutting properties. Ideally, these are paved roads with enough width to allow 

vehicles to operate in both directions. Local roads are identified on Figure TC-1.”   

 Route of Regional Significance: “A key roadway that meets most of the following 

criteria: it has significant traffic volume, it provides an important connection 

between cities and/or freeways and highways, it provides regional as well as local 

benefit, it serves as a frontage road or as a reliever route providing an alternative to 

the use of freeways and highways as a connection between cities, it provides access 

to significant job concentrations and transit centers in Solano County, it provides an 

improved emergency response route.”    

Roadway Network Classifications: Yolo County 

Yolo County’s General Plan classifies the various roadway types as follows (County of 

Yolo, 2009a, pp. CI-7, CI-12): 

 Freeway: “Freeways are intended to serve both intra-regional and inter-regional 

travel. They provide no access to adjacent properties, but rather are fed traffic from 

county roadways by access ramps at interchanges. Freeways provide connections to 

other regional highways and are capable of carrying high traffic volumes. Examples 

include Interstate 5, Interstate 80, Interstate 505 and portions of State Route 113.” 

 Arterial: “Arterial roadways are fed by local and collector roads and provide intra-

community circulation and connection to regional roadways. Arterials within the 
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unincorporated areas generally represent the “main street” of communities and are 

usually part of the regional highway system. Although their primary purpose is to 

move traffic, arterial roadways often provide access to adjacent properties.”   

 Conventional Two-Lane Highway: State-maintained highway facilities that “are used 

as primary connections between major traffic generators or as primary links in State 

and national highway networks. Such routes often have sections of many miles 

through rural environments without traffic control interruptions. Some local access 

to parcels may be provided, particularly in rural areas.”   

 Major Two-Lane County Road: Major two-lane county road is defined by Yolo 

County as “not a highway; it functions primarily as a collector facility. Major two-

lane county roads serve travel that is primarily intra-county rather than of regional 

or statewide importance.”   

 Minor Two-Lane County Road: “By strict definition, such a facility is not a highway; 

it functions primarily as a collector facility. Minor two-lane county roads primarily 

provide access to adjacent land and travel over relatively short distances. Minor 

two-lane county roads primarily carry local traffic, as compared with major two-lane 

roads which carry intra-county traffic.”   

 Local Roads: These “provide service to adjacent land uses and connect with other 

local and county roads. Local roads are typically developed as two-lane undivided 

roadways. Local roads are only shown on the Circulation Element Diagram for 

orientation purposes and are not considered General Plan Roadways.” 

Roadway Network Classifications: City of Winters 

The City of Winters General Plan classifies the various roadway types as follows (City of 

Winters, 1992, pp. I-4 to I-5): 

 Freeways: These “are not considered part of the street system for classification 

purposes.”   

 Arterial Streets: “streets which serve major centers of activity, the highest traffic 

volume corridors, and longest trip desires; are integrated internally, and provide 

service between major rural connections.”   

Regional Access to Project Area 

Three freeways provide regional connector access to the vicinity of the Project Area:  

 I-505 provides access from the north and south and intersects the western side of 

the Project Area immediately east of the City of Winters;  
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 SR-113 provides access from the north and reaches the Project Area immediately 

west of the City of Davis in the eastern half of the Project Area; and  

 I-80 provides access from the northeast and southwest and crosses the eastern half 

of the Project Area.  

Regional access is also provided by non-freeway major arterials: SR 128 provides access 

from the east and runs to the north along the western side of the Project Area; the non-

freeway segment of SR 113 (south of I-80) provides access from the south.  

Roadway Network by Reach 

NAWCA/Mariani  

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

Area. This is a collector road (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1).  

Yolo County Roadways 

SR 128 runs east and west to the north of the Project Area through the City of Winters. 

The City of Winters classifies SR 128 as an arterial (City of Winters, 1992, pp. I-4). The 

Yolo County General Plan categorizes SR 128 as a conventional two-lane highway 

(County of Yolo, 2009a, Figure CI-1A). 

Duncan-Giovannoni 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

Area. 

Yolo County Roadways 

SR 128 runs east and west to the north of the Project Area through the City of Winters.  

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west along the southern border of the Project area. 
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Yolo County Roadways 

SR 128 runs east and west to the north of the Project area through the City of Winters.   

Roadways within Both Solano and Yolo Counties  

Railroad Avenue/Road 89 (Yolo County)/Winters Road (Solano County) 

This road crosses the Project Area within the City of Winters. This is an arterial road in 

Winters (City of Winters, 1992, Figure I-1) and a collector road in both Solano and Yolo 

Counties (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1; County of Yolo, 2009a, Figure CI-1A). 

I-505 (Reach: Winters Putah Creek Nature Park) 

This road crosses the Project Area on the eastern boundary of the City of Winters and 

forms the boundary between this reach and the east of I-505 reach. This road has two 

lanes in each direction as it crosses the Project Area. It is categorized as a freeway by 

Solano and Yolo Counties, and the City of Winters (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1; 

County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-7; City of Winters, 1992, Figure I-1).  

East of 505 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west along the southern border of the Project Area in 

the upstream two-thirds of the reach. In the downstream one-third of the reach, Putah 

Creek turns to the north, and thereafter, Putah Creek Road runs parallel to the southern 

border of the Project Area. 

Roadways within Both Solano and Yolo Counties 

I-505 (Reach: Winters Putah Creek Nature Park) 

This road crosses the Project Area on the eastern boundary of the City of Winters and 

forms the boundary between this reach and Winters Putah Creek Nature Park Reach. 

This road has two lanes in each direction as it crosses the Project Area. It is categorized 

as a freeway by Solano and Yolo Counties, and the City of Winters (County of Solano, 

2008a, Figure TC-1; County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-7; City of Winters, 1992, Figure I-1).  

Warren 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

area. 
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Upper McNamara 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west along the southern border of the Project Area in 

the upstream half of the reach. In the downstream half of the reach, Putah Creek Road 

turns to the southwest and runs to the south of the southern border of the Project Area. 

Lower McNamara 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

Area. 

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

Area. 

Russell Ranch 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

area. Martinez Lane, a local, rural two-lane road, runs east and west approximately 0.59 

miles on the southern border of the Project Area.  

Yolo County Roadways 

Creeksedge Road (also known as Road 8306) is a local, rural two-lane road west of Road 

95A that runs east and west, on the northern boundary of the Project area.     

Stevenson Bridge 

Solano County Roadways 

Putah Creek Road runs east and west to the south of the southern border of the Project 

Area. Strathgordon Lane is a local, rural two-lane road that runs east-west to the south 

of the southern boundary of the Project Area, in the downstream portion of the reach.  
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Yolo County Roadways 

Creeksedge Road/Road 8306 is a local, rural two-lane road that runs east and west on 

the northern boundary of the Project Area.  

Roadways within Both Solano and Yolo Counties 

Stevenson Bridge Road/Road 95A crosses the Project Area approximately 6.04 miles 

west of the City of Davis. This road is categorized as a collector road in the Solano 

County General Plan (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1). The Yolo County General 

Plan defines Stevenson Bridge Road as a minor two-lane county road (County of Yolo, 

2009a, Figure CI-1B).  

Glide Ranch 

Solano County Roadways 

Strathgordon Lane is a local, rural two-lane road that runs east and west to the south of 

the southern boundary of the Project Area. Currey Road is a local, rural two-lane road 

located to the south of the southern boundary of the Project Area.  

Nishikawa 

Roadways within Both Solano and Yolo Counties 

Pedrick Road (Lincoln Highway, Road E7) crosses the Project Area approximately 3.63 

miles south-southwest of the City of Davis and forms the boundary between this reach 

and Olmo-Hammond-UCD Reach. This road is categorized as both a collector road and 

as a County Route of Regional Significance by Solano County (County of Solano, 2008a, 

Figure TC-1). Yolo County classifies Pedrick Road as a Major Two-Lane County Road 

(County of Yolo, 2009a, Figure CI-1B).  

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

Solano County Roadways 

Vineyard Lane is a local, rural two-lane road that runs east and west to the south of the 

southern boundary of the upstream one-third of this reach. Thereafter, in the 

downstream two-thirds of the reach, Vineyard Lane runs along the southern boundary 

of this reach.  

 

I-80 crosses this reach approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the City of Davis. Although 

I-80 crosses through both Solano and Yolo counties, within this reach, I-80 is only in 
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Solano County. This road has four lanes in each direction where it crosses the Project 

Area. It is categorized as a freeway (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1; County of 

Yolo, 2009a, Figure CI-1B).    

 

SR 113 merges with I-80 as it crosses this reach approximately 2.5 miles southwest of 

the City of Davis. Although SR 113 crosses through both Solano and Yolo Counties, only 

the Solano County portion of this road lies within this reach. This road is categorized as a 

major arterial by Solano County (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1).   

Roadways within Both Solano and Yolo Counties 

I-80 crosses the Olmo-Hammond-UCD reach approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the 

City of Davis. Although I-80 passes through both Solano and Yolo counties, only the 

Solano County portion of this highway lies within this reach.    

    

SR 113 merges with I-80 as it crosses the Project Area, approximately 2.5 miles 

southwest of the City of Davis. Although SR 113 crosses through both Solano and Yolo 

counties, only the Solano County portion of this road lies within this reach.  

  

Pedrick Road (Lincoln Highway, Road E7) crosses the Project Area approximately 3.6 

miles south, southwest of the City of Davis and forms the boundary between this reach 

and Nishikawa Reach.   

 

Levee Road runs east and west on the northern boundary of this reach. Within this 

reach, Levee Road is located mostly within Yolo County, with a small portion of the road 

located within Solano County on the downstream edge of the reach, southeast of the 

University Airport. 

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

This reach is located entirely within Solano County. In this reach, SR 113 merges with 

I-80 as it crosses the Project Area approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the City of 

Davis. Although SR 113 crosses through both Solano and Yolo Counties, only the Solano 

County portion of this road lies within the Project Area.    

 

Levee Road, a two-lane rural road, runs east and west on the northern boundary of this 

reach. Vineyard Lane, a two-lane rural road, runs east and west on the southern 

boundary of this reach 
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Old Davis Road to Mace 

This reach is located entirely within Solano County. Roadways within this reach include: 

 

Drummond Lane, a local, rural two-lane road, runs north and south and ends at the 

northern boundary of this reach, approximately 2.4 miles southeast of the City of Davis.  

 

Road 104/Mace Boulevard runs east and west along the eastern edge of this reach, 

approximately 3.05 miles southeast of the City of Davis. In the Project Area, this 

roadway forms the border between Solano and Yolo Counties, as well as between this 

reach and the Mace to Road 106A reach. This road is categorized as a collector road by 

Solano County (County of Solano, 2008a, Figure TC-1).  

 

Levee Road, a two-lane rural road, runs east and west on the northern boundary of this 

reach. Another Levee Road runs east and west on the southern boundary of this reach 

(and has the same name as the Levee Road on the north side of the creek). It also is a 

two-lane rural road. 

Mace to Road 106A 

This reach is located entirely within Yolo County. Road 104/Mace Boulevard runs east 

and west along the western edge of the reach, approximately 3 miles southeast of the 

City of Davis. In this reach, this roadway forms the border between Solano and Yolo 

Counties, as well as between this reach and the Old Davis Road to Mace reach. 

 

Road 106A, a two-lane, local, rural road, crosses this reach approximately 5.4 miles 

southeast of the City of Davis. Another two-lane, local, rural road, Levee Road, runs east 

and west on the northern boundary of this reach. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

This reach is located entirely within Yolo County. Roadways within this reach include 

Levee Road, which runs east and west on the northern boundary of the reach. 

Roadway Level of Service Definitions 

The term “level of service” (LOS) is typically used to characterize traffic conditions and 

identify areas of congestion and highway deficiencies (County of Solano, 2008a, 

p. TC-12). The Transportation Research Board Highway Capacity Manual, 2000, defines 

six LOS using an “A” through “F” letter rating system to describe travel delay and 

congestion, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions, and LOS F the most 
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congested. Table 3.12-1 presents the Solano County General Plan definition of LOS. The 

Yolo County General Plan contains similar descriptions of LOS (County of Yolo General 

Plan, 2009, pp. CI-3 and CI-4). 

