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Cultural Resources 

Potentially significant but mitigable impacts to cultural or archaeological resources 

resulting from Project restoration activities would be eliminated or reduced under this 

alternative, depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic restoration 

activities.  

Transportation/Traffic 

Under Alternative 1, the Project’s temporary construction traffic would be reduced or 

eliminated, depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic restoration 

activities.  

Public Services 

As with the proposed Project this alternative would not generate a need for new law 

enforcement facilities, fire protection facilities and equipment.  

Utilities 

The Project’s potential impacts to stormwater drainage facilities and buried pipelines 

would not occur under this alternative, or would be reduced, depending on funding 

available for maintenance and periodic restoration activities. 

Relationship of Alternative 1 to Project Objectives 

This alternative would not fully meet any of the Project objectives. Degraded conditions 

associated with the deep pools would not be remedied, or may be partially remedied 

depending on funding available for maintenance and periodic restoration activities. 

Existing erosion and habitat degradation associated with non-native vegetation and 

invasive weeds would likely continue.  

4.5.2 Alternative 2 – Pool Filling Only 

Description  

This alternative limits restoration activities to only re-contouring the channel to remove 

approximately 112.5 acres of wide, deep pools in the Project Area. These pools would 

be converted to stream or riparian habitat and are located in the Duncan-Giovannoni, 

Upper McNamara, Lower McNamara, Russell Ranch, Stevenson Bridge, Glide Ranch, 

Olmo-Hammond-UC Davis, Old Davis Road to Mace, Mace to Road 106A, and Road 106A 

to YBWA reaches. No Project-wide channel re-construction or restoration would occur. 

This alternative assumes nominal restoration but ongoing implementation of existing 

maintenance activities such as irrigation to establish native vegetation, management of 
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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). 

 

Alternative 2 could feasibly accomplish significant restoration of areas with the worst 

aquatic habitat and water quality effects. The pools degrade habitat and water quality 

by creating areas of shallow, low-flow water exposed to sunlight, which warms the 

water to temperatures not conducive to native fishes, reduces the amount of dissolved 

oxygen in the water, and increases the amount of bioavailable mercury in the creek (see 

Section 3.2, Water Quality). Conversion of the pools to new stream riffles and runs 

would reverse these conditions, as well as increase the amount of spawning gravel 

available for salmonids, promote the growth of native fish species, and inhibit the 

spread of nonnative fish species (see Section 3.4, Biological Resources).  

Environmental Impacts 

The following discussion analyzes potential effects of Alternative 2 – Pool Filling Only 

compared to the proposed Project. 

Hydrology 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced, but still potentially significant, short-term 

construction impacts to hydrologic conditions, including erosion, siltation, and 

stormwater drainage systems compared with the proposed Project. These impacts 

would be similarly mitigated for both this alternative and the proposed Project, reducing 

this Alternative’s impacts on hydrology to a less-than-significant level with mitigation, 

as with the proposed Project..  

Water Quality 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced, but still potentially significant, short-term 

construction impacts to water quality conditions, including siltation, and introduction of 

other potential pollutants into the creek. Mitigation related to erosion and sediment, 

mercury methylation, and herbicide use would still be required, reducing this 

Alternative’s impacts on water quality to a less-than-significant level with mitigation, as 

with the proposed Project.. As with the proposed Project, filling the pools would 

improve water quality by increasing the amount of dissolved oxygen in the water, 

lowering water temperature, and decreasing the amount of bioavailable mercury in the 

creek. However, enhanced stream shading along non-pool reaches associated with the 

reduced stream channel and new riparian vegetation would not be achieved. 
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Geology and Soils, and Mineral Resources 

Reduced construction activities under this alternative compared with the proposed 

Project would reduce erosion. Erosion control mitigation would still be required, 

reducing this Alternative’s impacts on Geology and Soils to a less-than-significant level 

with mitigation, as with the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, 

Alternative 2 would have no impact on Mineral Resources. 

Biological Resources 

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would subject the Project Area to in-

channel disturbance and restoration activities, leading to potentially significant impacts 

to several special status wildlife species including: song sparrow (Modesto Population), 

the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB), Swainson’s hawk, western pond turtle, 

giant garter snake, pacific lamprey, and the white-tailed kite. Given the emphasis of this 

alternative on eliminating deep pools, the relative long-term aquatic impacts would be 

the same as the proposed Project: for instance, both would increase spawning gravels 

for salmonids and decrease water temperatures to promote native fish species. 

However, limiting restoration to the pool areas would not create as much improved fish-

spawning habitat as would the proposed Project. In addition, the underfit creek’s 

adverse effects on fish habitat and spawning access would not be improved outside of 

the pool areas. The proposed Project’s temporary construction-related impacts to 

riparian habitat would be lessened, because less area would be subject to construction 

activities. Under the proposed Project, all biological impacts would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level through the application of mitigation measures. Under Alternative 

2, similar mitigation would also be required, resulting in a less-than-significant impact 

after mitigation. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The reduced construction activities from Alternative 2 would reduce emissions from 

mobile sources because fewer haul truck and worker commuter trips would be required, 

and in-channel construction equipment operations would be reduced. The reduced 

emissions from mobile sources and construction equipment with this alternative reduce 

generation of dust (particulate matter), other criteria pollutant emissions, and GHG 

emissions compared with the proposed Project. However, since construction activities 

would still occur, Best Management Practices (Mitigation 3.3-1) would still need to be 

implemented. Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-significant impact after 

mitigation. 
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Noise 

Alternative 2 would result in the same construction noise levels as the proposed Project, 

but would reduce the number of noise receptors because construction areas would be 

more limited. Temporary construction noise increases would remain significant and 

unavoidable when construction is within 400 feet of residences, and construction noise 

would exceed Solano County noise standards if construction occurs within 150 feet of 

homes in Solano County. Thus, Alternative 2 would result in a significant and 

unavoidable noise impact during construction. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Potential short-term impacts associated with release of hazardous materials from 

construction equipment and other restoration activities, and from fire hazards would 

remain under this alternative, but would be reduced compared with the proposed 

Project because of the reduced level of construction activity. As with the proposed 

Project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced to a 

less-than-significant level through the application of the same mitigation measures 

identified in the DEIR.  

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

This alternative would have similar but reduced impact associated with conflicts with 

adjacent land uses compared with the proposed Project. 

Alternative 2 would result in a reduced, but still potentially significant but mitigable 

impact to agricultural resources, as with the proposed Project. 

Aesthetics 

This alternative would substantially reduce the amount of vegetation removal compared 

with the proposed Project, which would result in reduced aesthetic impacts from 

restoration activities than with the proposed project. Similar mitigation would likely be 

required to address potential aesthetic impacts in areas proposed for construction. As 

with the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant impact after 

mitigation. 

Recreation 

This alternative would have similar but reduced effects on formal and informal 

recreation compared with the Project. Construction-related impacts to recreation access 

in the Stevenson Bridge and UC Davis areas would still occur, as with the proposed 
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Project. This Alternative’s impacts on Recreation resources would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level with mitigation, as with the proposed Project..  

Cultural Resources 

Similar to the proposed Project, construction of Alternative 2 would subject the Project 

Area could result in significant impacts to any cultural or archaeological resources near 

the pool sites. However, because the area that would be disturbed would be less under 

this alternative than with the proposed Project, this impact would be less than with the 

proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, mitigation would result in a less-than-

significant cultural resources impact.  

Transportation/Traffic 

Under both Alternative 2 and the proposed Project, all potential impacts related to 

transportation and traffic would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 

would be required. However, Alternative 2 would reduce impacts related from 

temporary construction traffic and associated roadway hazards because it would reduce 

haul-truck trips, and be geographically more limited than the proposed Project.  

Public Services 

As with the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would have minimal impacts to police, fire 

and other public services providers.  

Utilities 

As with to the proposed Project, potential impacts to stormwater drainage facilities and 

to buried pipelines could occur under this alternative, but would it is likely that fewer 

facilities may be affected because this Alternative would have a reduced footprint. As 

with the proposed Project, all potentially significant impacts related to utilities would be 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

Relationship of Alternative 2 to Project Objectives 

The alternative would meet a number of the Project’s objectives: it would fulfill 

Objective 2 (restore, enhance, and maintain spawning and rearing physical habitats in 

the Project Area) by improving water quality and promoting much better habitat 

conditions for most, but not all of the native aquatic species.  

 

However, Alternative 2 would not fully meet Objective 4 throughout the Project length 

(Incorporate natural channel morphology that supports structural habitat complexity 

and natural hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecological processes) because non-pool areas 
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with excessively wide channels would not be restored. In addition, this alternative 

would not provide as much floodplain habitat expansion as the proposed Project. 

 

This alternative also would not fully fulfill Objective 5 (Maintain and enhance native 

riparian vegetation communities along the Project Area) because restoration areas 

would be reduced and the expanded weed control associated with the Project would 

not be implemented. 

 

Additionally, this alternative would not meet the integrative restoration needs of the 

creek system as a whole. Therefore, Alternative 2 would be less consistent with project 

objectives than the proposed Project. 

4.5.3 Alternative 3 – Reduced Project Alternative  

Description 

This alternative focuses all of the proposed potential restoration activities in the four 

reaches from PDD to the Interstate 505 (I-505) bridge (NAWCA/Mariani, Duncan-

Giovannoni, Winters Putah Creek Nature Park, and East of I-505), a distance of 

approximately 4 miles. Alternative 3 construction activities would be completed over a 

2-year period, 2 miles per year to accomplish the channel reconfiguration and 

vegetation management to cover essentially the entire footprint of the creek. The two-

year time frame would allow for the most efficient use of equipment, time, and funding.  

 

This alternative was selected instead of a downstream Reduced Project Alternative 

because upstream areas of the creek contain colder water and higher quality fisheries 

habitat than downstream, resulting in better project results with respect to fishery 

enhancement, and the most efficient use of funding. In addition, it is generally the best 

ecological practice to work upstream to downstream rather than vice-versa, where 

possible. This alternative would provide very high value aquatic and riparian habitat for 

the colder water species and a contiguous corridor for movement of terrestrial species, 

linking to the existing high quality PDD habitat to the Berryessa riparian corridor. This 

alternative could feasibly accomplish a number of Project Objectives while reducing the 

proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable noise impacts.  

Environmental Impacts 

The following discussion analyzes potential effects of Alternative 3 – Reduced Project 

Alternative compared to the proposed Project. 
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Hydrology 

Compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would substantially reduce the area of 

grading and fill but would still require erosion-control mitigation. As with the proposed 

Project, impacts to hydrology from Alternative 3 would be less than significant after 

mitigation. 

Water Quality 

Compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would reduce the total area where 

grading and fill would occur. However, it would still require mitigation related to erosion 

and sediment, mercury methylation, and herbicide use. As with the proposed Project, 

impacts on water quality from Alternative 3 would be less than significant after 

mitigation and, in the long-term, improved compared with existing conditions. 

Geology and Soils, and Mineral Resources 

Compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would have greater short-term 

impacts on erosion and siltation because it concentrates all of the short-term project 

impacts in a narrower area over a shorter two-year timeframe. This could lead to 

cumulative sediment impacts. Similar erosion control mitigation would still be required, 

reducing this Alternative’s impacts on Geology and Soils to a less-than-significant level 

with mitigation, as with the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, 

Alternative 3 would have no impact on Mineral Resources. 

Biological Resources 

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would subject the Project Area to in-

channel disturbance and restoration activities, leading to potentially significant impacts 

to several special status wildlife species including: song sparrow (Modesto population), 

the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB), Swainson’s hawk, western pond turtle, 

and the white-tailed kite. However, a smaller area than the proposed Project (4 acres 

rather than 24.2 miles) would be potentially affected under Alternative 3. 

This alternative also would eliminate the deep pools in the restored reaches and have 

positive long-term aquatic impacts such as increasing spawning gravels for salmonids 

and decreasing water temperatures to promote native fish species, but these positive 

effects would also be limited to a smaller area.  

As with the proposed Project, all biological impacts would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level through the application of mitigation measures. Under Alternative 3, 

similar mitigation would also be required, resulting in a less-than-significant impact 

after mitigation. 
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The reduced construction activities from Alternative 3 would reduce emissions from 

mobile sources because fewer haul truck trips and worker commuter trips would be 

required. This alternative would also reduce emissions from construction equipment 

because less equipment would be needed and the needed equipment would be used for 

a shorter duration compared with the proposed Project. However, since construction 

activities would still occur, Best Management Practices (Mitigation Measure 3.3-1) 

would still need to be implemented. Alternative 3 would result in a less-than-significant 

impact after mitigation, as would the proposed Project. 

Noise 

Alternative 3 would result in the same construction noise levels as the proposed Project, 

but the reduced construction corridor would substantially reduce the number of 

receptors at which impacts would occur. Temporary construction noise increases would 

remain significant and unavoidable when construction is within 400 feet of residences, 

and construction noise would exceed Solano County noise standards if construction 

occurs within 150 feet of homes in Solano County. Thus, Alternative 3 would result in a 

significant and unavoidable noise impact, as would the proposed Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Potential short-term impacts on the Project Area associated with release of hazardous 

materials from construction equipment and other restoration activities and from fire 

hazards would remain under this alternative. As with the proposed Project, all impacts 

related to hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced to a less-than-significant 

level through the application of mitigation measures.  

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

This alternative would have similar but reduced impact associated with conflicts with 

adjacent land uses compared with the proposed Project. 

Alternative 3 would result in a significant but mitigable impact to agricultural resources, 

as with the proposed Project, but the acreage that could be affected by this alternative 

would be reduced compared with the Project. 

Aesthetics 

This alternative would remove less vegetation than the proposed Project, which would 

result in reduced temporary aesthetic impacts from restoration activities than with the 

proposed Project. Similar mitigation would likely be required to address potential 
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aesthetic impacts. Long-term aesthetic improvements to the non-restored areas would 

not occur. As with the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would have a less-than-

significant impact after mitigation. 

Recreation 

This alternative would have reduced effects on formal and informal recreation 

compared with the Project. The Project’s construction-related impacts to recreation 

access upstream would be limited to areas upstream of the I-505 bridge. Impacts to 

recreation would be significant but mitigable, as with the proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources 

Because the area that would be disturbed would be reduced compared with the 

proposed Project, impacts to potential cultural resources would be less than with the 

proposed Project, and limited to the upper 4 miles of the Project Area. As with the 

proposed Project, mitigation also would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 

level.  

Transportation/Traffic 

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would result in temporary construction 

traffic and potential short-term increases in roadway hazards. However, under this 

alternative, these impacts would be less than the proposed Project because 

Alternative 3 would limit project impacts to the upper 4 miles of the Project Area. As 

with the proposed Project, all potential impacts related to transportation and traffic 

would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required.  

Public Services 

As with the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would have less-than-significant impacts to 

police, fire and other public services providers.  

Utilities 

As with to the proposed Project, potential impacts to stormwater drainage facilities and 

to buried pipelines could occur under this alternative, but would be lessened because 

this Alternative would perform activities over a smaller area. As with proposed Project, 

all potential adverse impacts related to utilities would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level through the application of mitigation measures.  
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Relationship of Alternative 3 to Project Objectives 

The alternative would meet a number of project objectives: it would fulfill Objective 2 

(restore, enhance, and maintain spawning and rearing physical habitats in the Project 

Area) by improving water quality and promoting much better habitat conditions for 

native aquatic species, but it would do so over a much more limited area (4 miles) than 

the proposed Project (24.2 miles), focusing all of the proposed potential restoration 

activities in the reaches from PDD to the I-505 bridge. This alternative would provide 

very high value aquatic and riparian habitat to the colder water species and a 

contiguous corridor for movement of terrestrial species, linking to the existing high 

quality PDD to Berryessa riparian corridor. 

 

This alternative would meet Objective 4 (Incorporate natural planform and cross 

sectional geomorphology that supports structural habitat complexity and natural 

hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecological processes). This alternative has the disadvantage 

that it would not provide as much restored floodplain riparian habitat expansion as the 

proposed Project. It also would not fill pools or otherwise improve habitat downstream 

of the I-505 bridge. 

 

This alternative would fulfill Objective 5 (Maintain and enhance native riparian 

vegetation communities along the Project Area) because, like the proposed Project, it 

would implement a suite of vegetation management activities that would reduce the 

invasive weeds along and in the creek. However, it would do so over a much more 

limited area than the proposed Project. 

 

Alternative 3 would not meet 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) because it would not 

perform activities along Putah Creek all the way to the YBWA, and instead would stop at 

I-505 near the City of Winters. For this reason, Alternative 3 fails to meet the integrative 

restoration needs of the Creek system as a whole. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be less 

consistent with project objectives than the proposed Project.  

4.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative be identified. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No 

Project/No Development Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an Environmentally 

Superior Alternative among other alternatives. CEQA also requires public agencies to 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 4. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

May 2016 4-17 Draft Program EIR 

mitigate or avoid significant effects of a project whenever it is feasible to do so (Public 

Resources Code Section 21002.1). 

 

The alternatives provide a range of feasible options for implementing the proposed 

Project, and the impacts of one or more alternatives on some resource topics would 

result in less significant impacts when compared with the other alternatives. As a result, 

it is possible for the lead and responsible agencies to select an alternative that would 

result in the least environmental impacts without carrying forward an action that would 

have unavoidable impacts. 

 

Based on the analysis of the alternatives in Chapter 4, the No Project Alternative 

(Alternative 1) would have the least short-term adverse impacts, but would result in 

continued dominance of non-native and invasive plants in the Project Area and 

continued erosion and channel destabilization of Putah Creek, reducing the quality of   

wildlife habitat.  In addition, as shown in Table 4-2, this alternative would not meet the 

Project objectives.  

 

Alternative 3, the Reduced Project Alternative, would achieve many of the water quality 

and habitat benefits of the proposed Project but over a much more limited area (4-5 

acres improved habitat over 4 miles) than the proposed Project (24.2 miles). In terms of 

gross acres of improved habitat (approximately 112.5 acres), Alternative 2 would have 

more ecological benefits for the full range of native species; however, for cold-water 

fisheries, Alternative 3 would provide a shorter corridor of enhanced aquatic and 

riparian habitat compared with the Project. 

 

The Environmentally Superior Alternative is Alternative 2, Pool Filling Only, which 

achieves some of the water quality and habitat benefits of the proposed Project but 

with lessened short-term construction-related impacts. However, this alternative is less 

consistent with the Project objectives than the proposed Project.  
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Table 4-2 Comparison of Project Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Environmental Category 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1 

No Project 
Alternative 2 

Pool Filling Only 
Alternative 3 

Reduced Project  

Aesthetics LS/MM NI LS/MM LS/MM- 

Air Quality & Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions 

LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Biological Resources LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Cultural Resources LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Geology and Soils,  
Mineral Resources 

LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Hazards LS/MM- NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Hydrology LS/MM- NI LS/MM- 
 

LS/MM- 

Land Use  LS NI LS LS/MM- 

Noise SU/MM NI SU- SU- 

Public Services NI NI NI NI 

Recreation LS NI LS- LS- 

Transportation/Traffic LS NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Utilities LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Water Quality LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM- 

Consistency with  
Project Objectives 

Consistent Inconsistent Less Consistent Less Consistent 

Notes:  
NI = No impact would occur. 
LS = All impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation required. 
LS/MM = All impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
SU = One or more impacts would be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation. 
-  = Alternative impacts are less severe than the Proposed Project. 
+ = Alternative impacts are more severe than the Proposed Project. 
Where no + or - is indicated, impacts of the Proposed Project and the Alternative are identical or very similar. 
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5. CEQA TOPICAL ANALYSES 

5.1 GROWTH INDUCEMENT  

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for evaluation of growth-

inducing impacts are set forth in Section 15126.2 (d) of CEQA Guidelines (California 

Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387). CEQA 

requires that both direct and indirect impacts of all phases of a proposed project be 

considered. Growth-inducement is typically considered to be a direct or indirect effect 

of an action that either directly fosters growth or removes an obstacle to economic or 

population growth, or the construction of new housing. CEQA Guidelines also require 

evaluation of new infrastructure and service facilities needed to serve growth-induced 

by a project. The Guidelines note that “it must not be assumed that growth in any area 

is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment;” 

therefore, the nature of the effects of any induced growth also must be considered to 

determine if the impacts of that growth are potentially significant. 

