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1. Introduction

The Yolo County Department of Community Services, Public Works Division (County), and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Local Assistance is proposing to replace the existing
bridge on County Road (CR) 96 crossing over Dry Slough with funding made available through the FHWA
Highway Bridge Program and administered by Caltrans. The bridge was determined to be functionally
obsolete by Caltrans as recently as 2013 and currently has a sufficiency rating of 53.6. The existing bridge
(Bridge No. 22C0127) was constructed in 1929 and is approximately 44 feet long and 20 feet wide. The
structure consists of single-span reinforced concrete T-girders. The bridge has longitudinal and shear
cracking along the girders and evidence of water penetration through the deck. Additionally, the bridge
railing is in poor condition with spalling and exposed rebar.

The proposed Project will construct a new bridge along the same roadway alignment. The new structure
will accommodate two 11-foot travel lanes with two-foot shoulders. The new bridge is anticipated to be a
single-span cast-in-place post-tensioned slab structure, approximately 60 feet long. The roadway and bridge
profile will be raised slightly to clear the 100-year storm event.

1.1 Regulatory Framework

The Yolo County Department of Community Services has determined that the County Road 96 over Dry
Slough Bridge Replacement Project meets the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15378 definition of a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 defines a project as the following:

"Project" means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change in the environment.

In accordance with the CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21177), this Initial Study has been
prepared to identify potentially significant impacts upon the environment resulting from the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the County Road 96 over Dry Slough Bridge Replacement Project (Project
or proposed Project). In accordance with Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Initial Study is
a preliminary analysis prepared by the Yolo County Department of Community Services as Lead Agency
to inform the Lead Agency decision makers, other affected agencies, and the public, of potential
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Project.
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2. Environmental Checklist Form

Project Title County Road 96 over Dry Slough Bridge Replacement Project
(Project)
Lead Agency Name and Address Yolo County Department of Community Services

292 West Beamer Street
Woodland, CA, 95695-2598

Contact Person and Phone Number | Mark T. Christison, P.E. Senior Civil Engineer 530-666-8842

Project Location The Project is located on County Road 96, north of County
Road 31, west of the City of Davis, in Yolo County,
California.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Nicholas Burton, Director

Address Public Works Division

Yolo County Department of Community Services
292 W. Beamer St.
Woodland, CA 95695

General Plan Designation Agriculture (AG)

Zoning County Road Right of Way
Agricultural Intensive (A-N):

037-020-034, 037-030-002, 037-010-025, 037-010-035,037-
010-028

Project Description Summary: The Yolo County Department of Community Services, Public Works
Division (County), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Local
Assistance are proposing to replace the existing bridge on County Road (CR) 96 crossing over Dry
Slough with funding made available through the FHWA Highway Bridge Program and administered by
Caltrans. The bridge was determined to be functionally obsolete by Caltrans as recently as 2013 and
currently has a sufficiency rating of 53.6.

The Project site is located within the southern region of Yolo County, between Interstate 505 and State
Route 113. County Road (CR) 96 is a rural local roadway that extends between Russell Boulevard on
the south and CR 27 on the north.

The existing bridge (Bridge No. 22C0127) was constructed in 1929 and is approximately 44 feet long
and 20 feet wide. The structure consists of single-span reinforced concrete T-girders. The bridge has
longitudinal and shear cracking along the girders and evidence of water penetration through the deck.
Additionally, the bridge railing is in poor condition with spalling and exposed rebar.