Solano County Existing Roadway Conditions 

According to traffic count data presented in the Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan 

EIR, LOS on roads in the Solano County portion of the Project Area have an LOS ranging 

between A-C (County of Solano, 2008b, Table 4.4-2). Table 3.12-2 summarizes the LOS 

on roadways in the vicinity of the Project Area. 

Yolo County Existing Traffic Conditions  

Like Solano County, LOS on roads in the Yolo County portion of the Project vicinity range 

between A-C (County of Yolo, 2009c, Appendix C). Table 3.12-3 summarizes the existing 

traffic conditions on Yolo County roadways in the vicinity of the Project Area. 

Public Transit  

Yolobus is the public transit bus system serving Yolo County. Yolobus also serves a small 

portion of Sacramento County and Solano County in the City of Vacaville. Yolobus is the 

primary source of public transit near the Project Area and has multiple routes that cross 

the Project Area at the I-80 and SR 113 junction and at I-505. There is no bus service or 

bus stops within the Project Area (County of Yolo, 2009b p. 220; Yolobus, 2013).   

 

Solano Express is the Solano Transit Authority public transit trip planning website that 

provides an interactive map of various transit services available in and adjacent to 

Solano County. Solano Express lists no transit services that stop within the Project Area 

(STA, 2015). 

 

Amtrak commuter rail service is available in the City of Davis through Amtrak’s Capital 

Corridor Line, but there is no other rail service available in the vicinity and none in the 

Project Area (County of Yolo, 2009a, Figure CI-4B; Capital Corridor JPA, 2015). 

Bicycles and Pedestrians 

The road network in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area is characterized by rural, 

two-lane roads. Higher capacity roadways, I-80 and I-505, pass over the Project Area, 

but do not provide direct access to the Project Area. There are no pedestrian facilities 

such as sidewalks or crosswalks, which is typical of the pedestrian network in 

unincorporated areas in the region (County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-26). 
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Table 3.12-1 Solano County Definitions of Levels of Service (LOS) 

LOS Definition 

A 

Free flow. Individual users are virtually unaffected by the presence of others in the traffic 
stream. Freedom to select desired speeds and to maneuver within the traffic stream is 
extremely high. The general level of comfort and convenience provided to the motorist, 
passenger, or pedestrian is excellent. 

B 

In the range of stable flow, but the presence of other users in the traffic stream begins to 
be noticeable. Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but there is a slight 
decline in the freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream from LOS A. The level of 
comfort and convenience provided is somewhat less than at LOS A, because the presence 
of others in the traffic stream begins to affect individual behavior.  

C 

In the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of flow in which the 
operation of individual users becomes significantly affected by interactions with others in 
the traffic stream. The selection of speed is now affected by the presence of others, and 
maneuvering within the traffic stream requires substantial vigilance on the part of the user. 
The general level of comfort and convenience declines noticeably at this level.  

D 
High-density, but stable, flow. Speed and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and 
the driver or pedestrian experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience. 
Small increases in traffic flow will generally cause operational problems at this level.  

E 

Operating conditions at or near the capacity level. All speeds are reduced to a low, but 
relatively uniform value. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is extremely 
difficult, and it is generally accomplished by forcing a vehicle or pedestrian to “give way” to 
accommodate such maneuvers. Comfort and convenience levels are extremely poor, and 
driver or pedestrian frustration is generally high. Operations at this level are usually 
unstable, because even small increases in flow or minor perturbations within the traffic 
stream will cause breakdowns.  

F 

Forced or breakdown flow. This condition exists wherever the amount of traffic 
approaching a point exceeds the amount that can traverse it and queues begin to form. 
Operations within the queue are characterized by stopping and starting. Over and over, 
vehicles may progress at reasonable speeds for several hundred feet or more, and then be 
required to stop. LOS F is used to describe operating conditions within the queue especially 
at the point of the breakdown, although it is noted that traffic may resume to normal 
conditions quite rapidly once free of the queue.  

Note: See Table 4.4-3 (County of Solano, 2008b) for details regarding specific LOS traffic volumes for each roadway 
category and number of lanes. 
Source: County of Solano. 2008b. Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan EIR, Table 4.4-2. 

The following bicycle lanes occur in the Project Area: 

 The Dixon-Davis Bikeway, which is approximately 6.9 miles in length and travels 

from I-80 in Davis to the City of Dixon (STA, 2012, pp. 21; County of Yolo, 2013, p. 8). 

This bikeway crosses the Project Area via Old Davis Road. This road borders the I-80 

to Old Davis Road reach and the Old Davis Road to Mace Reach.  

 A separated bicycle lane crosses the Project area at Stevenson Bridge Road/ 

Road 95A, in the Stevenson Bridge reach. 
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Table 3.12-2 Solano County - Existing Traffic Volume and LOS for Project Area Roads  

Roadway Direction Location Daily Traffic Existing LOS 

SR 128  Westbound  East of Junction SR 121 South 2,000 A-C 

Road 89/Winters Road  Southbound At Yolo County Line 1,000 A-C 

I-505  Southbound 
North of Allendale Road 
Interchange 

8,000 A-C 

Stevenson Bridge Road Southbound At Yolo County Line <1,000 A-C 

Pedrick Road/Road 98 Southbound At Yolo County Line 1,000 A-C 

SR 113 Southbound North of I-80 (near Davis) 25,000 A-C 

I-80/North Gateway Westbound At Yolo County Line 57,000 A-C 

SR 128  Eastbound 
East of Junction with SR 121 
South 

3,000 A-C 

Road 89/Winters Road Northbound  1,000 A-C 

I-505 (North Gateway) Northbound 
North of Allendale Road 
Interchange 

8,000 A-C 

Stevenson Bridge Road  Southbound  <1,000 A-C 

Pedrick Road-Road 98  Northbound  1,000 A-C 

SR 113  Northbound North of I-80 (near Davis) 26,000 A-C 

I-80  Eastbound Solano-Yolo County Line 58,000 A-C 

Source: County of Yolo. 2009b. Adapted from Solano County General Plan EIR, Table 4.4-4, p. 4.4-8. 

Table 3.12-3 Yolo County – Existing Traffic Volume and LOS for Project Area Roads 

Street Direction Location 
AM/PM  

Peak 
Existing LOS  

AM/PM Peak 

I-505 Northbound Solano County Line to SR 128 330/710 A/A 

I-505 Southbound Solano County Line to SR  128 570/560 A/A 

I-80 Eastbound Solano County Line to Mace Blvd. 4,110/4,320 C/C 

I-80 Westbound Solano County Line to Mace Blvd. 4,120/4,420 C/C 

SR 113 Northbound Solano County Line to Covell Blvd. 1,030/2,270 A/C 

SR 113 Southbound Solano County Line to Covell Blvd. 2,140/1,280 C/B 

Mace Blvd.   County Road 35 to County Road 32B 150* B* 

Railroad Ave.   SR 128 to Winters City Limits 470* C* 

SR 128  Railroad Avenue to I-505 930* C* 

*Daily peak hour. 
Source: County of Yolo. 2009c. Yolo County General Plan EIR, Appendix C. 
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Planned Bicycle Lanes 

Solano County 

The Solano County Wide Bicycle Transportation Plan proposes five new bicycle lanes. 

These bicycle lanes are identified in Table 3.12-4. 

Table 3.12-4 Proposed Solano County Bicycle Lane Projects 

Street From To Class 
Length  
(Miles) 

Pedrick Road Solano-Yolo County Line Sievers Road II 2.5 

Stevenson Bridge Road County Road 95A Sievers Road II or III 3.5 

Boyce Road Putah Creek Road Wolfskill Road II 1.9 

Putah Creek Road Pleasant Valley Road Pleasant Valley Road II or III 12 

Winters Road Putah Creek Road Wolfskill Road II 1.7 

Source: STA. 2012. Proposed Solano County Bikeway Network, Table 3-5B, pp. 49-67. 

Yolo County  

The Yolo County General Plan proposes two new bicycle lanes that would intersect the 

Project Area: 

 A Class II bicycle lane is proposed to cross the Project Area at Stevenson Bridge 

Road/Road 95A (County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-16, Figure CI-3B). 

 A Class II bicycle lane is proposed to cross the Project Area at Mace Boulevard/ 

County Road 104 (County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-16, Figure CI-3B). 

Air Transportation 

The closest airport to the Project Area is the Davis University Airport, located 

approximately 0.45 miles northeast. Other nearby airports include the Yolo County 

Airport (approximately 2.85 miles north), Blake Sky Park (approximately 3.36 miles 

south), the Nut Tree Airport in Vacaville (approximately 8.49 miles southeast), and the 

Watts-Woodland Airport (approximately 9.25 miles north).  

Rail 

An active railroad line crosses the Project area approximately 2.19 miles southwest of 

the City of Davis, in the I-80 to Old Davis Road reach.  
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Project Area Roadway Safety 

None of the roadways within the Project Area have been identified as high-accident 

roadways by Solano or Yolo County (STA, 2005, p. 4, Figure 1; County of Yolo, 2009b, 

p. 218, Figure IV.C-5).  

Regulatory Setting 

Regional Transportation Planning 

Solano County Regional Transportation Planning 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the transportation planning, 

coordinating and financing agency for Solano County and the eight other San Francisco 

Bay Area Counties. Pursuant to California law (Government Code Section 66500 et seq.), 

the MTC is the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for the Bay 

Area region. Acting in this capacity, the MTC is responsible for developing and adopting 

regional transportation planning documents and studies, including the Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP), a 20-year general plan for the region's transportation 

network. MTC also acts as the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(MPO) for the region (MTC, 2014).  

 

Additional county-level planning is performed by the Solano Transportation Authority, 

which was created in 1990 through a Joint Powers Agreement between the cities of 

Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, Vallejo, and the County of 

Solano to serve as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for the Solano region 

(STA, 2010). The STA is responsible for countywide transportation planning, 

programming transportation funds, managing and providing transportation programs 

and services, delivering projects, and setting priorities. 

Yolo County Regional Transportation Planning  

Regional transportation planning in Yolo County is the responsibility of the Sacramento 

Area Council of Governments (SACOG), an association of local governments in the six-

county Sacramento region (County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-6; SACOG, 2015c, p. 1). SACOG 

is the state RTPA and the federal MPO for transportation planning in Yolo County and 

the greater Sacramento region (SACOG, 2015c, p. 2).  

 

County-level transportation planning is performed by Yolo County, local cities, and the 

Yolo County Transportation District (County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-6). 
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Local Regulations 

Solano County General Plan 

Traffic and circulation issues are addressed in the Transportation and Circulation 

Element of the General Plan (County of Solano, 2008a, Chapter 7, pp. TC-6 and TC-7). 

The Element contains the following policies regarding traffic and circulation impacts that 

are relevant to the proposed Project. 

 

Policy TC.P-1: Maintain and improve current transportation systems to remedy 

safety and congestion issues, and establish specific actions to address these issues 

when they occur.  

 

Policy TC.P-4: Evaluate proposals for new development for their compatibility with 

and potential effects on transportation systems. 

 

Policy TC.P-9: Plan, fund, build, and improve roadways that support agriculture by 

providing increased connectivity across Interstate 80, including the intersection at 

Pedrick Road, for farmers and their equipment, and by grading and paving 

unimproved rural roads.  

 

Policy TC.P-10: Anticipate increases in vehicular traffic on rural roads that serve 

agricultural-tourist centers, value-added agricultural uses in the interior valleys, and 

other unique land uses; complete related roadway improvements that support the 

viability of such uses. 

Yolo County General Plan 

Traffic and circulation issues are addressed in the Circulation Element of the 2030 

Countywide General Plan (County of Yolo, 2009a, pp. CI-25 to CI-26). The element 

contains the following objectives, policies, and standards regarding traffic and 

circulation impacts that are relevant to the proposed Project. 

