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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT 
 

What’s in this document: 
 
The City of Winters (City), in cooperation with Yolo County and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), is proposing to construct the Grant Avenue/State Route (SR) 128/Russell 
Boulevard (Blvd) Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project (project) in unincorporated Yolo County and 
Winters, California. The document explains the proposed project alternatives; the existing environment that 
could be affected by the project; potential impacts; and proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures. 
 

Project Description 
 
The project includes bicycle and pedestrian improvements from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant 
Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell Blvd/County Road (CR) 32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated 
Yolo County.  
 
The purpose of the project is to provide a dedicated pedestrian and bicycle facility across Interstate 505 (I-
505) connecting residences east of the freeway with schools and businesses on Main Street. The project 
would also provide part of a regional bicycle trail connecting the City of Winters with areas of Yolo County 
and the City of Davis. 
 
Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, 1C) 

 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C propose to construct complete streets improvements along the project corridor. 
Roadway improvements throughout the project corridor would include curb, gutter, and sidewalk. The 
project would also install a Class 1 multi-use path between Morgan Street and East Main Street, where the 
path would connect with the existing multi-use path spanning East Main Street to Matsumoto Lane. Class 
2 bike lanes would be installed between Matsumoto Lane and I-505 northbound off-ramp intersections. 
Between the I-505 northbound off-ramp and Fredericks Drive intersections, the project would construct a 
Class 1 multi-use path for bicycles and pedestrians with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
improvements. In addition, the project would widen the existing bridge structure (Bridge No. 22-110) over 
I-505, which would include new bicycle, pedestrian and safety improvements. The bridge would be 
widened with either a cast-in-place concrete box girder to match the existing structure type, or with 
precast/pre-stressed wide flange concrete girders. Additional concrete columns and pile foundations at the 
bents would be required to support the widened bridge deck, as well as widened concrete abutments with 
additional pile foundations. The existing overcrossing would be widened entirely on the south side, with 
approximately 26 feet of additional bridge deck added to the overall structure width. An 8-foot-wide 
sidewalk would be added to the south side of the overcrossing and 8-foot-wide Class 2 bikes lanes would 
be added on both the north and south side. Lane channelization improvements are proposed in the eastbound 
direction on the west and east side of the interchange including a new right turn pocket onto the southbound 
I-505 on-ramp and new signalized right turn pocket for the northbound I-505 loop on-ramp. Additional 
project work includes storm drain modifications to accommodate the other improvements, paving, striping, 
and sign installation. 
 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C include the above improvements, with the following additional roadway 
improvements: 

 Alternative 1A: the project would install a pedestrian activated warning device (rectangular rapid 
flashing beacon or similar) at the northbound I-505 loop on-ramp crossing. 



 

 

 Alternative 1B: the project would remove the existing raised island east of the interchange and 
construct a pedestrian refuge between the northbound I-505 on-ramp and off ramp. 

 Alternative 1C: the project would remove the existing raised island east of the interchange and 
construct ADA improvements. Additionally, this alternative would close and remove the existing 
eastbound to northbound I-505 loop on-ramp. 

Existing utilities in conflict with the proposed project would be relocated. Specifically, PG&E gas lines, 
City of Winters water lines, and AT&T underground phone and fiber lines may require relocation. The 
PG&E gas line relocations and AT&T underground would require trench excavation depths up to 
approximately 12 feet deep, and approximately 20 to 25 feet downstream or upstream of the proposed 
bridge. The proposed method of relocation would be open trenching with excavators or other similar 
excavation equipment.  
 
Temporary construction easements would be needed throughout the project site and construction staging 
would take place within Caltrans and Yolo County right-of-way and adjacent privately owned parcels, 
where necessary. Minor permanent right-of-way acquisitions are anticipated  
 
Alternative 2 

 
Alternative 2 proposes to construct complete streets improvements along the project corridor. Roadway 
improvements throughout the project corridor would include curb, gutter, and sidewalk, and the project 
would construct a Class 1 multi-use path for bicycles and pedestrians with ADA improvements between 
Morgan Street and Fredericks Drive intersections. In addition, the project would construct a new pedestrian 
overcrossing over I-505, which would include new bicycle, pedestrian and safety improvements. The new 
overcrossing would be a two-span structure using precast/pre-stressed wide flange concrete girders with a 
concrete deck for the superstructure. The substructure would consist of concrete abutments on pile 
foundations, and a single concrete column bent on pile foundations placed in the median of I-505. The 
bridge would have a clear width of 12 feet between concrete curbs with chain link railing along both edges 
of the deck. Channelization improvements are proposed on the west side of the interchange including a new 
right turn pocket onto the southbound I-505 on-ramp. Additional project work includes storm drain 
modifications, paving, striping, and sign installation. 
 
Existing utilities in conflict with the proposed project would be relocated. Specifically, PG&E gas lines, 
City of Winters water lines, and AT&T underground phone and fiber lines may require relocation. The 
PG&E gas line relocations and AT&T underground would require trench excavation depths up to 
approximately 6 feet deep. The proposed method of relocation would be open trenching with excavators or 
other similar excavation equipment.  
 
Temporary construction easements would be needed throughout the project site and construction staging 
would take place within Caltrans and Yolo County right-of-way and adjacent privately owned parcels, 
where necessary. Minor permanent right-of-way acquisitions are anticipated.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1  Project History 
 
The City of Winters (City), in cooperation with Yolo County and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), is proposing to construct the Grant Avenue/State Route (SR) 128/Russell 
Boulevard (Blvd) Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project (project) in the City of Winters and 
unincorporated Yolo County, California. The project includes bicycle and pedestrian improvements from 
the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell Blvd/County Road (CR) 
32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo County. The City is the CEQA lead agency for the project.  
 
Grant Avenue/SR 128 is the principal east-west arterial traversing the City of Winters. The road changes 
names from “Grant Avenue/SR 128” to “Russell Blvd/CR 32” when it crosses I-505 to the east of Winters. 
In 2010, Caltrans, the City of Winters, Yolo County, and consultants developed a community-based 
Complete Streets Concept Plan (Plan) for the corridor. Some elements of the Plan, such as the roundabout 
at Walnut Lane, have already been implemented. 
 
The project is listed in the Metropolitan Transportation and Improvement Plan (MTIP) for the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments, and the total estimated cost to implement the Build Alternative is 
approximately $11.3 million. The project is funded with Regional Active Transportation Program and 
Regional Surface Transportation Program grant funds and local Traffic Impact Fees. As such, a key 
component of the project involves bicycle and pedestrian improvements as well as greenhouse gas reduction 
characteristics. 
 
A Project Study Report – Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) was prepared in 2018 for the 
programming of the capital outlay support cost through the Project Approval and Environmental Document 
(PA&ED) phase. Once the environmental document is approved by the City, and the Project Report is 
approved by Caltrans, the project would be clear to advance into Final Design phase.  Construction would 
follow completion of final design, and after enough funding has been obtained.  
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1.4  Project Description 

 
1.4.1 Build Alternative 1A, 1B, and 1C 

 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C propose to construct complete streets improvements along the project corridor. 
Roadway improvements throughout the project corridor would include curb, gutter, and sidewalk. The 
project would also install a Class 1 multi-use path between Morgan Street and East Main Street, where the 
path would connect with the existing multi-use path spanning East Main Street to Matsumoto Lane. Class 
2 bike lanes would be installed between Matsumoto Lane and I-505 northbound off-ramp intersections. 
Between the I-505 northbound off-ramp and Fredericks Drive intersections, the project would construct a 
Class 1 multi-use path for bicycles and pedestrians with ADA improvements. In addition, the project would 
widen the existing bridge structure (Bridge No. 22-110) over I-505, which would include new bicycle, 
pedestrian and safety improvements. The bridge would be widened with either a cast-in-place concrete box 
girder to match the existing structure type, or with precast/pre-stressed wide flange concrete girders. 
Additional concrete columns and pile foundations at the bents would be required to support the widened 
bridge deck, as well as widened concrete abutments with additional pile foundations. The existing 
overcrossing would be widened entirely on the south side, with approximately 26 feet of additional bridge 
deck added to the overall structure width. An 8-foot-wide sidewalk would be added to the south side of the 
overcrossing and 8-foot-wide Class 2 bikes lanes would be added on both the north and south side. Lane 
channelization improvements are proposed in the eastbound direction on the west and east side of the 
interchange including a new right turn pocket onto the southbound I-505 on-ramp and new signalized right 
turn pocket for the northbound I-505 loop on-ramp. Additional project work includes storm drain 
modifications to accommodate the other improvements, paving, striping, and sign installation. 
 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C include the above improvements, with the following additional roadway 
improvements: 

 Alternative 1A: the project would install a pedestrian activated warning device (rectangular rapid 
flashing beacon or similar) at the northbound I-505 loop on-ramp crossing. 

 Alternative 1B: the project would remove the existing raised island east of the interchange and 
construct a pedestrian refuge between the northbound I-505 on-ramp and off ramp. 

 Alternative 1C: the project would remove the existing raised island east of the interchange and 
construct ADA improvements. Additionally, this alternative would close and remove the existing 
eastbound to northbound I-505 loop on-ramp. 

Existing utilities in conflict with the proposed project would be relocated. Specifically, PG&E gas lines, 
City of Winters water lines, and AT&T underground phone and fiber lines may require relocation. The 
PG&E gas line relocations and AT&T underground would require trench excavation depths up to 
approximately 12 feet deep, and approximately 20 to 25 feet downstream or upstream of the proposed 
bridge. The proposed method of relocation would be open trenching with excavators or other similar 
excavation equipment.  
 
Temporary construction easements would be needed throughout the project site and construction staging 
would take place within Caltrans and Yolo County right-of-way and adjacent privately owned parcels, 
where necessary. Minor permanent right-of-way acquisitions are anticipated.  
  



1.0 Introduction 

Grant Avenue/State Route 128/Russell Boulevard Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project 

Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration 5 

1.4.2 Build Alternative 2 

 
Alternative 2 proposes to construct complete streets improvements along the project corridor. Roadway 
improvements throughout the project corridor would include curb, gutter, and sidewalk, and the project 
would construct a Class 1 multi-use path for bicycles and pedestrians with ADA improvements between 
Morgan Street and Fredericks Drive intersections. In addition, the project would construct a new pedestrian 
overcrossing over I-505, which would include new bicycle, pedestrian and safety improvements. The new 
overcrossing would be a two-span structure using precast / pre-stressed wide flange concrete girders with 
a concrete deck for the superstructure.  The substructure would consist of concrete abutments on pile 
foundations, and a single concrete column bent on pile foundations placed in the median of I-505.  The 
bridge would have a clear width of 12 feet between concrete curbs with chain link railing along both edges 
of the deck. Channelization improvements are proposed on the west side of the interchange including a new 
right turn pocket onto the southbound I-505 on-ramp. Additional project work includes storm drain 
modifications, paving, striping, and sign installation. 
 
Existing utilities in conflict with the proposed project would be relocated. Specifically, PG&E gas lines, 
City of Winters water lines, and AT&T underground phone and fiber lines may require relocation. The 
PG&E gas line relocations and AT&T underground would require trench excavation depths up to 
approximately 6 feet deep. The proposed method of relocation would be open trenching with excavators or 
other similar excavation equipment.  
 
Temporary construction easements would be needed throughout the project site and construction staging 
would take place within Caltrans and Yolo County right-of-way and adjacent privately owned parcels, 
where necessary. Minor permanent right-of-way acquisitions are anticipated.  
 
1.4.3 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative would result in no bicycle, pedestrian or safety improvements along the Grant 
Avenue/SR 128/Russell Blvd, and safety concerns for non-vehicular modes of transportation would remain 
through the area. 
 

1.5  Permits and Approvals Needed 
 

The following permits, licenses, agreements, and certifications are required for project construction: 
 

Table 1. Permits and Approvals Needed 

Agency Permit/Approval  Status 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Clean Water Act Section 402 

NPDES General Construction Permit 

To be obtained prior to 
construction 

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management 

District 
Authority to Construct Permit 

To be obtained prior to 

construction 

Yolo Habitat Conservancy Certificate of Compliance 
To be obtained prior to 
construction 

California Department of Transportation Encroachment Permit 
To be obtained prior to 
construction 
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2.0 CEQA Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form 

1. PROJECT NAME: Grant Avenue/State Route 128/Russell Boulevard Bike and Pedestrian 

Improvements Project 

 

2. LEAD AGENCY / PROJECT APPLICANT 

City of Winters 
318 1st Street 
Winters, CA 95694 

 

3. LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON:  

Mr. Paul Gervacio, PE, Project Manager, (916) 788-4877, pgervacio@psomas.com 

4. PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant 

Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell Blvd/CR 32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo 

County. 

 

5. GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION:  

City of Winters - Public Quasi Public (PQP) and Highway Service Commercial (HSC) 

Yolo County - Agriculture (AG), and Residential Medium (RM) 

 

6. ZONING:  

City of Winters - Public Quasi Public (PQP), Highway Service Commercial (HSC), Neighborhood 

Commercial (C-1), Open Space (O-S), Business Park (B-P), and Central Business District (C-2) 

Yolo County - Agricultural Intensive (A-N) and Medium Density Residential (R-M) 

 

7. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The City of Winters, in cooperation with Yolo County and Caltrans is 

proposing to construct bike and pedestrian improvements from the intersection of Morgan Street and 

Grant Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell Boulevard/County Road 32 and Fredricks Drive in 

unincorporated Yolo County.    

 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING/SURROUNDING LAND USES: The land use adjacent to the 

proposed project site is primarily commercial and agricultural but includes residential areas near the 

eastern terminus of the project site within the Villas at El Rio community, as well as near the western 

terminus of the project site on Morgan Street.  

Grant Avenue/SR 128 is the principal east-west arterial traversing the City of Winters. The road 

changes names from “Grant Avenue/SR 128” to “Russell Blvd/CR 32” when it crosses I-505 to the east 

of Winters. In 2010, Caltrans, the City of Winters, Yolo County, and consultants developed a 

community-based Complete Streets Concept Plan (Plan) for the corridor. Some elements of the Plan 

such as the roundabout at Walnut Lane have been implemented. 

 

9. OTHER REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement.): Regional Water Quality Control Board, Yolo-Solano Air Quality 

Management District, Yolo Habitat Conservancy Certificate of Compliance   
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10. CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES CONSULTATION: 

 

a. Have California Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project site 

requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1?  

☒☒☒☒ Yes    ☐☐☐☐ No  

b. If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance 

of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?  

☒☒☒☒ Yes    ☐☐☐☐ No  

 

11. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: 2018 Preliminary Environmental 

Assessment Report (PEAR); 2022 PEAR Update Memorandum  

 

12. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The summary of environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 

involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or a “Less-Than-Significant Impact 

with Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Public Services 

☐ Agriculture & Forestry 

Resources 

☒ Hazards/Hazardous Materials ☐ Recreation 

☐ Air Quality ☐ Hydrology/Water Quality ☐ Transportation 

☒ Biological Resources ☐ Land Use & Planning ☒ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☒ Cultural Resources ☐ Mineral Resources ☐ Utilities/Service Systems 

☐ Energy ☐ Noise ☐ Wildfire 

☐ Geology/Soils ☐ Population & Housing ☒ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

13. PREPARATION: This Initial Study for the subject project was prepared by: 

 

_____________________________________________________  12/20/2024 

Andrew Dellas, PWS, Senior Biologist / Environmental Planner   Date 
Wood Rodgers, Inc.  
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14. DETERMINATION: (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY) 

Based on the initial evaluation: 

 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 

a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made 

by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 

be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 

significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 

been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 

effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 

or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 

or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR of NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 

or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

A copy of the Initial Study documenting reasons to support the Mitigated Negative Declaration is on 
file at the City of Winters City Hall, 318 1st Street, Winters, CA 95694. 

 
  

 

Paul Gervacio, PE 

Project Manager, PSOMAS, Inc. 

City of Winters 

 Date 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
 
This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that might be affected by the 
proposed project. Potential impact determinations include Potentially Significant Impact, Less Than 
Significant with Mitigation, Less Than Significant Impact, and No Impact. In many cases, background 
investigation performed in connection with a project will indicate that there are no impacts to a particular 
resource. A No Impact answer reflects this determination. The questions in this checklist are intended to 
encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance. 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A 
"No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact 
simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture 
zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well 
as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a 
project-specific screening analysis).  

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts.  

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial 
evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" 
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.  

4. "Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant 
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce 
the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in 
(5) below, may be cross-referenced).  

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). 
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:  

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.  

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.  

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.  

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated.  
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7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used, or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8. The explanation of each issue should identify:  

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and  

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.  