The proposed Project will construct a new bridge along the same roadway alignment. The new structure
will accommodate two 11-foot travel lanes with two-foot shoulders. The new bridge is anticipated to be
a single-span cast-in-place post-tensioned slab structure, approximately 60 feet long. The roadway and
bridge profile will be raised slightly to clear the 100-year storm event.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Land uses/types surrounding (within 5 miles) the Project area
consist of Dry Slough, valley foothill riparian, undeveloped grazing land, orchards, agricultural
facilities, other park uses, open space, Yolo County Airport and a few rural residences.
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Other Public Agencies Whose Approval May Be Required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement.):
* Caltrans — National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Categorical Exclusion
* U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Section 404 Clean Water Act Nationwide Permit
* Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board — Section 401 Water Quality Certification
» California Department of Fish and Wildlife — Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement
* Yolo Habitat Conservancy — Incidental Take Authorization

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? 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.?:

All Tribes requesting notification in Yolo County were delivered a letter via email on June 18, 2021,
giving formal notice and invitation by Yolo County to initiate AB 52 consultation on the proposed
Project and to request participation of interested parties. As of the date of developing this document, no
responses from Native American Tribes in response to the letters have been received.

The Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation representatives attended a field review meeting on February 20, 2020
to visit the Project site and to better understand the proposed Project activities. Yocha Dehe Wintun
Nation requested to be included in property owner and utility owner discussions so they can provide
cultural resources education.
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2.1 Project Description
Location

The Project is located within unincorporated Yolo County, California on County Road (CR) 96 over Dry
Slough, approximately 0.4 miles north of CR 31 (Figures 1 and 2). The Project is located within the US
Geological Survey (USGS) “Merritt” Quadrangle; Sections 2 and 3, Township 08N, Range 01E.

History

Yolo County (County) proposes to replace the existing bridge on CR 96 over Dry Slough with funding made
available through the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Bridge Program and administered
by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The bridge was determined to be functionally
obsolete by Caltrans as recently as 2013 and currently has a sufficiency rating of 53.6.

The Project site is located within the southern region of Yolo County, east of the Yolo County Airport.
County Road 96 is a rural local roadway that extends between Russell Boulevard to the south and CR 27 to
the north. County Road 96 is paved and has a constructed width of approximately 20 feet. The bridge, with
an Average Daily Traffic count of 216 vehicles, is bordered by agricultural and rural residential parcels.
There is a residential structure approximately 100 feet northwest of the bridge and an agricultural building
approximately 60 feet southeast of the bridge. The posted speed limit along CR 96 within the Project vicinity
is 45 mph.

The existing bridge (Bridge No. 22C0127) was constructed in 1929 and is approximately 44 feet long and
20 feet wide. The structure consists of single-span, reinforced concrete T-girders. The bridge has longitudinal
and shear cracking along the girders and evidence of water penetration through the deck. Additionally, the
bridge railing is in poor condition, with spalling and exposed rebar.

Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Project is to improve public safety while traveling on the CR 96 roadway as it crosses
over Dry Slough. The need for the Project arises from the poor condition of the bridge (longitudinal and
shear cracking, bridge railing in poor condition).
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Project Description

The Project site is located within the southern region of Yolo County, between Interstate 505 and State Route
113. County Road (CR) 96 is a rural local roadway that extends between Russell Boulevard on the south and
CR 27 on the north. Within the Project vicinity, CR 96 is paved and has a constructed width of approximately
20 feet and a varying shoulder on the easterly side of the roadway. The bridge has an Average Daily Traffic
count of 216 vehicles and is bordered by two large agricultural parcels (APN 037-010-028 [160 acre on the
west], 037-010-035 [80 acre on the east]), and one small agricultural parcel used as a home site (APN 037-
010-025 [< 1-acre parcel south of the bridge on the east]). There are five driveways on the east side and four
driveways on the west side of CR 96. There is a residential structure near the northwest corner of the bridge
and an agricultural building near the southeast corner. The posted speed limit along CR 96 within the Project
vicinity is 45 mph.

The existing bridge (Bridge No. 22C0127) was constructed in 1929 and is approximately 44 feet long and 20
feet wide. The structure consists of single-span reinforced concrete T-girders. The bridge has longitudinal
and shear cracking along the girders and evidence of water penetration through the deck. Additionally, the
bridge railing is in poor condition with spalling and exposed rebar.

The proposed Project will construct a new bridge along the same roadway alignment. The new structure will
accommodate two 11-foot travel lanes with two-foot shoulders. The new bridge is anticipated to be a single-
span cast-in-place post-tensioned slab structure approximately 60 feet long. The roadway and bridge profile
will be raised slightly to clear the 100-year storm event to ensure no increases in water surface elevation in
the vicinity of the bridge.