 

Some projects may be considered growth inducing while others may be growth 

accommodating (i.e., they are intended to accommodate planned growth, but do not 

induce that growth). The distinction here is primarily whether or not a project removes 

an obstacle to growth. It is sometimes argued that, if growth is already planned for in a 

jurisdiction’s General Plan, then infrastructure supporting that development is growth 

accommodating rather than growth inducing. However, CEQA is concerned with on-the-

ground impacts to the environment. Therefore, if planned development cannot move 

forward absent a particular infrastructure project, or the development is substantially 

encouraged by that infrastructure, that project is generally considered growth inducing. 

 

CEQA Guidelines also state (Section 16064 (d)(3)) that an indirect physical change is to 

be considered only if that change is “a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be 

caused by the project. A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not 

reasonably foreseeable.” 

 

The Putah Creek Restoration – Upper Reach Project (Project) includes channel 

reconfiguration, habitat restoration, and maintenance components. The Project 

components would not have any effect on growth, as they would not provide any new 

housing, infrastructure, or substantial economic activity. In addition, it would not 
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remove any obstacles to growth, expand infrastructure, or develop housing or economic 

activity.  

 

The Project also would not induce growth. Although it would work in concert with the 

proposed Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area (YBWA) restoration downstream, the proposed 

Project would not induce the implementation of that project, which is being carried out 

independently by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (funded under 

the same grant as this Project). Neither the proposed Project nor the YBWA project is 

expected to substantially induce demand for new residences or businesses in the 

adjacent areas, although the restored stream would provide a more aesthetically 

pleasing environment that could slightly increase desirability of adjacent parcels; 

therefore, this impact would be less than significant.  

5.2 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS  

Under each resource topic, any unavoidable significant adverse impacts identified are 

analyzed in detail. The only potentially significant and unavoidable impact from the 

Project would be temporary construction noise impacts. 

5.3 SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS/MITIGATION MEASURES 

The proposed Project would be located primarily in agricultural areas of Yolo and Solano 

Counties, although portions of the Project would be adjacent to more urbanized City of 

Winters and University of California, Davis (UC Davis) lands. A cumulative impact refers 

to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or 

which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may 

be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The 

cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment, which results 

from incremental impacts of the project when added to other closely related past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result 

from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period.  

5.3.1 Yolo County Projects 

A review of the Yolo County current projects list (http://www.yolocounty.org/ 

community-services/planning-public-works/planning-division/current-projects (viewed 

May 3, 2016) indicated no County projects that may have impacts overlapping those of 

the proposed Project. 

http://www.yolocounty.org/community-services/planning-public-works/planning-division/current-projects
http://www.yolocounty.org/community-services/planning-public-works/planning-division/current-projects
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5.3.2 Solano County Projects 

In March 2015 the Solano County Board of Supervisors approved funding for the 

following projects in the Project area, to be conducted in 2015-17: 

 The Midway-Sievers safety improvement project, which will construct paved 

shoulder improvements on Midway Road from Interstate 80 to Porter Road, and on 

Sievers Road from Halley Road to Stevenson Bridge Road. 

 The 2015 paving project, which will provide paved shoulder improvements on 

Winters Road from Allendale Road to Wolfskill Road, and on Midway Road from 

Timm Road to the Vacaville city limit. The improvement work to Midway Road is 

included in the English Hills Transportation Impact Fee. 

 The culvert repair project, which will make significant repairs to dilapidated culverts 

under Steiger Hill Road and Cantelow Road, according to a staff report. These are 

large culverts that do not qualify for federal funding as bridges and must be 

maintained by the county, the report said. 

 A bridge design contract was awarded on March 17, 2016 for the Stevenson Road 

Bridge rehabilitation project. Significant structural design work is anticipated to 

rehabilitate the existing deficient structure.   

 

A review of Solano County active projects (May 2016) indicate no County projects that 

may have impacts overlapping those of the proposed Project. 

5.3.3 University of California, Davis Project 

UC Davis has a large number of “current projects” listed on its website, however many 

of these are old and have already been constructed (http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/ 

progress/commitment/environmental_review/current_projects.html, accessed May 3, 

2016). Current UC Davis projects in the Project area include: 

 The Shrem Museum of Art building, currently scheduled to open in November 2016,  

which would include approximately 30,000 square feet of space and would be 

located on 1.6 undeveloped acres in the southern portion of the Central Campus at 

UC Davis in Yolo County. 

  The UC Davis Large Solar Power Plant (LSPP) project which is planned for up to 

70 acres and would help the campus meet demand for electricity and achieve goals 

for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The site is along just north of Putah 

Creek Levee Road, the north levee of Putah Creek, approximately ½-mile east of Old 

http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/progress/commitment/environmental_review/current_projects.html
http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/progress/commitment/environmental_review/current_projects.html
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Davis Road on land used for agricultural production. Project construction was 

completed in nearly 2016. 

 The Orchard Park Student Housing redevelopment which proposes to consolidate 

the Solano Park and Orchard Park student housing areas by redeveloping Orchard 

Park at a higher density and suspending housing operations at the Solano Park 

housing area, just south of the old mill race on the UC Davis campus. At Orchard 

Park, the approximately 20-acre site would undergo a demolition and 

redevelopment process from 2014 through 2016 to provide housing for a total of 

1,410 people in 550 dwelling units.  

 UC Davis proposes to construct and occupy a two-story lecture hall of approximately 

17,500 square feet within the UC Davis core campus.  The project site at the 

southwest intersection of Kleiber Hall Drive and California Avenue would provide 

550 to 600 seats for campus lectures and would help to better serve the increasing 

demand for lecture space on the campus. 

 The Veterinary Medicine Student Services Development which would consist of two 

new buildings: 1) the Veterinary Medicine Student Services and Administration 

Center, and 2) the Scrubs Café building. The project construction site is 

approximately 2 acres at the southeast corner of where Garrod Drive makes a 

90-degree bend near the Veterinary Medicine 3B building. Construction is planned 

for completion in 2016. 

 UC Davis proposes to renovate Walker Hall, a building of approximately 45,000 

square feet on a site of approximately two acres, in the core area of the UC Davis 

main campus.   The building is currently vacant and after construction, the proposed 

project would provide classroom seating for approximately 390 students and office 

space for approximately 50 employees.  The CEQA review for this project is currently 

(May 2016) in progress.  

5.3.4 City of Winters Projects 

The City of Winters is currently implementing the following projects: 

 Railroad Ave over Dry Slough 0.37 miles north of County Road 33, bridge 

replacement. The work generally consists of, but not limited to, the following: 

clearing, grubbing, temporary detour, bridge removal, bridge and roadway 

construction, temporary detour removal, signing and striping. Work is scheduled for 

completion in 2015-2016. 

 The Putah Creek River Parkways project narrowed the low-flow channel along about 

1 mile of creek. The project cut fill from steep banks, and moved it into a form such 
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that the creek now has a walkable riparian area, and improved wildlife habitat. The 

project was completed with the completion of the Winters Road Bridge 

Replacement in early 2016 (see below). 

 The Winters Road Bridge Replacement project, a joint effort between Solano County 

and the City of Winters, involves the replacement of a 420-foot-long, three-span, 

earth-filled concrete arch bridge that was constructed in 1907, and is eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. The replacement structure 

consists of a 453-foot-long, three-span cast-in-place reinforced concrete box girder 

superstructure simulated arched spans. Construction began in 2013 and was 

completed in early  2016. 

5.3.5 California Department of Fish and Wildlife Projects 

YBWA Putah Creek Restoration 

The Restoration Plan would route a new stream channel through irrigated pasture, row 

crop or fallow ground within the YBWA. The new channel would bypass the last 

2.3 miles of stream channel (a constructed irrigation canal) through which Putah Creek 

currently flows. Channel design will include additional shallow water smolt-rearing 

habitat that is relatively free of non‐native predatory fish. The channel would be 

designed in a manner that will create a series of shallow, seasonal wetlands that would 

provide high quality rearing habitat.  

 

The Restoration Plan also would include a new water-control structure to divert water 

into the new channel alignment while also allowing continuation of the existing water 

supply operation along Lower Putah Creek. The water control structure would be a 

concrete structure with interlocking aluminum stop logs to control flow into the new 

channel. The water control structure would be operated using the same schedule 

currently in place for the Los Rios check dam. The new water control structure would be 

closed from mid-March to mid-November, allowing water to pool within Lower Putah 

Creek and to be diverted for agricultural and wildlife management purposes. The new 

water control structure would be open from mid-November to mid-March and water 

would flow from Lower Putah Creek into the new channel. The water control structure 

would also provide a crossing over the connection point, aligned with the existing north-

south access road. The crossing would be sized to accommodate agricultural equipment 

up to 16 feet wide. 
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5.3.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Each resource topic analyzed in this EIR includes an analysis of the cumulative impacts 

and identifies mitigation measures. The cumulative impacts identified in this EIR include 

issues regarding: hydrology and geomorphology, water quality, geology and soils, air 

quality, noise, aesthetics, land use, recreation, transportation/traffic, public services, 

utilities and service systems, and hazardous materials. 

Hydrology 

As is described in detail in Section 3.1, Hydrology, the proposed Project, after mitigation, 

would have no adverse long-term effects on hydrology within the project area or the 

vicinity. The proposed project could result in short-term impacts on erosion and 

siltation, and on stormwater drainage systems. These potential impacts would be 

reduced below significance through regulatory compliance with permitting processes 

and through the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.14-1, and 3.14-3 

In order for the Project to contribute to a significant cumulative impact, it would have to 

create an impact that would exist long enough to combine with other projects to create 

that significant effect. The absence of residual impacts eliminates the potential for the 

Project to create overlapping or interactive impacts with other projects or make a 

substantial incremental contribution to cumulative conditions to result in cumulative 

impacts related to hydrology. Consequently, the proposed Project would not 

incrementally contribute to a significant cumulative effect on hydrology. 

Water Quality 

As is described in detail in Section 3.2 Water Quality, the proposed Project would have 

no adverse short- or long-term effects on water quality within the Project Area or the 

vicinity. The only potential impacts of the proposed Project would be impacts related to 

herbicide use and short-term impacts related to Water Quality Standards or Waste 

Discharge Requirements. These potential impacts would be reduced below significance 

through regulatory compliance with permitting processes and through the 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and 3.4-6. Therefore, the Project would 

not incrementally contribute to any significant cumulative impacts related to water 

quality. 

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 

As is described in detail in Section 3.3 Geology and Soils, and Mineral Resources, the 

proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on geology and soils. The 

only potential impacts of the proposed project would be short-term impacts on erosion, 

and these potential impacts would be reduced below significance through regulatory 
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compliance with permitting processes and through the implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.1-1. Implementation of this mitigation measure also would ensure that 

Project-related activities would not incrementally contribute to any significant 

cumulative impacts related to geology and soils. 

 

The proposed restoration Project would have no impact on mineral resources. As 

described in the Setting section, neither the Solano County General Plan nor the Yolo 

County General Plan identifies the Putah Creek area among the County’s Mineral 

Resource Zones. The Yolo County General Plan identifies natural gas fields are located in 

the area (the Winters Gas and Putah Sink Gas fields and the abandoned Dixon Gas and 

Davis Southeast Gas fields). The Project would not prevent future use or development of 

these natural gas resources because the Project would not involve deep subsurface 

activities and would not construct any human habitation or commercial or industrial 

development that would place people or large structures along the creek. Therefore the 

project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts to mineral resources. 

Biological Resources  

As is described in detail in Section 3.4 Biological Resources, the proposed Project would 

have significant but mitigable effects on biological resources within the Project Area or 

the vicinity. Impacts to special-status species (including the song sparrow [Modesto 

Population], Valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Swainson’s hawk, western pond turtle, 

and the white-tailed kite); to migratory birds; to riparian, aquatic, and wetland habitat; 

to species movement; and to water quality for fish within the Project Area would be 

either less than significant or mitigated to that level. These potential impacts would be 

reduced below significance through the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 

through 3.4-6. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Per the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) CEQA Handbook for 

Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, any proposed project that would 

individually have a significant air quality impact (exceed YSAQMD CEQA Significance 

Thresholds) would also be considered to have a significant cumulative impact (YSAQMD, 

2007). All air quality and GHG impacts would be less than significant for the proposed 

Project; therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant contribution 

to cumulative impacts.  
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Noise 

Potential project-related noise impacts would not result in any potentially significant 

cumulative impacts. Construction-related noise impacts are short-term and would cease 

upon completion of construction. No long-term noise would be generated as a result of 

the Project, which would result in the restoration of Putah Creek, and no concurrent 

major construction projects have been identified in the vicinity of Putah Creek; 

therefore, the Project would not contribute to cumulative noise impacts. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As is described in detail in Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed 

Project would have no adverse short- or long-term impacts related to hazards or 

hazardous materials within the Project Area or the vicinity. The only potential impacts of 

the proposed Project would be potential impacts related to unexpected discovery of 

hazardous materials during excavation; minor contamination from drips and leaks from 

construction vehicles and equipment; or the misapplication of herbicides during 

activities to reduce invasive species and weeds. These potential impacts would be 

localized and reduced a less-than-significant level through the implementation of 

Mitigation Measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 3.4-6; therefore, the Project would not contribute 

to any cumulative impacts to hazards or hazardous materials. 

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

The Project could have temporary impacts to access to agricultural lands during 

construction. These impacts would be fully mitigated by measures identified in Section 

3.8, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, of this EIR; therefore the project’s 

contribution to any cumulative impacts of the other projects listed in this section would 

not be considerable.  

Aesthetics 

The project could have temporary impacts to views of the creek and associated 

vegetation during construction and until new vegetation becomes established. These 

impacts would be localized and not overlap visual impacts of any of the other 

cumulative projects with the exception of work at the connection of this Project with 

the YBWA project, where there are no sensitive receptors (i.e., residents or recreational 

users) to visual changes. The new Winters Putah Creek Road Bridge should be 

completed prior to implementation of the Project. Further, mitigated by measures 

identified in Section 3.8, Land Use, of this EIR would reduce the project’s cumulative 

impacts to less than significant; therefore, the Project’s contribution cumulative impacts 

would not be considerable.  
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Recreation 

The Project could have temporary impacts on access to recreational areas. These would 

be minimized by measures identified in Section 3.10, Recreation, of this EIR. It is unlikely 

that any of the Project’s impacts to recreational resources would overlap with impacts 

of the other cumulative projects and, if any overlap were to occur, it would be of short 

duration; therefore, the project’s contribution to any cumulative impacts on 

recreational resources would not be considerable.  

Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources in the Project Area and surrounding region generally consist of early 

Native American habitation and resource processing sites, and buildings and structures 

associated with late 19th and early 20th century agricultural and transportation activities. 

Particularly from the latter half of the 20th century to the present, prehistoric sites and 

historic-era buildings and structures have been destroyed, disturbed, and modified. 

During this period, the creation and enforcement of various regulations such as CEQA 

protecting cultural resources have substantially reduced the rate and intensity of these 

impacts; however, even with these regulations, cultural resources are still degraded or 

destroyed as cumulative development in the Davis and Winters area proceeds. 

 

Research conducted for the Project indicates that the Project Area contains prehistoric 

cultural resources that are considered significant as defined by CEQA. As-yet 

undiscovered cultural resources might also be present in the Project Area. The cultural 

resources mitigation measures discussed above would reduce impacts on prehistoric 

and historic-era resources and human interments to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementing these mitigation measures also would ensure that Project-related 

activities would not incrementally contribute to any significant cumulative impacts on 

important cultural resources in the Project. These measures ensure compliance with 

CEQA guidance. Consequently, the proposed Project would not incrementally contribute 

to a significant cumulative effect on cultural resources. 

Transportation/Traffic 

As described in detail in Section 3.12, Transportation/Traffic, the proposed Project 

would have no impact on transportation and traffic. The Project would not conflict with 

an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 

performance of the circulation system. The Project would contribute a small number of 

vehicle trips during short-term construction; no more than 42 daily one-way 3- and 4-

axle-truck trips to haul materials, and an expected maximum of 12 daily one-way 

passenger vehicle trips per day for commuting workers, but these trips do not create a 
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significant impact. Post-construction Project traffic would be minimal. Cumulative 

impacts would be further minimized through limits on the annual scope of activities, as 

described in Chapter 2, Project Description. Activities would be conducted in a 

discontinuous pattern to further avoid or minimize any potential construction-related 

effects, including traffic impacts. 

 

In order for the Project to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on 

transportation and traffic, it would have to create an impact that would combine with 

other projects to create that significant effect. The Project would involve low traffic-

generating activities in mostly rural areas with light traffic. Other cumulative projects 

may overlap Project traffic generation for short periods, but the overlap is very unlikely 

to significantly affect local or regional traffic conditions. Mitigation measures identified 

in this EIR would further limit the Project’s contribution to these temporary traffic 

effects; therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than cumulatively 

considerable impact on transportation and traffic and no mitigation is required. 

Public Services 

The proposed Project would not provide new public access or otherwise substantially 

increase public use of the creek so no substantial new demand on police or fire 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, the Project would not 

contribute to any potential cumulative impacts on public services from other nearby 

projects. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As is described in detail in Section 3.14, Utilities, the proposed Project would have no 

adverse long-term effects on utilities within the Project Area or the vicinity. The only 

potential impacts of the proposed Project would be potential short-term impacts on 

small roadway or agricultural storm drains, and potential long-term and short-term 

impacts in the event of inadvertent damage to underground pipelines during 

excavation. It is unlikely that any of these Project impacts would overlap with impacts of 

the other cumulative projects and, if any overlap were to occur, it would be of short 

duration. Moreover, these potential impacts would be reduced below significance 

through regulatory compliance with permitting processes and through the 
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implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-2, 3.1-2, and 3.14-1; therefore, the Project 

would have no impact on cumulative conditions. 

5.4 IRREVERSIBLE/IRRETRIEVABLE IMPACTS 

As described above, the proposed Project would permanently convert large pool areas 

to flowing stream areas. The Project also would irreversibly alter the stream’s degraded 

habitat to a more ecologically productive natural habitat. Construction of the Project 

would result in the irretrievable use of natural resources including fuels and rock 

materials. 

  



5. CEQA TOPICAL ANALYSES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 5-12 May 2016 

 



May 2016 6-1 Draft Program EIR 

6. LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

6.1 SOLANO COUNTY WATER AGENCY (LEAD AGENCY) 

Richard Marovich, Streamkeeper 

Chris Lee, Principal Water Resources Specialist 

6.2 GRASSETTI ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING (EIR MANAGEMENT, LAND USE, 

AESTHETICS, PUBLIC SERVICES, RECREATION)  

Richard Grassetti, Project Manager 

Dan Gillenwater, Project Associate 

6.3 BSK ASSOCIATES (HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 

GEOLOGY, HAZARDS, TRAFFIC, UTILITIES)  

Erik Ringelberg, Natural Resources and Land Planning Group Manager 

Lucinda Calvo, Senior Environmental Permitting Analyst 

6.4 WETLANDS AND WATER RESOURCES/ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES 

(PROJECT DESCRIPTION)  

Eve Pier Kieli, Senior Environmental Scientist 

Melissa Carter, Environmental Engineer 

Stephanie Bishop, Biologist 

6.5 THE RCH GROUP (NOISE AND AIR QUALITY)  

Paul Miller, Air Quality, Noise 

Dan Jones, Air Quality, Noise 

Kristine Cloward, Noise 

6.6 SOLANO ARCHAEOLOGY (CULTURAL RESOURCES) 

Jason Coleman, Principal 

  



6. LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 6-2 May 2016 

 

 

 



May 2016 7-1 Draft Program EIR 

7. REFERENCES 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

EDAW. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan Phase I – Resource 

Assessments. Prepared for Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, December. 

Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/putahcreek/Lower%20Putah% 

20WMAP%20Vol%20I%2012-05.pdf, accessed April 9, 2014. 

EDAW/AECOM. 2008. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan – Proposed 

Projects. Prepared for Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, January.  

Environmental Science Associates (ESA). 2014. Dry Creek Habitat Enhancement, Mile Three 

Reaches 2, 4, & 5 Concept Designs. Prepared for Sonoma County Water Agency. 

Fischenich, J.C. and J.V. Morrow. 2000. Reconnection of Floodplains with Incised Channels. 

EMRRP Technical Notes Collection (ERDC TN-EMRRP-SR-09), U.S. Army Engineer 

Research and Development Center, Vicksburg, MS. Available at 

www.wes.army.mil/el/emrrp, accessed October 9, 2014. 

Hill, C., Rosgen, and NRCS. 2007. Common In-Stream Structures. Available from University 

of Minnesota St. Anthony Falls Laboratory. Available at 

http://www.safl.umn.edu/featured-story/modeling-success, accessed October 9, 

2014. 

Hough, M. 1993. Sharing Common Experiences. Hydropolis: The Role of Water in Urban 

Planning. Conference Proceedings of the UNESCO-IHP International Workshop,  pp. 

68-81. 

Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee (LPCCC). 2015.  

Southerland, W.B., 2003. Stream Morphology and Classification on Glacial-Fluvial Valleys of 

the North Cascade Mountain Range in Washington State. Ph.D. Dissertation, 

Washington State University. 

The Stormwater Manager’s Resource Center. Bank Restoration: Bank Protection Practices. 

Available at http://stormwatercenter.net/, accessed October 9, 2014. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-2 May 2016 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 2007. Institute for Water Resources Management 

Measures Digital Library. Available at http://www.pmcl.com/ 

mmdl/MM_Description.asp?ID=70#, accessed February 28, 2015.  

Wallace-Kuhl & Associates Inc. 2008. Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 

Winters Putah Creek Nature Park/Floodplain Restoration and Recreational Access 

Project. Prepared for and reviewed by City of Winters. Available at 

http://www.cityofwinters.org/community_dev/pdf/WPNP%20IS-MND.pdf, 

accessed April 8, 2014. 

HYDROLOGY 

BSK Associates. 2014. Draft Ordinary High Water Mark Determination and Preliminary 

Wetland Delineation. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2015. Comments on Putah Creek 

Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program, Notice of Preparation of a Draft 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, SCH #2015022022, Solano County, 

March 2, 2015.  

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2014. Dredge/Fill (401) and 

Wetlands Program webpage, last updated November 26, 2014. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/, accessed 

January 30, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County General Plan. Adopted November, 2008. Available 

at http://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/general_plan.asp, accessed 

April 23, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2009. Yolo County General Plan. Adopted November, 2009. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-

departments/county-administrator/general-plan-update/adopted-general-plan, 

accessed April 23, 2014. 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB). 2014. Regulations Granting the Board’s 

Authority webpage, last modified September 12, 2014. Available at 

http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/regulations/, accessed March 4, 2015. 

EDAW. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan Phase I – Resource 

Assessments. Prepared for Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, December 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-3 Draft Program EIR 

2005. Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/putahcreek/Lower%20Putah% 

20WMAP%20Vol%20I%2012-05.pdf, accessed April 9, 2014. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2015. Federal Emergency Management 

Agency Community Status Book Report: California Communities Participating in the 

National Flood Program, January 27, 201. Available at https://www.fema.gov/ 

cis/CA.pdf), accessed January 28, 2015. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2014a. Flood Zones webpage, last 

updated July 24, 2014. Available at https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-

management/flood-zones), accessed January 28, 2015. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2014b. Zone AE and A1-30 webpage, last 

updated July 24, 201. Available at https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-

management/zone-ae-and-a1-30), accessed January 28, 2015. 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended, 

Appendix G. 

SCWA. 2015. Water Supply: Putah Creek webpage. Available at http://www. 

scwa2.com/water-supply/habitat/putah-creek, accessed February 17, 2015. 

Stillwater Sciences. 2014. Soils, Sediment, and Geomorphology Assessment for the Lower 

Putah Creek Restoration Project. Prepared by Stillwater Sciences for Yolo Basin 

Foundation. 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2015 National Water Information System: Mean Discharge 

Graph for USGS 11455400 Putah Creek from 1930 to 2015. 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2014. National Water Information System: web interface. 

Available at http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/nwisman/?site_no=11454210&agency

_cd=USGS, accessed February 20, 2014.  

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2007. Water-Data Report 2007: 11453900 Lake Berryessa 

near Winters, CA. Available at http://wdr.water.usgs.gov/wy2007/pdfs/ 

11453900.2007.pdf, accessed April 11, 2014. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-4 May 2016 

WATER QUALITY 

BSK Associates. 2015. Draft Ordinary High Water Mark Determination and Preliminary 

Wetland Delineation for the Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project. Prepared by 

BSK Associates for the Yolo Basin Foundation. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2015. Comments on Putah Creek 

Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program, Notice of Preparation of a Draft 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, SCH #2015022022, Solano County, 

March 2, 2015.  

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2015a. Initial Groundwater Basin 

Prioritization under the SGM Act webpage. Available at 

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/SGM_BasinPriority.cfm, accessed 

March 16, 2015. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2015b. Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Program webpage. Available at http://www.water.ca.gov/ 

groundwater/sgm/, accessed March 16, 2015. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2015c. Sustainable Groundwater 

Management: GSA Notifications webpage. Available at http://www.water.ca. 

gov/groundwater/sgm/gsa_table.cfm, accessed March 16, 2015. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2014. CASGEM Groundwater Basin 

Prioritization Results. Available at http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/ 

casgem/pdfs/lists/StatewidePriority_Abridged_05262014.pdf, accessed March 16, 

2015. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2004. California’s Groundwater Bulletin 

118, Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin Solano Subbasin County Subbasin, last 

updated January 27, 2004. Available at http://www.water.ca.gov/ 

pubs/groundwater/bulletin_118/basindescriptions/5-21.66.pdf, accessed January 

22, 2015. 

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 2009. Safe Eating 

Guidelines for Fish and Shellfish from Putah Creek and Lake Solano Based on 

Mercury, updated March 18, 2009. Available at http://oehha.ca.gov/ 

fish/so_cal/putahcreek.html, accessed March 19, 2015. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-5 Draft Program EIR 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2015a. UC Davis Main Waste 

Water Treatment Plant, Self-Monitoring Report, January 2015. Available at 

https://ciwqs.waterboards.ca.gov/ciwqs/readOnly/PublicReportEsmrAtGlanceServl

et?reportID=2&isDrilldown=true&documentID=1568866, accessed April 17, 2015.  

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2015b. UC Davis Main Waste 

Water Treatment Plant, Self-Monitoring Report, February 2015. Available at 

https://ciwqs.waterboards.ca.gov/ciwqs/readOnly/PublicReportEsmrAtGlanceServl

et?inCommand=reset, accessed May 28, 2015.  

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2014. Dredge/Fill (401) and 

Wetlands Program webpage, last updated November 26, 2014. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/, accessed 

January 30, 2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2013a. Construction Storm Water 

Program webpage, last updated September 26, 2014. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.

shtml, accessed January 23, 2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2013b. National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 

Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2012-0006-

DWQ, NPDES No. CAS 000002. Adopted and effective July 17, 2012. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/ 

stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_complete.pdf, accessed 

December 11, 2013. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2013c. Impaired Water Bodies 

webpage, last updated August 5, 2013. Available at http://www.waterboards. 

ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml, accessed January 22, 

2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2013d. 2010 Integrated Report 

webpage, last updated August 5, 2013. Available at http://www.waterboards. 

ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010. 

shtml, accessed January 23, 2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2010. 2010 California 303(d) List 

of Water Quality Limited Segments. Available at http://www.waterboards.ca. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-6 May 2016 

gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/category5_report.shtml, 

accessed January 23, 2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2004. Water Quality Control 

Policy for Developing California’s Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List, Adopted 

September 30, 2014. Available at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/ 

water_issues/programs/tmdl/docs/ffed_303d_listingpolicy093004.pdf, accessed 

January 22, 2015. 

California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA). 2015a. BMP Handbooks webpage. 

Available at https://www.casqa.org/resources/bmp-handbooks, accessed February 

2, 2015. 

California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA). 2015b. About CASQA webpage. 

Available at https://www.casqa.org/about, accessed February 2, 2015. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). 2014. Waste Discharge 

Requirements for the University of California, Davis Main Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. Order R5-2014-0152. NPDES No. CA0077895. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb5/board_decisions/adopted_orders/solano/

r5-2014-0152.pdf, accessed May 8, 2015.  

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). 2011. Amendments to 

the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River 

Basins for the Control of Methylmercury and Total Mercury in the Sacramento-San 

Joaquin River Delta Estuary (Attachment 1 to Resolution No. R5-2010-0043), 

effective October 20, 2011. Available at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/ 

rwqcb5/water_issues/tmdl/central_valley_projects/delta_hg/2011oct20/bpa_20oct

2011_final.pdf, accessed March 19, 2015. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). 2008. Sacramento – San 

Joaquin Delta Estuary TMDL for Methylmercury Public Draft Staff Report. Available 

at http://www.epa.gov/waters/tmdldocs/41415_delta-tmdl_full_rpt-.pdf, accessed 

May 6, 2015. 

City of Davis. 2015. Boron Notification webpage. Available at http://water.cityofdavis. 

org/water-quality-information/boron-notification, accessed March 19, 2015. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-7 Draft Program EIR 

County of Solano. 2008a. Solano County General Plan. Adopted November 2008. Available 

at http://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/general_plan.asp), accessed 

April 23, 2014. 

County of Solano. 2008b. Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan Draft Environmental 

Impact Report, prepared by EDAW, April 18, 2008. Available at 

http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=15179,  

accessed December 10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2009. Yolo County General Plan. Adopted November, 2009. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-

departments/county-administrator/general-plan-update/adopted-general-plan, 

accessed April 23, 2014. 

EDAW. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan Phase I – Resource 

Assessments. Prepared for Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, December 

2005. Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/putahcreek/ 

Lower%20Putah%20WMAP%20Vol%20I%2012-05.pdf, accessed April 9, 2014. 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended, 

Appendix G. 

Robinson, Erik. 2014. “California Mandates Groundwater Regulation Through Local 

‘Sustainability Plans’ Starting in 2020.” California Real Property Journal 32 (4): 5-11.  

Solano County Water Agency (SCWA). 2015a. Ground Water webpage. Available at 

http://www.scwa2.com/water-supply/habitat/ground-water, accessed January 23, 

2015. 

Solano County Water Agency (SCWA). 2015b. About Us webpage. Available at 

http://www.scwa2.com/about-us, accessed January 23, 2015. 

Solano County Water Agency (SCWA). 2010. 2010 Solano County Water Agency Urban 

Water Management Plan – Final Draft. Available at http://www.water.ca.gov/ 

urbanwatermanagement/2010uwmps/Solano%20County%20Water%20Agency/201

0%2520UWMP%2520final%2520draft.pdf, accessed March 12, 2015. 

Solano County Water Agency (SCWA). 2009. Solano County Water Agency Grading Policy. 

Adopted November 12, 2009. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-8 May 2016 

Stillwater Sciences. 2015. Habitat assessment for the Lower Putah Creek Restoration 

Project—Upper Reach. Prepared by Stillwater Sciences for Yolo Basin Foundation. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 2015. UC Davis Safety Services LEHR History 

webpage. Available at http://safetyservices.ucdavis.edu/ps/ec/lehr/history, 

accessed March 13, 2015. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 2004. UC Davis Campus Wastewater Treatment 

Plant Expansion Focused Tiered Draft Environmental Impact Report, October 8, 

2004. Available at http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/local_resources/ 

docs/onlinedocs/wwtp/wwtpdeir%201-3.pdf, accessed April 16, 2015. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 1995. Final Community Relations Plan, Laboratory 

for Energy-Related Health Research Environmental Restoration, April 1995. 

Available at http://safetyservices.ucdavis.edu/ps/ec/lehr/lehr_ 

CIP.pdf/view, accessed March 13, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2015. Lehr Old Campus Landfill webpage. 

Available at http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/ViewByEPAID/ 

CA2890190000, accessed March 12, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2014a. Pollution Prevention/Good 

Housekeeping for Municipal Operators webpage. Available at 

http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/swbmp/Pollution-Prevention-Good-

Housekeeping-for-Municipal-Operatators.cfm, accessed March 13, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2014b. List of Potential Pollutants Likely 

Associated with Municipal Facilities and Activities. Available at 

http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/swbmp/upload/potmunpoll.pdf, accessed 

March 13, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2014c. Flooding webpage. Available at 

http://www.epa.gov/naturalevents/flooding.html, accessed March 13, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2014d. Basic Information about Mercury 

(inorganic) in Drinking Water webpage. Available at http://water.epa.gov/ 

drink/contaminants/basicinformation/mercury.cfm#four, accessed May 7, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2013a. Mercury Compounds webpage. 

Available at http://www.epa.gov/ttnatw01/hlthef/mercury.html, accessed May 7, 

2015. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-9 Draft Program EIR 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2013b. What is a TMDL? Webpage. 

Available at http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/overviewof 

tmdl.cfm, accessed May 7, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2012a. Water: Total Maximum Daily Loads 

(303d) Glossary webpage. Available at http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/ 

lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/glossary.cfm#i, accessed May 9, 2015   

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2012b. Turbidity Monitoring & Assessment 

webpage, last updated March 6, 2012. Available at http://water.epa.gov/ 

type/rsl/monitoring/vms55.cfm, accessed January 30, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2012c. Dissolved Oxygen and Biochemical 

Oxygen Demand  webpage. Available at http://water.epa.gov/type/rsl/monitoring/ 

vms52.cfm, accessed May 29, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2009. National Primary Drinking Water 

Regulations Chart. EPA 816-F-09-004. Available at http://water.epa.gov/drink/ 

contaminants/upload/mcl-2.pdf, accessed May 7, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2006. Reregistration Eligibility Decision for 

Imazapyr. EPA 738-R-06-007, OPP-2005-0495. Available at http://www.epa.gov/ 

pesticides/reregistration/REDs/imazapyr_red.pdf, accessed April 8, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2005a. Pesticide Fact Sheet: Aminopyralid. 

Chemical Abstracts Service Number 150114-71-9. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2005b. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Chlorsulfuron. EPA-738-F-05-002. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1998. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Triclopyr. EPA-738-F-98-00. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1993. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Glyphosate. EPA-738-F-93-011. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1991. Pesticide Fact Sheet 223: Dithiopyr. 

540/FS-91-137. 

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). 2006. Roadside Vegetation 

Management Herbicide Fact Sheet: Isoxaben. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-10 May 2016 

Water Resources Association of Yolo County (Yolo WRA). 2007. Integrated Regional Water 

Management Plan. Available at http://www.yolowra.org/irwmp_final/ 

final_irwmp%20Document_5-10-07.pdf, accessed May 14, 2015. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS, AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

Borchers, J.W., M. Carpenter. 2014. Report of Findings, Land Subsidence from Groundwater 

Use in California. Prepared by LSCE for the California Water Foundation, April 2014. 

BSK Associates. 2014. Draft Ordinary High Water Mark Determination and Preliminary 

Wetland Delineation Report, November 21, 2014.  

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2015a. Search for SMARA Mineral Land 

Classification Maps webpage, http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/WH/smara 

maps.htm), accessed February 6, 2015. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2015b. Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal 

(DOGGR) Resources webpage, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/GIS/Shapefiles/ 

CA_AdminBdry.zip, accessed January 2015. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2014. California Geological Survey. Special 

Publication 42:  Fault-Rupture Hazards Zones in California. 2007 Interim Edition with 

Supplements through November 6. Available at ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/ 

pubs/sp/Sp42.pdf, accessed January 15, 2015. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2013. SMARA FAQ webpage,  

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/omr/lawsandregulations/Pages/faq.aspx, accessed 

April 10, 2014. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2000. Guidelines for Classification and 

Designation of Mineral Lands:  California Surface Mining and Reclamation Policies 

and Procedures, January. Available at http://www.consrv.ca.gov/SMGB/ 

Guidelines/ClassDesig.pdf, accessed April 11, 2014. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 1999. District 6 Oil and Gas Fields map, June 

17, 1999. Available at ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/maps/dist6/Dist6_fields.pdf ,  

accessed January 8, 2015. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 1988. Special Report 156 Mineral Land 

Classification: Portland Cement Concrete Grade Aggregate in the Sacramento-



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-11 Draft Program EIR 

Fairfield Production Consumption Region. Available at ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/ 

dmg/pubs/sr/SR_156/SR_156_Text.pdf, accessed February 6, 2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2014. Dredge/Fill (401) and 

Wetlands Program webpage, last updated November 26, 2014. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/), accessed 

January 30, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2015. Solano County Code. Available at http://www.code 

publishing.com/ca/solanocounty/; accessed January 16, 2015. 

County of Solano, 2013. Solano County Code. Available at http://www.code 

publishing.com/ca/solanocounty, accessed December 12, 2014. 

County of Solano. 2008a. Solano County General Plan, November. Available at 

http://www.co.solano.ca.us/depts/rm/planning/general_plan.asp, accessed January 

16, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2008b. Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan Draft Environmental 

Impact Report, prepared by EDAW, April 18, 2008. Available at 

http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=15179, 

accessed December 10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2015. Yolo County Code of Ordinances. Available at 

http://www.amlegal.com/library/ca/yolocounty.shtml, accessed January 16, 2015. 

County of Yolo. 2009a. Adopted 2030 Countywide General Plan, November 10. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-

departments/county-administrator/general-plan-update/adopted-general-plan, 

accessed January 15, 2015. 

County of Yolo, 2009b. Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan FEIR, Geology, Soils, 

Seismicity and Mineral Resources. Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., April. Aavailable 

at http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=9182, accessed December 

10, 2014. 

County of Yolo, 2005. Yolo County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, 

Background Data and Information Appendix, May. Available at 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-12 May 2016 

http://www.yolowra.org/tech_data_appendix/Chapter%206%20-%20 

Environmental%20Water%20Resources.pdf, accessed April 10, 2014.  

County of Yolo, 1996. Yolo County Code of Ordinances, Title 10 Environment, Chapter 4 Off-

Channel Surface Mining, effective September 5. Available at 

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/yolocounty_ca/yolo 

countycacodeofordinances?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:yolocoun

ty_ca, accessed April 11, 2014. 

Galloway, D., D.R. Jones, S.E. Ingebritsen. 1999. “Land Subsidence in the United States,” 

USGS Circular 1182. 

National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)/State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB). 2015. Rusle K Values. Available at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water 

_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/guidance/k_factor_map.pdf), 

accessed February 4, 2015. 

National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2007. United States Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) – National Resources Conservation Service, Part 360 Hydrology 

National Engineering Handbook: Chapter 7 Hydrologic Soil Groups. 

National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2008. USDA – National Resources 

Conservation Service, Soil Quality Indicators, June. 

National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2014. USDA – National Resource 

Conservation Service, Part 618: Soil Properties and Qualities. Available at 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/home/?cid=nrcs142p2_054

223, accessed April 8, 2014. 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended, 

Appendix G. 

Stillwater Sciences. 2014. Soils, Sediment, and Geomorphology Assessment for the Lower 

Putah Creek Restoration Project. Prepared by Stillwater Sciences for Yolo Basin 

Foundation. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). 2014. GIS Database Files ca095 and ca113. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-13 Draft Program EIR 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2012a. Earthquake Glossary – Blind Thrust Fault webpage. 

Last modified July 24, 2012. Available at http://earthquake. 

usgs.gov/learn/glossary/?term=blind thrust fault), accessed January 29, 2015. 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2012b. Earthquake Glossary – Magnitude webpage. Last 

modified July 24, 2012. Available at http://earthquake.usgs.gov/ 

learn/glossary/?term=magnitude), accessed January 29, 2015. 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2012c. Earthquake Glossary – Seismic Moment webpage. 