 

Policy CI-1.2: Preserve and continue to develop a fully connected grid-based 

circulation system that distributes traffic evenly and avoids excessive concentrations 

of traffic in any given area. 

 

Policy CI-1.7: Coordinate with other local governments to maintain jointly owned 

infrastructure (e.g., County Line Road, Freeport Bridge, Putah Creek bridges).  
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Policy CI-1.8: Work with adjoining landowners to reduce roadway flooding.  

 

Policy CI-1.10: Coordinate with appropriate entities to maintain the following as 

primary routes for emergency evacuation from Yolo County:  

 Interstate 5 – North towards Redding and east into Sacramento.  

 Interstate 80 – East into Sacramento and west toward Solano County and the 

San Francisco Bay Area.  

 Interstate 505 – South to the junction of E/WB Interstate 80.  

 State Route 16 – West from Woodland into the Capay Valley and then north into 

Colusa County. 

 State Route 45 – North from Knights Landing into Colusa County.  

 State Route 84 – South from West Sacramento into Solano County with one 

crossing east into Sacramento County across the Sacramento River.  

 State Route 113/County Road 102 – North from Woodland into Sutter County 

and south from Davis into Solano County. 

 State Route 128 – West from Winters into Napa County.  

 County Road 22 – East from Woodland into West Sacramento and then into 

Sacramento at two locations across the Sacramento River.  

 County Road 98 – South from Woodland into Solano County. 

 

Policy CI-3.1: Maintain Level of Service (LOS) C or better for roadways and 

intersections in the unincorporated county. In no case shall land use be approved 

that would either result in worse than LOS C conditions, or require additional 

improvements to maintain the required level of service, except as specified below. 

The intent of this policy is to consider level of service as a limit on the planned 

capacity of the County’s roadways. 

(County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-28) 

  

The General Plan allows a LOS worse than LOS C on certain specified roadways listed on 

page CI-28 to CI-30 of the Plan. General Plan maps indicate that the LOS C is the 

threshold for roadways in the Project Area (County of Yolo, 2010, Figure 1 (West) and 

Figure 1 (East) Level of Service Threshold). One exception to this is SR 128, on which 

LOS D is acceptable (County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-29). 
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3.12.2 Significance Criteria 

CEQA Guidelines Criteria 

The following thresholds for measuring a project’s environmental impacts are based on 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (OPR, 2013). For the purposes of this PEIR, impacts are 

considered significant if the following would result from implementation of the 

proposed Project: 

1. 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. 

2. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 

limited to LOS and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the 

county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. 

3. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., obstructions to and by farm 

equipment). 

4. Result in inadequate emergency access. 

5. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 

facilities. 

Other Significance Criteria 

Solano County does not have its own set of thresholds for transportation impact 

analysis; it follows the Appendix G CEQA Criteria listed above (County of Solano, 2014). 

Yolo County Traffic Impact Study Guidelines 

In 2010, Yolo County established Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (Yolo TIS 

Guidelines) to assess potential traffic impacts of proposed projects. The Guidelines 

identify specific project parameters or conditions that may trigger the need for a formal 

Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for a project (County of Yolo, 2010, pp. 1, 4). 

 

Under the Yolo TIS Guidelines, the following project conditions would trigger the need 

for a TIS and are evaluated in this PEIR: 
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 If the proposed project has the potential to generate 100 new passenger vehicle 

trips per day or an equivalent number of truck trips (50 trips per day for 2-axle/6-tire 

trucks; 20 trips per day for 3- and 4-axle trucks, 5 trips per day for trucks with 5 or 

more axles) (County of Yolo, 2010, p. 4). 

 If the proposed project has  the  potential  to  create  a  significant  environmental  

impact  under  CEQA, including the following: 

 A proposed project fails to provide safe accommodation of forecast truck traffic 

or temporary construction-related truck traffic. 

 The construction of a proposed project creates a temporary but prolonged 

impact due to lane closures, need for temporary signals, emergency vehicles 

access, traffic hazards to bikes/pedestrians, damage to roadbed, truck traffic on 

roadways not designated as truck routes, etc.  

County of Yolo, 2010, pp. 30 to 31. 

LOS Thresholds 

For the purposes of this PEIR, transportation impacts on LOS are considered significant 

under either of the following two conditions: 

1. If project vehicle trips would place a roadway into a more congested LOS category 

than its current LOS. For example, if a roadway is currently operating at LOS C and 

project traffic would move the roadway to LOS D; that would be considered a 

significant impact. 

2. If project vehicle trips would place a roadway into a lower LOS than the policy 

expressed in the county transportation planning documents. For Solano County, the 

minimum LOS standard throughout the system is LOS E (STA, 2013, p. 14). In Yolo 

County, the minimum standard is LOS C in most unincorporated areas, including the 

Project Area (see County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-28; County of Yolo, 2010, Figure 1 

(West) and Figure 1 (East) Level of Service Threshold). The only exception to this 

standard within the immediate Project Area is SR 128, on which LOS D is acceptable 

(County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-29). 

3.12.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Project Activities and Equipment Overview 

Project activities would consist of a series of short-term construction phases followed by 

long-term maintenance activities.  
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Project construction activities would typically entail the use of trucks, excavators, and 

rubber-tired loaders. Construction materials, including any needed soil and aggregate, 

would be hauled from a permitted quarry or borrow site located within a maximum of 

30 miles of the Project Area. Typically 4 to 8 trucks would be used at one time, with a 

maximum of six trucks being used at one time in the Project Area. Typically the trucks 

typically would line up and be filled as a group and run back and forth from the 

haul/backhaul site as a group. Project construction activities would usually involve the 

use of 3- and 4-axle trucks, primarily standard 10-yard, 3-axle trucks, but may also 

involve incidental use of larger end-dump trucks or full-size semis where suitable access 

exists. 

 

For ease of access and for most efficient transport of gravel and other fill material, 

Project activities would preferentially use Solano County roadways. In the Solano 

County portion of the Project Area, the maximum expected number of one-way 3- and 

4-axle-truck trips would be 42 per day. This number was calculated based on experience 

with previous Solano County Water Agency (SCWA) stream restoration projects in the 

vicinity. In the Yolo County portion of the Project Area, daily 3- and 4-axle-truck trips 

would not exceed 19 one-way trips. Fewer trips would be needed in the Yolo County 

portion of the Project because most of the Project Area is more easily accessed from 

Solano County. For prior SCWA stream restoration projects in the vicinity, all vehicle 

traffic was to and from Solano County, with the possible exception of workers 

commuting to project sites. These maximum daily truck trip figures include both on-site 

off-road trucks, and trucks transporting materials to and from a material site. 

 

Traffic impacts would be further minimized through limits on the annual scope of 

activities, as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description. These limits cap annual 

Project activities at a combined total maximum of 640 acres per calendar year, with a 

typical range from 20 to 60 acres/year, with a maximum total project length of five 

stream miles, and a typical distance of 2 miles/year.  

Access to Project Work Sites 

The roadways providing the most direct access to Project work areas are located on the 

Solano County side of the creek; therefore, Project activities would preferentially use 

Solano County roadways, both for ease of access to the creek and for the transport of 

gravel and other fill material. The following roadway segments are anticipated to be 

used for access to Project work sites, and are further evaluated for potential Project 

impacts in this section: 
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Solano County 

 Putah Creek Road from Olive School Lane to eastern end of road (dead end past 

Stevenson Bridge Road)   

 Vineyard Lane from Pedrick Road to Road 104/Mace Boulevard 

 Martinez Lane from western entrance on Putah Creek Road to Putah Creek/county 

line 

 Strathgordon Lane from Stevenson Bridge Road/Road 95A to Putah Creek Road  

 Currey Road from western end of road (dead end) to Pedrick Road  

Yolo County 

 Railroad Avenue/Road 89 (Yolo County)/Winters Road (Solano County) from SR 128 

to  Putah Creek/county line  

 Creeksedge Road/Road 8036 (Yolo County) from western end of road to Stevenson 

Bridge Road/Road 95A 

Yolo and Solano Counties 

 Stevenson Bridge Road/Road 95A 

 Yolo County: from Russell Boulevard to Putah Creek/county line 

 Solano County: from Putah Creek/county line to Putah Creek Road 

 Pedrick Road (Lincoln Hwy, Road E7)   

 Yolo County: from Russell Boulevard to Putah Creek/county line 

 Solano County: from Putah Creek/county line to SR 113 

 Road 104/Mace Boulevard 

 Yolo County: from I-80 to Putah Creek/county line 

 Solano County: from Putah Creek/county line to Vineyard Lane 

 Levee Road (east of SR 113)  

 Solano County: from Old Davis Road to Road 104/Mace Boulevard 

 Yolo County: Road 104/Mace Boulevard to eastern end of road (dead end at 

western boundary of Yolo Basin Wildlife area) 

 I-505 may be used for incidental access to the Project Area by individual haul 

contractors and commuting workers, but it not expected to be used for primary 

access to the Project Area.  
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General Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.12-1: Conflict with Yolo County Transportation Planning Policies Significance 

Criteria. 

As described above, traffic during the construction phase of the Project would be from 

two sources: workers in passenger vehicles driving to Project Area work sites, and trucks 

engaged in Project construction activities. As described above, in the Solano County 

portion of the Project Area, the expected maximum number of 3- and 4-axle one-way 

truck trips would be 42 per day during the construction period. In the Yolo County 

portion of the Project Area, daily 3- and 4-axle-truck trips would not exceed 19 one-way 

trips during construction.  

 

Worker commute trips generated by the Project would be minimal. During both Project 

construction activities and operational maintenance phase activities, typically only 2 to 4 

workers would access the Project Area at a time, with a maximum of six workers 

traveling to the Project Area per day. This would result in a maximum of 12 one-way 

passenger vehicle trips per day attributable to the Project. 

Solano County 

Based on the LOS standard (LOS E) articulated in the Solano County Congestion 

Management Plan¸ the Project would not have a significant impact on county roadways 

(STA, 2013, p. 14). The Solano County roadways anticipated to be primarily used for 

Project access (see list above under Access to Project Worksites/Area Detail) are two-

lane rural roadway segments. Use of highways in the Project vicinity would be 

minimized because construction materials, including any needed soil and aggregate, 

would be hauled from sources located within 30 miles of the Project Area. Regardless, 

given that the Project’s construction phase would contribute an expected daily 

maximum of 42 one-way 3- and 4-axle-truck trips and 12 one-way passenger vehicle 

trips, impacts on local highways would likely have no impact. I-505 may be used for 

incidental access to the Project Area by individual contractors and commuting workers, 

but it not expected to be used for primary access to the Project Area. 

 

Regarding the two-lane rural roadway segments expected to be used for primary access 

to the Project Area during construction, in order to reach LOS E, traffic volumes on these 

roads would have to be greater than or equal to 27,100 average daily trips. To reach 

LOS D, traffic would have to be greater than or equal to 21,300 average daily trips 

(County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-7, Table 4.4-3). The existing estimated daily roadway 
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volume is less than 1,000 trips (current LOS A-C) on Stevenson Bridge Road/Road 95A 

and 1,000 trips (current LOS A-C) on Pedrick Road (County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-8). In 

Solano County, the Project would add no more than 12 daily one-way passenger vehicle 

trips during construction and operations and no more than 42 daily one-way truck trips 

during construction; therefore, the addition of Project trips to these roads would not 

exceed the County threshold. 

 

Traffic counts are unavailable for the remaining Solano County roadways that may be 

used for Project access. However, given the example of the two roadways above, and 

given that the Project would add no more than 12 daily one-way passenger vehicle trips 

during construction and operations and no more than 42 daily one-way truck trips 

during construction, the Project trips would not cause traffic to exceed the County LOS 

standard. 

Yolo County 

Based on the LOS standard (LOS C) articulated in the Yolo County General Plan¸ the 

Project would not have a significant impact on county roadways (County of Yolo, 2009a, 

p. CI-28; County of Yolo, 2010, Figure 1 (West) and Figure 1 (East) Level of Service 

Threshold). 