Construction of the bridge will involve excavation for and construction of concrete abutments, founded on
driven steel pipe piles. The new abutments will be constructed behind the existing abutments and most of this
work will occur outside of the waterway. Construction of the roadway approaches will involve the removal
of existing pavement and placement of new roadway fill material, aggregate base, hot mix asphalt pavement,
and installation of guard rail. Tree and vegetation removal along the slough will be necessary for the Project.
Temporary work within Dry Slough includes removal of the existing structure, falsework erection and
removal, and installation of scour countermeasures at the abutments. Temporary slough diversion is
anticipated to complete activities within the waterway.

Relocation of overhead electrical and communication lines, including four utility poles, along the west side
of CR 96 is anticipated to construct the Project. Although the traveled way and shoulders will remain within
the County's right of way, permanent acquisitions and temporary construction easements may be needed for
the approach grading from three parcels (037-010-025, 037-010-028 and 037-010-035). Parcels 037-010-028
and 037-010-035 are Williamson Act lands and will have minor right-of-way acquisitions for both permanent
and temporary impacts. Temporary construction easements will be needed to facilitate driveway conforms
and utility relocations, and to allow construction access.

During construction, this section of CR 96 will be closed to through traffic and a detour route made available.
Vehicular traffic will be able to utilize CRs 95, 31 and 29 as alternative routes. Construction is anticipated to
begin in Spring 2023 and have a duration of approximately eight months.

Yolo HCP/NCCP Avoidance and Minimization Measures
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The proposed Project is required to follow the terms and conditions of the Yolo County Habitat Conservation
Plan & Natural Community Conservation Plan (Yolo HCP/NCCP) with the incorporation of Avoidance and
Minimization Measures (AMMs) that are applicable to the proposed Project activities. The following AMMs
were identified during the development of the Natural Environment Study prepared for the Project. See
Appendix B: Natural Environment Study.

AMML1 - Establish Buffers

AMM2 - Design Developments to Minimize Indirect Effects at Urban-Habitat Interfaces
AMM3 - Confine and Delineate Work Area

AMM4 - Cover Trenches and Holes during Construction and Maintenance

AMMS - Control Fugitive Dust

AMMBG6 - Conduct Worker Training

AMMS - Avoid and Minimize Effects of Construction Staging Areas and Temporary Work
Areas

AMMD - Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities
AMM10 - Avoid and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters
AMM14 - Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Habitat of Western Pond Turtle

AMM16 - Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Habitat of Swainson’s Hawk and White-Tailed
Kite

AMMZ21 - Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Habitat of Tricolored Blackbird

The application of the aforementioned AMMs and integration within specific Mitigation Measures is
described in detail in the Biological Resources section of this document.
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3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This Initial Study has determined that, in the absence of mitigation, the proposed Project could have the
potential to result in significant impacts associated with the factors checked below. Mitigation measures are
identified in this Initial Study that would reduce all potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant
levels.

Aesthetics Land Use and Planning
o Agricultural Resources "~ Mineral Resources
~ Air Quality v Noise
2 Biological Resources o Population and Housing
"~ Cultural Resources ~ Public Services
v Tribal Cultural Resources "~ Recreation
o Energy o Transportation/Traffic
- Geology and Soils  Utilities and Service Systems
" Greenhouse Gas Emissions "~ Wildfire
V' Hazards and Hazardous Materials v Mandatory Findings of Significance
iz Hydrology and Water Quality ~ None Identified

4. Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

|X| 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 the Project-specific mitigation measures described in
Section III have been added to the Project. 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 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 Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed Project, nothing further is required.

Digitally signed by Stephanie Cormier

Ste p h a n i e C O r m i e r DN: cn=Stephanie Cormier, email=stephanie.cormier@yolocounty.org, c=US D ate: 6. 1 3 . 2022

Date: 2022.06.13 09:20:34 -07'00"

Signature:
Name and Title: Stephanie Cormier, Principal Planner
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5. Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

Responses to the following questions and related discussion indicate if the proposed Project will
have or potentially have a significant adverse impact on the environment.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by referenced information sources. 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 or general standards.