9. Tribal consultation, if requested as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, must begin 
prior to release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report 
for a project. Information provided through tribal consultation may inform the lead agency’s assessment 
as to whether tribal cultural resources are present, and the significance of any potential impacts to such 
resources. Prior to beginning consultation, lead agencies may request information from the Native 
American Heritage Commission regarding its Sacred Lands File, per Public Resources Code sections 
5097.9 and 5097.94, as well as the California Historical Resources Information System administered 
by the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
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2.1 AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

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

    

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? 
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

    

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

    

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A Minor Level Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) was completed for this proposed project in April 2024 to 
evaluate the potential visual effects of the project (Wood Rodgers, 2024a) The project site is regionally 
located at the western edge of the Sacramento Valley where the general landscape is valley and general 
land cover is agricultural and residential. The land use adjacent to the project site is primarily commercial 
and agricultural land uses, but the area also includes residential land uses near the eastern edge of the project 
site consisting of the Villas at El Rio community, and near the western edge of the project site on Morgan 
Street. 
 
There are no designated State Scenic Highways within or near the project site. California SR 128 is listed 
as an eligible State Scenic Highway at the western edge of the project site from the intersection of Grant 
Avenue and Morgan Street until northbound I-505. East of northbound I-505, the roadway is not listed as 
an eligible State Scenic Highway.  
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to aesthetics for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 2 
is similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential 
effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no 
impact related to aesthetics. 

DISCUSSION 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

 

No impact. The City of Winters General Plan (1992) does not specifically designate any scenic viewsheds 
within the city. For analysis purposes, a scenic vista can be defined as a view that has aesthetic and visual 
qualities that are of high value to the community and are generally seen from an elevated point or open 
area. These can be a view of natural features, significant buildings, or structures. An example of a scenic 
vista within the City is Stebbins Cold Canyon Reserve, which showcases mountaintop views of Lake 
Berryesa, and is located approximately 6.7 miles west of the project site. The project would impact no 
formal or informal scenic vistas, as none are present in the corridor or in view of the corridor. Therefore, 
no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
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b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 

No Impact. At the project site, SR 128 is not officially designated as a State Scenic Highway, and there are 
no other officially designated state scenic highways within view of the project site. The closest officially 
designated state scenic highway to the project site is Route 160, which is located approximately 25 miles 
southeast of the project site. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation 
is required.  
 

c) Would the project, in nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 

experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would 

the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

 

Less Than Significant. The proposed project would rehabilitate an existing roadway; therefore, the project 
would be highly compatible with the existing conditions in the area. Adding ADA-compliant features, 
sidewalk, and street lighting would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site. 
However, the project would potentially remove some mature street trees and large shrub screenings, which 
could alter the existing visual character for the public. No substantial degradation of the existing visual 
character or quality of public views would occur. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 

day or nighttime views in the area? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project’s construction is expected to be completed during normal 
working daylight hours; however, certain construction activities may need to occur during limited nighttime 
working hours. However, all nighttime illumination sources would comply with standard Caltrans practices 
controlling illumination for public safety, and any light and glare from construction activities would be 
temporary. Also, in accordance with standard industry practice, construction night lighting would 
additionally be directed only into the active construction area to avoid potential light pollution to adjacent 
residences. 
 
The project would include the addition of approximately 35 new streetlights within the project site. In 
existing conditions, there are 16 streetlights, which would bring the total number of streetlights within the 
project site to 51 post construction. Implementation of additional roadway lighting would create a new 
source of permanent nighttime light; however, new lighting is expected to improve nighttime visibility of 
the surrounding intersections and enhance roadway and pedestrian safety. Street lighting would be 
constructed consistent with City Standard Specifications to ensure lights are adequately shielded and 
lighting is directed down towards the roadway and not into adjacent residences. The proposed project would 
cause no substantial new source of lighting or glare that would adversely affect the views. Therefore, 
impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

AES-1:  Landscape architecture considerations shall be implemented as directed by the Department’s 
Highway Design Manual, Chapter 900, and the Department’s Landscape Architecture PS&E 
Guide. As such, any highway planting, lighting plans, and aesthetic treatment would be 
incorporated into the project as appropriate. This would also include coordination between the 
Department’s Landscape Architecture staff for areas within state right-of-way as well as with the 
City of Winters and Yolo County.  
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AES-2:  Caltrans Standard Specifications (2022) “Erosion Control” would be followed during 
construction. At the conclusion of construction, areas of bare soil shall be hydroseeded with 
native seed mix to prevent or at least minimize erosion. Hydroseeding would follow Standard 
Special Provision 21-2.03D for Erosion Control (Hydroseed). 

AES-3:  Vegetation clearing would only occur within the delineated project boundaries in an effort to 
minimize impacts. Trees located in areas along the edge of the construction zone would be 
trimmed whenever possible and only those trees that lie within the active construction areas 
would be removed. 

AES-4:  All disturbed areas including staging of vehicles and equipment would be restored to pre-
construction contours and revegetated, either through hydroseeding or other means, with native 
species. 

AES-5: Where feasible, construction lighting would be limited to within the area of work. 

AES-6:  The contractor would be required to maintain good housekeeping in and around construction 
sites, staging areas, and equipment storage areas. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures relating to aesthetics are required. 

FINDINGS 

The project would not adversely affect any designated scenic resource or vista, nor substantially change the 
current visual environment. The project would have Less Than Significant Impact relating to aesthetics 
and the measures provided above would further reduce visual changes caused by the project.  
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2.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

    

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

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

    

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

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

    

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A Farmlands Impact Memorandum (Wood Rodgers 2024b) was prepared for the project. The project site 
is approximately 38.04 acres in size, which includes the area that would be permanently and/or temporarily 
impacted by the proposed project. The project site contains the following acreages of farmlands and non-
farmlands (refer to Table 2 and Figure 5 below) according to the 2018 Yolo County Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP) Map of the California Department of Conservation (CDC), and the USDA’s 
nine land mapping categories. A total of 1.95 acres of Prime Farmland occurs in the project site. The Prime 
Farmland within the project site is not currently under a Williamson Act contract.  
 

Table 2. Farmland Acres by Category Within the project site 

Land Mapping Category Acres within the project site 

Prime Farmland 1.95 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 0 

Unique Farmland 0 

Farmland of Local Importance 0 

Grazing Land 0 

Urban and Built-Up Land 11.37 

Other Land 24.72 

Total 38.04 
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c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 

Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 

section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 

section 51104(g))? 

 

No Impact. According to a review of general plan zoning maps covering the project site and aerial imagery, 
there is no forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g)) within the project site. Within unincorporated Yolo County 
jurisdiction, the project site is zoned as Agricultural Intensive (A-N) and Medium Density Residential (R-
M) (County, 2024) in unincorporated Yolo County. Within the City of Winters jurisdiction, the project site 
is zoned as Highway Service Commercial (C-H), Public/Quasi-Public (PQP), Neighborhood Commercial 
(C-1), Open Space (O-S), Business Park (B-P), and Central Business District (C-2). As there are no forestry-
related zoning designations, the project would not involve the rezoning of any parcels that are zoned for 
forestry or that contain forestry resources. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning 
for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. As such, no 
impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

 

No Impact. According to a review of general plan zoning maps (City, 2020; County, 2024) covering the 
project site and aerial imagery, there is no forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)) within the project site. 
Therefore, the project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use. As such, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location 

or nature, could result in the conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 

forest land to non-forest use? 

 

No Impact. The proposed project would not involve changes in the existing environment that, due to their 
location or nature, could result in the further conversion of farmland that has been discussed in section a) 
and b) above, and would not result in the conversion of forest land. Therefore, no impact would occur 
related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

No avoidance or minimization measures relating to agriculture and forest resources are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures relating to agriculture and forest resources are required. 

FINDINGS 

Portions of the project would occur within areas of Prime Farmland. The project is anticipated to require 
the permanent conversion of prime farmland resources; however, in accordance with the NRCS-CPA-106 
form completed for the project, no substantial impact on farmlands would occur. Therefore, the project is 
considered to have a Less Than Significant Impact relating to agricultural and forest resources. 
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2.3 AIR QUALITY  

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

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is non- attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?      

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

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal Regulations 

 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) as amended in 1990 is the federal law that governs air quality. Its counterpart in 
California is the California Clean Air Act of 1988. These laws set standards for the quantity of pollutants 
that can be found in the air. At the federal level, these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). Standards have been established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to 
potential health concerns.  These criteria pollutants are carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  
 
State Regulations 

 
Responsibility for achieving California’s air quality standards, which are more stringent than federal 
standards, is placed on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and local air districts, and these 
standards are to be achieved through district-level air quality management plans that will be incorporated 
into the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  In California, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) has delegated authority to prepare SIPs to the CARB, which, in turn, has delegated that authority 
to individual air districts. 
  

The CARB has traditionally established state air quality standards while maintaining oversight authority in 
air quality planning, developing programs for reducing emissions from motor vehicles, developing air 
emission inventories, collecting air quality and meteorological data, and approving state implementation 
plans. 
 

The responsibilities of air districts include overseeing stationary source emissions, approving permits, 
maintaining emissions inventories, maintaining air quality stations, overseeing agricultural burning permits, 
and reviewing air quality-related sections of the environmental documents required by CEQA. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

An Air Quality Memorandum (Wood Rodgers 2024c) and Caltrans Air Quality Conformity Checklist were 
prepared for the project. The project, located within Yolo County, is situated in the Sacramento Valley Air 
Basin and is subject to the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (District) requirements and 
regulations. 
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In accordance with the Caltrans Air Quality Conformity Checklist, though the project is located within a 
nonattainment or maintenance area for ozone, the project does not include improvements or additional 
capacity for vehicles. This project is exempt from regional conformity requirements (40 CFR 93.127) as it 
meets the criteria for an Intersection channelization project. The project is located in a PM2.5 nonattainment 
or maintenance area; however, the project is not a project of concern for PM2.5 hot-spot analysis based on 
40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 and EPA’s Hot-Spot Analysis Guidance. Interagency consultation with SACOG 
concurred with this determination on June 25, 2024. 
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to air quality for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 2 
are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential 
effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no 
impact related to air quality 

DISCUSSION 

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

 

No Impact. The proposed project alternatives would not result in changes to the traffic volume, fleet mix, 
speed, location of existing facility or any other factor that would cause an increase in emissions relative to 
the no build alternative; therefore, this project would not cause an increase in operational emissions. 
 
The project is not capacity increasing and would not add additional lanes. The project would not result in 
additional trips or change the speed or alignment of the roadway. Long-term operational GHG emissions 
would not be predicted to increase from the project. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of long-term federal, state or regional air quality plans, and no further analysis is 
required. No impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The CARB is required to designate areas of the state as attainment, non-
attainment, or unclassified for any state standard. An “attainment” designation for an area signifies that 
pollutant concentrations do not violate the standard for that pollutant in that area. A “non-attainment” 
designation indicates that a pollutant concentration violated the standard at least once within a calendar year. 
The area air quality attainment status of Yolo County is shown below in Table 4. 
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Table 4. NAAQS and CAAQS Attainment Status for Yolo County 

Pollutant 
Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone – 8-Hour Nonattainment Nonattainment – Transitional 

PM10 Unclassified/Attainment Unclassified 

PM2.5 Unclassified/Attainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Lead Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Visibility Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Sources: CARB 2018 

 

Operational Emissions 

The project is non-capacity increasing and would include new bicycle and pedestrian facilities and an 
intersection channelization project, which would not add additional vehicular travel lanes. This would not 
result in additional trips or change the speed or alignment of the roadway. As such, long-term operational 
GHG emissions would not be predicted to increase from the project.  
 
Construction Emissions 

Construction activities associated with both project alternatives would result in temporary incremental 
increases in air pollutants, such as ozone precursors and particulate matter due to operation of gas-powered 
equipment and earth moving activities. The CEQA encourages public agencies to adopt thresholds of 
significance for determining whether projects have significant adverse impacts. The District provides these 
thresholds of significance and mitigation requirements in the District’s Handbook for Assessing and 

Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (District 2007). According to the District, the best form of analysis for 
calculating construction emissions from roadway projects is to use the Roadway Construction Emissions 
Model (RCEM) commissioned by the air district of the Sacramento Region. An RCEM Version 9.0.0 was 
completed for the project. Results of the RCEM determined that the project would not exceed the District’s 
thresholds of significance (see Appendix A for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 emission estimates for the 
project). 
 
Table 5 below provides a comparison of the RCEM results for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, against the 
District project-level thresholds of significance for particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5), 
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers (PM10), carbon monoxide (CO), and the precursors of ozone, 
which are reactive organic gasses (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). 
 

Table 5. Thresholds of Significance for Criteria Pollutants of Concern 

Pollutant Thresholds of Significance RCEM Results Alt. 1 RCEM Results Alt. 2 

PM2.5 None 3.52 lbs/day (maximum) 3.89 lbs/day (maximum) 

PM10 80 lbs/day 8.05 lbs/day (maximum) 8.88 lbs/day (maximum) 

CO Violation of a state ambient 
air quality standard for CO 

2.52 tons total for project 2.59 tons total for project 

ROG 10 tons/year 0.27 tons total for project  0.28 tons total for project  

NOx 10 tons/year 2.70 tons total for project 3.27 tons total for project 
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Without control, dust emissions from grading, trenching, or land clearing can create nuisances or localized 
health impacts. The District requires that dust emissions be prevented from creating a nuisance to 
surrounding properties as regulated under the District Rule 2.5, Nuisance. District Rule 2.5 defines 
“Nuisance” as the following: 
 

Nuisance. A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 

contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any 

considerable number of persons or to the public or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or 

safety of any such persons or the public or which cause to have a natural tendency to cause injury 

or damage to business or property. 

Even projects not exceeding District PM thresholds should implement best management practices (BMPs) 
to reduce dust emissions and avoid localized health impacts. Despite this variability in emissions, 
experience has shown that there are several control measures that can be reasonably implemented to 
significantly reduce construction fugitive dust PM10 emissions. Common measures include watering, 
chemical stabilization of soils or stockpiles, and reducing surface wind speeds with windbreaks. The project 
contractor would be required to implement standard dust control BMPs to prevent the project from creating 
a nuisance as described in District Rule 2.5. 
 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would not exceed thresholds of significance within the local air quality 
management district and would not cause cumulatively considerable net increases of criteria pollutants. The 
project would have no operational phase emissions; however, the project would have temporary 
construction phase emissions which would be reduced to below District Rule 2.5 within the implementation 
of construction and dust control BMPs. Therefore, project impacts related to this threshold would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. Under CEQA sensitive receptors are generally defined as a location where 
human populations, especially children, seniors, or sick persons are found. Examples of sensitive receptor 
locations are residences, hospitals, and schools. The project would occur within proximity (between 50 and 
100 feet) to approximately 20 residential homes along Trussell Blvd within the Villas at El Rio community, 
as well as one residence at the intersection of Grant Ave and Timber Crest Road. Other sensitive receptors 
in proximity to the project site is a park, located approximately 600 feet south of Grant Ave, and a healthcare 
facility, located approximately 675 feet west of the Grant Ave and Morgan St intersections. 
 
According to the RCEM prepared for the project, project alternatives would not generate construction 
emissions that would exceed District thresholds of significance. However, the project would cause 
temporary and intermittent construction and dust emissions which could cause nuisance effects to sensitive 
receptors. The proposed project would not generate any substantial pollutant concentrations, and with the 
implementation of BMPs, temporary incremental increases of air pollutants would be avoided and 
minimized in accordance with District Rule 2.5. Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations. As such, impacts related to this threshold would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
  



2.0 CEQA Initial Study 

Grant Avenue/State Route 128/Russell Boulevard Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project 

Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration 34 

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact.  While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can be very 
unpleasant, and lead to considerable distress among the public that often generates citizen complaints to 
local governments and the District. The general nuisance rule, District Rule 2.5, is the basis for this 
threshold. A project may reasonably be expected to have a significant adverse odor impact where it: 1) 
generates odorous emissions in such quantities as to cause detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any 
considerable number of persons or to the public;  2) if it endangers the comfort, repose, health, or safety of 
any such person or the public; or 3) if it causes, or has a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to 
business or property. 
 
The proposed project would not generate any substantial pollutant concentrations. Use of diesel-fueled 
equipment and roadway paving activities during construction would be anticipated to generate odorous 
emissions when experienced in close range. However, these activities would be temporary and would cease 
once project construction is complete. Furthermore, with the implementation of BMPs, temporary 
incremental increases of air pollutants that may cause nuisance odors would be avoided and minimized in 
accordance with District Rule 2.5. Therefore, the project would not adversely affect a substantial number 
of people due to air quality emissions. As such, impacts related to this threshold would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

Prior to construction, the project proponent or project contractor shall obtain a District-approved Authority 
to Construct Permit and shall implement all District construction phase BMPs, where applicable.  
 
AQ-1:  Implement Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District Construction Phase Best 

Management Practices 

 
Prior to and during construction, the project contractor shall implement construction and dust control BMPs, 
in order to maintain the projects temporary construction and dust emissions within the District Rule 2.5 
“Nuisance” guidelines. The following list of measures from the District’s handbook shall be implemented 
as BMPs by the Contractor to control dust, where feasible: 
 

 Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. Frequency shall be based on the type of 
operation, soil, and wind exposure. 

 Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 

 Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials. 

 Apply non-toxic tackifiers or soil binders (e.g. latex acrylic copolymer or tackifier hydroseed mix) 
to exposed areas after completing cut and fill operations. 

 Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (e.g., disturbed lands within 
construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days). 

 Cover inactive storage piles. 

 Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site. 

 Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6-to-12-inch layer of wood chips 
or mulch. 

 Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6- inch layer of gravel. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures relating to air quality are required. 
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FINDINGS 

The project would not cause operational long-term air quality impacts; however, the project would cause 
temporary incremental emissions from construction. With the implementation of District construction 
BMPs, the project would comply with all federal, state, and District regulations, and would result in a Less 

Than Significant Impact relating to air quality.   
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2.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

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

    

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

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

    

 

REGULATORY SETTING 

 
Federal Regulations 

 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provides an interdisciplinary framework for 
environmental planning by Federal agencies and contains action-forcing procedures to ensure that Federal 
agency decision makers take environmental factors into account. NEPA applies whenever a Federal agency 
proposes an action, grants a permit, or agrees to fund or otherwise authorizes any other entity to undertake 
an action that could possibly affect environmental resources. Caltrans is the designated NEPA lead agency 
for this project acting under delegation from Federal Highways Administration (FHWA). 
 
Federal Endangered Species Act 

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. section 1531 et seq.) provides for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species listed pursuant to Section 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. section 
1533) and the ecosystems upon which they depend. These species and resources have been identified by 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 
 
Invasive Species 

Executive Order (EO) 13112 (signed February 3, 1999) directs all Federal agencies to prevent and control 
introductions of invasive species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner. The EO and 
directives from the FHWA require consideration of invasive species in NEPA analyses, including their 
identification and distribution, their potential impacts, and measures to prevent or eradicate them. 
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Migratory Birds 

EO 13186 (signed January 10, 2001) directs each Federal agency taking actions that could adversely affect 
migratory bird populations to work with USFWS to develop a Memorandum of Understanding that will 
promote the conservation of migratory bird populations. Protocols developed under the Memorandum of 
Understanding will include the following agency responsibilities: 

 avoid and minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, adverse impacts on migratory bird 
resources when conducting agency actions; 

 restore and enhance habitat of migratory birds, as practicable; and 

 prevent or abate the pollution or detrimental alteration of the environment for the benefit of 
migratory birds, as practicable. 

 
The EO is designed to assist Federal agencies in their efforts to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 10 and 21) and does not constitute any legal authorization 
to take migratory birds. Take is defined under the MBTA as “the action of or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, 
capture, collect, or kill” (50 CFR 10.12) and includes intentional take (i.e., take that is the purpose of the 
activity in question) and unintentional take (i.e., take that results from, but is not the purpose of, the activity 
in question). 
 
State Regulations 

 

CEQA is a state law created to inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities and to work to reduce these negative environmental 
impacts. The City is the CEQA lead agency for this project. 
 
California Endangered Species Act  

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game [CFG] Code Section 2050 et 
seq.) requires the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to establish a list of endangered and 
threatened species (Section 2070) and to prohibit the incidental taking of any such listed species except as 
allowed by the Act (Sections 2080-2089). In addition, CESA prohibits take of candidate species (under 
consideration for listing).  
 
The CESA also requires CDFW to comply with CEQA (Pub. Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) when 
evaluating incidental take permit (ITP) applications (CFG Code Section 2081(b) and California Code 
Regulations, Title 14, section 783.0 et seq.), and the potential impacts the project or activity for which the 
application was submitted may have on the environment. CDFW’s CEQA obligations include consultation 
with other public agencies which have jurisdiction over the project or activity [California Code Regulations, 
Title 14, Section 783.5(d)(3)]. CDFW cannot issue an ITP if issuance would jeopardize the continued 
existence of the species [CFG Code Section 2081(c); California Code Regulations, Title 14, Section 
783.4(b)]. 
 
Section 3503 and 3503.5: Birds and Raptors 

CFG Code Section 3503 prohibits the destruction of bird nests and Section 3503.5 prohibits the killing of 
raptor species and destruction of raptor nests. Trees and shrubs are present in and adjacent to the study area 
and could contain nesting sites.  
 
Section 3513: Migratory Birds 

CFG Code Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any migratory non-game bird as designated in 
the MBTA or any part of such migratory non-game bird except as provided by rules and regulations adopted 
by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the MBTA.  
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Local Regulations 

 

Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan 

 
The project occurs within the Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
(Yolo HCP/NCCP) Area. The Yolo HCP/NCCP is a comprehensive, county-wide plan to provide Federal 
Endangered Species Act/California Endangered Species Act permits and associated mitigation for planned 
covered activities including infrastructure (e.g., roads and bridges), development (e.g., agricultural 
processing facilities, housing, and commercial buildings), and operation and maintenance activities. The 
Yolo HCP/NCCP provides for the conservation of 12 sensitive species and the natural communities and 
agricultural land on which they depend. The Yolo HCP/NCCP strikes a sensible balance between natural 
resource conservation and economic growth by improving habitat conservation efforts in Yolo County; 
encouraging sustainable economic activity; and maintaining and enhancing agricultural production. 
 
The Yolo Habitat Conservancy (Conservancy) is a joint powers agency that includes Yolo County and the 
incorporated cities of Davis, West Sacramento, Winters, and Woodland. The Conservancy, as well as 
individual member agencies (defined as Yolo County and the four participating cities listed above), 
developed the Yolo HCP/NCCP. The Yolo HCP/NCCP provides the basis for issuance of long-term permits 
under the FESA and California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA) that cover an 
array of public and private activities, including activities that are essential to the ongoing viability of Yolo 
County’s agricultural and urban economies (Yolo Habitat Conservancy 2021). 
 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
A Natural Environment Study - Minimal Impacts (NESMI) was prepared for the project (Wood Rodgers 
2024d) to identify any special-status wildlife or plant species, and any sensitive natural communities 
(including wetlands) that have the potential to occur on or in the vicinity of the project site, designated as 
the project BSA. The project BSA encompasses approximately 55.57 acres.  
 
This section provides the following: 1) discussion on the special-status species and sensitive habitats that 
have been identified or are potentially occurring in the project BSA; 2) an analysis of the impacts that could 
occur to biological resources due to implementation of the project; and 3) appropriate mitigation measures 
to reduce or avoid significant impacts. The analysis of biological resources presented in this section is based 
on a review of the current project description, literature research, as well as biological field surveys and 
aquatic resources delineation conducted by a Wood Rodgers Yolo HCP/NCCP-qualified biologist.  
 
The project occurs within the City of Winters and unincorporated Yolo County, in the California Dry Steppe 
Province, Great Valley Section, and ecological subsection 262Ah (Yolo Alluvial Fans) of California 
(USDA 2007). The region receives an average of 24.53 inches of precipitation annually in the form of rain. 
The average annual high temperature is 76 degrees Fahrenheit (F) and average annual low temperature is 
49 F (U.S. Climate Data 2022). 
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Physical Conditions 

 

Topography 

The BSA is within the Winters USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle. The BSA occurs within a single distinct 
topographic region of valley floor, and the natural elevation within the BSA ranges from approximately 
125 to 135 feet above mean sea level. The topography of the valley floor consists of low-elevation fluvial 
plains formed on nonmarine sedimentary rock with gently rolling terrain located on the Sacramento valley 
floor. Specifically, the BSA occurs along the roadway alignment of Grant Avenue/SR 128/Russell 
Boulevard including the SR 128 bridge over I-505. 
 
Soils 

The NRCS Custom Soil Resource Report for the project (NRCS 2022) identifies soils within the BSA as:  
 

 Brentwood silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, and  

 Yolo silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, MRLA 17 

 Rincon silty clay loam 
 

Vegetation Communities 

The BSA is dominated by developed habitats. Within the BSA cover classes and vegetation communities 
consist of barren, urban, disturbed/ruderal, annual grassland, agriculture, and open water (see Figure 7). 
 
Cover Classes 

 
Barren  
Barren habitat are man-made infrastructures and are defined by the absence of any vegetation. Any habitat 
with <2% total vegetation cover by herbaceous, desert, or non-wildland species and <10% cover by tree or 
shrub species would be considered barren habitat (CDFW 1988). Barren habitat within the BSA consists of 
the roadways and gravel roadside shoulders.  
Developed 
Developed habitats have a variety of vegetation structures and are generally categorized as areas where 
human disturbance has resulted in permanent impacts on natural communities. These include paved areas, 
buildings, sidewalks, and ornamental plantings and landscaping. Developed habitat within the BSA consists 
of commercial areas, residential areas, and existing roadway infrastructure. 
 
Waters and Vegetation Communities 

 
Annual Grassland 
Annual grassland habitats are composed of a combination of non-native and native annual grasses and forb 
species. Within the BSA, annual grasslands are highly disturbed by Caltrans vegetation management 
procedures including multiple mowing operations throughout the year.  
 
Disturbed/Ruderal  
The disturbed/ruderal land cover type is defined as areas that have been subject to previous or ongoing 
disturbances such as along roadsides, roadside drainages, and other anthropogenic disturbances. 
Disturbed/ruderal habitat within the BSA consists of managed roadside vegetation and managed Caltrans 
roadside drainages.  
 
Roadside ditches within the project study area did not exhibit the three necessary wetland parameters, are 
excavated wholly in upland, drain only dry land, and do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water. 
Therefore, the roadside ditches are considered uplands, were classified as disturbed/ruderal upland habitat, 
and are excluded from potential waters of the U.S. 
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Agricultural 
Agricultural land supports minimal native vegetation but can act as habitat for native wildlife species, 
particularly birds and small mammals. However, this land is regularly disturbed by human use and is not 
expected to provide pristine, preferred habitat for native or migratory species. Agricultural land cover 
within the BSA includes plowed fields, row crops, and orchards. 
 
Open Water – Willow Canal 
Open water areas are permanently or intermittently flooded waterways or other water features that may 
support sparse emergent or submerged vegetation or may be unvegetated. Within the BSA, open water areas 
include the Willow Canal channel.  
 
Habitat Connectivity 

According to the CDFW Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS), the BSA lies within 
a “Terrestrial Connectivity, Area of Conservation Emphasis (ACE) Level 4”, designated as an area of 
“Conservation Planning Linkages” (CDFW 2024a). Though the BSA is within a Level 4 ACE, the proposed 
project would occur in a fully developed area.  
 
The proposed project would not include any permanent impoundments or barriers to native wildlife 
migration and is not anticipated to impact riparian habitats outside of the project impact area. Therefore, no 
impact to habitat connectivity is anticipated. 
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to biological resources for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to biological resources. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 

or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or NOAA Fisheries? 
 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The following section provides a summary of the NESMI 
prepared for the project (Wood Rodgers 2024d). The NESMI is a Caltrans formatted technical study that 
provides a review and evaluation of the potential impacts to threatened, endangered, proposed listed or 
special status species and protected habitat resources as a result of the proposed project.  
 
Prior to field work, literature research was conducted through the USFWS Information for Planning and 
Consultation official species list generator (USFWS 2024), National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service West Coast Region California Species List 
Tool (NMFS 2024), the CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; CDFW 2024b), and the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2024). 
Literature and database searches (see Appendix B) were completed to identify habitats and special-status 
species that have the potential to occur in the project vicinity. These searches identified 30 species of special 
concern with potential to occur in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
Field surveys, habitat assessments, and analyses of special status species occurrences were conducted to 
determine the potential for species to occur within the BSA. Field surveys were conducted on September 
15, 2022. Field surveys included walking meandering transects through the entire BSA, observing 
vegetation communities, compiling notes on observed flora and fauna, and assessing the potential for 
existing habitat to support sensitive plants and wildlife.  
 
After biological surveys were conducted, the potential for species to occur within the BSA was determined 
by analyzing the habitat requirements for each species, comparing them to available habitat within the BSA, 
and analyzing the regional occurrences of the species. Based on these analyses, it was determined that two 
special status wildlife species, burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and Swainson’s hawk (Buteo 

Swainsonii) would have the potential to occur within the BSA. No special status plant species were 
determined to have the potential to occur within the BSA, therefore, no project related impacts to special 
status plant species would be anticipated.  
 
The following is a discussion of these special status species, potential project effects, and any avoidance, 
minimization and/or mitigation measures required to reduce project impacts to a less than significant level.  
 
Discussion of Special Status Wildlife Species  

 
Burrowing Owl 
The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is not a state or federally listed species; however, it is a CDFW 
Species of Special Concern. The burrowing owl inhabits arid, open areas with sparse vegetation cover such 
as deserts, abandoned agricultural areas, grasslands, and disturbed open habitats. The species requires 
friable soils for burrow construction and prefers areas on bare, well drained, level to sloping sites. Typically, 
the species occupies old small mammal burrows, but has been known to utilize pipes, culverts and nest 
boxes when preferred burrows are absent. Burrowing owls may use a site for breeding, wintering, foraging, 
and/or migration stopovers. Breeding season takes place from February 1 to August 31 and wintering takes 
place from September 1st to January 31st and breeds from March to August. The burrowing owl is a year-
round species of California and occurs throughout the state up to 5,300 feet where appropriate habitat occurs 
(Zeiner 1988-1990). 
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Swainson’s Hawk 
Swainson’s hawk is state-listed as threatened, and is a Covered Species under the Yolo HCP/NCCP. 
Swainson’s hawk migrates annually from wintering areas in South America to breeding locations in 
northwestern Canada, the western U.S., and Mexico. In California, Swainson’s hawks nest throughout the 
Sacramento Valley in large trees in riparian habitats and in isolated trees in or adjacent to agricultural fields. 
The breeding season extends from late March through late August, with peak activity from late May through 
July (England et al. 1997). In the Sacramento Valley, Swainson’s hawks forage in large, open agricultural 
habitats, including alfalfa and hay fields (CDFW 1994). The breeding population in California has declined 
by an estimated 91% since 1900; this decline is attributed to the loss of riparian nesting habitats and the 
conversion of native grassland and woodland habitats to agriculture and urban development (CDFW 1994). 
 
Special Status Species Survey Results 

 
Burrowing Owl Survey Results 
No burrowing owl individuals were observed during the September 15, 2022, biological surveys. The BSA 
does contain marginal suitable habitat for the species (disturbed grassland below the bridge, culverts, and 
banks of drainage canal). Potentially suitable burrows were identified within stockpiled soils and rubble 
within Caltrans right-of-way adjacent the Grant Ave/SR 128 southbound I-505 on-ramp. No whitewash or 
pellets were identified within any potentially suitable burrows or culverts and no inhabitation within the 
BSA was identified. However, the species could move into the BSA prior to construction. There are two 
(2) recent (2003-04) CNDDB occurrences of the species within 2 miles of the BSA. Due to the presence of 
marginal habitat and nearby local occurrences, the species is considered to have a low potential to occur 
within the BSA.   
 
Swainson’s Hawk Survey Results 
No Swainson’s hawk individuals, or nest sites were observed during the September 15, 2022 biological 
surveys. The BSA does not contain potentially suitable large diameter nesting trees; however, portions of 
the BSA may provide suitable foraging habitat. There are multiple CNDDB and eBird.org occurrences of 
the species within 1-mile of the BSA associated with Putah Creek and Dry Slough. Due to the lack of 
nesting habitat within the BSA the species is not anticipated to nest within the BSA. However, there is 
potential for the species to nest within 0.25-mile of the project impact area along known habitat areas 
throughout the Putah Creek riparian corridor. 
 

Project Impacts to Special Status Wildlife Species 

 
Project Effects to Burrowing Owl 
The proposed project is not anticipated to impact burrowing owl foraging or nesting habitat. Therefore, 
direct impacts to burrowing owl individuals, their nests, or the loss of nesting or foraging habitat is not 
anticipated. However, if burrowing owl individuals were to move into the project site prior to construction, 
project activities could directly or indirectly affect burrowing owl nesting within the BSA. To ensure no 
direct or indirect impacts to burrowing owl occur, the project would incorporate Yolo HCP/NCCP 
Burrowing Owl Covered Species AMMs (BIO-8) and Caltrans Standard Special Provisions (SSPs) for bird 
protection (BIO-10). With the implementation of Yolo HCP/NCCP AMMs and Caltrans SSPs, potential 
direct or indirect effects to burrowing owls would be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent 
practicable, and no impact to burrowing owls would occur within Caltrans ROW.  
  