Last modified July 24, 2012. Available at http://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/ 

glossary/?term=seismic%20moment), accessed January 29, 2015. 

Wagner. 1981. Geologic Map of the Sacramento Quadrangle, California, 1:250,000. 

Available at http://ngmdb.usgs.gov/Prodesc/proddesc_520.htm), accessed February 

6, 2015. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Beedy, E.C. and W.J. Hamilton, III. 1997. Tricolored Blackbird Status Update and 

Management Guidelines. Prepared by Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. and University 

of California, Davis for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Migratory Birds, and Habitat 

Programs and California Department of Fish and Game, Bird and Mammal 

Conservation Program. 

Bolster, B.C., Ed., 1998. Terrestrial Mammal Species of Special Concern in California; Pallid 

Bat, Antrozous pallidus. Available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/ 

nongame/ssc/docs/mammal/species/08.pdf, accessed April 2, 2014. 

BSK Associates. 2015a. Draft Ordinary High Water Mark Determination and Preliminary 

Wetland Delineation. 

BSK Associates. 2014. Screening Level Environmental Assessment, Approximately 24.2-Mile 

Stretch of Putah Creek. 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 1994. Staff Report Regarding Mitigation 

for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks in the Central Valley of California. 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2008. Species Accounts of Modesto Song 

Sparrow (Melospiza melodia). Editors: Shuford, W.D. and Gardali, T., 2008. 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/ssc/docs/mammal/species/08.pdf
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/ssc/docs/mammal/species/08.pdf


7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-14 May 2016 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2010. List of Vegetation Alliances and 

Associations. Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program. Sacramento, CA. 

September 2010. Available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/ 

natural_comm_list.asp, accessed April 3, 2015. 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2011. Special Animals List 898 Taxa. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2014. California Mammal Hunting 

Regulations 2014-2015. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2015a. California Natural Diversity 

Database. Available at https://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/mapsand 

data.asp, accessed April 3, 2015. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2015b. Comments on Putah Creek 

Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program, Notice of Preparation of a Draft 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, SCH #2015022022, Solano County, 

March.  

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2016. Natural Diversity Database. 

Special Animals List. Periodic publication, 51 pp, July 2016. 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2001. California Rare Plant Inventory, 6th Edition. 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2007. Klein, A., J. Crawford, J. Evens, T. Keeler-Wolf, 

and D. Hickson. Classification of the Vegetation Alliances and Associations of the 

Northern Sierra Nevada Foothills, California. Report prepared for California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2010a. 2010 California 303(d) List 

of Water Quality Limited Segments. Available at http://www.waterboards. 

ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/category5_report.shtml)

, accessed January 23, 2015. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2010b. Final California 2010 

Integrated Report (303(d) List/305(b) Report): Supporting Information. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir 

_reports/01145.shtml#13546, accessed June 23, 2015. 

City of Winters. 2008. Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration Winters Putah Creek 

Nature Park/Floodplain Restoration and Recreational Access Project.  



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-15 Draft Program EIR 

County of Solano. 2008a. Solano County General Plan, Chapter 4: Resources. 

County of Solano. 2008b. Solano County General Plan, Figure RS-1: Priority Habitat Areas. 

Available at http://www.co.solano.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload. 

aspx?BlobID=10637, accessed January 2015. 

County of Solano. 2008c. Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan Draft Environmental 

Impact Report. Prepared by EDAW, April 18. Available at 

http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=15179, 

accessed December 10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2009. Yolo County General Plan, adopted November. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-

departments/county-administrator/general-plan-update/adopted-general-plan),  

accessed April 23, 2014. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). 2008. Sacramento – San 

Joaquin Delta Estuary TMDL for Methylmercury Public Draft Staff Report. Available 

at http://www.epa.gov/waters/tmdldocs/41415_delta-tmdl_full_rpt-.pdf), accessed 

May 6, 2015. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). 2014. Waste Discharge 

Requirements for the University of California, Davis Main Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. Order R5-2014-0152. NPDES No. CA0077895. Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb5/board_decisions/adopted_orders/solano/

r5-2014-0152.pdf, accessed May 8, 2015.  

eBird. 2013. An online database of bird distribution and abundance. Website [Accessed 

January 2013]. eBird, Ithaca, New York. 

EDAW. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan Phase I – Resource 

Assessments. Prepared for Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, December. 

Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/putahcreek/Lower%20Putah% 

20WMAP%20Vol%20I%2012-05.pdf), accessed April 9, 2014. 

Eisler, Ronald. 1990. Contaminant Hazard Reviews, Report 20: Boron Hazards to Fish, 

Wildlife, and Invertebrates: A Synoptic Review. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) Patuxent Wildlife Research Center, Laurel, MD. April. Available at 

http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/5200086), accessed May 27, 2015. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-16 May 2016 

Hamilton, W.J. 2004. Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). The riparian bird conservation 

plan: a strategy for reversing the decline of riparian-associated birds in California. 

California Partners in Flight. Available at http://www.prbo.org/calpif/ 

htmldocs/riparian_v-2.html, accessed April 3, 2015. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2014. Recovery Plan for the 

Evolutionary Significant Units of Sacramento River Winter-Run Chinook Salmon and 

Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon and the Distinct Population Segment of 

California Central Valley Steelhead. National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast 

Region. Sacramento, California, July. 

National Pesticide Information Center (NPIC). 2015. Glyphosate Fact Sheet. Available at 

http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/glyphotech.html), accessed July 22, 2015. 

Pasternack. 2010. Estimate of the Number of Spring-Run Chinook Salmon that could be 

Supported by Spawning Habitat Rehabilitation at Sinoro Bar on the Lower Yuba River 

– Appendix H, July. 

Pierson, E.D., W. Rainey, C. Corben. 2004. Distribution and Status of Western Red Bats 

(Lasiurus blossevillii) in California. Prepared for: Species Conservation and Recovery 

Program – Habitat Conservation Planning Branch. CDFG. Sacramento, CA. 

Shuford, W.D., and Gardali, T., editors. 2008. California Bird Species of Special Concern: 

Modesto Song Sparrow Species Account. Prepared for California Department of Fish 

and Game. 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended, 

Appendix G. 

Stillwater Sciences. 2015. Habitat Assessment for the Lower Putah Creek Restoration 

Project—Upper Reach. Prepared for Yolo Basin Foundation. 

Stillwater Sciences. 2014. Habitat Assessment for the Lower Putah Creek Restoration 

Project—Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Reach. Prepared for Yolo Basin Foundation. 

Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. 2000. Recommended Timing and 

Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley.  

Truan, M.L., A. Engilis Jr., and J.R. Trochet. 2010. Putah Creek Terrestrial Wildlife Monitoring 

Program: Comprehensive Report 1997-2009. Department of Widlife, Fish, and 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-17 Draft Program EIR 

Conservation Biology, Museum of Wildlife and Fish Biology. University of California, 

Davis, California.  

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 2006. Special Status Species. Available at 

http://corpslakes.usace.army.mil/employees/species/ssp.cfm), accessed May 27, 

2015. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2015. Section 7 Consultation, Guidance for 

Preparing a Biological Assessment. Available at http://www.fws.gov/ 

midwest/endangered/section7/ba_guide.html), accessed June 25, 2015. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2014. Critical Habitat for Threatened and 

Endangered Species Online Mapper. Available at http://ecos.fws.gov/ 

crithab/), accessed September 24, 2014. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 1999. Conservation Guidelines for the 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle, July 9. 

University of California Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources (UCDANR). 2015. 

California Fish Species: Sacramento Blackfish, Sacramento Sucker, and Smallmouth 

Bass. Available at http://calfish.ucdavis.edu/species/, accessed July 22, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1991. Pesticide Fact Sheet 223: Dithiopyr. 

540/FS-91-137. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1993. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Glyphosate. EPA-738-F-93-011. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1998. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Triclopyr. EPA-738-F-98-00. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2005a. Pesticide Fact Sheet: Aminopyralid. 

Chemical Abstracts Service Number 150114-71-9. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2005b. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Chlorsulfuron. EPA-738-F-05-002. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2006. Reregistration Eligibility Decision for 

Imazapyr. EPA 738-R-06-007, OPP-2005-0495. Available at http://www.epa. 

gov/pesticides/reregistration/REDs/imazapyr_red.pdf), accessed April 8, 2015. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-18 May 2016 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2012. Dissolved Oxygen and Biochemical 

Oxygen Demand webpage. Available at http://water.epa.gov/type/ 

rsl/monitoring/vms52.cfm, accessed May 29, 2015.   

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2013. Trends in Blood Mercury 

Concentrations and Fish Consumption Among U.S. Women of Childbearing Age, July. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2015. Lehr Old Campus Landfill (USDOE) 

Superfund Site Overview. Available at http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/ 

sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/ViewByEPAID/CA2890190000), accessed January 26, 2015. 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2010. Methylmercury Cycling, Bioaccumulation, and Export 

from Agricultural and Non-agricultural Wetlands in the Yolo Bypass.  

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2000. Mercury in the Environment: Fact Sheet 146-00. 

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). 2006. Roadside Vegetation 

Management Herbicide Fact Sheet: Isoxaben. 

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2014. Aerometric Data Analysis and Management 

(ADAM). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/. 

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2008. Climate Change Scoping Plan. December.  

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2014. Climate Change Scoping Plan First Update.  

October.  

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). 2011. MTP/SCS 2035 Draft 

Environmental Impact Report. November.  

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD). 2007. Handbook for Assessing and 

Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. July.  

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD). 2013. The Triennial Assessment  

and Plan Update. April.  

NOISE  

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 1998. Technical Noise Supplement. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-19 Draft Program EIR 

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County Solano County General Plan, Public Health and 

Safety Element. 

County of Yolo. 2009. 2030 Countywide General Plan, Health and Safety Element.  

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2006. Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s 

Guide. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 1978. Protective Noise Levels. Condensed 

Version of US EPA Levels Document. US EPA 550/9-79-100. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

BSK Associates (BSK). 2014. Screening Level Environmental Assessment Approximately 24.2-

Mile Stretch of Lower Putah Creek. 

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2013. Yolo –Solano AQMD List of Current Rules. 

Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/drdb/ys/cur.htm, accessed April 7, 2015. 

California Department of Public Health (CDPH). 2012a. Best Management Practices for 

Mosquito Control in California, July. Available at http://www.cdph.ca.gov/ 

HealthInfo/discond/Documents/BMPforMosquitoControl07-12.pdf, accessed 

October 15, 2013. 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 2011. Health and Safety Code 

Section 25354.5 Emergency Removal Locations July 1995 – June 2011, July 29, 2011. 

Available at http://dig.abclocal.go.com/kgo/PDF/DTSCRemovalLocations1995thru 

June2011.pdf, accessed January 11, 2015. 

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). 2007. Background and History on 

"Cortese List" Statute webpage. Available at http://www.calepa.ca.gov/ 

SiteCleanup/CorteseList/Background.htm, accessed April 7, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2015a. Solano County Department of Resource Management, 

Environmental Health Services Division. Available at http://www.co.solano. 

ca.us/depts/rm/environmental_health/hazmat/, accessed January 15, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2015b. Solano County Code, Article III, Land Use Regulations. Available at 

http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/solanocounty/, accessed April 6, 2015. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-20 May 2016 

County of Solano. 2014. Solano County Recycle Guide. Available at 

http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=11475, 

accessed April 3, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County General Plan, Chapter 5: Public Health and Safety. 

County of Yolo. 2015. Hazardous Materials Business Plan and Inventory Program webpage. 

Available at http://www.yolocounty.org/community-services/environmental-

health-services/hazardous-materials/hazardous-materials-program, accessed April 

7, 2015. 

County of Yolo. 2009. General Plan: Chapter 8: Health and Safety Element. 

Davis Enterprise. 2013. “Winters Pot Grow Busted; Two Arrested,” by Cary Golden, July 21, 

2013. Available at http://www.davisenterprise.com/local-news/crime-fire-

courts/winters-pot-grow-busted-two-arrested/, accessed January 11, 2015. 

EDAW. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan Phase I – Resource 

Assessments. Prepared for Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, December 

2005. Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/putahcreek/Lower%20 

Putah%20WMAP%20Vol%20I%2012-05.pdf, accessed April 9, 2014. 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended, 

Appendix G. 

Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito & Vector Control District. 2008. Mosquito Reduction Best 

Management Practices, p. 16. 

Solano County Mosquito Abatement District. 2015a.  Mosquito Prevention Criteria. 

Available at http://www.solanomosquito.com/prevention_drainage.html, accessed 

January 15, 2015. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 1995. Final Community Relations Plan, Laboratory 

for Energy-Related Health Research Environmental Restoration, April 1995. Available 

at http://safetyservices.ucdavis.edu/ps/ec/lehr/lehr_CIP.pdf/view, accessed March 

13, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2015. Lehr Old Campus Landfill webpage. 

Available at http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/ViewByEPAID/ 

CA2890190000, accessed March 12, 2015. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-21 Draft Program EIR 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2014. SW-846 webpage. Available at 

http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/hazard/testmethods/sw846/index.htm, accessed 

May 1, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2013. SW-846 On-line webpage. Available 

at http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/hazard/testmethods/sw846/online/index.htm, 

accessed May 1, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2006. Reregistration Eligibility Decision for 

Imazapyr. EPA 738-R-06-007, OPP-2005-0495. Available at http://www.epa.gov/ 

pesticides/reregistration/REDs/imazapyr_red.pdf, accessed April 8, 2015. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1998. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Triclopyr. EPA-738-F-98-00. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1993. Reregistration Eligibility Decision 

Facts: Glyphosate. EPA-738-F-93-011. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 1991. Pesticide Fact Sheet 223: Dithiopyr. 

540/FS-91-137. 

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). 2006. Roadside Vegetation 

Management Herbicide Fact Sheet: Isoxaben. 

Woodland Daily Democrat. 2013. “Winters Pot Grow Busted,” July 20. Available at 

http://www.thereporter.com/general-news/20130720/winters-pot-grow-busted, 

accessed January 11, 2015. 

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD). 2015. All About Yolo-Solano 

AQMD webpage. Available at http://www.ysaqmd.org/district-about.php, accessed 

April 24, 2015. 

LAND USE  

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County Solano County General Plan. November. 

County of Solano. 2003. County Solano County General Plan, Park and Recreation Element. 

June 24. 

County of Yolo. 2009. 2030 Countywide General Plan. November 10. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-22 May 2016 

EDAW, Inc. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan. Prepared for 

Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee. December. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 2003. Long Range Development Plan, Planning 

Areas and Objectives.  

AESTHETICS 

City of Winters. 1992. General Plan Policy Document, Section VIII: Community Design. May 

19. 

EDAW. 2008. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2008 Solano County General Plan. 

July 21. 

Solano County. 2008. Solano County General Plan, page RS-5. November. 

RECREATION  

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County Solano County General Plan. November. 

County of Solano. 2003. Solano County General Plan, Park and Recreation Element. June 24. 

County of Yolo. 2009. Adopted 2030 Countywide General Plan, November 10. 

EDAW, Inc. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan, prepared for 

Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee. December. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 2003. Long Range Development Plan, Planning 

Areas and Objectives.  

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County Solano County General Plan. November. 

County of Solano. 2003. Solano County General Plan, Park and Recreation Element. June 24. 

County of Yolo. 2009. Adopted 2030 Countywide General Plan. November 10. 

EDAW, Inc. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan. Prepared for 

Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee. December. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 2003. Long Range Development Plan, Planning 

Areas and Objectives.  



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-23 Draft Program EIR 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Caltrans. 2014. 2015 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Status, December. Available at 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/alucp/alucp_inventory.p

df, accessed January 6, 2015. 

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (JPA). 2015. Capitol Corridor Route Map. Available 

at http://www.capitolcorridor.org/route_and_schedules/, accessed January 13, 

2015. 

City of Winters. 1992. City of Winters General Plan Policy Document, May 19. Available at 

http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/GeneralPlan.pdf, accessed January 5, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2015a. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission. Webpage available 

at http://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/boardscommissions/solano_county 

_airport_land_use_commission/default.asp, accessed January 10, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2015b. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission Documents 

webpage. Available at http://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/ 

boardscommissions/solano_county_airport_land_use_commission/documents.asp, 

accessed January 10, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2014. Personal communication between BSK Associates and Solano 

County Planning Department, June 26, 2014. On file with BSK Associates. 

County of Solano. 2008a. Solano County General Plan, Chapter 7: Transportation and 

Circulation. Available at http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload. 

aspx?BlobID=6497, accessed April 10, 2014. 

County of Solano. 2008b. Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan Draft Environmental 

Impact Report. Prepared by EDAW. Available at http://www.solanocounty.com/ 

civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=15179, accessed December 10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2013. County of Yolo Bicycle Transportation Plan. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=2538, accessed January 13, 

2015. 

County of Yolo. 2010. Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=11513, accessed December 

1, 2014. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-24 May 2016 

County of Yolo. 2009a. Adopted 2030 Countywide General Plan, Circulation Element. 

Available at http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=14467, accessed 

December 10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2009b. Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan EIR, Transportation and 

Circulation. Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=9182, accessed December 

10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2009c. Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan EIR, Appendix C 

Transportation and Circulation Data. Available at http://www.yolocounty.org/ 

home/showdocument?id=9238, accessed December 10, 2014. 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State of California (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). 2014. About the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission. Web page available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/ 

about_mtc/about.htm, accessed January 8, 2015. 

Sacramento Council Area of Governments (SACOG). 2015a. Airport Land Use Planning 

Comprehensive Land Use Plans. Available at http://www.sacog.org/ 

airport/clups.cfm, accessed January 6, 2015. 

Sacramento Council Area of Governments (SACOG). 2015b. Airport Land Use Planning 

General Information. Available at http://www.sacog.org/airport/index.cfm, 

accessed January 9, 2015. 

Sacramento Council Area of Governments (SACOG). 2015c. Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments Factsheet. Available at http://www.sacog.org/about/advocacy/ 

pdf/fact-sheets/FactSheet_SACOG.pdf, accessed January 9, 2015. 

Sacramento Council Area of Governments (SACOG). 1999. Yolo County Airport 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Available at http://www.sacog.org/airport/clups/ 

2008/Yolo%20County%20Airport%20CLUP%20Oct%201999%20-%2099-001.pdf, 

accessed January 6, 2015. 

Solano County ALUC (Solano County). 2012. Nut Tree Airport Master Plan. Available at 

http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=16151, 

accessed January 10, 2015. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-25 Draft Program EIR 

Solano County ALUC (Solano County). 1988. Airport/Land Use Compatibility Plan Nut Tree 

Airport. Available at http://www.solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload. 

aspx?BlobID=16151, accessed January 10, 2015. 

Solano Transportation Authority (STA). 2015. Solano Express Interactive Map. Available at 

http://www.solanoexpress.com/, accessed January 13, 2015. 

Solano Transportation Authority (STA). 2013. Solano County Congestion Management 

Program, adopted December 11. Available at http://www.sta.ca.gov/docManager/ 

1000004382/FINAL%202013%20Solano%20CMP%2012-11-13.pdf, accessed January 

14, 2015. 

Solano Transportation Authority (STA). 2011. Solano Countywide Bicycle Transportation 

Plan, December 14. Available at http://www.sta.ca.gov/docs.php?oid= 

1000002942&ogid=1000000947, accessed January 14, 2015. 

Solano Transportation Authority (STA). 2010. Who is the STA? Webpage available at 

http://www.sta.ca.gov/Content/10032/WhoistheSTA.html, accessed January 8, 

2015. 

Solano Transportation Authority (STA). 2005. Solano Travel Safety Plan. Available at 

http://www.sta.ca.gov/docManager/1000002505/Final%20STA%20Safety%20Plan%

2007%2013%2005.pdf, accessed January 14, 2015. 

Yolobus. 2013. System Overview Map. Available at http://www.yolobus. 

com/media/YolobusSystemOverviewMap03-13.pdf, accessed January 13, 2015. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

County of Solano. 2008. Solano County Solano County General Plan. 