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.

Once it has been 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 is at least one “Potentially Significant Impact” entry when
the determination is made an EIR is required.

Negative Declaration: “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies when the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact”
to a “Less than Significant Impact.” The initial study will describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
Section 4, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to tiering, a program EIR, or other CEQA process,
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration [Section
15063(c)(3)(D)].

Initial studies may incorporate references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g. the
general plan or zoning ordinances, etc.). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated. A source list attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted are cited in
the discussion.

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.
Draft Initial Study/MND County Road 96 over Dry Slough Bridge Replacement Project
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5.1 Aesthetics

Less Than
Significant
Potentially  with Less Than
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099 Significant  Mitigation Significant
would the Project: Impact Incorporated  Impact No Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O ( O

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

¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing

visual character or quality of public views of the site and its

surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 0 0 K [
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 0 0 N <
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Environmental Setting

The following information is from the 2009 Countywide General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR,
Yolo County 2009b). The General Plan EIR characterizes the unincorporated area of the County as having
seven separate subareas of distinct natural resources, geographic, or developed qualities that describe the
varying visual and scenic resources found within the County.

Yolo County is predominantly rural, having an agricultural character throughout most of the eastern portion
of the County and a more topographically varied foothill/mountain character in the western portion of the
County.

The Valley Floor subarea where the proposed Project is located generally includes those lands south of the
Cache Creek subarea and north of the Putah Creek/Lake Berryessa subarea as well as lands east of the
Dunnigan Hills subarea and west of the Sacramento River subarea. The Valley Floor subarea includes the
City of Woodland and the City of Davis, as well as the towns of Esparto and Madison and the Monument
Hills community. These lands are almost entirely agricultural in land use, outside of the incorporated areas
and established unincorporated communities, and include vast stretches of alfalfa, rice, and tomato fields as
well as other varieties of field crops and tree crops. The landscape within this subarea is predominantly flat,
with expansive views of cultivated fields uninterrupted by natural or constructed landforms or significant
development. Adding to the visual character of this subarea are intermittent farm implement storage and
agricultural industrial buildings, including barns, processing facilities, and outdoor storage areas, which give
the Valley Floor subarea a truly rural character.

Currently, Yolo County has no designated federal or State Scenic Highways however, State Route 128 is state
listed as eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway. There are no local scenic highways designated
by Yolo County within the Project area (Yolo County 2009a).
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Potential Environmental Effects

a)

b)

d)

Less Than Significant Impact. The landscapes and visual features of the County are of predominantly
local importance and the County does not host significant numbers of viewers (Yolo County 2009a).
The County’s scenic areas, vistas, and views are predominantly accessible by the County’s locally
designated scenic highways. The Project is not located on or near a County designated scenic highway.
Views from the Project location include the valley-foothill riparian vegetation associated with Dry
Slough. Construction of the Project is anticipated to require the removal of native and non-native trees
and vegetation associated with Dry Slough.

The proposed vegetation removal will result in a minor change to the views of the Project site. Upon
completion of the Project, existing views will be maintained. The proposed improvements are
consistent with the existing land use and aesthetic features of the area. The proposed bridge
replacement will not result in a substantial adverse impact to any scenic vistas. Project impacts are
less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. Currently Yolo County has no designated federal or State Scenic
Highways however, State Route 128 is state listed as eligible for designation as a State Scenic
Highway. See also discussion under item a) above.

Less Than Significant Impact. See discussion of a) and b) above.

No Impact. The Project does not include lighting or surfaces which would contribute to glare,
therefore there is no impact.