2.0 CEQA Initial Study 

Grant Avenue/State Route 128/Russell Boulevard Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project 

Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration 47 

Project Effects to Swainson’s Hawk 
There is potential for the species to nest within 0.25-mile of the project impact area along known habitat 
areas throughout the Putah Creek riparian corridor. However, the proposed project would not impact 
potentially suitable nesting trees or foraging habitat for the species. Therefore, no direct impacts to 
Swainson’s hawks individuals, nests, or the loss of habitat would occur. Project construction would require 
large equipment, the presence of the human form, and piledriving operations, which may have the potential 
to disturb any nesting Swainson’s hawk within 0.25-mile of the project. The nearest segment of Putah Creek 
riparian habitat is over 600- feet from the proposed project impact area roadway work, and over 0.25-miles 
from proposed piledriving operations. Due to the proximity of the nearest suitable habitat, the project does 
not anticipate any disturbance to Swainson’s hawk individuals or nest sites., and no protocol level surveys 
are warranted. 
 
To ensure no direct or indirect impacts to Swainson’s hawk occur, the project would incorporate Yolo 
HCP/NCCP Swainson’s Hawk Covered Species AMMs (BIO-12) and Caltrans SSPs for bird protection 
(BIO-10). With the implementation of Yolo HCP/NCCP AMMs and Caltrans SSPs, potential direct or 
indirect effects to Swainson’s hawk would be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent practicable, the 
project would not result in take of Swainson’s hawk. Additionally, no impact to the species would occur 
within Caltrans ROW. With the avoidance of take, the project does not anticipate that a CDFW Section 
2081 Incidental Take Permit (ITP) for Swainson’s hawk would be necessary.  
 
Project Effects to Migratory Birds 
During biological surveys, habitat for nesting birds was identified within the BSA. Therefore, native birds, 
protected under MBTA and similar provisions under CFG Code, have the potential to nest within the BSA. 
Mitigation measure BIO-11 has been incorporated into the project to minimize potential impacts to 
migratory birds. 
 
In summary, the project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold with 
implementation of mitigation measures BIO-8, BIO-10, BIO-11, and BIO-12.  
 

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
 
No Impact. Potential sensitive natural communities and jurisdictional aquatic resources within the BSA 
were assessed and potential wetland features were evaluated for presence of the following wetland 
indicators: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils and wetland hydrology. Surveys of potential jurisdictional 
aquatic resources were confirmed using aerial imagery and field verification, and followed the guidelines 
provided in the following guidelines:  
 

• Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) 

• Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West 

Region (USACE 2008) 

• Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West 

Region of the Western United States (USACE 2008) 

• State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges of Dredged or Fill Material to Waters 

of the State (SWRCB 2019). 

 
Wetlands that exhibit all three wetland indicators are considered WOTUS if they have continuous surface 
connection or significant nexus to another WOTUS. All WOTUS are also considered WoS by the RWQCB 
under Section 401 of the CWA. These aquatic resources and any associated riparian habitat are also 
considered fish and wildlife habitat under jurisdiction of the CDFW under California FGC Section 1600. 
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Preliminary jurisdictional delineations were conducted by Wood Rodgers biologist Andrew Dellas on 
September 15, 2022, and February 21, 2023, to identify jurisdictional aquatic resources present within the 
BSA. Observed OHWM and wetland delineation sample points were mapped in the field with a R1 GNSS 
Receiver and ArcGIS software.  
 
Sensitive Natural Communities Survey Results 

Open Water – Willow Canal 
Willow Canal is a man-made irrigation canal used to transport agricultural flows throughout Yolo County. 
Willow Canal does not have direct surface connectivity to Putah Creek or any surface water feature meeting 
the definition of WOTUS; therefore, Willow Canal would not be considered a jurisdictional WOTUS. 
However, this surface water feature would be considered a WoS as defined within the Porter Cologne Water 
Quality Act and would be under jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB. Additionally, Willow Canal 
exhibited OHWM indicators, and would therefore be considered a jurisdictional stream channel under CFG 
Section 1600.  
 
OHWM primary indicators (i.e., break in bank) of Willow Canal were mapped in the field using a Trimble 
R1 Global GNSS Receiver and ArcCollector Software in addition to examination of aerial photography, 
site photos, and historical hydrology data. Approximately 1.10 acres of Willow Canal were delineated 
within the BSA. No wetland resources were identified associated with Willow Canal. 
 
Roadside Drainage 
Within the BSA, a roadside drainage begins approximately 100 feet east of the Grant Avenue/Matsumoto 
Lane intersection on the southside of Grant Avenue/SR 128. The roadside drainage then turns south along 
the western toe of slope of the westbound SR 128 southbound I-505 on-ramp, travels approximately 1,825 
feet south, and drains into Putah Creek. According to historic aerials, the roadside drainage was cut in 
upland agricultural lands between 1968 and 1984 when the I-505 southbound on-ramp was constructed.  
 
A wetland delineation and boundary survey were conducted for the roadside drainage. The results of the 
wetland delineation determined the roadside drainage did not meet the necessary three wetland parameters 
(i.e., hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology), and would not be considered a wetland. 
Further, the feature did not exhibit primary indicators of an OHWM according to USACE guidelines, and 
the feature would not be considered a non-wetland stream channel. Though the roadside drainage has a 
continuous surface connection to Putah Creek (a WOTUS), the roadside drainage is excavated wholly in 
dry land, drains only upland/dry areas, and does not have a relatively permanent flow. Therefore, the feature 
would fall under the ditch exclusion 33 CFR Section 328.3(b)(3), would be excluded as a jurisdictional 
WOTUS, and no CWA permitting (Section 404 and Section 401) would be required for impacts to the 
feature.  
Subsequently, the roadside drainage was classified as upland, disturbed/ruderal habitat. Waste discharge 
requirements and stormwater BMPs as established in the project SWPPP would still be required for any 
work within the feature.  
 
Project Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities 

 
Project impacts from both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2would result in permanent and temporary effects 
to barren and developed cover classes, and disturbed/ruderal, annual grass, and agricultural vegetation 
communities (see Figure 7). No impacts would occur within jurisdictional aquatic resources or natural 
communities of special concern. The proposed project would have no impact on WOTUS, WoS, or CDFW 
jurisdictional habitats. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is 
required. 
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c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 

(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption, or other means? 
 

No Impact. The BSA does not include any state of federally protected wetlands as determined by the 
wetland delineation completed as part of the NESMI surveys. Surveys of potential jurisdictional aquatic 
resources were confirmed using aerial imagery and field verification, and they followed the guidelines 
provided in the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE 1987), Regional Supplement to the Corps 

of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (USACE 2008a), and California State Water 
Board, State Policy for Water Quality Control: State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges of 

Dredged of Fill Materials to Waters of the State (SWRCB 2019).  
 
Therefore, based on the results of the aquatic resource delineation report, there are no state or federally 
protected wetland resources within the BSA, and the project would have no substantial adverse effect on 
state or federally protected wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. No impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 

fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 

No Impact. According to CDFW’s BIOS, the project site lies within a “Terrestrial Connectivity ACE” 
level 4 hexagon supporting “Conservation Planning Linkages” (CDFW 2024a). The Terrestrial 
Connectivity dataset summarizes information on terrestrial connectivity by ACE hexagon including the 
presence of mapped corridors or linkages and the juxtaposition to large, contiguous, natural areas. This 
dataset was developed to support conservation planning efforts by allowing the user to spatially evaluate 
the relative contribution of an area to terrestrial connectivity based on the results of statewide, regional, and 
other connectivity analyses.  
 
Though the project would occur within a Level 4 hexagon, the proposed project would occur in a fully 
developed area. The proposed project would not include any permanent impoundments or barriers to native 
wildlife migration and is not anticipated to impact riparian habitats outside of the project impact area. 
Further, the project would not alter traffic flows in a manner that would substantially alter wildlife 
movement or wildlife mortality. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no 
mitigation is required. 
 

e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 

such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

 

No Impact. The project is anticipated to require the removal of vegetation and orchard trees within the 
project footprint. According to the Yolo 2030 Countywide General Plan, Yolo County and the City of 
Winters do not have any specified tree preservation policy or ordinance, or other ordinances protecting 
biological resources within the project site. The City’s Municipal Code does provide guidelines for the 
planting and removal of trees within the City’s public “Control Zone;” however, the project would not 
require planting or removals within any public “Control Zone”. Therefore, the project would not conflict 
with any local policies or ordinances that protect biological resources. As such, no impact would occur 
related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
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f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 

plan? 

 

Less than Significant. The project would be located within the Winters and Willow Slough Basin Planning 
Units of the Yolo HCP/NCCP. Based on the project description, project activities would fall under the 
Covered Activities category, “Urban public services, infrastructure, and utilities” as a public project 
proposed by the City of Winters, a Yolo HCP/NCCP Permittee. As a Covered Activity under the Yolo 
HCP/NCCP, the City must comply with all applicable HCP/NCCP AMMs and receive HCP/NCCP 
Conservancy approval.  
 
With implementation of HCP/NCCP construction and covered species AMMs, the project would be 
consistent with, and would not conflict with, the Yolo HCP/NCCP provisions. Therefore, project impacts 
related to this threshold would be considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.  
 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to biological resources are required. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
BIO-1: Contract specifications would include the following BMPs, where applicable, to reduce erosion 

and protect water quality during construction: 
 

 Existing vegetation shall be protected in place, where feasible, to provide an effective form 
of erosion and sediment control. 

 Exposed soils would be stabilized, through watering or other measures, to prevent the 
movement of dust at the project site caused by wind and construction activities such as 
traffic and grading activities. 

 The contractor shall conduct periodic maintenance of erosion- and sediment-control 
measures. 

 Vehicle maintenance, staging and storing equipment, materials, fuels, lubricants, solvents, 
and other possible contaminants shall occur where water cannot flow into surface waters, 
or into sensitive habitats.  

 Construction equipment shall not be operated in flowing water; if necessary, equipment 
buckets and arms may be used within flowing water.  

 Raw cement, concrete or concrete washings, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or 
other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be hazardous to aquatic life 
shall be prevented from contaminating soil or entering surface waters. 

 Equipment used in and around surface waters shall be in good working order and free of 
dripping or leaking contaminants; and, 

 Any surplus concrete rubble, asphalt, or other debris from construction shall be taken to an 
approved disposal site. 

 
BIO-2: Prior to arrival at the project site and prior to leaving the project site, construction equipment 

that may contain invasive plants and/or seeds must be cleaned to reduce the spreading of 
noxious weeds. 

 

BIO-3: All hydro seed and plant mixes shall consist of a biologist approved native seed mix. 
 



2.0 CEQA Initial Study 

Grant Avenue/State Route 128/Russell Boulevard Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project 

Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration 51 

BIO-4: The contractor must not use herbicides to control invasive, exotic plants or apply rodenticides 
during construction. 

 
BIO-5: To allow subterranean wildlife enough time to escape initial clearing and grubbing activities, 

equipment used during initial clearing and grubbing must be operated at speeds no greater than 
3 miles per hour.  

 

BIO-6: The contractor must dispose of all food-related trash in closed containers and must remove it 
from the project site each day during construction. Construction personnel must not feed or 
attract wildlife to the project site. 

 

BIO-7: Implement Yolo HCP/NCCP General Construction and Operations and Maintenance AMMs, 
where applicable. 

 
BIO-8: Implement Yolo HCP/NCCP Western Burrowing Owl Covered Species AMMs, where 

applicable. 
 
BIO-9: Implement Caltrans SSP Section 14-6.03D(1) requiring contractor-supplied biologist to 

monitor work activities for the protection of regulated species. 
 
BIO-10: Implement Caltrans SSP Section 14-6.03B “Bird Protection” where applicable to avoid impacts 

to nesting birds within Caltrans ROW. 
 

BIO-11:  If vegetation removal or ground disturbance is required during the nesting season (February 1st 
– August 31st), a pre-construction nesting bird survey must be conducted within 7 days prior 
to vegetation removal. Within 2 weeks of the nesting bird survey, all vegetation cleared by the 
biologist would be removed by the contractor. A minimum 100-foot no-disturbance buffer 
would be established around any active nest of migratory birds and a minimum 300-foot no-
disturbance buffer would be established around any nesting raptor species. The contractor must 
immediately stop work in the buffer area until the appropriate buffer is established and is 
prohibited from conducting work that could disturb the birds (as determined by the project 
biologist and in consultation with wildlife agencies) in the buffer area until a qualified biologist 
determines the young have fledged. A reduced buffer can be established if determined 
appropriate by the project biologist and approved by CDFW. 

 

BIO-12: Implement Yolo HCP/NCCP Swainson’s Hawk Covered Species AMMs, where applicable. 
 

FINDINGS 
 
Considering the information obtained for the results of the NESMI, biological surveys, and analysis of 
potential impacts from project design, and in conjunction with the implementation of project-specific 
avoidance, minimization and compensatory mitigation measures, project effects relating to biological 
impacts would be considered Less Than Significant with Mitigation.   
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2.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries?      

REGULATORY SETTING 

 

Federal Regulations 
 

National Historic Preservation Act 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal undertakings to consider 
the effects of the action on historic properties. Historic properties are defined by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) regulations (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800) and consist of 
any prehistoric or historical archaeological site, building, structure, historic district, or object included in, 
or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) maintained by the Secretary of 
the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located within such 
properties. The term includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Native American 
tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations that meet the National Register criteria (36 CFR Part 800.16[l]). 
 
To determine whether an undertaking could affect NRHP-eligible properties, cultural resources (including 
archaeological, historical, and architectural properties) must be inventoried and evaluated for listing in the 
NRHP. For a property to be considered for inclusion in the NRHP, it must be at least 50 years old and meet 
the criteria for evaluation set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.4. 
 
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture must 
be present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. For inclusion on the NRHP, these properties must also 
meet one or more of the four criteria listed here: 

1. Criterion A – They are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history;  

2. Criterion B – They are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;  

3. Criterion C – They embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction; or  

4. Criterion D – They have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  

 
If a cultural resources professional meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Qualification Standards determines 
that a particular resource meets one of these criteria, it is considered as an eligible historic property for 
listing in the NRHP. Among other criteria considerations, a property that has achieved significance within 
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the last 50 years is not considered eligible for inclusion in the NRHP unless certain exceptional conditions 
are met. 
 
Resources listed on the NRHP, or that are eligible to be listed on the NRHP are automatically considered 
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 101-601; 25 U.S.C. 3001) 

Under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 U.S.C. 3001) and 
implementing regulations 43 CFR Part 10, federal agencies are responsible for the protection of Native 
American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony that are 
discovered on lands under the agency’s jurisdiction. All human remains and potential human remains must 
be treated with respect and dignity at all times.  
 
State Regulations 

 
California Register of Historical Resources: Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024 

The term “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to, any object, building, structure, site, area, place, 
record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the 
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or 
cultural annals of PRC (PRC Section 5020.1[j]). 
 
Historical resources may be designated as such through three different processes: 

1. Official designation or recognition by a local government pursuant to local ordinance or resolution 
(PRC Section 5020.1[k]); 

2. A local survey conducted pursuant to PRC Section 5024.1(g); or 

3. The property is listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP (PRC Section 5024.1[d][1]). 
 
The process for identifying historical resources is typically accomplished by applying the criteria for listing 
in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), which states that a historical resource must be 
significant at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the four criteria listed below.  It is 
associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of: 

1. It is associated with California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (CCR 14 
Section 4852). 

 
To be considered a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA, the resource must also have integrity, 
which is the authenticity of a resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that 
existed during the resource’s period of significance. Resources, therefore, must retain enough of their 
historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for 
their significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. It must also be judged with reference to the particular criteria under 
which a resource is eligible for listing in the CRHR (CCR 14 Section 4852[c]). 
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Unique Archeological Resources  

The PRC also requires the Lead Agency to determine whether or not a project would have a significant 
effect on unique archaeological resources (PRC Section 21083.2[a]). 

The PRC defines a unique archaeological resource as follows. 

 An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without 
merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the 
following criteria: 

o Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that 
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; 

o Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; or 

o Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event 
or person (PRC Section 21083.2). 

 
In most situations, resources that meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource also meet the 
definition of a historical resource. As a result, it is current professional practice to evaluate cultural 
resources for significance based on their eligibility for listing in the CRHR. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 
A Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR), Archaeological Survey Report (ASR), and Historic Resources 
Evaluation Report (HRER) were prepared for the project by PAR Environmental Services (PAR 2024a; 
2024b; 2024c).  
 
A record search of the APE and one-quarter-mile radius around the APE was conducted by staff at the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Northwest California Information Center 
(NWIC) on January 21, 2023, and most recently on January 25, 2024 (ASR Attachment D. Record Search 
Results). The records search included a review of previous cultural resources studies, recorded resources, 
and California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) historic properties data files (HPD). Cultural resource 
reports and records on file at PAR were also reviewed for the project site. The record search included the 
following sources: 

• NWIC resource records on file as of January 2023; 
• NWIC reports on file as of January 2023; 
• Office of Historic Properties Directory as of January 2023; 
• Office of Historic Properties Determinations of Eligibility as of January 2023; 
• California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976 – obsolete); 
• California Points of Historic Interest (1992, updated to January 2023); 
• California State Historic Landmarks (1995a, updated to January 2023); 
• California Register of Historical Resources (1995b, updated to January 2023); 
• National Register of Historic Places (1996, updated to January 2023); 
• Caltrans Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory List; and 
• Caltrans Cultural Resources Database (CCRD). 