 

In Yolo County, the Project would add up to 12 daily passenger one-way vehicle trips 

during construction and operations, and no more than 19 daily one-way truck trips 

during construction.  

 

Traffic counts for nearby segments of two minor two-lane highways that may be used 

for Project access are summarized below:   

 On Mace Boulevard/Road 104 between County Road 35 and County Road 32D, the 

existing peak hour traffic volume is 150, with a LOS at B (County of Yolo, 2009c). To 

move the roadway to LOS C and have a significant impact, a project would have to 

bring the peak hour traffic volume to 680. Assuming traffic volumes in the Project 

Area are roughly equivalent, the proposed Project would not have a significant 

impact, because it would add no more than 12 daily passenger one-way vehicle trips 

during construction and operations, and no more than 19 truck trips during 

construction.  

 On Railroad Avenue/County Road 89 between SR 128 to Winters City Limits, the 

existing peak hour traffic volume is 470 with a LOS at C (County of Yolo, 2009c). To 

move the roadway to LOS D and have a significant impact, a project would have to 
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bring the peak hour traffic volume to 1,410. Here again, assuming traffic volumes in 

the Project Area are roughly equivalent, the proposed Project would not have a 

significant impact because it would add no more than 12 daily one-way passenger 

vehicle trips during construction and operations, and no more than 19 one-way 

truck trips during construction.  

 

Traffic counts are unavailable for the remaining Solano County roadways that may be 

used for Project access. These are minor two-lane roadways, and in order to reach 

LOS C, these roadways would need to reach a peak hour traffic volume of 680 trips. 

Given the example of the two roadways above and that the Project would add no more 

than 12 daily passenger vehicle trips during construction and operations and no more 

than 42 daily truck trips during construction, trips generated by the Project would not 

cause these roadways to exceed the County LOS standard for significance. 

 

The Project would not result in a significant impact according the standards articulated 

in the Yolo County Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (County of Yolo, 2010, pp. 4 and 

30-31.): 

1. The Project would generate fewer than 100 new passenger vehicle trips per day. 

Typically, only 2 to 4 workers would access the Project Area per day, with an 

expected maximum of six workers accessing the site in one day, resulting in a 

maximum of 12 one-way passenger vehicle trips per day. 

2. The Project would generate less than 20 3- and 4-axle one-way truck trips per day 

within Yolo County. As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, no more than 19 

one-way 3-and 4-axle-truck trips per day would occur in Yolo County. Project 

activities would preferentially use Solano County roadways, both for ease of access 

to the creek, and for the transport of aggregate and other fill material. 

3. The Project would provide safe accommodation of temporary construction-related 

truck traffic: If line of sight is obstructed, construction signs would be posted along 

the haul routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area, and warning signage, 

traffic cones, and/or flaggers may be used to minimize traffic problems and ensure 

public safety during construction. 

 

The Project would not result in a significant impact according the standards articulated 

in the Solano County Congestion Management Plan and the Yolo County General Plan 

because the Project is consistent with the LOS standards of both plans (STA, 2013, p. 14; 

County of Yolo, 2009a, p. CI-28; County of Yolo, 2010, Figure 1 (West) and Figure 1 (East) 
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Level of Service Threshold). See Impact 3.12-2 below for analysis of the Project’s effects 

related to LOS. 

Impact 3.12-2: Substantially Increase Roadway Hazards.  

The Project involves stream restoration activities and would not alter the roadway 

network or build structures or impediments on or near the roadway network or create 

significant roadway hazards. As described above under Project Activities and Equipment 

in the General Setting, during the most intensive construction activities, groups of trucks 

would haul aggregate or fill material to the work site with 4 to 8 trucks typically being 

used at one time, up to a maximum of six trucks being used at one time in the Project 

Area. As detailed in Chapter 2, Project Description safety precautions would be taken to 

avoid any safety hazards related to truck use: if line of sight is obstructed, construction 

signs would be posted along the haul routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project 

Area, and warning signage, traffic cones, and/or flaggers would be used to minimize 

traffic problems and ensure public safety during construction. Construction activities 

would be short-term and maintenance activities would involve only 2 to 4 workers 

accessing any given location within the Project Area. Consequently, Project activities 

would not create obstructions that would interfere with the circulation of vehicles or 

farm equipment; therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact 

related to an increase in hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.  

Impact 3.12-3: Adversely Affect Emergency Access. 

The Project involves stream restoration activities and would not alter the roadway 

network or build structures or impediments on or near the roadway network or create 

significant roadway hazards. The Project would add no more than 12 daily passenger 

vehicle trips during construction and operations, and no more than 42 daily truck trips 

during construction (with no more than 19 in Yolo County). Consequently, Project 

activities would not create substantially increase traffic volumes at an intensity that 

would interfere with the emergency access to and from the Project Area; therefore, the 

Project would have no impact related to emergency access. No mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.12-4: Adversely Affect Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities. 

As described above, there are no pedestrian facilities and few bicycle facilities in the 

Project Area. The Project involves stream restoration activities and would not alter the 

roadway network. Construction activities would be short-term and maintenance 

activities would involve only 2 to 4 workers accessing any given location within the 

Project Area. Consequently, Project activities would not prevent the development of 
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pedestrian and bicycle facilities or interfere with the functioning of facilities; therefore, 

the Project would have no impact related to conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, and no impact on the 

performance or safety of such facilities. No mitigation is required. 

Site-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  
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Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

I-505, which crosses this reach, may be used for incidental access to the Project Area by 

individual contractors and commuting workers, but it not expected to be a primary 

access route to the Project Area. Railroad Avenue/County Road 89 is a minor two-lane 

highway in this reach that is anticipated to be a primary Project access route. As was 

analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above, on the segment of this roadway between SR 128 to the 

Winters City Limit, the existing peak hour traffic volume is 470 with a LOS at C (County 

of Yolo, 2009c). To move the roadway to LOS D and have a significant impact, a project 

would have to bring the peak hour traffic volume to 1,410. Assuming traffic volumes in 

the Project Area are roughly equivalent to those between SR 128 to the Winters City 

Limit, the proposed Project would not have a significant impact, given that it would add 

no more than 12 daily passenger one-way vehicle trips during construction and 

operations, and no more than 19 one-way truck trips during construction.  

 

Additionally, except for a small portion of the reach far upstream, restoration activities 

have already been completed for this reach, so the only activities anticipated in this 

reach are maintenance, including weed control. This means that no traffic related to 

Project construction would occur in this reach and the only sources of Project-generated 

traffic would be from maintenance activities. As discussed in Impact 3.12-1, during 

maintenance typically only 2 to 4 workers would access the Project Area at a time, with 

a maximum of six (non-trucking) workers traveling to the Project Area per day. Project 

activities would have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans.   

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  
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Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

East of 505 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

I-505, which crosses this reach, may be used for incidental access to the Project Area by 

individual contractors and commuting workers, but it not expected to be used for 

primary access to the Project Area. There are no additional potential impacts of 

proposed Project activities in this reach besides those analyzed in Impacts 3.12-1 above 

and Project-related traffic would be no higher in this reach compared to other reaches; 

therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact related to conflicts with traffic 

plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach, and no unusual aspects of Project 

activities that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency 

access, therefore; the Project would have no impact related to increased roadway 

hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Warren 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 
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therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.   

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Upper McNamara 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Lower McNamara 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 
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therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Russell Ranch 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 
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therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Stevenson Bridge  

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

Stevenson Bridge Road/Road 95A is a minor two-lane highway that is anticipated to be 

used as primary access for Project construction. As was analyzed in Impact 3.12-2 above, 

in order to attain LOS E and exceed the level of significance, traffic counts on this road 

would have to be greater than or equal to 27,100 average daily trips. To reach LOS D, 

traffic counts would have to be greater than or equal to 21,300 average daily trips 

(County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-7, Table 4.4-3). The existing estimated daily roadway 

volume on this road is less than 1,000 (current LOS A-C) (County of Solano, 2008b, p. 

4.4-8). In Solano County, the Project would add no more than 12 daily one-way 

passenger vehicle trips during construction and operations, and no more than 42 daily 

one-way truck trips during construction; therefore, the addition of Project trips to this 

road would not exceed the County threshold. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

A separated bicycle lane crosses the Project Area in this reach at Stevenson Bridge 

Road/Road 95A. Project activities would not interfere with the function or use of this 

bicycle lane. There are no other significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 

located in this reach and Project activities would not prevent the development of future 

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 
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Glide Ranch 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach, and no unusual aspects of Project 

activities that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency 

access; therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to 

increased roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach, and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Nishikawa 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

Pedrick Road is a minor two-lane highway in this reach that is anticipated to be a 

primary Project access during the construction period. As was analyzed in Impact 3.12-2 

above, in order to reach LOS E and exceed the level of significance, traffic counts on this 

road would have to be greater than or equal to 27,100 average daily trips. To reach LOS 

D, traffic counts would have to be greater than or equal to 21,300 average daily trips 

(County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-7, Table 4.4-3). The existing estimated daily roadway 

volume is 1,000 (current LOS A-C) on Pedrick Road (County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-8). 

In Solano County, the Project would add no more than 12 daily one-way passenger 

vehicle trips during construction and operations and no more than 42 daily one-way 

truck trips during construction; therefore, the addition of Project trips to this road 

would not exceed the County threshold.  

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 
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Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

Pedrick Road is a minor two-lane highway in this reach that is anticipated to be a 

primary Project access during construction. As was analyzed in Impact 3.12-2 above, in 

order to reach LOS E, traffic counts on this road would have to be greater than or equal 

to 27,100 average daily trips. To reach LOS D, traffic counts would have to be greater 

than or equal to 21,300 average daily trips (County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-7, Table 

4.4-3). The existing estimated daily roadway volume is 1,000 (current LOS A-C) on 

Pedrick Road (County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.4-8). In Solano County, the Project would 

add no more than 12 daily one-way passenger vehicle trips during construction and 

operations and no more than 42 daily one-way truck trips during construction; 

therefore, the addition of Project trips to this road would not exceed the County 

threshold. 

 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 and Project-related traffic would be no higher 

in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would have no 

impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  
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Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

An active railroad line crosses the Project Area in this reach approximately 2.19 miles 

southwest of the City of Davis. The Dixon-Davis Bikeway crosses the Project Area in this 

reach at Old Davis Road (STA, 2012, pp. 21; County of Yolo, 2013, p. 8). Project activities 

would not interfere with the function or use of the railroad line or the bicycle lane. 

There are no other significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this 

reach and Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit; 

bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Old Davis Road to Mace 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

Mace Boulevard/Road 104 is a minor two-lane highway in this reach that is anticipated 

to be a primary Project construction access. As was analyzed in Impact 3.12-2 above, on 

the segment of this roadway between County Road 35 and County Road 32D the 

existing peak hour traffic volume is 150 with a LOS at B (County of Yolo, 2009c). To move 

the roadway to LOS C and have a significant impact, a project would have to bring the 

peak hour traffic volume to 680. Assuming traffic volumes in the Project Area are 

roughly equivalent to the segment between County Road 35 and County Road 32D, the 
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proposed Project would not have a significant impact given that the Project would add 

no more than 12 daily passenger one-way vehicle trips during construction and 

operations and no more than 19 truck trips during construction.  

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 and Project-related traffic would be no higher 

in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would have no 

impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

The Dixon-Davis Bikeway crosses the Project Area in this reach at Old Davis Road (STA, 

2012, pp. 21; County of Yolo, 2013, p. 8). Project activities would not interfere with the 

function or use of this bicycle lane. There are no other significant transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities located in this reach and Project activities would not prevent the 

development of future transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project 

would have no impact. 