Mitigation Measures: None required.
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5.2 Agricultural and Forestry Resources

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

including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Less Than

Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon Significant

measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols Potentially with Less Than

adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the Significant Mitigation Significant

Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

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 0 0 0 X
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? O O X O

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 0 0O 0 =
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Environmental Setting

The Project is located in an agricultural area of County jurisdiction. A Farmlands Study Memo was developed
for the proposed Project (Appendix A). There is 0.33 acres of farmland designated as Prime as defined by the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) within the Project site. The remainder of Project site is
located within an area of Urban and Built-up Land as defined by the FMMP. The parcel to the west of CR 96
(APN 037-010-028) is primarily designated as Prime Farmland, with a portion designated as Urban and Built
Up Land contained within the project site and is enrolled in the Williamson Act. Similarly, the parcel to the
east of CR 96 (APN 037-010-035) is primarily designated as Prime Farmland and is also enrolled in the
Williamson Act.

It is anticipated that no Williamson Act contracts will be terminated, although the aforementioned parcels
(APNs 037-010-028 on the west side and 037-010-035 on the east side) of CR 96 may require minor contract
revision due to temporary construction easements and minor loss of land resulting from right-of-way
acquisitions, if necessary. It is anticipated that 0.06 acre of temporary construction easement and 0.15 acre of
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permanent right of way acquisition on parcel 037-010-028 and 0.09 acre of temporary construction easement
and 0.05 acre of permanent right of way acquisition on parcel 037-010-035 will be required. The remaining
acreage on both parcels (APNs 037-010-028 and 037-010-035) under contract will remain in the Williamson
Act

Government Code §51295 states that when a public improvement project acquires or modifies only a portion
of a parcel of land subject to a Williamson Act contract, the contract is deemed null and void only as to that
portion of the contracted farmland removed. The remaining land continues to be subject to the contract unless
it is adversely affected with property acquired by eminent domain or in lieu of eminent domain. Section
15206(b)(3) of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines identifies the cancellation of 100 acres
or more of an open space contract under the Williamson Act by a project as constituting a project of statewide,
regional, or areawide significance. As stated above, it is anticipated that no Williamson Act contracts will be
terminated, although parcels currently enrolled (APNs 037-010-028 and 037-010-035) will require minor
revisions to their contracts due to the new right of way acquisitions resulting from fill slope intrusions onto
adjoining properties.

The Project will not result in any impacts to agricultural improvements that might be needed for the cultivation
of the affected parcels, such as wells or canals. Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulation Part 24 Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act (URA) for Federal and Federally-assisted Programs
(section 24.102 Basic Acquisitions policies or section 24.103 Criteria for appraisals) would apply to the
compensation for improvements and the need to pay for salvage value. These sections would apply to the
compensation to landowners for any right of way acquisition due to Project activities. Accordingly, the
landowners would be compensated to replace any affected improvements.

When farmland is affected on State-funded projects, Caltrans consults with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service. Caltrans uses the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form NRCS-CPA-106 to determine impacts to farmland. The evaluation
form is submitted to the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service, which
assigns a score for a site’s relative value. The Natural Resources Conservation Service returns the evaluation
form, and Caltrans completes a site assessment with the score assigned from the Natural Resources
Conservation Service. A combined score in part V and part VI under 160 indicates no further consideration
for protection. A total score of between 160 and 220 requires two alternative corridors to be evaluated. The
proposed Project will permanently impact 0.33 acres of prime farmland. A Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating Form was submitted to Caltrans to utilize and consult with the Natural Resource Conservation Service.
Based on the amount of impacts to farmlands, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating was 185, above the 160 score threshold for minimal impacts. The Farmland Protection Policy
Act (Title 7 Code of Federal Regulation 658.4(c)(3)), states that “sites receiving scores totaling 160 or more
be given increasingly higher levels of consideration for protection,” and therefore a review of alternatives was
required to evaluate impacts to farmlands.