 
Additional sources consulted include historic aerials and online historic newspaper databases. According 
to the NWIC, five cultural surveys were conducted within the APE, and two surveys were conducted within 
a one-quarter mile radius of the APE. These studies included both archaeological and built environment 
resources. Study results were used as a technical basis for evaluating potential impacts to historic and 
cultural resources under CEQA. 
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A pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted on February 23, 2023, by PAR staff Principal 
Investigator Andrea E. Maniery and PAR President Mary L. Maniery. Subsequent pedestrian surveys were 
conducted April 23, 2023, and on February 13, 2024, following the extension of the APE westward to 
Morgan Road. 
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to cultural resources for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to cultural resources. 

DISCUSSION 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 

as defined in §15064.5? 

No Impact. Pedestrian surveys of the site identified four potential historical resources within the APE: 
Willow Canal, a single home on Purtell Court, the Villas at El Rio community, and a state-owned Caltrans-
designated category five bridge (22-110) spanning interstate 505.  
 
Willow Canal was evaluated as a result of this project and does not appear eligible for the NRHP or CRHR 
under any criteria. Additionally, the canal is outside the project impact area and would not be affected by 
the project. The single family home on Purtell Court within the Villas at El Rio community, as well as the 
community as a whole, were determined exempt from evaluation as historical resources as the single family 
home was fully renovated in the 1990s and the APE otherwise encompasses only modern buildings within 
the Villas at El Rio community. The final identified resource, the SR 128/I-505 Separation Bridge (#22-
0110), is listed as a category five bridge within the Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory, indicating that it 
was previously determined to be ineligible for NRHP listing. Therefore, no historic resources would be 
affected by the project, and the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. No impact would occur related to 
this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The ASR conducted for the project found no previously 
recorded cultural resources located within the project APE. The results of the record search and field survey 
were negative for the presence of archaeological resources in the project site. The NAHC responded to the 
search of the sacred lands file and contacts with Native American groups on February 8, 2023, stating that 
the search of the sacred lands file was negative for resources in the APE. Consultation letters were sent to 
four Native American contacts on April 26, 2023, by the City of Winters. The City of Winters has taken 
the lead on consultation for this project with the help of PAR, and PAR conducted follow up with tribes on 
behalf of the City on May 15, 2023. One tribe responded requesting consultation, which is described in 
further detail in section 2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources. 
 
To avoid or minimize impacts to previously unidentified archaeological resources that may be determined 
significant per CEQA, measure CR-1 would be implemented. Implementation of measure CR-1 would 
reduce the potential impact to previously undiscovered archaeological or cultural resources to a less-than-
significant level by requiring procedures to be taken in the event of inadvertent discovery of resources 
consistent with appropriate laws and requirements. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant 
impact related to this threshold with mitigation incorporated.  
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c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 

cemeteries? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. No evidence for prehistoric or early historic interments 
has been found in the project site based on archival research, consultation efforts with Native American 
Tribes, and the pedestrian surface survey. This does not preclude the possibility of the existence of buried 
human remains. California law recognizes the need to protect historic-era and Native American human 
burials, skeletal remains, and items associated with Native American interments from vandalism and 
inadvertent destruction. 
 

Damage to or destruction of human remains during project construction or other project-related activities 
would be considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure CR-2 would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level by addressing discovery of unanticipated remains, associated grave goods, or items of 
cultural patrimony consistent with appropriate laws and requirements. Following construction, no ground 
disturbing activities are anticipated to occur other than those related to routine maintenance of the project, 
such as landscaping or irrigation repair. Therefore, it is unlikely any human remains would be encountered 
during operation. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

No avoidance or minimization measures relating to cultural resources are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

CR-1: If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, animal bone, 
bottle glass, ceramics, structure/building remains) is made during project-related 
construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find will be halted, and a 
qualified professional archaeologist will be notified regarding the discovery. The 
archaeologist will determine whether the resource is potentially significant per the CRHR 
and develop appropriate mitigation, such as avoidance or data recovery. If the find is 
determined to be an important cultural resource, the City will make available contingency 
funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow recovery of an archaeological sample or to 
implement avoidance measures. Construction work can continue on other parts of the project 
while archaeological mitigation takes place. 

 
CR-2:  Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the California Health 

and Safety Code protect Native American burials, skeletal remains and grave goods, 
regardless of age and provide method and means for the appropriate handling of such 
remains. According to Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, in the event 
human remains are discovered during excavation, work must stop immediately within 100 
feet (30 meters), and the county coroner must be contacted immediately. At the same time, a 
professional archaeologist shall be contacted to evaluate the discovery. If the human remains 
are identified as Native American origin, the coroner shall notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission within twenty-four hours of such identification. CEQA details steps to 
be taken if human burials are of Native American origin.  

FINDINGS 
 
The project would have a Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation relating to cultural resources. 
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2.6 ENERGY  

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

 

Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to energy for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 2 are 
similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential effects 
are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no impact 
related to energy. 

DISCUSSION 

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, 

or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

 

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction-related energy demand includes energy and fuel used 
by construction equipment, construction worker vehicles, and construction vendor/hauling vehicles. The 
construction equipment, use of electricity, and fuel for the project would be typical for grading, landscaping, 
and other project improvements. The project would comply with standard construction BMPs, such as 
CARB emission standards for construction equipment, and provisions of the California Code of Regulations 
Title 13 Section 2485, which prohibit diesel fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road diesel vehicles 
from idling for more than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary fuel consumption. The installation 
of new street lighting within the area would result in additional energy consumption; however, all additional 
street lighting would utilize LED lamps to enhance energy efficiency, in compliance with City and County 
Standard Specifications. Therefore, the project would not result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project 
construction of the project and impacts would be considered less than significant related to construction-
related energy demand.  
 
Energy-consuming equipment anticipated to be used during operation of the project includes electrical 
equipment associated with minor lighting infrastructure and crosswalk signaling. No operational effects to 
fuel consumption would occur as the project would not cause increases in VHT or VMT for vehicles within 
the project corridor. The increase in energy demand resulting from the project would not be expected to 
require or result in the construction of new sources of energy supplies or additional energy infrastructure 
capacity, and the project would not conflict with applicable energy policies or standards. Therefore, 
operational effects of the project would not use large amounts of energy or use it in a wasteful manner. The 
operational impact would be less than significant. 
 
Overall, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
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b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency? 
 

No Impact. The project consists of improvements to an existing roadway. As such, the project would not 
conflict with or obstruct any state or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency as none are 
directly applicable to the project. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no 
mitigation is required.  
 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to energy are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to energy are required. 

FINDINGS 
 
The project would have Less Than Significant Impact relating to energy or energy resources. 
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2.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?      

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

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

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

    

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

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  

The project is located in the Sacramento Valley portion of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province, which 
is characterized by a thick sequence of sedimentary rock units overlain by alluvial sediments derived 
primarily from erosion of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east. Overlying the bedrock units in the mid-
basin areas of the Sacramento Valley are Late Pleistocene Age and Holocene Age alluvial deposits. The 
terrain surrounding the proposed project is relatively flat. Soil associations in areas adjacent to the project 
site are alluvial and include the following soil series: Brentwood silty clay loam, Yolo silt loam, and Rincon 
silty clay loam (USDA 2001). The project is not in an area at high risk of landslides (CDC 2015b). 
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to geology and soils for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to geology and soils. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 

the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
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i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 

evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42? 

 

No Impact. According to the CDC Fault Activity Map of California (CDC 2015a), there are no known 
active faults within the project site or directly adjacent to the project site. Therefore, the project would have 
no impact related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 

No Impact. Based on the scope of work and project description, the project would not cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death due to strong seismic ground shaking. 
Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  

 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  

 

No Impact. Liquefaction is a process in which soil loses its strength or rigidity during prolonged ground 
shaking, as with earthquakes. According to the Yolo County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (MHP) Update 
(2018), the City of Winters is not in an area with soil prone to liquefaction. Based on the earthquake shaking 
potential for Yolo County, the proximity to the Bay Area, and the history of ground shaking in the area, the 
probability of damaging seismic ground shaking in Yolo County and its jurisdictions is Occasional: 
Between 1 percent and 10 percent chance of occurrence in the next year or has a recurrence interval of 11 
to 100 years. Additionally, the nearest known liquefaction zone is located approximately 34 miles south of 
the project site (CDC, 2024). Given this, and that the proposed project would not involve major ground-
shaking actions, the project would not cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death due to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. Therefore, no impact would 
occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 

 
iv) Landslides? 

 

No Impact. According to the California Geological Survey Maps (CDC 2015b; CDC, 2024), the project 
site is not susceptible to landslides. The nearest known area prone to landslides is located approximately 34 
miles south of the project site (CDC, 2024). Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and 
no mitigation is required. 
 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. Earth-moving activities have the potential to cause soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil. However, most construction activities would occur within previously disturbed ground and the loss 
of topsoil would be nominal. Construction site BMPs would be implemented as necessary to reduce the 
erosion and topsoil loss in compliance with City of Winters and Yolo County grading and erosion control 
requirements as listed in the City and County Municipal code. These requirements include discretionary 
approval of grading permits, and application of construction BMPs for erosion and sediment control 
devices. In addition, the project would be required to comply with Caltrans erosion and sediment control 
standards. With compliance with Caltrans guidelines and construction site BMPs pertaining to soil erosion, 
impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.   
 

c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
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No Impact. The project site is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is known for unstable conditions. 
During construction, soils may become unstable during de-grading activities; however, the area of ground 
disturbance and construction activities necessary for the construction of the project would not occur on 
unstable soils and would not result or potentially result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no 
mitigation is required. 

 

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 

Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Yolo County USDA expansive soils map (Yolo County 
2019), the Brentwood and Yolo soil series within the project site would be considered “low” or “normal”, 
and the Rincon soil series would be considered “moderate”. Only approximately 800 feet of the project (a 
portion between Morgan St and East Main St) would be located within the Rincon soil series. All pertinent 
Caltrans seismic standards would be followed when constructing either of the proposed project alternatives; 
therefore, no substantial risks to life or property are anticipated regarding expansive soils. Therefore, 
impacts related to this threshold would be considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.  
 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 

alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 

water? 

 

No Impact. The project would not utilize septic tanks or an alternative wastewater disposal system on site, 
therefore, the project would have no impact due to soils incapable of adequately supporting septic systems. 
As such, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 

 

No Impact. Several sections of the California Public Resources Code protect paleontological resources, 
including Sections 5097.5 and 30244. The California Geology Survey notes that the geology in the project 
site consists of alluvium and fan deposits and is not associated with Pleistocene-Holocene geologic epochs. 
The general rock type for the area is marine and nonmarine sedimentary rocks. The project is not in an area 
that would contain unique geologic features. Therefore, no unique paleontological resource or geologic 
features would be anticipated near the project site. As such, no impact would occur related to this threshold 
and no mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to geology and soils are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to geology and soils are required. 

FINDINGS 

The project would have a Less Than Significant Impact relating to geology and soils.  
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2.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

 

REGULATORY SETTING 
 
While climate change has been a concern since at least 1988, as evidenced by the establishment of the 
United Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC), the efforts devoted to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction and climate change research and 
policy have increased dramatically in recent years. These efforts are primarily concerned with the emissions 
of GHG related to the human activities that include CO2, CH4, NOX, nitrous oxide, tetrafluoromethane, 
hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride, HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2 –tetrafluoroethane), and 
HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 
 
On June 1, 2005, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05. The goal of 
this Executive Order is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010; 2) 1990 levels by 
2020; and 3) 80 percent below the 1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced 
with the passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the 
same overall GHG emissions reduction goals while further mandating that CARB create a plan which 
includes market mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions 

of greenhouse gases.” Executive Order S-20-06 further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB 
32, including the recommendations made by the state’s Climate Action Team. 
 
With Executive Order S-01-07, Governor Schwarzenegger set forth the low carbon fuel standard for 
California. Under this executive order, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels was reduced 
by at least 10 percent by 2020. 
 
Climate change and GHG reduction is also a concern at the federal level; however, at this time, no 
legislation or regulations have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions and climate 
change. California, in conjunction with several environmental organizations and several other states, sued 
to force the U.S. EPA to regulate GHG as a pollutant under the Clean Air Act (Massachusetts vs. [EPA] et 
al., 549 U.S. 497 (2007). The court ruled that GHG does fit within the Clean Air Act’s definition of a 
pollutant, and that the U.S. EPA does have the authority to regulate GHG. Despite the Supreme Court 
ruling, there are no promulgated federal regulations to date limiting GHG emissions. [1]  
  

 
[1] http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html 
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According to the Association of Environmental Professionals white paper, “Alternative Approaches to 
Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents” (June 29, 2007), 
an individual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global climate 
change. Rather, global climate change creates a cumulative impact. This means that a project may 
participate in a potential impact through its incremental contribution combined with the contributions of all 
other sources of GHG. In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a project’s incremental 
effect is “cumulatively considerable.” (See CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(i)(1) and 15130.) To make 
this determination, the incremental impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current, 
and probable future projects. To gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and 
future projects in order to make this determination is a difficult if not impossible task.  
 
As the proposed project would have no effects on traffic capacity, any additional GHG emissions would 
only occur during, and result from, necessary temporary construction activities.   
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to GHG emissions for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to GHG emissions. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 

a significant impact on the environment? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not generate operational GHG emissions as the purpose 
of the project is to provide a dedicated pedestrian and bicycle facility across I-505 connecting residences 
east of the freeway with schools and businesses within the City. Short-term GHG emissions would occur 
during construction through the use of gas-powered construction vehicles, materials processing, and 
potential traffic delays due to work within the roadway. GHG emissions generated from temporary 
construction activities would not exceed the District’s CEQA thresholds of significance for criteria 
pollutants, as demonstrated by the results of the RCEM prepared for the project (see Section 2.3., Air 
Quality). District has not yet established numerical thresholds for GHG emissions; however, the District 
recommends that a project’s cumulative GHG emissions be evaluated in relation to Assembly Bill (AB) 32 
and AB 32 Scoping Plan goals, or the thresholds of significance established by other jurisdictions.  
 
In the absence of locally adopted methodology or thresholds for assessing GHG emissions, the thresholds 
of significance adopted by the SMAQMD have been used to determine the significance of GHG emissions. 
For typical land use development projects, SMAQMD recommends the use of a construction threshold of 
1,100 metric tons (MT) CO2e emissions per year to determine whether construction would result in the 
generation of GHG emissions sufficient to result in a significant impact on the environment (SMAQMD 
2021). Based on the results of the RCEM prepared for the project alternatives (Appendix A), short-term 
GHG emissions generated from temporary construction activities would not exceed the SMAQMD CEQA 
thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants. Therefore, the project is not expected to generate GHG 
emissions in quantities that would individually or cumulatively contribute to a significant impact on the 
environment. As such, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 
 

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The project would generate short-term GHG emissions during construction 
from construction equipment and construction worker trips. As indicated under section (a) above, short 
term GHG emissions generated during construction would not exceed SMAQMD’s significance thresholds, 
which are evaluated in the absence of official GHG emissions thresholds from the District. Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to GHG emissions are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to GHG emissions are required. 
 

FINDINGS 
 
The project would have a Less Than Significant Impact relating to GHG emissions.  
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2.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

    

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

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?  

    

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

    

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

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

REGULATORY SETTING 

Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state and federal laws. These include not 
only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a variety of laws regulating air and water quality, 
human health, and land use.  
 

Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the Federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and the California Health and Safety Code. Other California laws 
that affect hazardous waste are specific to handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, 
cleanup, and emergency planning. 
 

Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with hazardous materials that may 
affect human health and the environment. Proper disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is disturbed 
during project construction. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
A Phase I Initial Site Assessment (ISA; Crawford 2023) was prepared for the project. Crawford reviewed 
public records, historical aerial photographs, historical topographic maps, and city directories, and 
performed a project alignment reconnaissance on June 7, 2023. Based on these efforts, the following 
findings were determined: 
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No Recognized Environmental Conditions (REC) or Controlled Recognized Environmental Conditions 
(CREC) were identified within the alignment or on adjacent parcels. A Historical Recognized 
Environmental Condition (HREC) was identified adjacent to the project alignment. The Environmental 
Risk Information Services (ERIS) Database report mapped four of the records associated with the identified 
HREC to a location within the I-505 interchange. One of the records had a date of May 1990, after the 
interchange was constructed. Historical aerial photographs do not depict a service station facility (or any 
buildings) at this location prior to construction of the interchange. RWQCB records do not indicate a service 
station at this location. Crawford concludes the location mapped in the interchange is erroneous, that these 
records instead apply to the existing Chevron facility at the corner of E. Grant Avenue and Matsumoto 
Lane. This HREC appears unlikely to have impacted the project alignment. 
 