Mace to Road 106A 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

Mace Boulevard/Road 104 is a minor two-lane highway in this reach that is anticipated 

to be a primary Project construction access. As was analyzed in Impact 3.12-2 above, on 

the segment of this roadway between County Road 35 and County Road 32D the 

existing peak hour traffic volume is 150 with a LOS at B (County of Yolo, 2009c). To move 

the roadway to LOS C and have a significant impact, a project would have to bring the 

peak hour traffic volume to 680. Assuming traffic volumes in the Project Area are 

roughly equivalent to the segment between County Road 35 and County Road 32D, the 

proposed Project would not have a significant impact given that it would add no more 

than 12 daily passenger one-way vehicle trips during construction and operations, and 

no more than 19 truck trips during construction.  

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 and Project-related traffic would be no higher 
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in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would have no 

impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

County Planning Policies and Congestion Management Program 

There are no additional potential impacts of proposed Project activities in this reach 

besides those analyzed in Impact 3.12-1 above and Project-related traffic would be no 

higher in this reach compared to other reaches; therefore, the proposed Project would 

have no impact related to conflicts with traffic plans. 

Roadway Hazards and Emergency Access 

There are no unusual conditions in this reach and no unusual aspects of Project activities 

that would result in increased roadway hazards or decreased emergency access; 

therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased 

roadway hazards or adverse effects on emergency access.  

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no significant transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in this reach and 

Project activities would not prevent the development of future transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities; therefore, the Project would have no impact. 
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Table 3.12-5 Summary of Transportation/Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Reach 

Impact 3.12-1  
County  

Planning 
Policies 

Impact 3.12-2 
Roadway 
Hazards 

Impact 3.12-3 
Emergency 

Access 

Impact 3.12-4  
Transit, Bicycle, 

Pedestrian 
Facilities 

Applicable  
Mitigation 
Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Duncan-Giovannoni NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Winters Putah Creek 
Nature Park 

NI LTS NI NI N/A 

East of I-505 NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Warren NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Upper McNamara NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Lower McNamara NI LTS NI NI N/A 

MacQuiddy (Lester) NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Russell Ranch NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Stevenson Bridge NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Glide Ranch NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Nishikawa NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD NI LTS NI NI N/A 

I-80 to Old Davis Road NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Old Davis Road to Mace NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Mace to Road 106A NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Road 106A to YBWA NI LTS NI NI N/A 

Notes: NI = No Impact, LTS = Less than Significant Impact. 
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES   

This section describes the existing public services in the Project Area as well as 

applicable plans and policies. It then assesses the potential effects of the proposed 

Project restoration activities (both construction and post-construction) on these 

services. Mitigation measures are identified as applicable.  

3.13.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

General Setting 

Areas of the creek accessible to the public (see Section 3.8, Land Use) generate 

occasional demand for police and fire services. This demand is low due to the minimal 

use of the creek (except in creekside parks and other accessible recreation areas) (see 

Section 3.10, Recreation). Police and fire agencies serving this region are listed below. 

Police Services 

Portions of the Project alignment are served by Yolo County Sheriff’s Office (140 Tony 

Diaz Drive, Woodland), Solano County Sheriff’s Office (Fairfield), City of Davis Police 

Department (2600 Fifth Street), City of Winters Police Department (702 Main Street), 

and the University of California, Davis (UC Davis) Police Department (2600 Fifth Street).  

Fire Services 

Portions of the Project alignment are served by Yolo County Fire Department, Solano 

County Fire Department, West Plainfield Fire Department, and City of Winters Fire 

Department. The nearest fire stations to the alignment are in Winters (700 Main Street), 

West Plainfield Fire Department, 24901 County Road 95, Davis; City of Davis Fire 

Department, 530 Fifth Street, Davis and 425 Mace Boulevard, Davis), and at UC Davis, 

(625 Kleiber Hall Drive). The nearest Solano County station is in Dixon (205 Ford Way).  

 

The uppermost Solano County portion (south bank) of the Project alignment is mapped 

as being in a high wildland fire area (Solano County General Plan, Public Health and 

Safety Element, Figure HS-9). Most of the remaining Solano County portion of the 

channel area is mapped as low or no fire hazards, with a few small areas of moderate 

wildland fire hazard. Similarly, the upper portion of the north bank (Yolo County) west of 

Winters, is designated as a Very High Fire Severity Zone (VHFSZ) (Yolo County, 2009, 

p. HS-24). 
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Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations  

There are no federal regulations applicable to public services on this stretch of Putah 

Creek.  

State Regulations  

There are no State regulations applicable to public services on this stretch of Putah 

Creek.  

Local Regulations 

Solano County 

The Solano County General Plan, Public Health and Safety Element (Solano County, 

2008) includes the following policies and implementation strategies regarding police 

and fire services: 

 

Policy HS-P-38: Promoting wildfire prevention measures such as grazing, disking, or 

plowing of agricultural lands.  

 

Policy HS-P-23: Work with fire districts or other agencies and property owners to 

coordinate efforts to prevent wildfires and grassfires through fire protection 

measures such as consolidation of efforts to abate fuel buildup, access to firefighting 

equipment, and provision of water service. 

 

Policy HS-P-24: Seek an appropriate balance between preventing and fighting fires 

and retaining the County’s valuable visual and natural resources. 

 

Implementation Strategy HS.I-30: Identify areas of overlap between important visual 

and natural resources and fire hazard areas. The County will work with federal and 

state agencies and local fire districts to develop management plans for these lands 

that protect these resources while still allowing for appropriate fire maintenance. 

 

Implementation Strategy HS.I-32: Increase cooperative efforts among fire districts, 

public agencies, and landowners. The County will continue to collaborate with the 

U.S. Forest Service, CAL FIRE, fire departments of adjacent counties, city fire 

departments, fire districts, and property owners to prevent and manage wildland 
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fires. Efforts may include monitoring regional fuel buildup, maintaining fuel breaks, 

sharing firefighting equipment, and providing necessary water supplies.  

Yolo County 

The Solano County General Plan, Health and Safety Element (Yolo County, 2009) 

includes the following policies and implementation strategies regarding police and fire 

services: 

 

Goal HS-3 – Wildland Fires: Protect the public and reduce damage to property from 

wildfire hazard.  

Policy HS-3.1: Manage the development review process to protect people, 

structures, and personal property from unreasonable risk from wildland fires.  

Policy HS-3.2: Encourage well-organized and efficient coordination between fire 

agencies and the County. 

Policy HS-3.3: Clearly communicate the risks, requirements, and options available to 

those who own land and live in wildfire hazard areas.  

3.13.2 Significance Criteria 

CEQA Guidelines Criteria 

The following thresholds for measuring a project’s environmental impacts are based on 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (OPR, 2013). For the purposes of this PEIR, impacts are 

considered significant if the following would result from implementation of the 

proposed Project: 

 Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 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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Because the Project would have no potential to affect schools that issue is not 

addressed further in this analysis.  Project impacts to parks are addressed in Section 

3.10, Recreation.  Potential Project impacts to public utility infrastructure are addressed 

in Section 3.14, Public Utilities.  

3.13.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

General Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.13-1: Increased Demand for Police Services. 

The proposed creek restoration would not provide new public access or otherwise 

substantially increase public use of the creek so no substantial new demand on police 

services would occur. It is possible that additional boaters may use the creek and 

existing recreation areas, but overall increased numbers would be low and conditions 

for boaters would be safer than at present, so any increase in emergency calls would be 

minimal. Therefore this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is 

required. 

Impact 3.13-2: Increased Demand for Fire Services. 

The proposed creek restoration would not provide new public access or otherwise 

substantially increase public use of the creek so no substantial new demand on police 

services would occur. It is possible that additional boaters may use the creek and 

existing recreation areas, but overall increased numbers would be low and conditions 

for boaters would be safer than at present, so any increase in emergency calls would be 

minimal. Additionally, the Project’s removal of weedy and non-native vegetation would 

reduce fire risks compared with existing conditions, therefore, this impact would be less 

than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Site-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

All public services impacts of the Project would be minimal, therefore, site-specific 

impacts are not addressed in this section.  Impacts and mitigations are summarized by 

reach in Table 3.13-1. 
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Table 3.13-1 Summary of Recreation Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Sites 

Impact 3.13-1 
Increased Demand for 

Police Services 

Impact 3.13-2 
Increased Demand 

for  Fire Services 

Applicable 
Mitigation 
Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani LTS LTS n/a 

Duncan-Giovannoni LTS LTS n/a 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park LTS LTS n/a 

East of 505  LTS LTS n/a 

Warren  LTS LTS n/a 

Upper McNamara  LTS LTS n/a 

Lower McNamara  LTS LTS n/a 

MacQuiddy (Lester) LTS LTS n/a 

Russell Ranch LTS LTS n/a 

Stevenson Bridge LTS LTS n/a 

Glide Ranch LTS LTS n/a 

Nishikawa LTS LTS n/a 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD LTS LTS n/a 

I-80 to Old Davis Road LTS LTS n/a 

Old Davis Road to Mace LTS LTS n/a 

Mace to Road 106A  LTS LTS n/a 

Road 106A to YBWA LTS LTS n/a 

LTS = Less than Significant Impact. 
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3.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

This section of the Project (PEIR) addresses existing utility and infrastructure systems 

within the Project Area. The analysis discusses the ability of existing or planned systems 

to accommodate the proposed Project in terms of distribution and supply and identifies 

potential environmental impacts that could result from the need for new or expanded 

systems.  

 

Information provided in this section includes analysis based on review of Solano and 

Yolo County planning documents and federal and State utility information, among other 

sources. Section 3.1, Hydrology, includes discussion regarding large-scale impacts 

associated with drainage patterns, flooding, and erosion. Section 3.2, Water Quality, 

discusses groundwater and surface water quality in the Project Area, including potential 

changes in runoff, groundwater recharge and quality, and degradation of existing water 

quality.  

 

Thresholds for measuring the Project’s environmental impacts in this PEIR are drawn 

from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G standards 

(OPR, 2013). The following Appendix G impact topics are not addressed in this PEIR 

because the Project has no potential to affect them: 

 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board). 

 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 

 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 

entitlements and resources, or need new or expanded entitlements 

 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 

 

For further discussion of Appendix G thresholds, see Significance Criteria, below. 
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3.14.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

Project Area Conditions 

Solid Waste 

Solano County 

Two privately owned landfills receive non-recyclable solid waste generated in the 

county: the Potrero Hills Landfill located near State Route (SR) 12 and Suisun City, and 

the Hay Road Landfill located on SR 113 east of Vacaville. The Potrero Hills Landfill will 

reach its near-term capacity in 2013, but may be expanded to reach its long-term 

capacity in 2049. The Hay Road Landfill is expected to reach capacity in 2070. These two 

landfills are the only facilities accepting solid waste in Solano County (County of Solano, 

2008a, p. PF-20). Green waste is accepted at both of these facilities, as well as at 

recycling facilities in American Canyon, Martinez, and Benicia (County of Solano, 2014, 

p. 9). 

Yolo County 

Solid waste is accepted within the county at the Yolo County Central Landfill located 

northeast of the City of Davis. This landfill is expected to close in 2081. The Esparto 

Convenience Center receives waste, but only from residential municipal disposers. The 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis) Landfill also provides solid waste disposal and 

green waste processing, but only for waste generated on the campus and Medical 

Facility in Sacramento. Green waste is accepted at the Yolo County Central Landfill, 

Grover Landscape Services Composting Facility in Zamora, Davis Waste Removal’s Green 

Material Facility (accepts material generated in or near the City of Davis) (County of 

Yolo, 2009a, pp. PF-34 to PF-35). 

Pipelines 

Six pipelines cross the Project alignment, as listed in Table 3.14-1. Five of these pipelines 

are gas transmission lines and one is a hazardous liquid pipeline. The exact depth at 

which the pipelines are buried is not known, but Federal regulations require they be 

buried at least 30 inches below ground, 48 inches below soil in navigable streams, and 

1 foot from any other underground structure not associated with the transmission line 

(US DOT, 2014c; 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 192.325, Section 

192.327).  
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Table 3.14-1  Pipelines in Project Area 

Pipeline  
# Type Reach Location 

1 Gas Duncan-Giovannoni Reach 
Crosses Project Area near intersection of Road 
and Wintu Way.  

2 Gas MacQuiddy (Lester) 
Crosses Project Area approximately 3.04 miles 
downstream of I-505. 

3 Gas I-80 to Old Davis Road Reach 
Runs parallel to railway approximately 0.60 miles 
downstream of I-80. 

4 Gas I-80 to Old Davis Road Reach 
Runs parallel to railway approximately 0.63 miles 
downstream of I-80. 

5 Gas 
Old Davis Road to Mace 
Reach 

Crosses Project Area approximately 1.94 miles 
downstream of I-80. 