County of Solano. 2003. Solano County General Plan, Park and Recreation Element. 

County of Yolo, 2009. Adopted 2030 Countywide General Plan. 

EDAW, Inc. 2005. Lower Putah Creek Watershed Management Action Plan. Prepared for 

Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 2003. Long Range Development Plan, Planning 

Areas and Objectives.  



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-26 May 2016 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 2015. Electric Transmission Fact Sheet. 

Available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/aspen/cltp/Files_8_26_14/ 

_2ElectricTransmissionFactSheet.pdf, accessed May 26, 2015.  

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 2012. General Order 95, Section III 

Requirements for All Lines, Table 1 Basic Minimum Allowable Vertical Clearance of 

Wires above Railroads, Thoroughfares, Ground or Water Surfaces. Available at 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_table_1.html, accessed April 1, 2015. 

CalRecycle. 2012. Local Government Central: Annual Reporting Requirements webpage. 

Llast updated June 16, 2014, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ 

AnnualReport/, accessed April 2, 2015. 

City of Davis. 2012. Sewer System Management Plan. Available at http://public-

works.cityofdavis.org/Media/PublicWorks/Documents/PDF/PW/Wastewater/Sewer

-System-Management-Plan.pdf, accessed May 14, 2015. 

City of Winters. 2006. Water Master Plan. Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/ 

public_works/pdf/WintersWaterMasterPlan_FINAL%2020070216.pdf, accessed 

May 11, 2015. 

City of Winters. 1992. General Plan. Available at http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/ 

GeneralPlan.pdf, accessed May 11, 2015. 

City of Winters. 1991. General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. Available at 

http://www.cityofwinters.org/pdf/GeneralPlan.pdf, accessed May 11, 2015. 

Common Ground Alliance. 2015. Call 811 State Specific Information webpage. Available at 

http://www.call811.com/state-specific.aspx, accessed April 2, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2015. Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. Available at 

http://www.co.solano.ca.us/depts/rm/planning/garbage_and_recycling/ciwmp_pla

nning_documents.asp, accessed April 3, 2015. 

County of Solano. 2014. Solano County Recycle Guide. Available at http://www.solano 

county.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=11475, accessed April 3, 2015. 



Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 7. REFERENCES 

May 2016 7-27 Draft Program EIR 

County of Solano. 2008a. Solano County General Plan. Available at http://www.solano 

county.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=6498, accessed December 18, 

2014. 

County of Solano. 2008b. Solano County 2008 Draft General Plan Draft Environmental 

Impact Report, prepared by EDAW. Available at http://www.solanocounty.com/ 

civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=15179, accessed December 10, 2014. 

County of Yolo. 2015. Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan webpage. Available 

at http://www.yolocounty.org/community-services/planning-public-works/ 

integrated-waste-management-division/waste-advisory-committee/ 

ciwmp-5-year-review, accessed April 3, 2015. 

County of Yolo. 2009a. Adopted 2030 Countywide General Plan. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=14466, accessed December 

18, 2014.  

County of Yolo. 2009b. Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan EIR, Utilities and Energy; 

Public Services. Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. Available at 

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=9182, accessed May 11, 

2015. 

Google Earth. 2014. Aerial Images of Project Site. 

National Pipeline Mapping System. 2015. Yolo and Solano County. Available at 

https://www.npms.phmsa.dot.gov/PublicViewer/composite.jsf, accessed January 

15, 2015. 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2013. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, As Amended, 

Appendix G. 

Underground Service Alert of Northern/Central California and Nevada 811 (USA North 811). 

2015. Frequently Asked Questions webpage. Available at http://usanorth811.org/ 

excavators/#faq, accessed April 2, 2015. 

U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT). 2014a. Pipeline & Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration Community Toolbox webpage. Available at http://primis.phmsa. 

dot.gov/comm/Index.htm?nocache=3785, accessed April 2, 2015. 



7. REFERENCES Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 

Draft Program EIR 7-28 May 2016 

U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT). 2014b. Pipeline & Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration Damage Prevention webpage. Available at http://primis.phmsa. 

dot.gov/comm/DamagePrevention.htm?nocache=4892, accessed April 2, 2015. 

U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT). 2014c. Pipeline Construction: Trenching 

webpage. Available at http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/construction/index.htm? 

nocache=3468#Trenching, accessed April 1, 2015. 

CEQA TOPICAL ANALYSES 

County of Yolo Current Projects List. Available at http://www.yolocounty.org/ 

community-services/planning-public-works/planning-division/current-projects, 

accessed June 11, 2015. 

University of California, Davis (UC Davis). Current Projects List. Available at 

http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/progress/commitment/environmental_review/cur

rent_projects.html, accessed June 11, 2015. 

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD). 2007. CEQA Handbook for 

Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts.   

 

http://www.yolocounty.org/community-services/planning-public-works/planning-division/current-projects
http://www.yolocounty.org/community-services/planning-public-works/planning-division/current-projects
http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/progress/commitment/environmental_review/current_projects.html
http://sustainability.ucdavis.edu/progress/commitment/environmental_review/current_projects.html


APPENDIX A 

Notice of Preparation 

  



 



26   •   California State Clearinghouse Handbook

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375.

Date Signature

Title

Telephone

To:

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Preparation

________________________________________ will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental
impact report for the project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and
content of the environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when
considering your permit or other approval for the project.

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials. A copy of the Initial Study (  is      is not ) attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not
later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to _______________________________________________ at the address
shown above. We will need the name for a contact person in your agency.

Project Title:

Project Applicant, if any:

(Address)

From:

(Address)

Notice of Preparation



Notice	  of	  Preparation	  of	  a	  Draft	  Programmatic	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  
	  
Solano	  County	  Water	  Agency	  will	  be	  the	  Lead	  Agency	  and	  will	  prepare	  a	  Draft	  
Programmatic	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  (DPEIR)	  to	  comprehensively	  address	  near-‐
term	  and	  long-‐term	  activities	  planned	  for	  the	  Putah	  Creek	  Restoration	  Project-‐Upper	  Reach.	  	  	  
	  
A	  programmatic	  EIR	  is	  an	  EIR	  that	  reviews	  the	  environmental	  impacts	  “of	  a	  series	  of	  actions	  
that	  can	  be	  characterized	  as	  one	  large	  project”	  and	  that	  are	  related	  geographically,	  as	  logical	  
parts	  in	  a	  chain	  of	  proposed	  actions,	  in	  connection	  with	  general	  criteria	  to	  govern	  the	  
conduct	  of	  a	  continuing	  program,	  and/or	  “as	  individual	  activities	  carried	  out	  under	  the	  
same	  authorizing	  statutory	  or	  regulatory	  authority	  and	  having	  generally	  similar	  
environmental	  effects	  which	  can	  be	  mitigated	  in	  similar	  ways”	  (CEQA	  Guidelines,	  section	  
15168,	  subd.	  (a)).	  A	  program	  EIR	  offers	  several	  advantages,	  including	  providing	  for	  a	  more	  
exhaustive	  consideration	  of	  effects	  and	  alternatives,	  avoiding	  duplicative	  consideration	  of	  
policy	  issues,	  reducing	  paperwork,	  and	  allowing	  the	  lead	  agency	  to	  consider	  program-‐wide	  
mitigation	  measures	  (CEQA	  Guidelines,	  section	  15168,	  subd.	  (b)).	  
	  
The	  DPEIR	  applies	  to	  restoration	  efforts	  proposed	  for	  the	  Upper	  Reach	  of	  the	  Putah	  Creek	  
Restoration	  Project,	  planned	  by	  the	  Solano	  County	  Water	  Agency	  (SCWA)	  and	  the	  Lower	  
Putah	  Creek	  Coordinating	  Committee	  (LPCCC).	  The	  Upper	  Reach	  Project	  Area	  includes	  the	  
area	  just	  downstream	  of	  the	  Putah	  Diversion	  Dam	  (one	  mile	  west	  of	  Winters)	  to	  the	  
Western	  edge	  of	  the	  Yolo	  Basin	  Wildlife	  Area	  (near	  Yolo	  County	  Road	  106A).	  
	  
The	  Project	  purpose	  is	  to	  restore	  and	  rehabilitate	  the	  creek	  channel,	  banks,	  and	  associated	  
habitats	  to	  more	  natural,	  self-‐sustaining	  form	  and	  function,	  consistent	  with	  the	  current	  
(post-‐Monticello	  Dam)	  hydrologic	  regime.	  The	  proposed	  program	  of	  projects	  and	  activities	  
(collectively,	  the	  “Project”)	  would	  be	  implemented	  to	  stop	  further	  degradation	  of	  the	  creek	  
corridor	  and	  to	  “jump-‐start”	  natural	  geomorphic	  and	  ecological	  processes	  in	  site-‐specific	  
locations.	  	  
	  
Program	  Activities	  include:	  	  
	  

• Channel	  reconfiguration	  
o Create	  low-‐flow	  channel	  and	  floodplain	  
o Create	  side	  channels	  
o Reposition	  thalweg	  
o Construct	  riffles	  
o Increase	  channel	  sinuosity	  
o Construct	  rock-‐cross-‐vane	  grade/flow	  control	  structures	  
o Stabilize	  channel	  banks	  

§ Construct	  rock	  revetments	  
§ Construct	  log	  revetments	  
§ Install	  root	  wads	  
§ Install	  large	  woody	  debris	  

o Improve	  fish	  spawning	  gravels	  
§ Gravel	  augmentation	  
§ Loosen	  embedded	  gravels	  by	  scarification	  

o Fill	  abandoned	  gravel	  pits	  
• Vegetation	  management	  



o Remove	  invasive	  plants	  
o Plant	  native	  vegetation	  

• Maintenance	  
o Irrigate	  native	  vegetation	  
o Manage	  non-‐native	  vegetation	  
o Maintain	  long-‐term	  access	  points	  

	  
Environmental	  effects	  of	  the	  programmatic	  EIR	  are	  probable	  in	  the	  following	  areas:	  
Aesthetics;	  Air	  Quality	  and	  Greenhouse	  Gases;	  Biological	  Resources;	  Cultural	  Resources;	  
Geology	  and	  Soils;	  Hazards	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials;	  Hydrology	  and	  Geomorphology;	  Land	  
Use,	  Population,	  and	  Agricultural	  Resources;	  Noise,;	  Public	  Services;	  Recreation;	  
Transportation/Traffic;	  Utilities;	  and	  Water	  Quality.	  
	  
The	  purpose	  of	  the	  NOP	  is	  to	  inform	  responsible	  agencies	  and	  the	  public	  that	  the	  Proposed	  
Project	  could	  have	  significant	  effects	  on	  the	  environment	  and	  to	  solicit	  comments	  so	  that	  
any	  concerns	  raised	  could	  be	  considered	  during	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  DPEIR.	  Potential	  
effects	  of	  the	  project	  could	  include	  disturbance	  to	  the	  bed	  and	  bank	  of	  Putah	  Creek,	  air	  and	  
noise	  pollution	  during	  restoration	  activities,	  and	  impacts	  to	  water	  quality.	  The	  DPEIR	  will	  
address	  these	  potential	  effects	  as	  well	  as	  any	  other	  potential	  impacts	  discussed	  during	  the	  
scoping	  meeting	  and	  any	  associated	  mitigation.	  
	  
A	  Public	  Scoping	  Meeting	  on	  the	  Proposed	  Project	  will	  occur	  on	  February	  12,	  2015,	  from	  
3:00-‐5:00	  pm	  at	  Winters	  City	  Hall,	  located	  at:	  
	  
Winters	  City	  Hall	  
318	  1st	  Street	  
Winters,	  CA	  95694	  
	  
Lead	  Agency	  Contact:	  
Chris	  Lee-‐Principal	  Water	  Resources	  Specialist	  
(707)	  455-‐1105	  /clee@scwa2.com	  
	  
Send	  written	  comments	  to	  the	  Lead	  Agency	  on	  the	  Scope	  of	  the	  programmatic	  EIR	  by	  March	  
15,	  2015.	  
	  
Document	  pertaining	  to	  this	  programmatic	  EIR	  can	  be	  viewed	  at:	  
	  
https://files.stillwatersci.com	  
	  
Please	  contact	  Stephanie	  Bishop	  for	  login	  information	  at:	  
	  
SBishop@esassoc.com	  
	  
	  
	  



 Sources: Esri, DeLorme, HERE, TomTom, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey,
Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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Figure 1
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APPENDIX B 

Responses to Notice of Preparation 

  



 





26   •   California State Clearinghouse Handbook

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375.

Date Signature

Title

Telephone

To:

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Preparation

________________________________________ will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental
impact report for the project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and
content of the environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when
considering your permit or other approval for the project.

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials. A copy of the Initial Study (  is      is not ) attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not
later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to _______________________________________________ at the address
shown above. We will need the name for a contact person in your agency.

Project Title:

Project Applicant, if any:

(Address)

From:

(Address)

Notice of Preparation



Notice	  of	  Preparation	  of	  a	  Draft	  Programmatic	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  
	  
Solano	  County	  Water	  Agency	  will	  be	  the	  Lead	  Agency	  and	  will	  prepare	  a	  Draft	  
Programmatic	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  (DPEIR)	  to	  comprehensively	  address	  near-‐
term	  and	  long-‐term	  activities	  planned	  for	  the	  Putah	  Creek	  Restoration	  Project-‐Upper	  Reach.	  	  	  
	  
A	  programmatic	  EIR	  is	  an	  EIR	  that	  reviews	  the	  environmental	  impacts	  “of	  a	  series	  of	  actions	  
that	  can	  be	  characterized	  as	  one	  large	  project”	  and	  that	  are	  related	  geographically,	  as	  logical	  
parts	  in	  a	  chain	  of	  proposed	  actions,	  in	  connection	  with	  general	  criteria	  to	  govern	  the	  
conduct	  of	  a	  continuing	  program,	  and/or	  “as	  individual	  activities	  carried	  out	  under	  the	  
same	  authorizing	  statutory	  or	  regulatory	  authority	  and	  having	  generally	  similar	  
environmental	  effects	  which	  can	  be	  mitigated	  in	  similar	  ways”	  (CEQA	  Guidelines,	  section	  
15168,	  subd.	  (a)).	  A	  program	  EIR	  offers	  several	  advantages,	  including	  providing	  for	  a	  more	  
exhaustive	  consideration	  of	  effects	  and	  alternatives,	  avoiding	  duplicative	  consideration	  of	  
policy	  issues,	  reducing	  paperwork,	  and	  allowing	  the	  lead	  agency	  to	  consider	  program-‐wide	  
mitigation	  measures	  (CEQA	  Guidelines,	  section	  15168,	  subd.	  (b)).	  
	  
The	  DPEIR	  applies	  to	  restoration	  efforts	  proposed	  for	  the	  Upper	  Reach	  of	  the	  Putah	  Creek	  
Restoration	  Project,	  planned	  by	  the	  Solano	  County	  Water	  Agency	  (SCWA)	  and	  the	  Lower	  
Putah	  Creek	  Coordinating	  Committee	  (LPCCC).	  The	  Upper	  Reach	  Project	  Area	  includes	  the	  
area	  just	  downstream	  of	  the	  Putah	  Diversion	  Dam	  (one	  mile	  west	  of	  Winters)	  to	  the	  
Western	  edge	  of	  the	  Yolo	  Basin	  Wildlife	  Area	  (near	  Yolo	  County	  Road	  106A).	  
	  
The	  Project	  purpose	  is	  to	  restore	  and	  rehabilitate	  the	  creek	  channel,	  banks,	  and	  associated	  
habitats	  to	  more	  natural,	  self-‐sustaining	  form	  and	  function,	  consistent	  with	  the	  current	  
(post-‐Monticello	  Dam)	  hydrologic	  regime.	  The	  proposed	  program	  of	  projects	  and	  activities	  
(collectively,	  the	  “Project”)	  would	  be	  implemented	  to	  stop	  further	  degradation	  of	  the	  creek	  
corridor	  and	  to	  “jump-‐start”	  natural	  geomorphic	  and	  ecological	  processes	  in	  site-‐specific	  
locations.	  	  
	  
Program	  Activities	  include:	  	  
	  

• Channel	  reconfiguration	  
o Create	  low-‐flow	  channel	  and	  floodplain	  
o Create	  side	  channels	  
o Reposition	  thalweg	  
o Construct	  riffles	  
o Increase	  channel	  sinuosity	  
o Construct	  rock-‐cross-‐vane	  grade/flow	  control	  structures	  
o Stabilize	  channel	  banks	  

§ Construct	  rock	  revetments	  
§ Construct	  log	  revetments	  
§ Install	  root	  wads	  
§ Install	  large	  woody	  debris	  

o Improve	  fish	  spawning	  gravels	  
§ Gravel	  augmentation	  
§ Loosen	  embedded	  gravels	  by	  scarification	  

o Fill	  abandoned	  gravel	  pits	  
• Vegetation	  management	  



o Remove	  invasive	  plants
o Plant	  native	  vegetation

• Maintenance
o Irrigate	  native	  vegetation
o Manage	  non-‐native	  vegetation
o Maintain	  long-‐term	  access	  points

Environmental	  effects	  of	  the	  programmatic	  EIR	  are	  probable	  in	  the	  following	  areas:	  
Aesthetics;	  Air	  Quality	  and	  Greenhouse	  Gases;	  Biological	  Resources;	  Cultural	  Resources;	  
Geology	  and	  Soils;	  Hazards	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials;	  Hydrology	  and	  Geomorphology;	  Land	  
Use,	  Population,	  and	  Agricultural	  Resources;	  Noise,;	  Public	  Services;	  Recreation;	  
Transportation/Traffic;	  Utilities;	  and	  Water	  Quality.	  

The	  purpose	  of	  the	  NOP	  is	  to	  inform	  responsible	  agencies	  and	  the	  public	  that	  the	  Proposed	  
Project	  could	  have	  significant	  effects	  on	  the	  environment	  and	  to	  solicit	  comments	  so	  that	  
any	  concerns	  raised	  could	  be	  considered	  during	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  DPEIR.	  Potential	  
effects	  of	  the	  project	  could	  include	  disturbance	  to	  the	  bed	  and	  bank	  of	  Putah	  Creek,	  air	  and	  
noise	  pollution	  during	  restoration	  activities,	  and	  impacts	  to	  water	  quality.	  The	  DPEIR	  will	  
address	  these	  potential	  effects	  as	  well	  as	  any	  other	  potential	  impacts	  discussed	  during	  the	  
scoping	  meeting	  and	  any	  associated	  mitigation.	  

A	  Public	  Scoping	  Meeting	  on	  the	  Proposed	  Project	  will	  occur	  on	  February	  12,	  2015,	  from	  
3:00-‐5:00	  pm	  at	  Winters	  City	  Hall,	  located	  at:	  

Winters	  City	  Hall	  
318	  1st	  Street	  
Winters,	  CA	  95694	  

Lead	  Agency	  Contact:	  
Chris	  Lee-‐Principal	  Water	  Resources	  Specialist	  
(707)	  455-‐1105	  /clee@scwa2.com	  

Send	  written	  comments	  to	  the	  Lead	  Agency	  on	  the	  Scope	  of	  the	  programmatic	  EIR	  by	  March	  
15,	  2015.	  