ERIS identified seven additional facilities adjacent to or within 500 feet of the project alignment, the nearest 
of which are a water treatment facility in Villas at El Rio, and an ARCO Station on Matsumoto Lane. Both 
sites have no reports of spills/leaks or unauthorized discharge, and the likelihood of impact to project 
alignment from these facilities is low. The ISA (Crawford 2023) indicates the likelihood that the additional 
five sites would impact the project alignment is low. 
 
Reconnaissance of the project site and surrounding vicinity identified the following concerns: 
 

 Potential for aerially deposited lead on the shoulders of Russell Boulevard and East Grant Avenue 
(including within the interchange), in the I-505 median, within the interchange cloverleafs 
(potential locations of Alternative 2 crossings), and along the northbound and southbound onramps 
and offramps. 

 Potential for residual agricultural pesticides (arsenic and organochlorine pesticides) on the 
shoulders of Russell Boulevard and the northernmost portion of the adjacent agricultural field. 

 Thermoplastic striping in the project alignment may have metals concentrations that exceed 
hazardous waste limits. 

 Asbestos may be present in concrete flatwork and drainage pipes. 

 Stockpiled soil of unknown origin is present within the interchange and would be impacted if 
Alternative 2 is selected. 

 Chemically treated wood was observed within the alignment. 
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to hazards and hazardous materials for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) 
and Build Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study 
discussions of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build 
Alternative would have no impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would involve the use of heavy equipment for the grading, 
filling, and hauling of materials. Such equipment may require the use of common materials that have 
hazardous properties, e.g., petroleum-based fuels. These materials would be used in accordance with all 
applicable laws and regulations and, if used properly, would not pose a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment. Additionally, compliance with the Construction General Permit and the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would require the use of standard conservation measures and BMPs to 
avoid or minimize the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials from spills or fuel leaks during 
project construction. With the incorporation of construction BMPs and compliance with the Construction 
General Permit impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The results of the ISA (Crawford 2023) indicate the 
following concerns for hazards and hazardous waste at the project site:  

 Potential for aerially deposited lead on the shoulders of Russell Boulevard and East Grant Avenue 
(including within the interchange), in the I-505 median, within the interchange cloverleafs 
(potential locations of Alternative 2 crossings), and along the northbound and southbound onramps 
and offramps. 

 Potential for residual agricultural pesticides (arsenic and organochlorine pesticides) on the 
shoulders of Russell Boulevard and the northernmost portion of the adjacent agricultural field. 

 Thermoplastic striping in the project alignment may have metals concentrations that exceed 
hazardous waste limits. 

 Asbestos may be present in concrete flatwork and drainage pipes. 

 Stockpiled soil of unknown origin is present within the interchange and would be impacted if 
Alternative 2 is selected. 

 Chemically treated wood was observed within the alignment. 
 
In addition, the project would involve ground disturbance and excavation within the project site. With any 
project conducting ground disturbance, there is a potential for unknown contaminants or accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment, as well as upset or accident related to 
machinery. A review of the SWRCB GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2023) and the DTSC EnviroStor 
database (DTSC 2022) found no known hazardous materials sites or hazardous materials cleanup sites 
within one mile of the project site. Therefore, it is unlikely for the project to have the potential of unknown 
contaminants or accidents due to excavation. Furthermore, the use, storage, and transport of hazardous 
materials is required to be compliant with local, state, and federal regulations during both project 
construction and operation. The project would incorporate measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4, which would 
reduce the potential for significant impacts relating to hazards or hazardous materials to a less than 
significant level. With the inclusion of these measures, construction BMPs, and compliance with all 
applicable regulations, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated.  
 

c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
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No Impact. There are no existing or proposed schools located within one-quarter mile of the project site. 
Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 

significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

 

No Impact. According to the ISA (Crawford 2023) prepared for the project and a review of the SWRCB 
GeoTracker and DTSC EnviroStor databases, there are no known hazardous materials sites or hazardous 
materials cleanup sites within one mile of the project site. Therefore, the project would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment by being located on a known hazardous waste site. No 
impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 

or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

 
No Impact. The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing near or working in the project site. As such, no impact would occur related to this threshold and 
no mitigation is required.  
 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Yolo County Office of Emergency Services has pre-planned 
evacuation zones and designated routes throughout Yolo County to help the evacuation process in case of 
emergency. The project falls within evacuation zone 59 and 61 (Yolo County 2023). Both evacuation zones 
list Grant Ave/SR128 and Russell Ave/CR 31 as an evacuation route option, channeling individuals west 
to the Mariani Nut Company parking lot, located at E. Grant Ave and Railroad Ave in Winters. The project 
would be located along this evacuation route and would temporarily result in one-lane closures on Grant 
Avenue/SR 128 and Russell Blvd/CR 32. These closures could potentially impact the response time of 
emergency services; however, a traffic management plan would be implemented prior to construction (see 
Transportation/Traffic Section). The project would prepare a traffic management plan, which would 
provide detour routes for all vehicles and notify local emergency responders of temporary road closures. 
With the implementation of the traffic management plan, the project would not significantly impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with any emergency plan. Therefore, impacts related to this 
threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  
 

g) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 

wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wildlands? 

 
No Impact. The project would not occur within a designated wildland area, or where wildlands are adjacent 
to or intermixed with urbanized areas. Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. As such no impact would occur related to 
this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
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AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to hazards and hazardous materials are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

HAZ-1: If the selected alignment alternative would impact existing concrete structures (overpass, 
flatwork, drainage piping), these structures shall be inspected by a CAC for the presence of 
asbestos or ACCM. 

 
HAZ-2: Soil within the project alignment that would be disturbed by construction activities shall be 

tested for ADL concentrations that exceed hazardous waste limits. 
 
HAZ-3: Thermoplastic traffic striping within the project alignment shall be tested to evaluate if metals 

concentrations exceed hazardous waste limits. 
 
HAZ-4: Project alignment soils adjacent to agricultural land (included the proposed property take in 

APN 038-070-001) shall be tested to assess if OCPs or arsenic are present at concentrations 
exceeding hazardous waste or human health limits. 

 

FINDINGS 
 
Project impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials would be Less Than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation incorporated. 
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2.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

    

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

 

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

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

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

    

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

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

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

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal Regulations 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) was enacted as an amendment to the Federal Water Pollutant Control Act of 
1972, which outlined the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants to Waters of the United 
States (WOTUS). The CWA serves as the primary federal law protecting the quality of the nation’s surface 
waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. The CWA empowers the USEPA to set national water 
quality standards and effluent limitations and includes programs addressing both point-source and non-
point-source pollution. Point-source pollution originates or enters surface waters at a single, discrete 
location, such as an outfall structure or an excavation or construction site. Non-point-source pollution 
originates over a broader area and includes urban contaminants in stormwater runoff and sediment loading 
from upstream areas. The CWA operates on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are 
unlawful unless they are specifically authorized by a permit; permit review is the CWA’s primary regulatory 
tool. 
 
The USACE regulates discharges of dredged or fill material into WOTUS. These waters include wetlands 
and non-wetland bodies of water that meet specific criteria, including a direct or indirect connection to 
interstate commerce. USACE regulatory jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA is founded on a 
connection, or nexus, between the water body in question and interstate commerce. This connection may 
be direct (through a tributary system linking a stream channel with traditional navigable waters used in 
interstate or foreign commerce) or may be indirect (through a nexus identified in USACE regulations). 
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The RWQCB has jurisdiction under Section 401 of the CWA and regulates any activity that may result in 
a discharge to surface waters. Typically, the areas subject to jurisdiction of the RWQCB coincide with those 
of USACE (i.e., WOTUS, including any wetlands). The RWQCB also asserts authority over WoS under 
waste discharge requirements pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  
 
On April 21, 2020, the U.S. EPA and the USACE published the “Navigable Waters Protection Rule” to 
redefine the extent of the WOTUS, and CWA jurisdiction. Under the final rule, four categories of water are 
federally regulated under: 1) the territorial seas and traditional navigable waters; 2) the perennial and 
intermittent tributaries to those waters; 3) certain lakes, ponds, and impoundments; and 4) wetlands adjacent 
to jurisdictional waters. The final rule also detailed 12 categories of exclusions or features that are not 
considered “waters of the United States” that include features that only contain water in direct response to 
rainfall (e.g., ephemeral features), groundwater, many ditches, prior converted cropland, and waste 
treatment systems.  
 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act  

Also known as the California Water Code, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Porter-Cologne Act), 
was created in 1969 to govern water quality regulation in California and protect water quality as well as 
beneficial uses of water. The Porter-Cologne Act applies to all WoS, including surface water, groundwater, 
and wetlands at both point and non-point sources of pollution. The act established the overarching 
California State Water Resources Control Board and nine semiautonomous Regional Water Boards. The 
Porter-Cologne Act requires the adoption of water quality control plans that give direction to managing 
water pollution in California. Usually, basin plans get adopted by the Regional Water Boards and are 
updated when needed. The plans incorporate the beneficial uses of the WoS and then provide objectives 
that should be met in order to maintain and protect these uses. 
 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A Water Quality Technical Memorandum (Wood Rodgers 2024e) was prepared for the project to provide 
data on surface water and groundwater resources within the project site and the water quality of these 
waters, describe water quality impairments and beneficial uses, identify potential water quality 
impacts/benefits associated with the proposed project, and recommend avoidance and/or minimization 
measures for potentially adverse impacts. 
 
Hydrology 

The proposed project is within the Chickahominy Slough-Dry Slough subwatershed of the larger Willow 
Slough watershed, which is within the Valley Putah-Cache hydrologic unit, Lower Putah Creek hydrologic 
area, Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 180201630202. 
 
Precipitation and Climate 
The project occurs within the California Dry Steppe Province, Great Valley Section, and Yolo Alluvial 
Fans ecological subsection of California (USDA 2007). The region receives an average of 21.43 inches of 
precipitation annually in the form of rain. The average annual high temperature is 77 degrees Fahrenheit 
(F) and the average annual low temperature is 50 degrees F (U.S. Climate Data 2023).  
 
Surface Water Features 
There are no natural stream channels within the project site. The nearest receiving water body is Willow 
Canal, a man-made canal channel cut in upland to transport agricultural and nuisance runoff flows within 
Yolo County, which runs on the north side of Russell Boulevard from the I-505 north on-ramp (at Russell 
Boulevard intersection) to approximately 130 feet east of the Russell Boulevard/Fredericks Drive 
intersection. The Willow Canal is 303(d) listed and does not confluence with Putah Creek. Therefore, it 
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would not be classified as WOTUS. However, this surface water feature would be classified as a WoS, as 
defined under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 
 
Additionally, a non-wetland stormwater drainage feature was identified within the project site beginning at 
the intersection of Matsumoto Lane and Grant Avenue intersection, south of the roadway. The feature then 
turns south and follows adjacent (to the west) of the I-505 South eastbound on-ramp. The stormwater 
drainage within the project site does not exhibit primary indicators of an ordinary high-water mark OHWM 
and did not qualify as wetland as defined by the USACE or SWRCB. Therefore, this feature would be 
considered a non-wetland, non-jurisdictional stormwater drainage ditch feature cut within upland.  
 
Groundwater 
The project is located within the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basis – Yolo Subbasin. The Yolo 
Subbasin is in the southern portion of the Sacramento Valley Basin primarily within Yolo County. It is 
bounded on the east by the Sacramento River, on the west by the Coast Range, on the north by Cache Creek, 
and on the south by Putah Creek. The basin is roughly bisected by an anticlinal structure, but otherwise is 
gently sloping from west to east with elevations ranging from approximately 400 feet at the base of the 
Coast Range to the west to nearly sea level in the eastern areas (DWR 2004). Groundwater found within 
the subbasin is characterized as a sodium magnesium, calcium magnesium, or magnesium bicarbonate type. 
The quality is considered good for both agricultural and municipal uses, even though it is hard to very hard 
overall.  
 
Floodplains  
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) designates the 
western portion of the project site approximately between Matsumoto Lane and Morgan Street as a Zone 
AO Special Flood Hazard Area (FEMA 2023). Zone AO indicates an area subject to inundation by the 1 
percent annual chance of flood with flood depths of 1 to 3 feet (usually sheet flow off on sloping terrain). 
Additionally, the project site along Morgan Street contains areas designated as Zone X, indicating a 0.2 
percent annual chance flood hazard (see Appendix C). The project is not located within a Central Valley 
Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) Designated Floodway (DF) nor is it within 30 feet from a Regulated 
Stream (CVFPB 2023). 
 
Alternative Analysis 

Project effects related to hydrology and water quality for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and 
Build Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study 
discussions of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build 
Alternative would have no impact related to hydrology and water quality. 
 

DISCUSSION 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would comply with the Caltrans Statewide National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Order 2022-0033-DWG) as amended by subsequent 
orders, which became effective June 22, 2022, for projects that result in a land disturbance of one acre or 
more, and the Construction General Permit (Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Before any ground-disturbing 
activities, the contractor would prepare a SWPPP (per the Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-
DWQ) that includes erosion control measures and construction waste containment measures to protect WoS 
during project construction. 
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The SWPPP would: identify the sources of pollutants that may affect the quality of stormwater; include 
construction site BMPs to control sedimentation, erosion, and potential chemical pollutants; provide for 
construction materials management; include non-stormwater BMPs; and include routine inspections and a 
monitoring and reporting plan. All construction site BMPs would follow the latest edition of the Caltrans 
Stormwater Quality Handbooks: “Construction Site Best Management Practices (BMPs) Manual” to 
control and reduce the impacts of construction-related activities, materials, and pollutants on the watershed. 
The project SWPPP would be continuously updated to adapt to changing site conditions during the 
construction phase. 
 
The project would incorporate pollution prevention and design measures consistent with the 2016 Caltrans 
Storm Water Management Plan. This plan complies with the Caltrans’ MS4 Permit, NPDES No. 
CAS000003, SWRCB Order No. 2022-0033-DWQ (adopted on June 22, 2022, and effective on January 1, 
2023). 
 
With implementation of a SWPPP, construction BMPs, and compliance with Construction General Permit 
requirements, the project would not substantially degrade surface or ground water quality and would not 
violate any water quality standards established by the Central Valley RWQCB in its Basin Plan for the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 

basin? 

 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would not directly or indirectly result in the construction of 
uses that would utilize groundwater supplies. The project design would include new impervious surfaces 
(Alt 1. approximately 64,500 sq. ft, and Alt 2. approximately 64,900 sq. ft.) within the project footprint. 
However, most of the new impervious areas would be part of the I-505 overpass, with minor additions to 
previously pervious surfaces. This addition is not anticipated to alter the drainage patterns in such a way 
that would interfere with groundwater recharge. Additionally, the project would not be constructed 
immediately above a pre-existing well, nor would areas known to contain wells be disturbed by construction 
of the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 
 

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 

surfaces, in a manner which would: 
 

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

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 

in flooding on- or offsite; 

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

or 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. A portion of the project footprint is within a FEMA Special Flood Hazard 
Area at the western terminus of the project from the intersection of Grant Avenue and Matsumoto Lane to 
the intersection of Grant Avenue to Morgan Street (see Appendix C). The project would construct new 
sections of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, contributing to new impervious surfaces within the project site. 
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However, the increases in impervious surface would be considered nominal in the current landscape within 
the project site, as much of the site consists of previously paved surfaces. Therefore, the implementation of 
planned safety improvements is not anticipated to substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 
in a manner which would result in on- or offsite flooding or exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. Additionally, erosion due to surface runoff is not anticipated in paved and/or 
proper sloped areas with controlled surface drainage facilities. Construction activity would adhere to 
federal, state, and local regulations, as well as the project’s SWPPP, and County Improvement Standards. 
Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

d) Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 

project inundation? 

 

Less than Significant. The project would not occur in a tsunami or seiche zone. According to the FEMA 
FIRM (see Appendix C), a portion of the proposed project site (from Grant Ave. at Matsumoto Lane 
Intersection to Grant Ave at Morgan Street Intersection) falls within FEMA Zone AO, designated as a 
Special Flood Hazard Area subject to inundation by the 1% annual chance of flood with flood depths of 1 
to 3 feet (usually sheet flow off on sloping terrain). During construction, project activities in this area would 
be short-term and limited to intersection and sidewalk improvements and minor grading. With 
implementation of SWPPP, construction BMPs, and compliance with the Construction General Permit 
requirements, project construction is not anticipated to increase or include additional risks for release of 
pollutants. Operation of the completed project would not present additional risks for release of pollutants 
due to project inundation. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan? 

 

No Impact. As described within discussion a) above, the project would conform to and comply with all 
local and state laws and regulations regarding water quality. Therefore, the project would not conflict with 
or obstruct the Central Valley RWQCB Basin Plan or the DWR Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Act. No impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
WQ-1: Construction may require one or more of the following temporary construction site BMPs: 
 

 Any spills or leaks from construction equipment (i.e., fuel, oil, hydraulic fluid, and 
grease) would be cleaned up under applicable local, state, and/or federal regulations.  