6 
Hazardous 
Liquid 

Mace to Road 106A Reach 
Crosses Project Area adjacent to Road 106A 
South. 

Source: National Pipeline Mapping System, 2015.  

The Solano and Yolo County General Plans and General Plan EIRs do not identify any 

major water or sewer pipelines crossing the Project Area (County of Solano, 2008a; 

County of Solano, 2008b, p. 4.5-2, Exhibit 4.5-1 and p. 4.5-13). Detailed pipeline maps 

from the water and sewer management plans for the cities of Winters and Davis do not 

identify any city water or sewer pipelines crossing the Project Area (City of Winters, 

2006, Figures ES-1, 1-2, 5-2; City of Davis, 2010, Figure 2-1; City of Davis, 2012, p. 4-5, 

Attachment 4-1). 

Electrical Lines 

Nineteen electrical power lines cross over Putah Creek or are within the Project Area, as 

listed in Table 3.14-2. Of these, four are high-voltage power lines (very tall, tower-

mounted, high-voltage, long-distance transmission lines, which typically carry voltages 

over 200kV) while the remaining 15 are low-voltage power lines (shorter, pole-mounted 

distribution lines, which typically carry voltages of 16 kV or less) (CPUC, 2015, p. 1). By 

State regulation, the height of the lines is at least 15 feet above the ground and water 

areas of the creek (CPUC, 2012, General Order 95, Section III, Table 1, Case Nos. 4 and 

11).  

Storm Drains 

Much of the Project Area is located within agricultural areas with minimal infrastructure, 

and occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains exist within the Project Area. 

Municipal stormwater drains are present in the City of Winters and Davis, but exact 

locations of these drains are not described here because maps for specific drains are not 

readily available. 
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Table 3.14-2 Electrical Lines in Project Area 

Power 
Line # Voltage Reach Location 

1 LV 
Winters Putah Creek 
Nature Park  

Crosses Winter Putah Creek Nature Park Project, 
City of Winters. 

2 LV 
Winters Putah Creek 
Nature Park  

Crosses Project Area near intersection of Putah 
Creek Road and Johnson Road. 

3 LV 
Winters Putah Creek 
Nature Park  

Crosses Project Area near I-505 South. 

4 LV East of 505  
Crosses Project Area approximately 500 feet 
downstream of I-505 North. 

5 LV East of 505  
Crosses Project Area near intersection of Putah 
Creek Road and Boyce Road. 

6 LV East of 505 
Runs along north bank of Project Area 
approximately 0.36 miles downstream of I-505. 

7 HV Upper McNamara  
Crosses Project Area approximately 1.73 miles 
downstream of I-505. 

8 HV Upper McNamara  
Crosses Project Area approximately 1.73 miles 
downstream of I-505. 

9 LV Lower McNamara  
Crosses Project Area approximately 2.73 miles 
downstream of I-505. 

10 LV MacQuiddy (Lester)  
Crosses Project Area approximately 3.58 miles 
downstream of I-505 

11 LV Glide Ranch  
Runs along the north bank of Project Area 
approximately 0.45 miles downstream of Road 
95A. 

12 LV I-80 to Old Davis Road  
Crosses Project Area near railway approximately 
0.60 miles downstream of I-80. 

13 LV Old Davis Road to Mace  Crosses Project Area near Mace Blvd south. 

14 LV Mace to Road 106A  
Crosses Project Area approximately 0.58 miles 
downstream of Mace Blvd. 

15 HV Mace to Road 106A  Crosses Project Area adjacent to Road 106A South. 

16 HV Mace to Road 106A  Crosses Project Area adjacent to Road 106A South. 

17 LV 
Road 106A to Yolo Bypass 
Wildlife Area  

Crosses Project Area approximately 0.66 miles 
downstream of Road 106A. 

18 LV 
Road 106A to Yolo Bypass 
Wildlife Area  

Crosses Project Area approximately 0.1 miles 
downstream of Levee Road (North Fork). (Crosses 
again approximately 1.33 miles downstream of 
Road 106A [South Fork].) 

20 LV 
Road 106A to Yolo Bypass 
Wildlife Area  

Runs along southern bank of Project Area at the 
easternmost boundary of the Project. 

Notes: HV: High Voltage (over 200kV)    LV: Low Voltage (16 kV or less) 
Source: Google Earth, 2014.  
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Project Area Conditions by Reach   

NAWCA/Mariani 

No electrical lines or pipelines are located in this reach.  

Duncan-Giovannoni 

A natural gas pipeline crosses the Project Area near the intersection of Road and Wintu 

Way.  

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

This reach contains three low-voltage electrical lines: one crosses the Project Area near 

Winter Putah Creek Nature Park in the City of Winters, another crosses the Project Area 

near intersection of Putah Creek Road and Johnson Road, and the third crosses the 

Project Area near I-505 South.  

East of 505 

This reach is crossed by three low-voltage electrical lines. One crosses the Project Area 

approximately 500 feet downstream of I-505 North, another crosses the Project Area 

near intersection of Putah Creek Road and Boyce Road, and the third runs along the 

north bank of Project Area approximately 0.36 miles downstream of I-505.  

Warren 

No electrical lines or pipelines are located in this reach.  

Upper McNamara 

This reach is crossed by two high-voltage electrical lines. The two lines are located near 

each other and cross the Project Area approximately 1.73 miles downstream of I-505.  

Lower McNamara 

This reach contains one low-voltage electrical line, which crosses the Project Area 

approximately 2.73 miles downstream of I-505.  

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

A natural gas pipeline crosses the Project Area approximately 3.04 miles downstream of 

I-505. A low-voltage electrical line crosses the Project Area approximately 3.58 miles 

downstream of I-505.  
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Russell Ranch 

No electrical lines or pipelines are located in this reach.  

Stevenson Bridge 

No electrical lines or pipelines are located in this reach.  

Glide Ranch 

This reach contains one low-voltage electrical line, which runs along the north bank of 

Project Area approximately 0.45 miles downstream of Road 95A.  

Nishikawa 

No electrical lines or pipelines are located in this reach.  

Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

No electrical lines or pipelines are located in this reach.  

I-80 to Old Davis Road 

This reach contains two natural gas pipelines. Both run parallel to the railway line, with 

one approximately 0.60 miles downstream of Interstate 80 (I-80) and the other 

approximately 0.63 miles downstream of I-80. This reach contains one low-voltage 

electrical line that crosses the Project Area near the railway line approximately 0.60 

miles downstream of I-80.  

Old Davis Road to Mace 

A natural gas pipeline crosses the Project Area approximately 1.94 miles downstream of 

I-80. A low-voltage electrical line crosses the Project Area near Mace Boulevard South.  

Mace to Road 106A 

A hazardous liquid pipeline crosses the Project Area adjacent to Road 106A South. The 

reach also is crossed by one low-voltage electrical line and two high-voltage lines. The 

low-voltage line crosses the Project Area approximately 0.58 miles downstream of Mace 

Boulevard. The two high-voltage lines are located near each other and cross the Project 

Area adjacent to Road 106A South. 

Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

This reach is crossed by three low-voltage electrical lines. One crosses the Project Area 

approximately 0.66 miles downstream of Road 106A, another crosses the Project Area 
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approximately 0.1 miles downstream of Levee Road (North Fork) and then crosses again 

approximately 1.33 miles downstream of Road 106A (South Fork), and the third low-

voltage line runs along southern bank of Project Area at the easternmost boundary of 

the Project Area.  

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations  

U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration  

The U.S. Department of Transportation's (US DOT) Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 

Safety Administration (PHMSA) Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) is the federal safety 

authority for ensuring the safe, reliable, and environmentally sound operations of the 

U.S. pipeline transportation system. The OPS promotes pipeline safety communication 

and education and provides information on both federal and state pipeline safety 

programs and regulations (US DOT, 2014a). 

State Regulations  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 

Under the 1969 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, primary responsibility for the 

protection of water quality in California rests with the State Water Resources Control 

Board (SWRCB) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) (County of 

Solano, 2008b, p. 4.9-22). The SWRCB sets statewide policy for the implementation of 

State and Federal laws and regulations relating to stormwater. The jurisdiction of the 

Central Valley RWQCB (CVRWQCB) extends from the Oregon border, over the valley and 

foothills from Redding to Fresno, through the Central Valley, to the border with Los 

Angeles County, and includes the Project Area. For additional discussion of the role of 

SWRCB and CVRWQCB in water quality and stormwater regulation, see Section 3.1, 

Hydrology, and Section 3.2, Water Quality, of this PEIR. 

California Integrated Waste Management Act 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill (AB) 939) was 

established in 1989 to address decreasing landfill capacity by mandating waste 

reduction. All jurisdictions were required to divert 25 percent of all solid waste from 

landfill facilities by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000. Some county jurisdictions had 

difficulty reaching mandates initially due to complex methodology in calculating 

diversion rates. As a result, the legislation was amended in 2007 (Senate Bill (SB) 1016), 
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introducing a new disposal-based measurement system of pounds per person per year 

(County of Solano, 2008a, pp. PF-21 to PF-22; CalRecycle, 2012). The Act also requires 

each county to prepare a County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) to plan 

how meet the Act’s diversion requirements (County of Yolo, 2009a, PF-36). 

State Pipeline Safety Regulation 

Pipeline safety related to construction activities in California are regulated by 

Government Code section 4216 et. seq. These statutes require that before excavation 

activities, excavators must contact the regional notification center at least two working 

days but not more than 14 calendar days, prior to excavation if an area reasonably 

should be known to contain pipelines. The regional notification center for the Project 

Area is Underground Service Alert of Northern/Central California and Nevada (Common 

Ground Alliance, 2015). The statutes also prescribe specific tools and methods for 

excavators to determine the exact location of pipelines that may be in conflict with the 

excavation.  

Local Regulations (If Applicable) 

Solano County General Plan 

The following policies from the Solano County General Plan are relevant to utilities 

issues related to the proposed Project. 

 

Policy PF.P-27: Require responsible waste management practices, including recycling 

and composting. Coordinate with service providers to compost green waste and 

encourage local farmers to use this (County of Solano, 2008a pp. PF-22 to PF- 23). 

 

Policy PF.I-29: Expand waste minimization efforts, including household recycling, 

food waste and green waste recycling, business paper recycling, and construction 

and demolition recycling. Require commercial and industrial recycling. Require 

building projects to recycle or reuse a minimum of 50 percent of unused or leftover 

building materials (County of Solano, 2008a pp. PF-24). 

 

Policy PF.P-49: Use parallel or existing rights-of-way for gas, electric, and telephone 

utility alignments in a manner that avoids heavily developed areas. 

 

Policy PF.P-50: Locate, design, and construct transmission lines in a manner that 

minimizes disruption of natural vegetation, agricultural activities, scenic areas, and 

avoids unnecessary scarring of hill areas. 
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Policy PF.P-51: Encourage undergrounding of local utility distribution lines where 

feasible (County of Solano, 2008a, p. PF-40). 

Solano Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan  

The Solano County Integrated Waste Management Division currently operates under a 

CIWMP adopted in 1996, which established solid waste planning strategies for the 

County. The County’s CIWMP is a regional solid waste planning document for all seven 

incorporated jurisdictions (Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, and 

Vallejo) and the unincorporated County area. The plan’s siting element was updated in 

July 2011 (County of Solano, 2015). 

Yolo County General Plan 

The following policies from the Yolo County General Plan are relevant to utilities issues 

related to the proposed Project. 