Document	  pertaining	  to	  this	  programmatic	  EIR	  can	  be	  viewed	  at:	  

https://files.stillwatersci.com	  

Please	  contact	  Stephanie	  Bishop	  for	  login	  information	  at:	  

SBishop@esassoc.com	  



 Sources: Esri, DeLorme, HERE, TomTom, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey,
Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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Figure 1
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BSK Project E1203801S
Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project - Upper Reach Program

Solano and Yolo County, California

D
oc

um
en

t P
at

h:
 J

:\G
IS

_D
at

a_
Fi

le
s\

Pr
oj

ec
ts

\E
12

03
80

1S
 - 

Pu
ta

h 
C

re
ek

 R
es

to
ra

tio
n 

E
IR

\A
LL

 M
A

PS
 1

0_
15

_1
4\

Fi
gu

re
 1

 V
ic

in
ity

 M
ap

\F
ig

ur
e_

1_
vi

ci
ni

ty
-m

ap
-1

0_
15

_1
4_

kg
.m

xd

Project Location

Date Saved: 11/18/2014 
By; KG



smclean
Typewritten Text

smclean
Typewritten Text
Dixon Independent Voice

smclean
Typewritten Text

smclean
Typewritten Text





smclean
Typewritten Text
Davis Enterprise



TUESDAY, JANUARY 6, 2015A6  THE DAVIS ENTERPRISE F R O M  P A G E  O N E

SOLANO COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
810 Vaca Valley Parkway #203, Vacaville, CA 95688  /  (707) 451-6090

Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Report
Solano County Water Agency will be the Lead Agency and will 
prepare a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) 
to comprehensively address near-term and long-term activities 
planned for the Putah Creek Restoration Project-Upper Reach.  
A programmatic EIR is an EIR that reviews the environmental 
impacts “of a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 
project” and that are related geographically, as logical parts in a 
chain of proposed actions, in connection with general criteria to 
govern the conduct of a continuing program, and/or “as individual 
activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or 
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental 
effects which can be mitigated in similar ways” (CEQA Guidelines, 
section 15168, subd. (a)). A program EIR offers several advantages, 
including providing for a more exhaustive consideration of effects 
and alternatives, avoiding duplicative consideration of policy issues, 
reducing paperwork, and allowing the lead agency to consider 
program-wide mitigation measures (CEQA Guidelines, section 
15168, subd. (b)).
The DPEIR applies to restoration efforts proposed for the Upper 
Reach of the Putah Creek Restoration Project, planned by the 
Solano County Water Agency (SCWA) and the Lower Putah Creek 
Coordinating Committee (LPCCC). The Upper Reach Project Area 
includes the area just downstream of the Putah Diversion Dam (one 
mile west of Winters) to the Western edge of the Yolo Basin Wildlife 
Area (near Yolo County Road 106A).

The Project purpose is to restore and rehabilitate the creek channel, 
banks, and associated habitats to more natural, self-sustaining 
form and function, consistent with the current (post-Monticello 
Dam) hydrologic regime. The proposed program of projects and 
activities (collectively, the “Project”) would be implemented to stop 
further degradation of the creek corridor and to “jump-start” natural 
geomorphic and ecological processes in site-specifi c locations. 
The purpose of the NOP is to inform responsible agencies and the 
public that the Proposed Project could have signifi cant effects on 
the environment and to solicit comments so that any concerns raised 
could be considered during the preparation of the DPEIR. Potential 
effects of the project could include disturbance to the bed and bank 
of Putah Creek, air and noise pollution during restoration activities, 
and impacts to water quality. The DPEIR will address these potential 
effects as well as any other potential impacts discussed during the 
scoping meeting and any associated mitigation.
A Public Scoping Meeting on the Proposed Project will occur on 
February 12, 2015, from 3:00-5:00 pm at Winters City Hall, located at:

Winters City Hall
318 1st Street

Winters, CA 95694
Lead Agency Contact:

Chris Lee-Principal Water Resources Specialist
(707) 455-1105 /clee@scwa2.com

From Page A1

Attorney’s Office, where 
he’d worked for several 
years before moving up 
north.

The decision, he said, 
was a bittersweet one.

“I love the people 
here,” Cabral said in a 
recent interview, during 
a break in tying up loose 
ends at his downtown 
Woodland office. “I truly 
have enjoyed working for 
Jeff (Reisig, Yolo Coun-
ty’s district attorney) and 
think he’s a fantastic DA. 
He cares about justice 
and making sure it’s 
served at every turn.”

Cabral said the move 
will bring him and his 
wife Margie, a substitute 
teacher, closer to two of 
their four grown chil-
dren.

He prosecuted several 
high-profile cases during 
his Yolo County tenure, 
most notably the Daniel 
Marsh double-homicide 
trial, as well as a 2006 
cold-case murder solved 
through DNA evidence 
and the U.S. Bank pro-
testers from UC Davis.

But Cabral’s also hailed 
for his work behind the 
scenes, such as strength-
ening the Yolo DA’s fraud 
division and launching a 
conviction integrity unit 
in which attorneys review 
cases for possible excul-
patory evidence. He also 
played a significant role 
in the review of students’ 
and officers’ actions dur-
ing the infamous Nov. 18, 
2011, pepper-spraying 
incident at UC Davis.

For those and other 
efforts, Cabral earned his 
office’s Attorney of the 
Year award last month.

“I was truly honored. 
It’s probably one of the 
biggest honors I’ve gotten 
as a prosecutor,” he said.

Although Cabral knew 
from a young age he 
wanted to be a lawyer, 
he never saw himself 
becoming a prosecutor.

But he was offered a 
job with the Los Angeles 
County District Attor-
ney’s Office right after he 
graduated from South-
western Law School, and 
he spent 20 years there 
before becoming a pros-
ecutor in Riverside Coun-
ty.

His biggest cases have 
included the prosecution 
of arsonist John Orr, a 
onetime fire captain and 
arson investigator whose 
deliberately set fires 
killed four people before 
he was caught and sen-
tenced to life without 
parole in 1998; and, in 
2009, obtaining indict-
ments against four mem-
bers of the San Jacinto 

City Council for bribery 
and campaign money 
laundering crimes.

His connection to his 
cases has been evident 
at sentencing hearings, 
where he becomes visibly 
emotional as family mem-
bers speak out about the 
impacts of their loved 
ones’ deaths.

“I truly feel for the 
victims. That’s why I 
continue to do trial 
work,” Cabral said. “It 
hurts to lose someone 
precious to a crime. You 
don’t expect somebody to 
murder them at their job 
or in their home.”

Prior history in North-
ern California — he was 
raised in Fremont and 
attended undergraduate 
school at Chico State 
University (with a room-
mate from Winters) —
and affinity for rural 
areas inspired Cabral to 
seek the assistant chief 
deputy DA’s position in 
Yolo County in 2010.

“He’s been great for 
Yolo. He brought a 
wealth of diverse experi-
ence,” Reisig said. He 
noted that, in addition to 
Cabral’s work with the 
fraud and conviction in-
tegrity units, he has 
worked closely with the 
Yolo County grand jury 
“on dozens of complex 
issues.”

“He’s leaving a lot of 
great programs that are 
going to serve Yolo Coun-
ty well,” Reisig said.

Cabral said he expects 
to perform similar work 
while supervising 70 
attorneys and staff under 
newly elected Riverside 
County District Attorney 
Mike Hestrin, though his 
courtroom battles may 
become a thing of the
past.

“I’m sort of torn by it. I 
enjoy the trial work, but 
I’ve also learned how 
much of a toll it really 
takes on you,” said 
Cabral, who during the 
Marsh trial arrived at 
work well before dawn 
and left long after the sun 
went down. “Trial work is 
really a young lawyer’s 
job.”

 — Reach Lauren 
Keene at lkeene@
davisenterprise.net or 
530-747-8048.  

CABRAL: Veteran says 
trial work is suited to 
younger attorneys

Speaker examines obstacles to peace in Mideast
SPECIAL TO THE ENTERPRISE

The prospects for a peaceful solution to 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict seem as 
remote as ever. In particular, how have 
the actions and statements coming from 
the Palestinian Authority in Ramallah and 
Hamas in Palestinian Gaza dimmed the 
possibility of a two-state solution?

“Palestinian Incitement as an Obstacle 
to Peace” is a program scheduled for Sun-
day from 3 to 5 p.m. in the Social Hall of 
Congregation Bet Haverim, 1715 Ander-
son Road in Davis. 

The speaker will be Sam Levine, execu-
tive director of the Zionist Organization of 
America’s West Division.

Levine will address the question: How 
will peace ever be achieved when genera-
tions of Palestinians are taught to hate 
Israel? He will present numerous examples 
of this pattern, including the language of 
Palestinian textbooks and pronouncements 
by the Palestinian leadership.

Founded in 1897, the ZOA is the oldest 
pro-Israel organization in the nation. It 
focuses on promoting strong U.S.-Israel 
relations, and has more than 30,000 mem-
bers and numerous chapters throughout 
the United States.

This program is sponsored by the Israel 
Matters Committee of CBH. For details, 
contact gmrooks3@gmail.com.

SCIENCE: Faculty reluctant to change
From Page A1

math,” said Hunter R. 
Rawlings III, president of 
the Association of Ameri-
can Universities and a for-
mer president of Cornell 
University and the Univer-
sity of Iowa. “Teaching 
freshman- and sophomore-
level classes has not had a 
high enough priority, and 
that has to change.”

Multiple studies have 
shown that students fare 
better with a more active 
approach to learning, using 
some of the tools being 
adopted at UCD, while in 
traditional classes, stu-
dents often learn less than 
their teachers think.

The University of Colo-
rado, a national leader in 
the overhaul of teaching 
science, tested thousands 
of students over several 
years, before and after 
they each took an introduc-
tory physics class, and 
reported in 2008 that stu-
dents in transformed class-
es had improved their 
scores by about 50 percent 
more than those in tradi-
tional classes.

At the University of 
North Carolina, research-
ers reported recently that 
an overhaul of introducto-
ry biology classes had 
increased student perfor-
mance over all and yielded 
a particularly beneficial 
effect for black students 
and those whose parents 
did not go to college.

Not a high priority

Given the strength of the 
research findings, it seems 
that universities would be 
desperately trying to get 
into the act. They are not. 
The norm in college class-
es — especially big intro-
ductory science and math 
classes, which have high 
failure rates — remains a 
lecture by a faculty mem-
ber, often duplicating what 
is in the assigned reading.

There are many explana-
tions, educators say, 
including the low value 
placed on teaching, tradi-
tion, pride and the belief 
that science should be the 
province of a select few.

“What drives advance-
ment at universities is 
publishing research and 
winning grants,” said Marc 
T. Facciotti, an associate 
professor who will teach a 
revamped biology course 
at UCD in the winter quar-
ter. “Teaching isn’t a very 
high priority.”

Noah Finkelstein, a 
physics professor and the 
director of Colorado’s 
overhaul efforts, added: 
“Faculty don’t like being 
told what to do, and there 
are people who push back 
and say they can figure it 
out on their own and they 
know what works for them. 
There’s plenty of data that 
says they’re mistaken.”

Employers and govern-
ment officials have spent 
years complaining that 
there are too few people — 
and especially too few 
women and blacks — with 
degrees in math and sci-
ence.

In fact, there is no short-
age of interested students, 
but failure rates in the 
beginning classes are high. 
At four-year colleges, 28 
percent of students set out 
as math, engineering and 
science majors, but only 16 
percent of bachelor’s 
degrees are awarded in 
those fields. The attrition 
rate is highest among 

MAX WHITTAKER FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES

Catherine Uvarov, a chemistry instructor at UC Davis, has adopted an experimental 
approach to teaching an introductory course. Below, as part of the overhaul, students 
receive remote controls to answer questions in class.

has barely started — only 
the biology teaching assis-
tants, plus a few faculty 
members in biology and 
chemistry, have undergone 
any retraining — but 
already the differences are 
plain. In their classes, 
Singer and Uvarov walk up 
to students, pace the aisles, 
and eavesdrop on working 
groups. They avoid simple 
yes-or-no questions and 
every query has a follow-
up, or two or three.

Before each biology dis-
cussion session, students 
are supposed to go online 
to do some reading and 
answer questions. The 
teaching assistants then 
know who has done the 
reading, who has under-
stood it and whether the 
group is weak in some 
spots, so they can tailor 
lessons accordingly.

Students complain about 
being unable to escape 
scrutiny, but they acknowl-
edge that they learn more.

‘You ... pay attention’
“I don’t like getting 

called on like that,” said 
Jasmine Do, a first-year 
student who was one of 
those singled out by 
Uvarov. “But it makes you 
participate and pay atten-
tion because there’s always 
something new going on, 
and it makes the time go by 
really fast.”

Faculty members have 
smartphone apps that let 
them call on students at 
random, rather than just 
on those who volunteer. 
When the instructors post 
multiple-choice questions 
on big screens, students 
answer with remote con-
trols, providing instant 
feedback on how much 
information is sinking in 
and allowing faculty 
members to track each stu-
dent’s attendance and 
participation, even in a 
class of 500.

“It’s already like night 
and day,” Singer said. “In a 
few years, it’ll be like day 
in the summer and night in 
the winter.”  

women and blacks.
“A lot of science faculty 

have seen themselves as 
gatekeepers,” said Marco 
Molinaro, an assistant vice 
provost at UCD and direc-
tor of its effort to overhaul 
science courses. 

The university has 
received grants from the 
Association of American 
Universities, the Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation 
and the Helmsley Charita-
ble Trust.

Rather than try to help 
students who falter in 
introductory classes, he 
said, “they have seen it as 
their job to weed people 
out and limit access to 
upper-level courses.”

The UCD project bor-
rows elements from many 
sources, including more 
than a decade of work at 
the University of Colorado 
and other institutions; soft-
ware from the Open Learn-
ing Initiative at Carnegie 
Mellon University; Carl E. 
Wieman, a Nobel Prize-
winning physicist at Stan-
ford who founded Colo-
rado’s project and a paral-
lel effort at the University 
of British Columbia; Eric 
Mazur, a Harvard physi-
cist and author of the book 
“Peer Instruction”; and 
Doug Lemov, a former 
teacher and author of 
“Teach Like a Champion.”

Working in groups

Many of the ideas — like 
new uses of technology, 
requiring students to work 
in groups and having them 
do exercises in class rather 
than just listen to the 
teacher — have caught on, 
to varying degrees, in 
grade schools and high 
schools. But higher educa-
tion has been slower to 
change, especially in giant 
courses with hundreds of 
students.

While teachers at lower 
levels receive training in 
educational theory and 
teaching methods, most 
college instructors acquire 
none.

“Higher education has 
this assumption that if you 
know your subject, you can 

teach it, and it’s not true,” 
Uvarov said. “I see so 
much that I was missing 
before, and that was miss-
ing in my own education.”

Of course, telling experi-
enced teachers that they 
need to learn how to teach 
does not always go over 
well, especially when they 
have tenure. So the project 
here began with graduate 
students who work as 
teaching assistants in biol-
ogy and are required to 
have extensive training in 
teaching techniques.

For an introductory sci-
ence course, in addition to 
giant classes taught by 
faculty members, there are 
twice-weekly discussion 
sessions with two dozen 
students, led by teaching 
assistants.

“Unlike the profs, we 
could tell the T.A.s what
to do,” said Christopher 
Pagliarulo, an associate 
director of Molinaro’s team.

The team tested stu-
dents’ grasp of basic con-
cepts before and after 
taking introductory class-
es, then it showed profes-
sors that their students 
were gaining much less 
than they had thought — 
results that convinced 
some professors of the 
need for change.

“There’s some ego 
involved, and it’s hard to 
hear that what you’ve been 
doing doesn’t necessarily 
work,” said Mitch Singer, 
the first professor on the 
Davis campus to teach a 
new-style introductory 
biology class, which is 
underway this quarter 
after months of prepara-
tion. “I think it’s also 
dawned on some profes-
sors that their T.A.s are 
now better teachers than 
they are.”

Faculty members say 
some colleagues are reluc-
tant to jettison established 
lesson plans and accept a 
more unpredictable, bois-
terous classroom that puts 
students at center stage 
and forces professors to 
adapt. “It’s more work, and 
you’re not as in control,” 
Singer said.

The transition at UCD 

“It’s probably one 
of the biggest 
honors I’ve gotten 
as a prosecutor.”

Michael Cabral
upon being chosen 
his office’s Attorney 
of the Year
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Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Putah Creek Restoration Project

Upper Reach Program
Scoping Meeting-February 12, 2015

Meeting Notes

Chris Lee, Solano County Water Agency, made introductions and started the
presentation on the Upper Reach Program.

The Primary Purpose of this meeting is to let stakeholders know what we are proposing
and to solicit input now and in the next couple of months as we progress towards a
Public Draft EIR.

Both verbal and written comments on the scoping of the PEIR will be accepted today
and through March 15, 2015.

The Yolo Basin Foundation is the lead for the grant agreement with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

This restoration effort is divided into two independent projects-The lower reach which
CDFW is taking the lead on, and The Upper Reach, which the Water Agency is taking the
lead on.

Upper Reach Program location map was displayed-showing distinction between the two
reaches.

The Water Agency and the Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee are proposing to
do a number of activities or actions to restore values and functions to Putah Creek in
various locations from the Diversion Dam down to the western edge of the Yolo Wildlife
area-hence the need for a Program Level Environmental Impact Report.

These restoration actions only happens with the help of willing landowners, as this is
almost all private property. The LPCCC has developed some very collaborative
relationships with landowners in the past and we hope to continue those relationships
as we move forward with these restoration activities.

The California Environmental Quality Act was discussed.

With very limited exceptions, CEQA requires all state and local government agencies to
consider environmental consequences of projects or programs over which they have
discretionary authority before taking actions on those projects or programs.



Although not required, Scoping meeting are a good way for lead agencies to identify key
issues to be examined in EIRs from local input.

This PEIR is intended to meet CEQA requirements and to integrate CEQA review with
related consultations and anticipated permit requirements for future actions on the
Upper Reach.

CEQA compliance and process was discussed with the group.

The Upper Reach PEIR is a public information document that assesses potential
environmental effects of the proposed program as well as identify mitigation measures
and alternatives to the Program that could reduce or avoid adverse environmental
impacts.

A programmatic EIR is an EIR that reviews the environmental impacts of a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project that are related geographically, as
logical parts in a chain of proposed action or of a continuing program and generally have
similar environmental effects.

This is the highest level of study when looking at environmental impacts for a proposed
program.

As the lead agency, the Water Agency has determined that a program level EIR is the
appropriate CEQA document to comprehensively address near-term and long-term
activities planned for the Upper Reach of Putah Creek.

The proposed schedule for the Upper Reach Program was displayed and discussed.

The Water Agency has been working closely with the LPCCC on restoration projects
since 2002. That is mainly the reason we have started drafting a document already-we
have a pretty good grasp of the environmental resources on Putah Creek and
anticipated effects of certain actions.

When the PEIR is ready for Public Review, there would be a 45 day public comment
period. Another public meeting would be held about half way through the comment
period to garner stakeholder input.

The list of potential areas of focus for study in the PEIR was displayed and discussed.
Verbal comments arising from that discussion are attached at the end of the meeting
notes. (Verbal comments were recorded on flip charts during the meeting.)

Specific Program Activities were introduced by Rich Marovich of the Lower Putah Creek
Coordinating Committee:



· Provide Fish Passage
· Restore, Enhance, and Maintain Spawning and rearing Habitat
· Incorporate Natural Geomorphology
· Maintain and Enhance Native Riparian Vegetation
· Maintain a Balance of Exiting Fish and Wildlife Habitats with Recreation, Hunting,

Fishing, and Other Public Benefits

Several examples of typical enhancement features, log revetments, rock weirs, and
cross veins were displayed and discussed as potential future actions.

Historic photographs of Putah Creek were displayed to give context to the need for
restoration projects on the Upper Reach.

Information was displayed as to where Stakeholders could provide comments on the
PEIR.

The Scoping Meeting ended.
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Verbal	Comments	
	

· Fire	risk	(does	this	fit	under	Hazard	and	Hazardous	Material)?	
· Are	we	planning	on	creating	recreation?	
· Categories	different	for	private	versus	public	land?	
· Access	to	private	land?	
· Private	property	rights-what	if	they	don’t	want	you	there?	
· Sounds	like	program	is	administrative	level-setting	up	framework	for	

projects	to	go	forward	when	a	landowner	wants	to	do	something.	
· What	is	going	to	protect	landowners	or	project	work	if	the	Glory	Hole	spills?	
· Invasive	fish	species-does	cold	water	affect	them?	
· Are	there	native	salmon?	
· Do	salmon	have	a	different	need	than	trout?	
· How	many	projects	have	you	done	so	far?	
· How	many	native	species	of	fish	live	in	Putah	Creek?	
· What	are	the	non-native	fish?	
· Has	there	been	a	biological	survey	of	endangered	species	on	Putah	Creek?	
· Are	these	categories	(EIR	areas	of	study	list)	required	under	CEQA?	
· Are	any	categories	left	off?	
· Projects	should	address	needs	for	future	maintenance-access.	
· Who	is	responsible	for	this	maintenance?	
· What	is	found	under	cultural	resources?	
· Categories	looking	at	current	condition,	are	you	looking	at	the	future	

changes?	
· Climate	change?	