The alternatives analysis for farmland impacts included the review of two alternatives and a no-project
alternative. The first alternative (Proposal/Alternative B) considered for this plan, but dropped from
consideration, was to utilize standard drainage ditch slopes which resulted in a larger impact to farmlands and
associated resources. Alternative A was developed to increase the slope of the drainages with the intended
goal of reducing the total impact on the surrounding farmland. Implementing this alternative would not have
a negative impact on the purpose of this project to improve public safety by widening and improving the
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shoulders along County Road (CR) 98. Increasing the slope of the drainages reduces the impacts to FMMP
farmland to 0.33 acres. The third alternative is a no project alternative. The no project alternative does not
meet the operational and safety goals established in the County’s General Plan or SACOG’s Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, to provide a corridor that meets the travel demand model and vehicle miles travelled
(VMT) reduction and therefore does not meet the project purpose and is removed from consideration.

The Yolo County Agricultural Conservation and Mitigation Program (Yolo County Ordinance §8-2404)
requires mitigation for conversion of agricultural lands to predominately non-agricultural use. Section 8-2404
(c)(2)(i1) of the ordinance allows for facilities and infrastructure that do not generate revenue to be exempt
from farmland conversion mitigation requirements.

Yolo County does not have a specific threshold of significance to assess potentially significant impacts to
farmland. However, the County has established different criteria for protecting farmland in different contexts.
First, the County’s Agricultural Conservation and Mitigation Program (Sec. 8-2.404 & 405) sets an impact
threshold of 20 acres for projects to require the acquisition of a permanent conservation easement, rather than
the payment of in-lieu fees. Second, the County’s Agricultural Zoning Regulations (Sec. 8-2.302) sets forth
minimum parcel size requirements for creating new parcels in the agricultural zones of 40 acres for irrigated
parcels in permanent crops, 80 acres for irrigated parcels, and 160 acres for uncultivated and not irrigated.
Similarly, the County does not allow new Williamson Act contracts that are less than 40 acres of irrigated
farmland; 80 gross acres where the soils are capable of cultivation but are not irrigated; and 160 acres where
the soils are not capable of cultivation. Finally, the County’s Williamson Act Guidelines determine a project’s
compatibility with agriculture based on the principles of compatibility in Government Code section 51238.1:

(1) The use will not significantly compromise the long-term productive agricultural capability of the
subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in agricultural preserves.

(2) The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reasonably foreseeable agricultural
operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in agricultural
preserves. Uses that significantly displace agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or
parcels may be deemed compatible if they relate directly to the production of commercial agricultural
products on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or neighboring lands, including activities such as
harvesting, processing, or shipping.

(3) The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted land from agricultural or
open-space use.

Accordingly, significance under CEQA can be evaluated through a three-step evaluation: 1) does the Project
remove more than 20 acres of farmland, 2) does the Project reduce the farmland to less than 40 acres, or 3)
are there aspects of the project that are incompatible with agriculture on the affected parcel(s) or neighboring
farmland?

Potential Environmental Effects

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project will permanently impact 0.15 acres and
temporarily impact 0.06 acres of land that falls under a Williamson Act contract. There are no known
Farmland Conservation Easements that will be impacted by the proposed Project. These permanent
impacts to farmland do not remove more than 20 acres of farmland, do not reduce the size of a parcel
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b)

to the 40 acres applicable to irrigated farmland, and will not significantly compromise the long-term
productive agricultural capability of any parcel, displace any current or foreseeable farming
operations, or remove adjacent agricultural or open space land. Due to the relatively minor amount of
farmland conversion, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. The affected parcels within the Project area are zoned by Yolo County
as Agricultural Intensive (A-N) and are designated for Agriculture (AG) in the Yolo County General
Plan. Roads are not separately zoned and are included in any zone without the need for a special
designation. It is anticipated that 0.06 acre of temporary construction easement and 0.15 acre of
permanent right of way acquisition on parcel 037-010-028 and 0.09 acre of temporary construction
easement and 0.05 acre of permanent right of way acquisition on parcel 037-010-035 will be required.
The removal of Williamson Act contracted land to accommodate the Project is authorized by the
California Land Conservation Act, and therefore does not conflict with the Williamson Act (California
Department of Conservation 2020).

No Impact. The proposed Project consists solely of a bridge replacement and does not include any
rezoning activities.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project will not result in the loss of, or conversion of,
forest land.