 

Policy PF-9.1: Meet or exceed State waste diversion requirements.  

 

Policy PF-9.4: Prioritize disposal and processing capacity at the landfill for waste 

materials generated within Yolo County, but accept waste materials from outside 

the county when capacity is available and the rates cover the full cost of disposal 

and processing.  

 

Policy PF-9.8: Require salvage, reuse or recycling of construction and demolition 

materials and debris at all construction sites (County of Yolo, 2009a, PF-38). 

 

Policy PF-11.1: Encourage the development of power generating and transmission 

facilities in appropriate alignments and locations, sufficient to serve existing and 

planned land uses. 

 

Policy PF-11.3: Require utility lines to follow field edges to minimize impacts on 

agricultural operations. 

 

Policy PF-11.4: Pipelines that cross agricultural areas shall be buried at a depth that 

avoids conflicts with expected agricultural practices (Yolo County, 2009, p. PF-44). 

Yolo Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan  

The Yolo County Integrated Waste Management Division currently operates under a 

CIWMP adopted in 1995, which provides the goals, objectives and guidelines for the 
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county and cities to meet state solid waste diversion requirements (County of Yolo 

2009a, PF-36 to PF-37). The CIWMP established solid waste planning strategies for the 

County, as well as for all four Yolo County cities, University of California, Davis (UC 

Davis), and the unincorporated County area. This plan is currently undergoing a 5-year 

review to determine whether the plan’s documents need to be revised. The Plan’s siting 

element was updated in January 2013 (County of Yolo, 2015). 

3.14.2 Significance Criteria 

The following thresholds for measuring a project’s environmental impacts are based on 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G standards of significance (OPR, 2013). For the purposes of 

this PEIR, an impact to utilities is considered significant if implementation of the 

proposed project may result in any of the following: 

1. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental effects. 

2. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 

project’s solid waste disposal needs. 

3. Noncompliance with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to 

solid waste. 

3.14.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

General Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.14-1: Potential Impacts on Storm Water Drainage Facilities. 

As described in Section 3.1, Hydrology, the Project would not create impervious surfaces 

that would increase stormwater runoff. Project activities would have no effect on flow 

regimes that could affect stormwater because flow regimes are controlled by Monticello 

Dam and regulated by the Putah Creek Accord. Thus, Project activities would not result 

in an increase in stormwater that would require construction of new stormwater 

facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.  

 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measures 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 (see Section 3.1, Hydrology) would ensure that 

such activities are performed in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater 

drainage systems remain less than significant. Therefore the Project would have a less-
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than-significant impact on stormwater drainage facility capacity, construction, or 

functioning.  

Impact 3.14-2: Impacts to Landfills. 

The Project would not generate substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste 

generated incidentally during Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty 

containers, or other incidental trash) would be bagged and disposed of at waste 

facilities off-site. With only up to six workers accessing the Project Area each day, this 

incidental solid waste would not be in an amount likely to impact landfill capacities. The 

only waste likely to be generated by Project activities would be green waste removed 

through brush clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds, which would 

be disposed of either on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling 

facilities and would not affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a 

less-than-significant impact to landfills. 

Impact 3.14-3: Impacts to Pipelines and Electrical Lines.  

By State regulation, the height of electrical lines is at least 15 feet above the ground and 

water areas of a creek (CPUC, 2012, General Order 95, Section III, Table 1, Case Nos. 4 

and 11). Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage 

overhead electrical transmission wires.  

 

Project grading is not expected to occur at a depth likely to encounter buried pipelines. 

However, a small possibility exists that construction activities involving digging or 

excavation could inadvertently damage one of the pipelines crossing underneath the 

Project Area (see Table 3.14-1), which could result in short-term and long-term impacts 

such as work injuries, as well as property damage, unintentional fire or explosions, and 

environmental damage through the spill of hazardous liquids or gases (US DOT, 2014b). 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would avoid such an impact by requiring identification of 

pipeline locations before excavation activities begin, and detailing procedures to avoid 

damage during Project excavation near pipelines. Therefore, Project impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1: Locate and Avoid Buried Pipelines. 

In accordance with State Government Code Section 4216 et seq. and guidance issued by 

the U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration (PHMSA), the Project applicant and excavator will contact the regional 

notification center at least two working days, but not more than 14 calendar days, prior 
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to commencing that excavation. If practical, the excavator shall delineate the area to be 

excavated with white paint or other suitable markings. The regional notification center 

for the Project Area is Underground Service Alert of Northern/Central California and 

Nevada. Contact shall be made with the regional notification center either by phone by 

dialing 811 or 1-800-227-2600 or through the center’s website at 

http://usanorth811.org/ (Common Ground Alliance, 2015; USA North 811, 2015).  

 

In accordance with Government Code Section 4216.4, if consultation with the regional 

notification center indicates a Project excavation is near a pipeline, then the excavator 

shall determine the exact location of the pipeline by excavating with hand tools before 

using any power-operated or power-driven excavating or boring equipment. However, 

power-operated or power-driven equipment may be used for the removal of any 

existing pavement if there are no subsurface installations contained in the pavement.  

 

If documented notice of the intent to use vacuum excavation devices, or power-

operated or power-driven excavating or boring equipment has been provided to the 

pipeline operator, and it is mutually agreeable with the operator and the excavator, the 

excavator may utilize vacuum excavation devices, or power-operated or power-driven 

excavating or boring equipment within the approximate location of a pipeline. 

  

If the exact location of the pipeline cannot be determined by hand excavating, the 

excavator shall request the pipeline operator to provide additional information, to 

enable the excavator to determine the exact location of the installation. (The contact 

phone number of the subsurface installation operator may be obtained from the 

regional notification center.) 

   

In the event Project activities discover damage or cause damage to a pipeline 

installation, including all breaks, leaks, nicks, dents, gouges, grooves, or other damage, 

to lines, conduits, coatings, or cathodic protection, the Project applicant and excavator 

shall immediately notify the pipeline operator. If a pipeline is damaged and the operator 

cannot be contacted, the excavator shall call 911 emergency services. 

Site-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani  

Storm Water Drainage Facilities 

As was analyzed in Section 3.1, Hydrology, occasional small roadway or agricultural 

storm drains within the Project Area may need to be modified or replaced as a result of 
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the channel alignment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that 

such activities are performed in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater 

drainage systems remain less than significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would 

have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have no impact related to landfill 

capacity. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Duncan-Giovannoni 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

As was analyzed in Section 3.1, Hydrology, occasional small roadway or agricultural 

storm drains within the Project Area may need to be modified or replaced as a result of 

the channel alignment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that 

such activities are performed in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater 

drainage systems remain less than significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would 

have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater facilities. 



3.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 3.14-14 May 2016 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. This reach contains one natural gas pipeline, which crosses 

the Project Area near the intersection of Road and Wintu Way. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would minimize and avoid Project pipeline impacts by 

requiring identification of pipeline locations before excavation activities begin, and 

detailing procedures to avoid damage during Project excavation near pipelines. 

Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Several municipal drains for the City of Winters are located in this reach, but because 

restoration activities have already been completed for this reach, proposed Project 

activities would only involve maintenance and would not alter stormwater drainage 

systems. In the far upstream portion of the reach, a large municipal drain is located in 

an area that may be subject to some Project construction activities. However, 

construction would be performed in a manner to avoid any impacts to the drain, which 

is a 4-foot diameter concrete pipe with a concrete splashway that would not be practical 

to modify or relocate. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have no impact on 

stormwater facilities. 

Landfill Capacity 

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 
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Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacity. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

East of 505 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

As was analyzed in Section 3.1, Hydrology, occasional small roadway or agricultural 

storm drains within the Project Area may need to be modified or replaced as a result of 

the channel alignment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that 

such activities are performed in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater 

drainage systems remain less than significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would 

have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater facilities. 

Landfill Capacity 

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 
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affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact related to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Warren 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity 

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 
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the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant. 

Upper McNamara 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity 

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant. 
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Lower McNamara 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacity. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

MacQuiddy (Lester) 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 
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Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and would be disposed of either on-site 

after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not affect 

landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact to 

landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. This reach contains one natural gas pipeline, which crosses 

the Project Area approximately 3.04 miles downstream of I-505. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would minimize and avoid Project pipeline impacts by 

requiring identification of pipeline locations before excavation activities begin, and 

detailing procedures to avoid damage during Project excavation near pipelines. 

Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Russell Ranch 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 
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Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Stevenson Bridge 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 3.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

May 2016  3.14-21 Draft Program EIR 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Glide Ranch 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on storm 

water drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 
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the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 

Nishikawa 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 would ensure that such activities are performed in a manner 

so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than significant. 

Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity 

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines would be less than significant. 
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Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measures 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 in this reach would ensure that such activities are 

performed in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain 

less than significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-

significant impact on storm water drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacities  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact related to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. However, construction activities involving digging or 

excavation could inadvertently damage one of the pipelines crossing underneath the 

Project Area (see Table 3.14-1), which could result in work injuries, as well as property 

damage, unintentional fire or explosions, and environmental damage through the spill 

of hazardous liquids or gases (US DOT, 2014b). No mapped pipelines are located in this 

reach, but Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of 

protection in the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or 

additional pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this 

PEIR was written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be 

less than significant. 
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I-80 to Old Davis Road 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 in this reach would ensure that such activities are performed 

in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than 

significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and would be disposed of either on-site 

after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not affect 

landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact 

related to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. However, construction activities involving digging or 

excavation could inadvertently damage one of the pipelines crossing underneath the 

Project Area (see Table 3.14-1), which could result in work injuries, as well as property 

damage, unintentional fire or explosions, and environmental damage through the spill 

of hazardous liquids or gases (US DOT, 2014b). This reach contains two natural gas 

pipelines. Both run parallel to the railway line, with one approximately 0.60 miles 

downstream of I-80 and the other approximately 0.63 miles downstream of I-80. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would minimize and avoid Project 

pipeline impacts by requiring identification of pipeline locations before excavation 

activities begin, and detailing procedures to avoid damage during Project excavation 

near pipelines. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less 

than significant. 
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Old Davis Road to Mace 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 in this reach would ensure that such activities are performed 

in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than 

significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact related to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. Construction activities involving digging or excavation 

could inadvertently damage one of the pipelines crossing underneath the Project Area 

(see Table 3.14-1), which could result in work injuries, as well as property damage, 

unintentional fire or explosions, and environmental damage through the spill of 

hazardous liquids or gases (US DOT, 2014b). This reach contains one natural gas 

pipeline, which crosses the Project Area approximately 1.94 miles downstream of I-80. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would minimize and avoid Project 

pipeline impacts by requiring identification of pipeline locations before excavation 

activities begin, and detailing procedures to avoid damage during Project excavation 

near pipelines. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less 

than significant. 
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Mace to Road 106A 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 in this reach would ensure that such activities are performed 

in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than 

significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity  

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and would be disposed of either on-site 

after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not affect 

landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact 

related to landfill capacities. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. However, construction activities involving digging or 

excavation could inadvertently damage one of the pipelines crossing underneath the 

Project Area (see Table 3.14-1), which could result in work injuries, as well as property 

damage, unintentional fire or explosions, and environmental damage through the spill 

of hazardous liquids or gases (US DOT, 2014b). This reach contains one hazardous liquid 

pipeline, which crosses the Project Area adjacent to Road 106A South. Implementation 

of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would minimize and avoid Project pipeline impacts by 

requiring identification of pipeline locations before excavation activities begin, and 

detailing procedures to avoid damage during Project excavation near pipelines. 

Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 
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Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Occasional small roadway or agricultural storm drains within the Project Area may need 

to be modified or replaced as a result of the channel alignment. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 in this reach would ensure that such activities are performed 

in a manner so that impacts related to stormwater drainage systems remain less than 

significant. Therefore, in this reach, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on stormwater drainage facilities. 