	























Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project – Upper Reach Program 
 

APPENDIX C - PROJECT SUBREACH SUMMARIES 
 
Introduction 

The following provides descriptions of the Putah Creek subreaches proposed for habitat 
enhancement projects over the next five to fifteen years under the Lower Putah Creek 
Restoration Project, Upper Reach Program.  The project subreaches are described in order of 
presentation in the PEIR – from west to east, as they occur along the Project Area. For each 
subreach a description is provided of the site setting, history, current condition, goals, 
anticipated project activities, and anticipated outcomes. A subreach data summary is provided 
in Table 1. Maps of the project subreaches are provided in figures C1 –C4. 

Project Subreaches: 

1. NAWCA 
2. Duncan-Giovannoni 
3. Winters Putah Creek Park 
4. East of 505  
5. Warren 
6. Upper McNamara 
7. Lower McNamara 
8. MacQuiddy (Lester) 
9. Russell Ranch 
10. Stevenson Bridge 
11. Glide Ranch 
12. Nishikawa 
13. Olmo-Hammond - UCD 
14. I80 to Old Davis Road 
15. Old Davis Road to Mace 
16. Mace to Road 106A 
17. Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area
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Table 1.  Subreach Data Summary   

 

Existing Conditions With Project 

Upstream  
longitude Title 

total 
acres  

Linear 
feet 

Net 
weed 
acres 

Open 
water 
acres 

Design 
Channel 

Acres 

Design 
Floodplain 

Acres 
-122.0043 NAWCA 154 7,800 10.5 8 6 2 
-121.9843 Duncan - Giovannoni 99 7,539 9.8 15 6 9 

-121.9679 
Winters Putah Creek 
Park 42 4,987 8.5 5 4 1 

-121.9527 East of 505 36 4,878 6.4 7 4 3 
-121.941 Warren  15 1,688 2.4 2 1 1 
-121.9303 Upper McNamara  41 5,414 6.4 10 4 6 
-121.9171 Lower McNamara  15 2,681 1.8 5 2 3 
-121.9303 MacQuiddy (Lester) 65 8,524 3.2 9 6 3 
-121.882 Russell Ranch 65 7,953 3.3 8 6 2 
-121.8556 Stevenson Bridge 19 2,216 0.5 2 2 0 
-121.8482 Glide Ranch 125 11,238 8.1 12 8 4 
-121.812 Nishikawa 30 2,548 1.5 3 2 1 
-121.8032 Olmo-Hammond-UCD 90 9,930 2.5 15 7 8 
-121.7717  I80 to Old Davis Road 75 4,418 3.3 5 3 2 

-121.7572 
Old Davis Road to 
Mace 165 17,932 4.8 29 13 15 

-121.6491 Mace to Road 106A 240 14,240 12.6 25 11 14 

-121.649 
Road 106A to Yolo 
Bypass Wildlife Area 41 6,153 8.5 12 5 7 

Totals   1,317 120,139 94 171 89 82 
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1. NAWCA  

Setting:  The NAWCA subreach consists of 154 acres of the Putah Creek corridor, located 
immediately downstream of the Putah Diversion Dam.  The site is 7,800 feet long and averages 
860 feet wide.  Putah Creek in this subreach features perennially cold water habitat, supporting 
rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) year round.  In this subreach, Putah Creek is bounded by 
almond, walnut, and plumb orchards. 

History:  The greater Putah Creek channel was formed by peak flows of approximately 50,000 
cfs, with recurrence intervals on the order of five years.  Construction of Monticello Dam 
reduced peak flows by 90%. The channel was manipulated to facilitate gravel extraction and 
flood conveyance, and many of the naturally formed channel features were filled for orchards. 
The site was extensively mined for gravels as recently as the 1960s, and the disturbed channel 
was abandoned when gravel mining ceased. Six culverts have been abandoned in the channel 
at two crossing sites.  Vast disturbed areas have been subject to heavy growth of invasive plant 
species. Wildfires have occurred on the site as often as every other year.   

Current Condition:  The Putah Creek channel in this subreach lacks natural form (width and 
depth ratios, meander wavelength, floodplain geometry and pool-riffle-run sequences in scale 
with the current – managed – hydrologic regime).  Past disturbance has left the channel form 
overly straight and wide.  The longitudinal profile consists of long runs with few pools and 
riffles.  The channel has become deeply incised; the north bank of the flow channel is bounded 
by steep banks and is largely devoid of floodplains.  A restoration project was recently 
implemented on the south bank to restore low floodplains along the edge of the active channel.  
Invasive weeds including giant reed (Arundo donax), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), 
tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), and edible fig (Ficus carica) occupy approximately 10.5 
acres of the site. The upper edges of the creek corridor are dry and ruderal, supporting few 
riparian plants.  Infrequency of scouring flows (>3,000 cfs) has resulted in cementation of 
gravels on the channel floor. 

The disturbed channel form in this subreach systematically inhibits geomorphic and ecological 
function, reducing diversity of aquatic habitat and inhibiting natural recruitment of native 
vegetation.  Wildfires and disturbance have reduced the native riparian canopy.  Excess width 
of the creek channel, combined with limited shading riparian vegetation, results in warming of 
the water and degraded aquatic habitat.  Cementation of gravels has degraded spawning 
habitat and reduced the abundance and diversity of benthic invertebrates.   

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and function  
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• Re-establish the native canopy vegetation 
• Enhance spawning gravels  
• Stabilize banks 
• Enhance aquatic and riparian habitat diversity   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel reconfiguration  
o Narrow the low flow channel width by an average of 44 feet to an average of 27 

feet 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Recreate floodplain elevation surfaces adjacent to the low flow channel 
o Create side channels 
o Construct new riffles 
o Construct in-channel cross-vane/grade controls 
o Install rock and log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris 
o Loosen embedded gravels by scarification 
o Augment gravel in riffles 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Control and remove invasive weeds 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees 

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 8 acres of open water in over-wide channel to 6 acres of design low flow 
channel and 2 acres of floodplain habitat 

• Eradication of invasive weeds from 10.5 acres of the site 
• Enhanced geomorphic form and function  
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic cover  
• Lower water temperatures  
• Enhanced habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout 
• Restored native wetland and riparian vegetation 
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• Diversified aquatic and riparian habitat 
 

2. Duncan-Giovannoni  

Setting:  The Duncan-Giovannoni subreach consists of 99 acres located immediately west 
(upstream) of the Winters Car Bridge.  The site is 7,500 feet long, averages 750 feet wide and 
features a large gravel pit that is contiguous with the creek channel.  The site is on the eastern 
boundary of perennially cold-water habitat.  The site is bounded by walnut orchards, a retail 
landscape supply business, a bar and residences. 

History:  The site was extensively mined for gravels as recently as the 1960s. The channel 
alignment was manipulated to facilitate gravel extraction, and the disturbed channel was 
abandoned when gravel mining ceased.   

Current Condition:  The channel is overly straight from past alterations to facilitate gravel 
extraction and flood conveyance.  The longitudinal profile is characterized by an excess of pools 
and a shortage of riffles.  The creek channel and adjacent gravel pit is bounded by steep banks.  
Invasive weeds, primarily giant reed and Himalayan blackberry, with some edible fig, tree-of-
heaven and tamarisk (Tamarix spp.), occupy approximately 9.8 acres.  In 2011, the lower 1500 
feet of this subreach was restored in connection with the Winters Putah Creek Nature Park /   
Floodplain Restoration and Recreational Access Project (Winters Putah Creek Park Restoration 
Project). 
 
The excess width of open water results in long residence times and warming of the creek water.  
Warmer water creates conditions unsuitable for native fish.  Invasive weeds have displaced 
native vegetation and degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural channel form systematically 
inhibits ecological function, reduces the quality of aquatic and riparian habitats and impedes 
natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:  

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Enhance aquatic conditions for native fish and other species 
• Restore riparian vegetation and establish 50% canopy cover over the water surface of 

the channel 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration: 
o Narrow the active channel from an average of 87 feet to an average of 27 feet 
o Reposition thalweg 
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o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Create floodplain elevation surfaces adjacent to the low flow channel 
o Fill the gravel pit to floodplain elevation, retaining (or creating) isolated pools 

and wetlands to enhance habitat diversity 
o Create side channels 
o Install rock and log revetment between gravel pit and creek channel   
o Augment spawning gravels 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive plants  
o Plant native vegetation  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 15 acres of open water to 6 acres of design low flow channel and 9 acres 
of floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants over 9.8 acres  
• Enhancement of 75 acres riparian forest wildlife habitat 
• Enhanced geomorphic form and function  
• Lower water temperatures  
• Enhanced habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout (extend perennial rainbow 

trout habitat through Winters)  
• Restored native wetland and riparian vegetation 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic cover  
• Diversified aquatic and riparian habitat 

 

3. Winters Putah Creek  Park 

Setting:  The Winters Putah Creek Park subreach consists of 42 acres between the Winters Car 
Bridge and the Highway 505 overcrossing.  The site is 5,000 feet long and averages 365 feet 
wide.  The site features cool water habitat supporting low numbers of rainbow trout year 
round.  The riparian corridor is bounded by Putah Creek Road along the top of the south bank 
and the City of Winters on the north bank.  Restoration actions that have been completed at 
Winters Putah Creek Park (by the Winters Putah Creek Park Restoration Project) serve as a 
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model for habitat enhancement projects described under the Upper Reach Program, especially 
in sites of former gravel mining operations. 
 
History:  The site was extensively mined for gravels as recently as the 1960s; a nearly 
continuous, deep and wide pool was formed by gravel extraction.  A percolation dam was 
constructed in the 1930s and operated until the early 1950s, when abutments on the north and 
south side were washed out in high flows.  The south bank abutment was replaced, but the 
dam was abandoned after the north abutment failed.  Heavy riprap was placed in the channel 
upstream and downstream of the dam to repair scouring eddies created by the dam.  The 
derelict foundation of the percolation dam was removed in 2009. The City of Winters operated 
wastewater treatment ponds on the south side of the channel until approximately 1970. 

This subreach also was heavily disturbed by illegal dumping.  Starting in the late 1990s, 
community volunteers began cleaning the creek of rubbish in this subreach, and filled 40-cubic 
yard trash containers twice per year.  With regular cleanup events and other site improvements 
the volume of trash collected has steadily diminished to around 5 cubic yards per year, most of 
which is found near the Highway 505 overcrossing.  Unauthorized use by off-highway vehicles 
was common until 2003, when post and cable barriers and native vegetation plantings were 
installed to deter access.   

In 2011, with the Winters Putah Creek Park Restoration Project, the channel was realigned to a 
narrower meandering form with low floodplains and planted to native vegetation.  The old 
Winters Car Bridge was removed and a temporary crossing installed.  A new bridge is currently 
under construction.  The City of Winters recently completed a paved north bank trail along the 
entire length of the Winters Putah Creek Park, and has plans to extend the trail to Highway 505 
if PG&E acquires the remaining parcel.  Public use of the park has dramatically increased with 
improvements created by the channel realignment project.  

Current Condition:  All but the eastern-most 1000 feet of channel in this subreach is currently 
undergoing habitat maintenance and/or enhancement.  The remainder is impacted by a 
eucalyptus grove on the north bank and remnant giant reed, Himalayan blackberry, tree-of-
heaven, and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia).  Legacy dump-sites are partially buried on the 
north bank.  The slope of the floodplain is inverted, with high mounds near the flow channel 
formed by sediments and other materials that were trapped by giant reed and Himalayan 
blackberry. The Upper Reach Program would support ongoing enhancement efforts in the 
entire subreach and implement activities to restore habitat in the as yet unrestored eastern-
most 1000 feet. 
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Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Enhance aquatic conditions for native fish and other species 
• Restore riparian vegetation and establish 50% canopy cover over the channel water 

surface  

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration:  
o Narrow the low flow channel  
o Lower the edge of the flow channel to floodplain elevation  
o Create side channels 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Install rock vanes/grade control 
o  Install large woody debris 
o Augment gravel in riffles  
o Fill abandoned gravel pits 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Lowering the north bank giant reed and blackberry mounds to floodplain 
elevation and re-establishing native vegetation 

o Control and remove invasive weeds 
o  Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees 

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 5 acres of open water to 4 acres of design channel and 1 acre of new 
floodplain habitat Lower water temperatures  

• 10 acres of restored riparian vegetation 
•  Eradication of invasive weeds over 8.5 acres 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Diversified aquatic and riparian habitat 
• Diversified native vegetation 
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4. East of 505 

Setting:  The East of 505 subreach consists of 36 acres located immediately downstream (east) 
of the Highway 505 overcrossing.   The site is 5,000 feet long and averages 300 feet wide.  This 
subreach features cool water habitat supporting occasional rainbow trout.  The creek corridor is 
bounded by Putah Creek Road along the top of the south bank, and walnut orchards and a 
walnut processing plant on the north bank. 

History:  This subreach of Putah Creek bears evidence of historic gravel extraction and 
channelization for flood conveyance.  It has also been the site of illegal dumping.   Larger trash 
items were removed in 2005 and again in 2012; smaller items have been cleaned up annually by 
community volunteers.  Until 2003, when access was curtailed by construction of a post and 
cable barrier, unauthorized off highway vehicles drove off of Putah Creek Road, east of the 
eastern span of the Highway 505 Bridge, drove through the creek, and up the north bank onto 
Highway 505.  

Current Condition:  The channel immediately east of the Highway 505 crossing is impacted by 
Himalayan blackberry and giant reed. The south bank is very steep along the entire length of 
the subreach, especially in the vicinity of Boyce Road. Approximately 500 feet downstream of 
the bridge, the creek flow is deflected into the toe of the south bank by a large clump of giant 
reed and continues immediately against the bank for another 800 feet downstream.  Here, the 
creek bank has eroded to form a vertical wall that is 50 feet long and approximately 30 feet 
high. The top of this bank now lies within 20 feet of the edge of Putah Creek Road.  The channel 
in this location is densely vegetated with eucalyptus and Himalayan blackberry.  East of Boyce 
Road the channel forms a straight and continuous pool of relatively uniform width and 
moderate depth.  The lower third of the south bank is lined with eucalyptus trees.  The top of 
the south bank is in mixed oak woodland, dominated by valley oak (Quercus lobata), blue 
elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) and buckeye (Aesculus californica).  Overall, invasive 
weeds including eucalyptus, giant reed, Himalayan blackberry, tree-of-heaven, tamarisk, and 
edible fig cover approximately 6.4 acres of the site. 

The steep south bank west of Boyce Road presents a risk of catastrophic failure and 
undermining of Putah Creek Road.  The wide pools on the eastern half of the subreach and lack 
of riffles result in poor aquatic habitat.      

Project Goals:  

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Alleviate bank erosion 
• Remove invasive weeds 
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• Restore riparian vegetation and establish canopy cover over the channel water surface    
• Enhance aquatic and riparian habitat for fish and other native wildlife 

 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the low flow channel width by an average of 50 feet to an average of 27 

feet 
o Reposition thalweg  
o Create floodplains along the realigned low flow channel  
o Construct riffles  
o  Install rock and log revetments along the edge of the creek in the widest reaches  
o Install root wads/large woody debris 
o Fill abandoned gravel pits 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 7 acres of over-wide open water to 4 acres of design channel and 3 
acres of floodplain  

• Eradication of invasive plant species over 6.4 net acres of weeds  
• Stabilized channel banks  
• Restoration and enhancement of riparian vegetation  
• Lower water temperatures with shaded riverine aquatic cover 
• Enhanced geomorphic form and function 
• Enhanced habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Increased diversity of aquatic and floodplain habitat 

 
5. Warren 

Setting: Warren subreach consists of 15 acres of riparian forest located 1.5 miles east of 
Highway 505.   The site is 1,700 feet long and averages 400 feet wide.  The site features cool 
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water habitat supporting occasional rainbow trout.  The riparian corridor in this subreach is 
bounded by walnut orchards. 

History: The Putah Creek channel bears evidence of channelization for flood conveyance in this 
subreach, with a nearly continuous over-widened and moderately deep pool.    

Current Condition:  The north bank is dominated by eucalyptus grove with invasive weeds 
occupying more than two net acres of the site overall.  Dominant weeds include eucalyptus, 
giant reed and Himalayan blackberry. The eucalyptus stand includes over 300 stems averaging 
18 inches in diameter where there were none twenty years ago.   

Project Goals:  

• Remove invasive weeds.   
• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the creek channel from an average of 50 feet to an average 

of 27 feet 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Create floodplains along the realigned low flow channel  
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct riffles 
o Install rock and log revetments along the edge of the creek in the widest reaches  
o Install root wads/large woody debris 
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Loosen embedded gravels by scarification 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 
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Anticipated Outcomes:  

• Conversion of 2 acres of open water to 1 acre of design channel and 1acre of floodplain 
habitat 

• Removal of invasive vegetation from 2.4 acres 
• Restoration of 15 acres of riparian vegetation  
• Re-establishment of shading riparian vegetation over the creek channel 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout 
• Increased diversity of aquatic, floodplain and riparian habitat 

 
6. Upper McNamara  

Setting:  The Upper McNamara subreach consists of 41 located two miles east of Highway 505.  
The site is 5,400 feet long, averages 330 feet wide and features steep banks and a continuous 
wide and deep pool with little or no floodplains.  The site is bounded by walnut orchards. 

History:  The site -- along with upstream reaches -- was extensively mined for gravels as recently 
as the 1960s. Once the site was abandoned, it became a deep pool. 

Current Condition:  The channel currently lacks meander form, riffles and floodplains. Invasive 
weeds, mainly eucalyptus, tree-of-heaven and Himalayan blackberry occupy at least 6.4 net 
acres of the site.    

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming and long residence time of the 
creek water in a pool that lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff flows.  Warmer 
water favors non-native fish over native fish.  Invasive weeds have displaced native vegetation 
and degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form systematically inhibits ecological function, 
including diversity of aquatic habitat and natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the channel by two thirds from an average of 80 feet to 27 

feet and create adjacent floodplain surfaces 
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o Create side channels 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Fill gravel pits 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 10 acres of open water to 4 acres of design channel and 6 acres of 
floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants from 6.4 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Extend perennial rainbow trout habitat  
• Enhancement of wildlife habitat on 41 acres of riparian forest  
• Improve aquatic habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 
 

7. Lower McNamara  

Setting:  The Lower McNamara subreach consists of 15 acres located three miles east of 
Highway 505.   The site is 2,681 feet long, averages 240 feet wide and features a continuous 
wide and deep pool with little or no floodplains and steep banks.   The site is bounded by 
walnut orchards. 

History:  The site -- along with upstream reaches -- was extensively mined for gravels as recently 
as the 1960s. When the site was abandoned the area became a deep pool. 
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Current Condition: The channel currently consists of a continuous pool lacking natural meander 
form, riffles and floodplains.  Invasive weeds, mainly eucalyptus, tamarisk and Himalayan 
blackberry occupy at least 1.8 net acres.    

The excess channel width results in warming and long residence time of the water in a pool that 
lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff flows.  Warmer water favors non-native 
fish over native fish.  Invasive weeds displace native vegetation and degrade wildlife habitat.  
Lack of natural form systematically inhibits ecological function, including diversity of aquatic 
habitat and natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the channel from an average of 80 feet to 27 feet and 

create adjacent floodplain surfaces 
o Create side channels 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Fill gravel pits 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 
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Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 5 acres of open water to 2 acres of design channel and 3 acres of 
floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants from 1.8 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Extend perennial rainbow trout habitat  
• Enhancement of wildlife habitat on 41 acres of riparian forest  
• Improve aquatic habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 
 

8. MacQuiddy (Lester) 

Setting: The MacQuiddy subreach consists of 65 acres located four miles east of Highway 505.  
The site is 8,500 feet long and averages 333 feet wide.  Aquatic habitat is dominated by native 
fishes other than salmonids.  The riparian corridor is bounded walnut orchards. 