 Accumulated stormwater, groundwater, or surface water from excavations or temporary 
containment facilities would be removed by dewatering. 

 Water generated from the dewatering operations would be discharged on-site for dust 
control and/or to an infiltration basin or disposed of off-site. 

 Temporary sediment control and soil stabilization devices would be installed. 

 Existing vegetated areas would be maintained to the maximum extent practicable. 

 Clearing, grubbing, and excavation would be limited to specific locations, as delineated 
on the plans, to maximize the preservation of existing vegetation. 

 Vegetation reestablishment or other stabilization measures would be implemented on 
disturbed soil areas, per the Erosion Control Plan. 

 Soil disturbing work would be limited during the rainy season. 
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WQ-2: The project design may include one or more of the following: 
 

 Vegetated surfaces would feature native plants, and revegetation would use the seed 
mixture, mulch, tackifier, and fertilizer recommended in the Erosion Control 

 Plan prepared for the project. 

 Where possible, stormwater would be directed in such a way as to sheet flow over 
Biofiltration Strips, or vegetated slopes adjacent to impervious areas, thus filtering any 
potential pollutants. 

 The project’s Storm Water Data Report would provide a detailed analysis and 
calculations pertaining to new impervious areas and treatment area conclusions and 
compliance strategies for the project. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to hydrology and water quality are required. 
 

FINDINGS 
 
The project would have a Less Than Significant Impact relating to hydrology and water quality.   
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2.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?      

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect?  

    

 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to land use and planning for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to land use and planning. 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

 

No Impact. The project would provide a dedicated pedestrian and bicycle facility across I-505, connecting 
residences east of the freeway with schools and businesses west of the freeway within the City. The project 
would not physically divide an established community. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this 
threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect? 

 

No Impact. The project would be consistent with the City General Plan, Yolo County General Plan, and 
applicable City and Yolo County municipal codes. Therefore, the project would not cause a significant 
environmental impact due to conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Therefore, no impact would occur related to 
this threshold and no mitigation is required.  

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to land use and planning are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to land use and planning are required. 

FINDINGS 

The project would not physically divide an established community or conflict with any land use plan, policy 
or regulation. Therefore, the project would have No Impact relating to land use and planning.  
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2.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan?  

    

 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to mineral resources for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to mineral resources. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 

value to the region and the residents of the state? 

 

No Impact. According to the Yolo County 2030 General Plan (2009), the project site does not occur within 
a known mineral resource zone (MRZ) that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. 
Therefore, the project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource, and no impact 
would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 

site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. The project site does not occur within an identified locally important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated in the Yolo County 2030 General Plan (2009), specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Therefore, the project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource recovery site, 
and no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to mineral resources are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to mineral resources are required. 
 

FINDINGS 
 
The project would have No Impact relating to mineral resources.  
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2.13 NOISE 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels?      

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

    

 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Noise-sensitive land uses generally include those uses where exposure to noise would result in adverse 
effects, as well as uses where quiet is an essential element of their intended purpose. The Yolo County 2030 
General Plan (2009) defines noise-sensitive land uses as: residentially designated land uses; hospitals, 
nursing/convalescent homes, and similar board and care facilities; hotels and lodging; schools and day care 
centers; and neighborhood parks. The project site occurs within land use designated by the City of Winters 
as Public Quasi Public (PQP) and Highway Service Commercial (HSC), and by Yolo County as 
Agricultural Intensive (A-N) and Medium Density Residential (R-M). The project would occur adjacent 
(between 50 and 100 feet) to residential homes within the Villas at El Rio neighborhood designated by Yolo 
County as R-M. There are no hospitals, nursing homes, care facilities, hotels/lodging, schools, day care 
centers or parks within close proximity (0.5-mile) of the project.  

The City General Plan and Municipal Code Chapter/Section 8.20.060 establish maximum permissible noise 
limits for the various categories of land use within the City. Land use categories in the project site within 
the City include PQP and HSC. There is no maximum noise level designated for PQP; whereas, maximum 
noise level requirements within HSC would be limited to 63 decibels during daytime hours (7 a.m. to 10 
p.m.) and 45 decibels during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.).   
 
Yolo County currently has no designated threshold for construction noise; however, the 2030 General Plan 
established Action HS-A61 to adopt a comprehensive Noise Ordinance that would include standards for 
acceptable exterior and interior noise levels, and their applicability and exceptions. To date a County noise 
ordinance addressing construction noise has not been adopted; however, the County relies on the State 
Office of Noise Control Guidelines when considering new outdoor noise sources. 
 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Noise-sensitive land uses generally include those uses where exposure to noise would result in adverse 
effects, as well as uses where quiet is an essential element of their intended purpose. The Yolo County 2030 
General Plan (2009) defines noise-sensitive land uses as: residentially designated land uses; hospitals, 
nursing/convalescent homes, and similar board and care facilities; hotels and lodging; schools and day care 
centers; and neighborhood parks.  
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The project site occurs within land use designated by the City of Winters as Public Quasi Public (PQP), 
Highway Service Commercial (HSC), Business Park (B-P), and Neighborhood Commercial (C-1), and by 
Yolo County as Agricultural Intensive (A-N) and Medium Density Residential (R-M). The project would 
occur adjacent (between 50 and 100 feet) to residential homes within the Villas at El Rio neighborhood 
designated by Yolo County as R-M. A residential home is also located at the intersection of Grant Avenue 
and Timber Crest Road, adjacent to the roadway. There are no hospitals, nursing homes, care facilities, 
hotels/lodging, schools, day care centers or parks within close proximity (0.5-mile) of the project. 
 
Noise sources that contribute to ambient noise levels in and adjacent to the project corridor include 
consistent vehicle and truck traffic along the Grant Avenue/SR 128/Russell Boulevard/CR 32, in addition 
to consistent ambient traffic noise from I-505, and agricultural operations in the agricultural parcels along 
Grant Avenue and Russell Boulevard/CR 32. 
 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to noise for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 2 are 
similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential effects 
are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no impact 
related to noise. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan 

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The Construction Noise Technical Memorandum was developed for the 
proposed project (Wood Rodgers 2024f) to identify potential construction-related sources of noise and 
provides methods to ensure the project would not result in excessive construction-period noise effects. 
Construction activities are expected to temporarily increase noise levels in the vicinity of the project site 
during the standard construction times of 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Noise levels are expected to vary 
throughout the project duration, depending on the type of activity and equipment involved, and the distance 
between the source of the noise and the receptors. The loudest construction-related activities may include 
engine noise from construction vehicles, jack hammering, and pile driving. For this project, the lowest 
construction equipment-related noise levels would be 55 dBA at a distance of 50 feet for sound from a pick-
up truck.  The highest construction-related noise levels would be for pile driving (up to 90 dBA at a distance 
of 50 feet) and for jackhammering (88 dBA at a distance of 50 feet) involved in general bridge demolition 
activities.  
 
The nearest sensitive receptors (residences of the Villas at El Rio) to the location of proposed pile driving 
operations are located approximately 1,600 feet from where pile driving activities would occur. Therefore, 
based on general noise attenuation calculation per 50-foot increments, pile driving operations at the nearest 
sensitive receptors would be approximately 30 dBA, and no adverse noise effects would occur.  
 
At approximately 50 feet from construction operations associated with the project, residences within the 
Villas at El Rio community would be considered within acceptable levels in accordance with the Yolo 
County 2030 General Plan Health and Safety Element typical construction equipment related noise ranges 
(see Table HS-9 of the Health and Safety Element) (Yolo County 2009). The project would have no 
operational noise effects. Therefore, the project would not be considered to generate a substantial temporary 
or permanent increase in ambient noise levels established by Yolo County in relation to noise-sensitive 
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receptors. Therefore, impact related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 
 

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 

levels? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction includes activities, such as operation of large pieces 
of equipment (e.g., heavy trucks), which may result in the periodic, temporary generation of ground-borne 
vibration. The project does not introduce new sources of permanent ground-borne vibration. Given the 
temporary nature of any potential ground-borne vibration that would result from construction of the bridge, 
impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 

the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

No Impact. The project is not within the vicinity of a private or public airport land use plan that would 
expose people working in the project site to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impact would occur 
related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

 
NOI-1: Implement Caltrans Standard Specification and Construction BMPs for Noise 

 
To avoid and minimize potential construction-related noise effects, the following BMPs 
listed below would be implemented during project construction. With implementation of 
these standard construction period specifications, the project would not result in excessive 
construction-period noise effects.  
 

 Project-related noise-generating activities at, or adjacent to, the construction site shall 
comply with the Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8.02. "Control and monitor 
noise resulting from work activities. Do not exceed 86 dBA at 50 feet from the job site 
from 9:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m."  

 All internal combustion engine driven equipment shall be equipped with the appropriate 
manufacturer-recommended intake and exhaust mufflers, which are in good condition.  

 “Unnecessary” idling of internal combustion engines shall be strictly prohibited.  

 Avoid staging construction equipment within 200 feet of residences and locate all 
stationary noise generating construction equipment as far as practical from existing noise 
receptors. Construct temporary barriers to screen noise generating equipment when 
located in areas adjoining noise sensitive land uses.  

 “Quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise sources shall be used when applicable.  

 All construction traffic shall be routed to and from the project site via designated truck 
routes. Construction-related heavy truck traffic shall be prohibited in residential areas 
where feasible. Construction truck traffic shall be prohibited in the project vicinity during 
non-allowed hours.  

 The businesses and residents in the project site shall be notified in writing by the County 
of the construction schedule.  
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to noise are required. 
 

FINDINGS 
 
The project would have a Less Than Significant Impact relating to Noise.   
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2.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

REGULATORY SETTING  

CEQA also requires the analysis of a project’s potential to induce growth. CEQA guidelines, Section 
15126.2(d), require that environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the project could foster 

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

the surrounding environment…”  
 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to population and housing for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to population and housing. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 

roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. The proposed project would construct new bicycle and pedestrian improvements along the 
project corridor from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell 
Blvd/CR32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo County. The project would not induce population 
growth, directly or indirectly. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation 
is required.  
 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project would construct new complete streets bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements along the project corridor from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant Avenue/SR 128 
in the City of Winters to Russell Blvd/CR32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo County. 
Construction of the project would not require permanent right-of-way acquisition of single- or multi-family 
residences and would not displace any existing housing or necessitate the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
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AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to population and housing are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to population and housing are required. 

FINDINGS 

The project would have No Impact relating to population or housing.  
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2.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to public services for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 
2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential 
effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no 
impact related to public services. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 

public services: fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and/or other public facilities? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would construct new bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
along the project corridor. Construction and operation of the project would not result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with provision of the new bicycle and pedestrian facilities; nor would it result 
in the need for new or altered government facilities, construction of which would cause environmental 
effects in order to maintain acceptable service ratios. During construction, response times of police and fire 
protection services may be temporarily altered. A traffic management plan would be implemented prior to 
construction to ensure that one lane traveling in each direction would be maintained in affected roadways 
(see Section 2.17 Transportation/Traffic). Access to adjacent properties by emergency personnel would be 
maintained throughout construction. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be considered less 
than significant and no mitigation is required.  

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to public services are required. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to public services are required. 
 

FINDINGS 

The Project would have Less Than Significant Impact relating to public services.  
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2.16 RECREATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to recreation for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 2 
are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential 
effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no 
impact related to recreation. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated? 

 

No Impact. The proposed project would construct new complete streets bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements along the project corridor from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant Avenue/SR 128 
in Winters to Russell Blvd/CR32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo County. The construction 
and/or operation of the completed project would not increase the use of existing parks or other recreational 
facilities due to the location and nature of the project, Therefore, no impact would occur related to this 
threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 

No Impact. The project does not include recreational facilities, nor does it require the construction or 
expansion of other recreational facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no 
mitigation is required.  

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance or minimization measures relating to recreation are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No mitigation measures relating to recreation are required. 

FINDINGS 

The project would have No Impact relating to recreation. 
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2.17 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to transportation/traffic for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to transportation/traffic. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct new complete streets bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements along the project corridor from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant 
Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell Blvd/CR32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo County. 
The project would be consistent with the Caltrans’ 2017 Transportation Concept Report, SACOG MTP, 
SACOG Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan, and the State Highway Bicycle Facility Plan. 
Construction of the proposed project could temporarily affect traffic circulation within the project site and 
its adjoining roads. However, traffic control measures would be implemented to maintain and control traffic 
throughout construction zones and/or detour routes and would conform to the City temporary traffic control 
guidelines. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be considered less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 
 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 

(b)? 

 

No Impact. The project is not a transportation project that would increase or alter vehicle miles traveled 
within the circulation system, as there would be no added lanes or widening of roadways for vehicle travel. 
Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required. 
 

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 

No Impact. Project improvements would be implemented along the existing roadway alignment. 
Construction of the project would not introduce any new hazards due to geometric design features or 
incompatible uses. Therefore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
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d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would temporarily result in one-lane closures on Grant 
Avenue/SR 128 and Russell Blvd/CR 32, which could potentially impact the response time of emergency 
services. However, a transportation management plan would be implemented prior to construction to 
minimize temporary disruption to traffic flow during project implementation. In the event a temporary full 
road closure would be necessary for the project, detour routes would be clearly marked, and emergency 
response personnel would be properly notified. Although emergency responders may be detoured, access 
to residences along the project corridor would be maintained throughout construction and emergency 
services would remain operational. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be considered less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 
 
The following construction BMPs shall be incorporated into the project: 
 

 Prior to construction, the City or construction contractor would prepare a Traffic Management Plan 
which would include the proposed detour route and locations of sign placement. The Traffic 
Management Plan would be submitted for review and approval by the Project Engineer.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures relating to transportation and traffic are required.  

FINDINGS 

The project would have a Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation relating to transportation/traffic.  
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2.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal Regulations 

 

Indian Trust Assets 
Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are legal interests in property that is held in trust by the United States for Native 
American tribes or individuals. Examples of potential ITAs are lands, minerals, fishing rights, and water 
rights. Management of ITAs is based on the following orders, agreements, and regulations: 

 Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 65 FR 
67249 

 Memorandum on Government-to-Government Relations With Native American Tribal 
Governments (FR Volume 59, Number 85, signed April 29, 1994) 

 Secretarial Order No. 3175 – Departmental Responsibilities for Indian Trust Resources 

 Secretarial Order No. 3206 – American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal -Tribal Trust 
Responsibilities, and the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

 Secretarial Order No. 3215 – Principles for the Discharge of the Secretary’s Trust Responsibility 

 Secretarial Order No. 3342 – Identifying Opportunities for Cooperative and Collaborative 
Partnerships with Federally Recognized Indian Tribes in the Management of Federal Lands and 
Resources 

 Secretarial Order No. 3335 – Reaffirmation of the Federal Trust Responsibility to Federally 
Recognized Tribes and Individual Indian Beneficiaries 

 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (AIRFA; 42 U.S.C. § 1996) protects the rights of 
Native Americans to exercise their traditional religions by ensuring access to sites, the use and possession 
of sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremonials and traditional rites. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act  

As discussed and defined in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal 
agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. For purposes of the 
discussion regarding tribal cultural resources, it is important to underscore that historic properties include 
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properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to a Native American tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization that meet the National Register criteria (36 C.F.R. § 800.16[l]).[1]  
 
Traditional Cultural Properties and Traditional Cultural Landscapes 

Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) are properties associated with cultural practices or beliefs of a living 
community that are: 1) rooted in that community's history; and 2) important in maintaining the continuing 
cultural identity of a community. TCPs can refer to properties of importance to any community, including 
Indigenous communities. The appropriate terminology for sites of importance to Native American/Indian 
tribes is ‘historic property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian tribe [and Native Hawaiian 

organization’” (ACHP 2008:19; ACHP 2011:14). Traditional cultural landscapes (TCL) encompass the 
same meaning and utility, as well as inclusivity of Indigenous communities. The Secretary of the Interior’s 
Guidelines for the treatment of cultural landscapes define a cultural landscape as “a geographic area 

(including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein), associated 

with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values” (Birnbaum and 
Peters 1996:4). Historic vernacular landscapes “evolved through use by the people whose activities or 

occupancy shaped them” and ethnographic landscapes “contain a variety of natural and cultural resources 

that associated people define as heritage resource” (Birnbaum and Peter 1996:4; Ball et al. 2015:7).  
 