Landfill Capacity 

As described in Impact 3.14-2, above, Project activities in this reach would not generate 

substantial amounts of solid waste. Any solid waste generated incidentally during 

Project activities (e.g., beverage containers, empty containers, or other incidental trash) 

would be bagged and disposed of at waste facilities off-site. With only about six workers 

accessing the Project Area each day, this incidental solid waste would not be in an 

amount likely to impact landfill capacities. Green waste generated by Project brush 

clearing and removal of invasive plant species and weeds would be disposed of either 

on-site after suitable treatment or at local composting/recycling facilities and would not 

affect landfill capacities. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact related to landfill capacity. 

Pipelines and Electrical Lines  

Project construction activities would not occur at a height that could damage overhead 

electrical transmission wires. No mapped pipelines are located in this reach, but 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would be implemented for an added level of protection in 

the event the regional pipeline notification center has access to new or additional 

pipeline information beyond that available to the lead agency at the time this PEIR was 

written. Therefore, Project impacts to pipelines and electrical lines would be less than 

significant. 
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Table 3.14-3 Summary of Utilities Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Reach 

Impact 3.14-1 
Stormwater 

Drainage 
Capacity 

Impact 3.14-2   
Landfill 

Capacity 

Impact 3.14-3   
Pipelines and 

Electrical Lines  

Applicable 
Mitigation  
Measures 

NAWCA/Mariani SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Duncan-Giovannoni SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park NI NI NI n/a 

East of 505 SM NI SM 
 MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Warren SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Upper McNamara SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Lower McNamara SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

MacQuiddy (Lester) SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Russell Ranch SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Stevenson Bridge SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Glide Ranch SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Nishikawa SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2, 
MM 3.14-1 

Olmo-Hammond-UCD  SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2 

 MM 3.14-1 

I-80 to Old Davis Road SM NI SM 
 MM 3.1-2 
MM 3.14-1 

Old Davis Road to Mace SM NI SM 
 MM 3.1-2 
MM 3.14-1 

Mace to Road 106A SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2 

MM 3.14-1 

Road 106A to YBWA SM NI SM 
MM 3.1-2 

MM 3.14-1 
Note: NI = No Impact, LS = Less than Significant Impact, SM = SM = Significant but mitigatable to less than significant 
with measures identified in this section. 
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4. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

This chapter describes the environmental impacts of three alternatives to the proposed 

Project, including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) mandated No Project 

Alternative and two “build” alternatives. This chapter also compares each alternative 

with respect to meeting the Project objectives, and identifies the environmentally 

superior alternative. 

4.1 GENERAL CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA requires an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to consider a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the proposed project. The alternatives considered should feasibly attain 

most of the basic objectives of the project, but will avoid or substantially lessen any of 

the identified significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). 

 

CEQA provides the following guidelines for discussing project alternatives: 

 An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 

informed decision-making and public participation (Section 15126.6(a)). 

 An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible (Section 

15126.6(a)). 

 The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 

which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 

project (Section 15126.6(b)). 

 The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that 

could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid 

or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects (Section 15126.6(c)). 

 The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be 

discussed (Section 15126.6(c)). 

 The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 

meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project (Section 

15126.6(d)). 
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 The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. 

The purpose is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the 

proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project (Section 

15126.6(e)(1)). 

 If the environmentally superior alternative is the “No Project” Alternative, the EIR 

shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 

alternatives (Section 15126.6(e)(2)). 

4.2 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The principal objectives of the Putah Creek Restoration Projects – Upper Reach 

Program, are summarized in Table 4-1. These objectives provide benchmarks for the 

comparative alternatives analysis.  

 

Table 4-1 Project Objectives 

GOAL: ENHANCE HABITATS FOR DELTA NATIVE FISHES AND WILDLIFE WITHIN THE PUTAH CREEK 

RESTORATION PROJECT UPPER REACH PROGRAM 

Objective 1 

Provide for effective fish passage for essential life history stages – i.e., structural 
passage and recruitment and emigration flows – on Putah Creek above the Yolo 
Bypass Wildlife Area (YBWA) to upstream spawning grounds below the Putah 
Diversion Dam (PDD) 

Objective 2 
Restore, enhance, and maintain spawning and rearing physical habitats and 
processes on Putah Creek below the PDD 

Objective 3 
Provide necessary flow regimes and water quality conditions to support anadromous 
and other native Delta fishes on Putah Creek 

Objective 4 
Incorporate natural planform and cross sectional geomorphology that supports 
structural habitat complexity and natural hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecological 
processes  

Objective 5 
Maintain and enhance native riparian vegetation communities along Putah Creek 
below the PDD 

Objective 6 
Maintain a balance of existing fish and wildlife habitats, hunting, fishing, wildlife 
viewing, and other public benefits, including water supply and agriculture, between 
the PDD and YBWA 

 

4.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER EVALUATION 

A broad range of alternatives was considered for the restoration of Putah Creek. Two of 

these alternatives (restoration of the pools only, and a reduced-restoration alternative) 

were carried forward for further review in this EIR. The following alternatives were 

considered and eliminated from further evaluation because of cost, feasibility, and/or 

lack of effectiveness in meeting the Project objectives.  
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 A full restoration alternative from Lake Berryessa to the YBWA was considered and 

eliminated because it would have required reconfiguration of the PDD and impacted 

an existing high-value public park, Lake Solano County Park, rendering it very costly, 

as well as technically and politically challenging.  

 Bank Protection Only Alternative: The most common means of channel 

rehabilitation and restoration is bank protection, typically performed with extended 

rock revetment (rip-rap). This approach has been used in several locations in 

California and the Sacramento River Watershed in particular. This alternative would 

be aimed at preventing erosion and flow problems and improving habitat water 

quality to fulfill Project Objective 2 (to restore, enhance, and maintain spawning and 

rearing physical habitats and processes in the Project Area). 

Under this alternative the stream would be mapped on an annual or semi-annual 

basis for locations where bank erosion is occurring and assessing the relative rate of 

bank loss over time, followed by implementation of appropriate bank stabilization 

measures (such as rock revetments) at identified problematic areas locations. A 

spot-repair maintenance program also would be established.  

The rock revetments would protect the stream bank from further erosion and would 

mostly follow the existing bank line. This work would require sloping (cutting back) 

the existing near-vertical eroding bank to a slope that would allow the stable 

placement of rock. The rock footing would be extended to a depth of at least 5 feet 

below the existing average thalweg (low point of the stream) to prevent 

undercutting during high flows. The average top of armor elevation would be 3 feet 

(above the Ordinary High Water Mark), and the minimum thickness would be 3 feet.  

This alternative would reduce, but not entirely avoid bank failures. It would not 

address the “underfit stream” impacts on fish habitat and water quality, nor would it 

remedy the adverse effects on habitat and water quality of the existing large, deep 

pools. In addition, extending the rock revetment beyond the limited minor bank 

protection proposed as part of the Project would incur significantly higher costs and 

result in the potential for significantly more environmental degradation than the 

alternatives being considered, and has not been demonstrated to be more effective 

than the proposed approach. 

 Reoperation of the Solano Project: This alternative involves reoperation of the 

Solano Project to modify the flow regime in Putah Creek. It is aimed at improving 

flow, habitat, and water quality conditions to meet Objective 3 (to provide necessary 

flow regimes and water quality conditions to support anadromous and other native 

Delta fishes on Putah Creek). This alternative is legally infeasible because flows on 
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Putah Creek are subject to the flow regime instituted under the legally binding Putah 

Creek Accord, which took several years to negotiate and would be extremely difficult 

to modify in any reasonable time frame (see Section 3.1, Hydrology, and Chapter 2, 

Project Description, for additional information on the Putah Creek Accord). 

 Establish a Regional Park Associated with Restoration: There are several existing 

parks and public access areas along the creek: Lake Solano County Park immediately 

upstream of the proposed Project, a large city park in the Creek’s upper reaches in 

Winters, a large public restoration area at Mace Road, and a limited-access Wildlife 

Refuge at the downstream end of the Project Area. Additional land and waterway 

area could be added to this existing network of recreational and open space areas, 

completing a continuous or nearly continuous regional park. This alternative is 

aimed at fulfilling Objective 6 to maintain a balance of existing fish and wildlife 

habitats, hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, and other public benefits, including water 

supply and agriculture, within the Project Area. However, no funding exists for the 

establishment of a park, no parties are likely to be willing to take the liability 

involved, and expanded public access may result in conflicts with adjacent land uses.  

4.4  ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THIS EIR 

Because the Putah Creek Restoration Project Program EIR (PEIR) is a Program-level EIR, 

all alternatives are described and evaluated at a program level. The focus is on 

alternatives that avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts of the proposed 

Project. As detailed below, this EIR addresses the CEQA-mandated No Project 

Alternative, as well as two “build” alternatives; Pool Filling Only and Reduced-Project 

Alternative.  

4.5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

4.5.1 Alternative 1 – No Project 

Description 

The No Project Alternative analyzes the environmental effects of the future conditions 

along the Project reach absent the Project. This alternative assumes that the Project 

Area would remain in its current condition as a degraded-habitat stream corridor. Unlike 

the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not catalyze funding by creating 

a series of “shovel-ready” projects. Although some restoration projects may occur in the 

proposed Project’s absence, but the number of likely future restoration projects and 

their scale is dependent on episodic funding which is not predictable. This alternative 

assumes nominal restoration but ongoing implementation of existing maintenance 
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activities such as irrigation to establish native vegetation, management of non-native 

vegetation (including manual and mechanical removal and chemical control), and 

maintenance of long-term access points (see Table 2-2 in Chapter 2). 

Environmental Impacts 

The following discussion analyzes potential effects of the No Project Alternative and 

compares them to impacts of the proposed Project. 

Hydrology 

Potentially significant short-term construction impacts to erosion and stormwater 

drainage systems would be avoided under this alternative. However, long-term bank 

stabilization proposed as part of the Project may not be implemented. 

Water Quality 

Potentially significant short-term water quality impacts (increased turbidity) from 

Project construction activities and post-restoration (until bank vegetation is re-

established) would not occur under this alternative. Long-term Project benefits 

(including increased dissolved oxygen and decreased water temperature due to 

conversion of overly large pools to new riffles and runs) would either not occur, or 

would occur in a more limited, piecemeal fashion.  

Geology and Soils, and Mineral Resources 

As with the proposed Project, no impacts related to erosion, geologic or seismic hazards, 

or bank instability) would occur under this alternative because no restoration activities 

would occur.  

Biological Resources 

Potentially significant impacts to special status wildlife species associated with 

restoration would be eliminated under this alternative because the Project Area would 

not be subject to disturbance from restoration or maintenance activities. Under this 

alternative, existing habitat deterioration would continue to adversely affect biological 

resources in parts of the Project Area, depending on funding available for maintenance 

and periodic restoration activities. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This alternative would reduce or eliminate the Project’s air pollutant and greenhouse 

gas (GHG) emissions associated with construction equipment and traffic, and soil 
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disturbance, depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic restoration 

activities. 

Noise 

The short-term impacts of noise generated by restoration activities would not occur 

under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would reduce or eliminate 

construction noise, depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic 

restoration activities. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Project’s potential short-term impacts associated with release of hazardous 

materials from construction equipment and other restoration activities and from fire 

hazards would be reduced or eliminated under this alternative, depending on funding 

available for maintenance and periodic restoration activities. 

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

As with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would have no impact on land 

use, and no mitigation would be required. 

The existing agricultural land adjacent to the creek would remain unaffected by 

construction activities under this alternative, resulting in no impact to agricultural 

resources. 

Aesthetics 

This alternative would eliminate or reduce impacts to visual resources compared to the 

Project, depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic restoration 

activities. However, the Project’s long-term improvements to visual quality from the 

better-fit channel and associated new riparian vegetation in the channel would not 

occur, or be reduced, depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic 

restoration activities.  

Recreation 

This alternative would have reduced or no effects on formal or informal recreation, 

depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic restoration activities. The 

Project’s construction-related impacts to recreation access in the Stevenson Bridge and 

UC Davis areas would be avoided. Existing recreation uses would continue.  