History: The site bears evidence of channelization for flood conveyance and gravel extraction.  
Several legacy dump-sites have been removed from the banks.   

Current Condition:  The channel lacks natural meander form and floodplains, and has a shortage 
of riffles and gravel substrate. Five primary invasive weeds consisting of giant reed, tamarisk, 
eucalyptus, Himalayan blackberry, and tree-of-heaven occupy 3.2 net acres.   

Weeds have displaced native vegetation and stabilized gravel bars contributing to the depletion 
of spawning gravels. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the channel and create adjacent floodplain surfaces 
o Create side channels 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
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o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Loosen embedded gravels by scarification 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 9 acres of open water to 6 acres of design channel and 3 acres of 
floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants from 3.2 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Restoration of 65 acres of riparian vegetation 
•  Improve aquatic habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 
 

9. Russell Ranch 

Setting:  The Russel Ranch subreach consists of 65 acres located five miles east of Highway 505.  
The site is 8,000 feet long, averages 350 feet wide and features a nearly continuous wide and 
deep pool with little or no floodplains and steep banks.  The site is bounded by walnut orchards 
on the south bank and U.C. Davis agricultural research fields on the north bank.   

History:  The site -- along with upstream reaches -- was channelized for flood conveyance and 
extensively mined for gravels as recently as the 1960s. When abandoned, the site became a 
deep pool. 
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Current Condition:  The channel currently consists of a nearly continuous pool lacking natural 
meander form, riffles and floodplains.  Invasive weeds, mainly tamarisk, giant reed, eucalyptus 
and perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) occupy 3.3 net acres.    

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming and long residence time of the 
water.  The channel lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff flows.  Invasive 
weeds have displaced native vegetation and degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural channel 
form systematically inhibits ecological function, including diversity of aquatic habitat and 
natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the channel from an average of 43 feet to 27 feet and 

create adjacent floodplain surfaces 
o Create side channels 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Fill abandoned gravel pits 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 
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Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 8 acres of open water to 6 acres of design channel and 2 acres of 
floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants from 3.3 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Improved wildlife habitat on 65 acres of riparian forest  
• Improved aquatic and riparian habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 

10. Stevenson Bridge 

Setting: The Stevenson Bridge subreach consists of 19 acres centered on Stevenson Bridge.  The 
site is 2,200 feet long, averages 375 feet wide and features a wide and deep pool with little or 
no floodplains and steep banks.   The site is bounded by walnut orchard on the south bank and 
a rural residential development on the north bank.   

History: The site -- along with upstream reaches -- was channelized for flood conveyance and 
extensively mined for gravels as recently as the 1960s. Once abandoned the site became a deep 
pool. 

Current Condition: The channel currently consists of a nearly continuous pool, lacking natural 
meander form, riffles and floodplains.  Six primary invasive weeds consisting of tamarisk, 
Himalayan blackberry, eucalyptus, giant reed, perennial pepperweed, and edible fig occupy at 
least 0.5 acres of the site. 

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming from solar radiation and long 
residence time of the water in a pool that lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff 
flows.  Invasive weeds displace native vegetation and degrade wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural 
channel form systematically inhibits ecological function, including diversity of aquatic habitat 
and natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Goals: Restore natural channel form and ecological function by narrowing the creek channel, 
removing invasive weeds and planting native vegetation.   

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
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• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the channel and create adjacent floodplain surfaces 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Loosen embedded gravels by scarification 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Restoration of a functional low flow channel and adjacent floodplain 
• Eradication of invasive plants from 0.5 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Improved wildlife habitat on 19 acres of riparian forest  
• Improved aquatic and riparian habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 
 

11. Glide Ranch 

Setting:  The Glide Ranch subreach consists of 125 acres, located midway between Stevenson 
Bridge and Pedrick Road.  The site is 11,200 feet long, averages nearly 500 feet wide and 
features a nearly continuous wide and deep pool with little or no floodplains, few riffles and 
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steep banks.  The site is bounded by rural residential properties on the south bank and row 
crops on the north bank. 

History:  The site was channelized for flood conveyance and mined for gravels until as recently 
as the 1960s. Since the site was abandoned it has become a nearly continuous deep pool. 

Current Condition:  The channel currently consists of a nearly continuous pool lacking natural 
meander form, riffles and floodplains. Invasive weeds, mainly eucalyptus, tamarisk and 
Himalayan blackberry occupy at least eight net acres.    

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming and long residence time of the 
water in a pool that lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff flows.  Warmer water 
favors non-native fish over native fish.  Invasive weeds have displaced native vegetation and 
degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form systematically inhibits ecological function, 
including diversity of aquatic habitat and natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the channel from an average of 46 feet to 27 feet and 

create adjacent floodplain surfaces 
o Create side channels 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Fill Abandoned gravel pits 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  
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• Maintenance 
o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 12 acres of open water to 8 acres of design channel and 4 acres of 
floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants from 8.1 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Improved wildlife habitat on 125 acres of riparian forest  
• Improved aquatic and riparian habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 
 

12. Nishikawa 

Setting: The Nishikawa subreach consists of 30 acres located immediately upstream of Pedrick 
Road.  The site is 2,550 feet long and averages 512 feet wide.   Aquatic habitat is dominated by 
native fishes other than salmonids.  The riparian corridor is bounded by row crops on the south 
bank and the U.C. Davis Riparian Reserve on the north bank. 

History: The site bears evidence of channelization for flood conveyance.  Several legacy dump 
sites have been removed from the banks, including seven cars.   

Current Condition:  The channel lacks natural meander form and floodplains, and has a shortage 
of riffles and gravel substrate. Five primary invasive weeds consisting of giant reed, tamarisk, 
eucalyptus, Himalayan blackberry and tree-of-heaven occupy 1.5 net acres.   

Weeds have displaced native vegetation and stabilized gravel bars contributing to the depletion 
of spawning gravels. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function 
• Removing invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation.   

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
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o Narrow the width of the channel from an average of 50 feet to an average of 27 
feet and create adjacent floodplain surfaces 

o Create side channels 
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock vanes/grade control 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Loosen embedded gravels by scarification 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive vegetation 
o Plant native grasses, sedges, shrubs and trees  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 3 acres of open water to 2 acres of design channel and 1 acre of 
floodplain 

• Eradication of invasive plants from 1.5 acres of the site 
• Lower water temperatures 
• Enhanced spawning habitat for Chinook salmon and rainbow trout  
• Restoration of 30 acres of riparian habitat 
• Improved aquatic and riparian habitat diversity 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat 

 
 

13. Olmo-Hammond-UCD 

Setting:  The Olmo-Hammond-UCD subreach consists of 90 acres of the Putah Creek corridor 
between Pedrick Road and Highway 80.  The site is 10,000 feet long, averages nearly 400 feet 
wide and features a nearly continuous wide and deep pool with little or no floodplains, few 
riffles and steep banks.   The site is bounded by walnuts, grapes and row crops on the south 
bank and the U.C. Davis campus on the north bank. 
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History:  This portion of the creek was channelized for flood conveyance and extensively mined 
for gravels until as recently as the 1960s. The gravel pits were abandoned and recaptured the 
creek flow to form a nearly continuous pool.  The eastern half of the subreach begins at the 
South Fork of Putah Creek, where, in the 1870s, a new channel was created to bypass the City 
of Davis.  The Putah Creek South Fork channel is now bounded by levees.   

Current Condition:  The channel currently consists of a nearly continuous pool, lacking natural 
meander form, riffles and floodplains.  Invasive weeds, mainly eucalyptus, tamarisk, and 
Himalayan blackberry, occupy at least 2.5 net acres of the site.  Fisheries in this subreach are 
dominated by non-native fish. The site features the U.C. Davis Picnic Grounds and hosts Camp 
Putah, a summer camp for Davis youth.   

The excess width of the channel results in warming from solar radiation and long residence 
times of the creek water. The pool lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter storm flows.  
Warmer water results in conditions unfavorable for native fish.  Invasive weeds have displaced 
native vegetation and degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form in the channel 
systematically inhibits ecological function, reducing diversity of habitat and recruitment of 
native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Enhance native fish and wildlife habitat 
• Remove invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the flow channel from an average of 70 feet to an average 

of 27 feet  
o Create adjacent flood plains  
o Reposition thalweg 
o Create side channels  
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock cross vanes/grade controls 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris 
o Augment spawning gravels 
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o Fill abandoned gravel pits  
 

• Vegetation Management 
o Eradicate invasive weeds   
o Plant native vegetation  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 15 acres of open water to 7 acres of design channel and 8 acres of 
floodplain habitat  

• Eradication of 2.5 net acres of invasive weeds   
• Improved wildlife habitat on 90 acres of riparian forest 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Lower water temperature 
• Improve aquatic and riparian habitat quality and diversity 
• Enhanced natural setting and learning opportunities for Camp Putah 

 
 

14. I-80 to Old Davis Road 

Setting:  The I80 to Old Davis Road subreach consists of 75 acres located between the Highway 
80 overcrossing and Old Davis Road.    The site is 4,400 feet long, averages nearly 740 feet wide 
and features levees, over-widened pools with little or no floodplains, few riffles and steep 
banks.   The site is bounded by orchard, row crops and field crops on both banks. 

History:  The channel is part of the South Fork of Putah Creek, a diversion around the City of 
Davis that was constructed in the 1870s and expanded by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
starting in the 1940s.  In 2001, U.C. Davis created a restoration site called “Restoria” in this 
reach, establishing native grasses and oak woodland habitat. 

Current Condition:  The channel currently consists of over widened pools connected by a 
narrow ditch and bounded by high terraces.  Five primary invasive weeds consisting of 
Eucalyptus, Himalayan blackberry, perennial pepperweed, tamarisk, and tree tobacco occupy 
3.3 net acres. 
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The excess width of the channel results in warming from solar radiation and long residence 
times of the creek water in the pools. The pools lack perceptible flow velocity in all but winter 
storm flows.  Warmer water results in conditions unfavorable for native fish.  Invasive weeds 
have displaced native vegetation and degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form in the 
channel systematically inhibits ecological function, reducing diversity of habitat and 
recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Enhance native fish and wildlife habitat 
• Remove invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the flow channel from an average of 50 feet to 27 feet 
o Create adjacent flood plains  
o Reposition thalweg 
o Create side channels  
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock cross vanes/grade controls 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris  

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive weeds   
o Plant native vegetation  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 5acres of open water to 3 acres of design channel and 2 acres of 
floodplain habitat  

• Eradication of 3.3 net acres of invasive weeds   
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• Improved wildlife habitat on 75 acres of riparian forest 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Lower water temperature 
• Improve aquatic and riparian habitat quality and diversity 

 
 

15. Old Davis Road to Mace 

Setting:  The Old Davis Road to Mace subreach consists of 165 acres located between Old Davis 
Road and Mace Boulevard.   The site is 18,000 feet long, averages 400 feet wide and features a 
nearly continuous wide and deep pool with little or no floodplains, few riffles and steep banks.   
The site is bounded by walnuts, row crops and field crops on both banks.   

History: This portion of Putah Creek was created by the excavation of the South Fork of Putah 
Creek to bypass flows around the City of Davis.  It features a nearly continuous, overly wide 
pool that was most likely excavated to create the adjacent levees.    

Current Condition: The channel currently consists of a nearly continuous pool lacking natural 
meander form, riffles and floodplains.  Invasive weeds, mainly eucalyptus, tamarisk, giant reed 
and perennial pepperweed occupy 4.8 net acres.  The site is dominated by non-native fish.  
During the summer, thick mats of the invasive aquatic weed water primrose (Ludwigia sp.) 
cover most of the water surface. 

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming from solar radiation and long 
residence time of the water in a pool that lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter storm 
flows.  Warmer water favors non-native fish over native fish.  Invasive weeds have displaced 
native vegetation and degraded wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form systematically inhibits 
ecological function, including diversity of aquatic habitat and natural recruitment of native 
vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Enhance native fish and wildlife habitat 
• Remove invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the flow channel from an average of 70 feet to 27 feet 
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o Create adjacent flood plains  
o Reposition thalweg 
o Create side channels  
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock cross vanes/grade controls 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate  invasive weeds   
o Plant native vegetation  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 29 acres of open water to 13 acres of design channel and 15 acres of 
floodplain habitat  

• Eradication of 4.8 net acres of invasive weeds   
• Improved wildlife habitat on 165 acres of riparian forest 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Lower water temperature 
• Extend native fish habitat  
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Improve aquatic and riparian habitat quality and diversity 

 
 

16. Mace to Road 106A 

Setting:  The Mace to Road 106A subreach consists of 240 acres located between Mace 
Boulevard and Road 106A.  The site is 14,250 feet long, averages 733 feet wide and features 
two nearly continuous wide and deep pools connected by a narrow channel with little or no 
floodplains, few riffles and steep banks.  The site is bounded by walnuts, row crops and field 
crops on both banks.   
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History:  This portion of Putah Creek  was created by the excavation of the South Fork of Putah 
Creek to bypass flows around the City of Davis.  It features nearly continuous, overly wide pools 
that were most likely excavated to create the adjacent levees.    

Current Condition:  The channel currently consists of two continuous pools connected by a 
narrow channel and lacking natural meander form, riffles or floodplains.  Four primary invasive 
weeds, consisting mainly of tamarisk, giant reed and perennial pepperweed occupy 12.6 net 
acres.   Fisheries in this subreach are dominated by non-native fish.  During the summer, thick 
mats of water primrose are common on the water surface.  The site has several agricultural 
diversions and also receives agricultural return flows.  Water is impounded at Road 106A during 
the summer to facilitate agricultural diversions.  The impoundment consists of an earthen berm 
that is placed in early April and removed around December 1, in conjunction with removal of 
the flashboards from the Los Rios Check Dam downstream.   

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming from solar radiation and long 
residence time of the water in a pool that lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff 
flows.  Warmer water favors non-native fish over native fish.  Invasive weeds displace native 
vegetation and degrade wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form systematically inhibits ecological 
function, including diversity of aquatic habitat and natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Eliminate the practice of annual construction and degradation of the earthen crossing at 

Road 106A 
• Provide fish passage 
• Enhance native fish and wildlife habitat 
• Remove invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the flow channel from an average of 76 feet to 27 feet 
o Create adjacent flood plains  
o Create side channels  
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock cross vanes/grade controls 
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o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris 
o Augment spawning gravels 
o Replace the current earthen crossing with modular box culverts on the north half 

of the channel  
o Provide for fish passage at Road 106A crossing with fish ladder or equivalent 

feature    
 

• Vegetation Management 
o Eradicate invasive weeds   
o Plant native vegetation  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 

Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 25 acres of open water to 11 acres of design channel and 14 acres of 
floodplain habitat  

• Eradication of 12.6 net acres of invasive weeds   
• Improved wildlife habitat on 240 acres of riparian habitat 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Lower water temperature 
• Extended native fish habitat  
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Improve aquatic and riparian habitat quality and diversity 

 

17. Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 

Setting: The Mace to Road 106A subreach consists of 41 acres located between Road 106A and 
the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area (YBWA).    The site is 6,150 feet long, averages 290 feet wide and 
consists of a nearly continuous pool impounded seasonally by the Los Rios Check Dam on the 
YBWA.   

History: This portion of Putah Creek was created by the excavation of the South Fork of Putah 
Creek to bypass flows around the City of Davis.  It features a nearly continuous, overly wide 
pool that is impounded from April 1 to December 1 by a 12-foot check dam.   
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Current Condition: The channel currently consists of a nearly continuous pool lacking natural 
meander form, riffles and floodplains.  Invasive weeds, consisting mainly of tamarisk, giant reed 
and perennial pepperweed occupy 8.5 net acres.  Fisheries in this subreach are dominated by 
non-native fish.  The site has several agricultural diversions and also receives agricultural return 
flows. 

The excess width and depth of open water results in warming from solar radiation and long 
residence time of the water in a pool that lacks perceptible flow velocity in all but winter runoff 
flows.  Warmer water favors non-native fish over native fish.  Invasive weeds displace native 
vegetation and degrade wildlife habitat.  Lack of natural form systematically inhibits ecological 
function, including diversity of aquatic habitat and natural recruitment of native vegetation. 

Project Goals:   

• Restore natural channel form and ecological function  
• Enhance native fish and wildlife habitat 
• Remove invasive weeds  
• Restore native vegetation 

Anticipated Program Activities:  

• Channel Reconfiguration 
o Narrow the width of the flow channel from an average of 85 feet to 27 feet 
o Create adjacent flood plains  
o Create side channels  
o Reposition thalweg 
o Construct riffles 
o Increase channel sinuosity 
o Construct rock cross vanes/grade controls 
o Construct rock and/or log revetments 
o Install root wads/large woody debris 

 
• Vegetation Management 

o Eradicate invasive weeds   
o Plant native vegetation  

 
• Maintenance 

o Irrigate native vegetation plantings 
o Manage non-native vegetation 
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Anticipated Outcomes:   

• Conversion of 12 acres of open water to 5 acres of design channel and 7 acres of 
floodplain habitat  

• Eradication of 8.5 net acres of invasive weeds   
• Improved wildlife habitat on 41 acres of riparian habitat 
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Lower water temperature 
• Extended native fish habitat  
• Increased shaded riverine aquatic habitat  
• Improve aquatic and riparian habitat quality and diversity 
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Figure C-1

Stream Reaches  Source: BSK Associates
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Figure C-2

Stream Reaches  Source: BSK Associates
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Figure C-3

Stream Reaches  Source: BSK Associates
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Figure C-4

Stream Reaches  Source: BSK Associates

 Project Study Area Boundary

Stream Reaches (East to West)

 I-80 to Old Davis Road

 Old Davis Road to Mace

 Road 106A to Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area



 



APPENDIX D 

Habitat Assessment 

  



 



 
JUNE 2015  

Habitat Assessment for the  
Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project— 
Upper Reach 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 
P R E P A R E D  F O R  P R E P A R E D  B Y  

Yolo Basin Foundation 
45211 County Rd. 323 
Davis, CA 95617 
www.yolobasin.org  

Stillwater Sciences 
279 Cousteau Place #400 
Davis, CA 95618 
with assistance from 
Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting 
19696 Oak Tree Road 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Stillwater Sciences 



 Habitat Assessment for the Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project—Upper Reach 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suggested citation: 
Stillwater Sciences and Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting. 2015. Habitat assessment for the 
Lower Putah Creek Restoration Project—Upper Reach. Prepared by Stillwater Sciences, Davis, 
California and Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting, Nevada City, California for Yolo Basin 
Foundation, Davis, California. June. 
 
 
Cover photos (clockwise from upper left): Duncan-Giovannoni Pool; Winters Putah Creek 
Project; Lower McNamara Pool; and Putah Diversion Dam. All photos by Stillwater Sciences. 

June 2015 Stillwater Sciences 
 


	nopto: State Clearinghouse
	noptoaddress: P.O. Box 3044
	noptocitystzip: Sacramento, CA 95812
	nopfrom: Solano County Water Agency
	nopfromaddress: 810 Vaca Valley Parkway
	nopfromcitystzip: Vacaville, CA 95688
	noplead: Solano County Water Agency
	Initialstudy: Off
	Initalstudy: Yes
	nopcontact: Chris Lee
	nopprojecttitle: PEIR Putah Creek Restoration Project-Upper Reach Program
	nopprojectapplicant: 
	nopdate: 01/30/2015
	nopcontacttitle: Principal Water Resources Specialist
	nopcontactphone: 707-455-1105