Cultural resources routinely not considered for eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP are religious properties, 
moved properties, birthplaces and graves, cemeteries, reconstructed properties, commemorative properties, 
and properties achieving significance within the past 50 years. However, these resources, can be evaluated 
as eligible if they meet one or more of the NRHP eligibility criteria for evaluation, retain integrity, and meet 
special criteria requirements called criteria considerations. The most notable of the seven considerations (A 
through G) is Criteria Consideration G, which specifies that a property that has achieved significance within 
the last 50 years can qualify for the NRHP only if it is of exceptional importance. As noted by Parker and 
King (1998:17–18), “a significance ascribed to a property only in the past 50 years cannot be considered 

traditional.” However, they also note: “The fact that a property may have gone unused for a lengthy period 

of time, with use beginning again only recently, does not make the property ineligible for the [National] 

Register” (Parker and King 1998:14). 
 
If a property is determined to be a TCP, it becomes the responsibility of the lead agency to assess whether 
the proposed project would have an effect on the property, and should the effect be adverse, would it alter 
or destroy the elements that make the property significant and eligible. If a proposed project is determined 
to have an adverse effect, the lead agency is responsible for seeking measures that would mitigate the 
adverse effects to TCPs. 
 
State Regulations 
 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

As defined at PRC § 21074, a tribal cultural resource (TCR) is a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, 
sacred place or object that is of cultural value to a California Native American tribe and is either: 1) on or 
eligible for the CRHR or a local historic register; or 2) the lead agency, at its discretion, chooses to treat the 
resource as a TCR. TCRs are similar to TCPs in terms of their characteristics, identification, and treatment, 
and may include a cultural landscape to the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape. Additionally, as defined at PRC § 21074(c), a historical resource, a 
unique archaeological resource, or a non-unique archaeological resource may also be a TCR if it conforms 
to the criteria of a TCR in PRC § 21074(a). CEQA mandates that lead agencies determine whether a project 
will have a significant impact on TCRs that are eligible for listing on the CRHR (i.e., a historical resource), 
or are determined to be significant by the lead agency in order to appropriately mitigate any such impacts. 
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Assembly Bill 52 and Consultation 

The lead agency for CEQA is responsible for consultation with Native American tribes regarding the 
potential for a project to impact TCRs, pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 and PRC §§ 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 
21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, 21084.3, and 5097.94(m). Assembly Bill 52 recognizes that 
“…tribes may have expertise with regard to their tribal history and practices, which concern the tribal 

cultural resources with which they are traditionally and culturally affiliated…” and that consultation will 
occur between a lead agency and Native American tribes for covered projects.  
 
PRC §21080.3.1 (a) and Government Code §65352.4 define consultation as “the meaningful and timely 

process of seeking, discussing, and considering carefully the views of others, in a manner that is cognizant 

of all parties' cultural values and, where feasible, seeking agreement. Consultation between government 

agencies and Native American tribes shall be conducted in a way that is mutually respectful of each party's 

sovereignty. Consultation shall also recognize the tribes' potential needs for confidentiality with respect to 

places that have traditional tribal cultural significance.”  
 
As described in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, a proposed project may induce a significant impact to  
a historical resource, unique archaeological resource, or a TCR if it causes a substantial adverse change 
(i.e., physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration) to the resource or immediate surroundings 
(14 CCR 15064.5[b]), thereby demolishing or significantly altering the physical characteristics that qualify 
it for listing on the CRHR or local registers (PRC §§ 5020.01[k] and 5024.1[g]). A project that may cause 
a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR is a project that may have a significant effect on 
the environment (PRC § 21084.2). A lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter 
significant characteristics of a TCR, when feasible (PRC §21084.3).  
 
Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred Sites 

Pursuant to PRC 5097.94 the NAHC has authority and duty to “identify and catalog places of special 

religious or social significance to Native Americans, and known graves and cemeteries of Native Americans 

on private lands” and has the power and duty to make recommendations for acquisition by the state or other 
public agencies regarding Native American sacred places that are located on private lands, are inaccessible 
to Native Americans, and have cultural significance to Native Americans. 
 
California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001 (CalNAGPRA) requires 
all state agencies and museums that receive state funding and that have possession or control over 
collections of human remains or cultural items to provide a process for the identification and repatriation 
of these items to the appropriate tribes. 
 
Local Regulations 
 
The Yolo County 2030 General Plan (2009) Conservation and Open Space Element includes measures to 
protect Native American places, features, and objects including historic, cultural, and sacred sites, ruins, 
burial grounds, and other tribal resources. Section V of the City of Winters General Plan (1992) includes 
further goals and policies to preserve the cultural and historic heritage of the City. Additionally, all federal 
and state regulations pertaining to cultural resources and consultations would apply to the project. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The APE is located within the historic territory of the Patwin, or Southern Wintun. The Patwin are 
linguistically connected to the neighboring Nomlaki and Wintu groups, and the three groups are collectively 
known as the Wintun. Numerous historical settlements have been documented in the vicinity of Putah 
Creek, the most notable of which was Wa’i-taluk, located approximately 30 miles upstream from the project 
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site. Tribal Cultural Resources could include, but are not limited to, Native American human remains, 
funerary objects, items or artifacts, sites, features, places, landscapes, or objects with cultural values to the 
tribe. Tribes culturally affiliated with the Patwin include the Cachil DeHe Band of Wintun Indians of the 
Colusa Indian Community, the Cortina Rancheria Kletsel DeHe Band of Wintun Indians, the Ohlone Indian 
Tribe, and the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation.  
 
An HPSR, ASR, and HRER were prepared for the project by PAR Environmental Services (PAR 2024a; 
2024b; 2024c). The studies assessed the potential for surficial and/or buried archaeological and historical 
resources in the proposed improvement area through the completion of the following:  
 

 Records and literature search at the NCIC of the CHRIS; 

 Further literature review of publications, files, and maps for ethnographic, historic-era, and 
prehistoric resources and background information; 

 Communication with the NAHC to request a review of the SLF and contact information for the 
appropriate tribal communities; 

 Contact with the appropriate local Native American Tribes, Groups, and Individuals; and 

 Pedestrian archaeological survey of the project site.  
 
Study results were used as a technical basis for evaluating potential impacts to historic and cultural 
resources under CEQA. Findings of these studies are discussed in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources. 

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

On behalf of the City, PAR Environmental Services, Inc. provided formal notification to tribal 
representatives who represent groups with traditional and cultural ties to the project site. The Yocha Dehe 
Wintun Nation requested consultation, and a meeting was conducted on March 6, 2024. No specific 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been requested by the Yocha Dehe Wintun 
Nation at this time. Consultation with the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation would remain ongoing throughout 
the duration of the project.  
 
Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to tribal cultural resources for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build 
Alternative 2 are similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions 
of potential effects are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would 
have no impact related to tribal cultural resources. 

DISCUSSION 

If a lead agency determines that a project may cause a substantial adverse change to a TCR, the lead agency 
must consider measures to mitigate that impact. Consultation concludes when either: 1) the parties agree to 
measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a TCR; or 2) a party, 
acting in good faith, and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached (PRC 
§ 21080.3.2). Under existing law, environmental documents must not include information about the 
locations of an archaeological site or sacred lands or any other information that is exempt from public 
disclosure pursuant to the Public Records act. 
 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 

local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k) 
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Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Thus far, there has been no indication that the project site is 
sensitive for subsurface archaeology of any kind, including tribal resources. Additionally, a search of the 
SLF through the NAHC indicated on February 8, 2023, that the SLF was negative, and no sacred resources 
were identified within the project site. Construction would involve ground disturbance that could impact 
tribal resources should they be present; however, the project would include mitigation measures CR-1 and 
CR-2, which includes necessary protocol (see Section 2.5 Cultural Resources) that would engage with the 
appropriate tribal groups should an unlikely/unexpected discovery occur. With the inclusion of these 
measures, the proposed project would not cause an adverse change in the significance of a CRHR-listed or 
eligible tribal cultural resource. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated.  
 

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a resource determined 

by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant 

pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In 

applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead 

agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. As described above, on behalf of the City, PAR Environmental 
Services, Inc. provided formal notification to tribal representatives who represent groups with traditional 
and cultural ties to the APE. The Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation requested consultation, which would remain 
ongoing throughout the duration of the project. To date, no tribal cultural resources have been identified in 
the project site; however, in the event of an inadvertent discovery of resources during construction, the 
project would implement measures CR-1 and CR-2 (see Section 2.5, Cultural Resources) to ensure the 
appropriate procedures are taken. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

No avoidance or minimization measures relating to tribal cultural resources are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The project would include measures CR-1 and CR-2, discussed in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, to 
mitigate potential impacts in the event of unexpected subsurface archaeological discovery. 

FINDINGS 

Project impacts relating to tribal cultural resources would be Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
incorporated. 
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2.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

    

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

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

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of 
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

    

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

DISCUSSION 
 

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 

facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct new complete streets bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements along the project corridor from the intersection of Morgan Street and Grant 
Avenue/SR 128 in Winters to Russell Blvd/CR32 and Fredericks Drive in unincorporated Yolo County. 
Existing utilities in conflict with the proposed project would be relocated. Specifically, PG&E gas lines, 
City water lines, and AT&T underground phone and fiber lines may require relocation.  
 
Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C): The PG&E gas line relocation and AT&T underground would require 
trench excavation depths up to approximately 12 feet, and approximately 20 to 25 feet from the ends of the 
proposed bridge. The proposed method of relocation would be open trenching with excavators or other 
similar excavation equipment. Construction of the project would also require improvements to existing 
roadway drainage facilities to accommodate the new impervious surfaces associated with construction of 
the trail. 
 
Build Alternative 2: The PG&E gas line relocation and AT&T underground would require trench 
excavation depths up to approximately 6 feet. The proposed method of relocation would be open trenching 
with excavators or other similar excavation equipment. Construction of the project would also require 
improvements to existing roadway drainage facilities to accommodate the new impervious surfaces 
associated with construction of the trail. 
 
Neither Build Alternative 1 nor Build Alternative 2 would cause substantial environmental effects from the 
relocation of these utility services. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant 
and no mitigation is required. 
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b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would temporarily utilize water for dust suppression and other 
activities during construction. Construction-related water demands would be short-term and minimal in 
volume. Project operation would not require a permanent water supply. No impact related to future water 
supply during normal, dry, or multiple dry years would occur. Due to the temporary and intermittent nature 
of projected water usage during construction, impacts related to this threshold would be considered less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

c) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 

may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 

addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

 

No Impact. The project would not include the construction of any wastewater-generating uses. The project 
would not induce the growth of the regional or local population. Therefore, no impact would occur related 
to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 

capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not generate substantial solid waste during operation. 
Solid waste may be generated during construction; however, the quantity would not exceed local landfill 
capacities. Additionally, any generation of solid waste would be temporary and would only occur during 
the construction period. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 
 

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 

waste? 

 

Les Than Significant Impact. The project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, impacts related to this threshold would be less than significant 
and no mitigation is required. 

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

No avoidance or minimization measures relating to utilities and service systems are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures relating to utilities and service systems are required. 

FINDINGS 

The Project would have a Less Than Significant Impact to utilities and service systems.  
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2.20 WILDFIRE 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that 
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? 

    

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

    

 

Alternative Analysis 

 

Project effects related to wildfire for both Build Alternative 1 (1A, 1B, and 1C) and Build Alternative 2 are 
similar based on the proposed project footprints. The following initial study discussions of potential effects 
are combined and applicable for both build alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would have no impact 
related to wildfire. 

DISCUSSION 

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 

No Impact. The City Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) was revised in March 2017. The purpose of the 
EOP is to provide the basis for a coordinated response before, during, and after a disaster incident affecting 
the City. The Yolo County EOP was revised in December 2013 and addresses the planned response to 
emergency situations within Yolo County. Project construction and operation would not impair the adopted 
EOPs or implementation of fire suppression services within the project corridor or project vicinity. 
Therefore no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

b) Would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 

thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 

spread of a wildfire? 

No Impact. According to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map (CAL FIRE 2024), the project is 
not within a State-Responsibility or Local-Responsibility Area listed as having a high or moderate potential 
for wildfire. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to exacerbate wildfire risks due to slope, prevailing 
winds, or other factors. Thererfore, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is 
required. 
 

c) Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 

roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 

fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 
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No Impact. As described in Section 2.19, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would require the 
relocation of underground utilities; however, relocation or maintenance of powerlines or other utilities that 
would present a potential fire hazard would not be required. Therefore, the project would not exacerbate 
fire risk. As such, no impact would occur related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  
 

d) Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 

changes? 

No Impact. Project construction and operation would not expose people or structures to significant risks, 
as a result of runoff, post-fire instability or drainage changes. Therefore, no impact would occur related to 
this threshold and no mitigation is required.  

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

No avoidance or minimization measures relating to wildfire are required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures relating to wildfire are required. 
 

FINDINGS 

The project would have No Impact relating to wildfire.    
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2.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

DISCUSSION 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 

the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the 

number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 

examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Based upon the review and analysis of potential adverse effects 
to the environment provided in this Initial Study (including the project-specific mitigation measures) the 
proposed project would not substantially degrade the overall quality of the environment within the project 
site. Respectively, the analysis provided in Section 2.4 Biological Resources, Section 2.5 Cultural 
Resources, Section 2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, determined potentially significant impacts must 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with incorporation of project-specific mitigation measures.  
 
With the incorporation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-12 for potential impacts to biological 
resources, CR-1 and CR-2 for potential impacts to cultural and resources, and HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 for 
potential environmental impacts due to hazards and hazardous materials, the potential for project-related 
activities to degrade the quality of the environment, including wildlife species or their habitat, plant or 
animal communities, important examples of California history or prehistory, or release or production of 
hazards or hazardous materials would be reduced to less than significant levels. Therefore, the project 
impacts related to this threshold would be considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 

and the effects of probable future projects)? 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the project, in conjunction with other approved or 
pending projects within the County, would not have adverse environmental impacts at a significant level or 
result in cumulatively considerable impacts to the environment. The planned County Road 98 Bike and 
Safety Improvement Project Phase II features similar components to the proposed project and is located 
along County Road 98 adjacent to Russell Road. However, the two projects are separated by distance, as 
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the affected portion of County Road 98 is located approximately 7.5 miles east of the proposed project. 
Additionally, the Yolo 80 Corridor Improvement Project would install managed lanes (bus and carpool 
lanes) along an approximately 17-mile-long segment of Interstate 80 in Yolo County, as well as bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, pavement rehabilitations, and improved striping and signage. The affected 
portion of Interstate 80 is approximately 8.7 miles east of the proposed project site at its nearest point. The 
projects are separated by distance, and both would include a project level environmental analysis outlining 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce the potential for adverse environmental 
impacts. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in cumulatively considerable impacts when 
viewed in connection with past, current, or planned projects within the County. Therefore, impacts related 
to this threshold would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  
 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 

beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Based upon the review and analysis of potential adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly, provided in this Initial Study, the project would not have 
environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. The analysis 
provided in Section 2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials determined potentially significant impacts must 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with incorporation of project-specific mitigation measures.  
 
With the incorporation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 for potential impacts related to 
human exposure to hazards or hazardous materials, the potential for project-related activities to cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
the project impacts related to this threshold would be considered less-than-significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

FINDINGS 

The project would not have a significant impact relating to degradation of the quality of the environment, 
nor have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable; nor have environmental 
effects which would cause substantial adverse effects, either directly or indirectly, on human beings. 
Therefore, there are no potentially significant determinations for mandatory findings of significance.  

 

 

  



4.0 Distribution List 

 

Grant Avenue/State Route 128/Russell Boulevard Bike and Pedestrian Improvements Project 

Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration 101 

4.0 Distribution List 

A Notice of Availability was prepared and posted with the Yolo County Clerk-Recorder Office, the Winters 
Express Newspaper, and the City of Winters weekly newsletter. Additionally, the Notice was distributed to 
members of the public that attended a public meeting in December 2023 and the following agencies and 
interested parties. 
 
Winters City Hall 
318 1st Street 
Winters, CA 95694 
(IS hardcopies) 
 

State Government 
 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research – California State Clearinghouse 
CEQA Submit Online Database 
 
California Department of Transportation – District 3 
Attn:  Gurtej Bhattal, Project Manager 
703 B Street 
Marysville, CA 95901 
 

Local Agencies 

 

Yolo County Clerk-Recorder 
625 Court Street, Room B01 
Woodland, CA 95695 
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5.0 List of Preparers 

Wood Rodgers, Inc. 

Andrew Dellas, MS, PWS, Senior Biologist / Environmental Planner 
Tim Chamberlain, Senior Environmental Planner 
Eralise Spokely, Assistant Environmental Planner 
Emma Deal, Assistant Environmental Planner 
Steven Robinson, PE, TE, Senior Engineer 
Victoria Martinez, Assistant Engineer 
 
PAR Environmental Services, Inc. 

Ellie Maniery, MA, RPA, Project Manager, Senior Archaeologist 
 
Crawford & Associates, Inc. 

Steven J. Carter, Senior Geologist 
Chris Tumball, PE, Senior Project Manager 
 
City of Winters 

Paul Gervacio, PE, ENV SP, PSOMAS 
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