No Impact. The Project does not include other activities that could result in conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

Mitigation Measures: None required
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5.3 Air Quality

Less Than
Where available, the significance criteria established by the Significant
applicable air quality management district or air pollution Potentially with Less Than
control district may be relied upon to make the following Significant Mitigation Significant
determinations. Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 0 0 0 X

air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non- ] 0 X 0
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?

Environmental Setting

The Project area is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). The air quality of a region is
determined by the air pollutant emissions (quantities and type of pollutants measured by weight) and by
ambient air quality (the concentration of pollutants within a specified volume of air). Air pollutants are
characterized as primary and secondary pollutants. Primary pollutants are those emitted directly into the air,
for example carbon monoxide (CO), and can be traced to a single pollutant source. Secondary pollutants are
those pollutants that form through chemical reactions in the atmosphere; for example, reactive organic gasses
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) combine to form ground level ozone, or smog.

Congress established much of the basic structure of the Clean Air Act in 1970 and made major revisions in
1977 and 1990. The Federal Clean Air Act established national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).
These standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. Primary standards are designed to protect
public health and secondary standards are designed to protect other values. Because of the health-based
criteria identified in setting the NAAQS, the air pollutants are termed “criteria” pollutants. California has
adopted its own, more stringent, ambient air quality standards (CAAQS). Table 2 lists the SVAB attainment
status for federal and state criteria pollutants.
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Table 1. Attainment Status for SVAB in Yolo County

Pollutant National Designation State Designation
Ozone Nonattainment (8 hr.) Nonattainment-Transitional
PMio Unclassified Nonattainment
PM2s Nonattainment Unclassified

CO Unclassified/ Attainment Attainment

NO2 Unclassified/ Attainment Attainment

SO» Unclassified/ Attainment Attainment
Sulfates NA Attainment

Lead Unclassified/ Attainment Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide NA Unclassified
Visibility Reducing Particles NA Unclassified

(Source: CARB 2021)

Yolo County is currently in nonattainment status for the 8-hour ozone and PM25 NAAQS. The County is in
nonattainment-transitional status for the ozone and nonattainment status for the PMio CAAQS.

The Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) administers the state and federal Clean Air
Acts in accordance with state and federal guidelines. The YSAQMD regulates air quality through its district
rules and permit authority. It also participates in planning review of discretionary project applications and
provides recommendations. The following YSAQMD rules may apply to the Project:

Rule 2.3 Visible Emissions: The purpose of this rule is to limit the emissions of visible air
contaminants to the atmosphere.

Rule 2.5 Nuisance: Prohibits the discharge of air containments which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance.

Rule 2.11 Particulate Matter: The purpose of this rule is to protect the ambient air quality by
establishing a particulate matter emission standard.

Rule 2.28 Cutback and Emulsified Asphalts: The purpose of this Rule is to limit the emissions of
organic compounds from the use of cutback and emulsified asphalts in paving materials, paving, and
maintenance operations.

Rule 2.32 Stationary Internal Combustion Engines: The purpose of this Rule is to limit the
emission of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO) from stationary internal
combustion engines.

Rule 9.8 Asbestos — Serpentine Rock: The purpose of this Rule is to limit asbestos emissions to
the atmosphere from serpentine rock by prohibiting the use or sale of serpentine rock containing
more than one percent (1%) asbestos for surfacing applications.

The YSAQMD sets threshold levels for use in evaluating the significance of criteria air pollutant emissions
from project-related mobile and area sources in the Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality
Impacts (the Handbook, YSAQMD 2007). The Handbook identifies the following significance thresholds for
use in evaluating criteria air pollutant emissions from project-related activities.
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e Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 10 tons per year (approx. 54.8 pounds per day)
e Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 10 tons per year (approx. 54.8 pounds per day)

e Particulate Matter (PM10) 80 pounds per day

e Carbon Monoxide (CO) Violation of State ambient air quality standard

The Project will not increase the capacity of CR 96. Since the Project does not increase the capacity of CR
96, the Project will not result in increased operational vehicular emissions. The air qu