
 

 

APPENDIX A 
 

NOP AND COMMENT LETTERS 

  









1 
 

2017 CCAP Update – NOP/EIR Comments 
 
5/25/2017 Email notice of NOP and Initial Study sent to TAC and PC list serves 
5/26/2017 NOP posted online and mailed to CEQA list including certified mailings to state agencies 
5/31/2017 NOP legal notice in Woodland Daily Democrat 
5/26/2017 File with OPR SCH; SCH #2017052069 
6/8/2017 County PC project workshop and NOP scoping meeting 
6/9/2017 Email notice of workshops and Plan/NOP comment period sent to TAC, PC, and CAC (120 

addresses) list serves  
6/26/2017 NOP comment period ends 
 

Letter Date Date Received Author 

May 26, 2017 June 5, 2017 Scott Morgan, OPR State Clearinghouse 

June 5, 2017 June 23, 2017 Andrea Buckley, Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

June 8, 2017 June 8, 2017 
Yolo County Planning Commission Project Workshop and EIR Scoping 
Meeting  

June 12, 2017 June 12, 2017 Antonio Ruiz, Jr., Wilton Rancheria 

June 20, 2017 June 22, 2017 Stephanie Tadlock, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

June 22, 2017 June 22, 2017 Sharaya Souza, Native American Heritage Commission 
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YOLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
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VICE-

CHAIR:     


MEMBERS:     

    

Amon Muller

Daniel Friedlander


Trini Campbell, Elisabeth Dubin, Darin Hall, Jack Kasbergen, Patrick

 Reynolds

MINUTES

June 8, 2017
             

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

             

8:30 a.m.
             

1. CALL TO ORDER

  
Chair Muller called the meeting to order at 8:31 a.m.

             

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

             

3. ROLL CALL


Present: 
Trini Campbell, Elisabeth Dubin, Daniel Friedlander, Jack Kasbergen, Amon Muller,

 Patrick Reynolds


Staff Present:
Leslie Lindbo, Director of Planning, Building and Environmental Health


Eric Parfrey, Principal Planner


Stephanie Cormier, Senior Planner


Jeff Anderson, Associate Planner


Eric May, Senior Deputy County Counsel


Evelyn Tamayo-Arias, Commission Clerk

             

4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS

  The May 11, 2017 minutes were approved as presented.





Motion: Campbell Second: Kasbergen


Ayes: Campbell, Dubin, Friedlander, Kasbergen, Muller, Reynolds
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Noes: None


Absent: Hall


Abstain: None

             

5. REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCES

  
There was no request for continuances.

             

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

  The agenda was approved as presented.





Motion: Friedlander Second: Campbell


Ayes: Campbell, Dubin, Friedlander, Kasbergen, Muller, Reynolds


Noes: None


Absent: Hall


Abstain: None

             

7. PUBLIC COMMENT: Opportunity for members of the public to address the Planning Commission on subjects not otherwise

 on the agenda relating to Planning Commission business. The Planning Commission reserves the right to impose a

 reasonable limit on time afforded to any topic or to any individual speaker.

  
There was no public comment.

             

8. CORRESPONDENCE

 
Two emails regarding the zoning code regulations.

Copies of the PowerPoint presentations from CCAP and HCP.










             

TIME SET AGENDA

             

9. ZF #2017-0036:  Public hearing to consider a request for amendments to allow a time extension of Development

 Agreements for three approved Esparto development projects (the E. Parker, Story, and Orcuioli subdivisions), which

 received Tentative Subdivision Map approval in October, 2007 and March, 2008, respectively. The E. Parker project is

 located on the south side of Esparto between State Route 16 and Lamb Valley Slough (APN: 049-160-015, 62 units

 approved on 17 acres). The Story subdivision is located on the north side of Esparto north of Woodland Avenue and east of

 County Road 87  (APNs:  049-250-009, 78 units approved on 16 acres).  The Orcuioli subdivision is located on the west

 side of Esparto on State Route 16, north of the Esperanza Estates subdivision and west of the Parker Place subdivision

 (APN:  049-150-040, 180 units approved  on 45 acres).  Under the terms of the Development Agreements, the contracts will

 expire 10 years following their approval, unless the projects have completed construction.  The applicants for the three

 approved subdivisions, Emerald Homes and Castle Companies, are requesting a time extension of the three Development

 Agreements to November 2019 so possible amendments to the agreements may be negotiated between the County and the

 developer.  A Categorical Exemption has been prepared for the time extension.  Owners/applicants: Emerald Homes and

 Castle Companies.  (Planner: E. Parfrey)

  
Eric Parfrey presented the staff report.





There was no public comment.





A motion was made to approve staff recommendation to:

Adopt the "common sense" Exemption as the appropriate level of environmental documentation in accordance

 with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines (Attachment C);

Approve the amendments to the E. Parker, Story, and Orcuioli subdivision Development Agreements to extend

 the term of the Agreements until November 21, 2019.

Motion: Friedlander Second: Campbell
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Ayes: Campbell, Dubin, Friedlander, Kasbergen, Muller, Reynolds


Noes: None


Absent: Hall


Abstain: None

             

10. ZF #2016-0013:  Public hearing to consider a proposed Zoning Code Amendment related to commercial and tourism uses in

 the agricultural zones, including substantive changes to the Zoning Code regulations for special event facilities, bed and

 breakfast uses, and other agricultural commercial uses. A Negative Declaration is being prepared for this project.

 Owner/applicant:  numerous/Yolo County. (Planner:  E. Parfrey)

  
Chair Muller recused himself from this item. Eric Parfrey presented the staff report.





The following people addressed the commission during public comment:

Sheri Rominger

Stuart Littell

Patty Rominger

Jim Fredricks

Tom Barth

A motion was made to continue this itrem to the following meeting.





Motion: Reynolds Second: Campbell


Ayes: Campbell, Dubin, Friedlander, Kasbergen, Reynolds


Noes: None


Absent: Hall


Abstain: None


Recused: Muller

             

11. ZF #2016-0043:  Public hearing to consider proposed Williamson Act Guidelines that summarize requirements of California

 Land Conservation Act of 1965,  Government Code 51200 et seq and memorialize local requirements for entering into and

 implementing Williamson Act contracts.  The proposed Guidelines must be approved by the Board of Supervisors, and are

 an action which was analyzed in the previous Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2030 Yolo Countywide General

 Plan.  Owner/applicant:  numerous/Yolo County.  (Planner:  E. Parfrey)

  
Chair Muller and Commissioner Campbell and Kasbergen recused themselves from this item. Eric Parfrey presented

 the staff report.





The following individuals addressed the commission during public comment:

Nancy Lea

Joe Rominger

Patty Rominger

A motion was made to continue this item to the following meeting.





Motion: Dubin Second: Reynolds


Ayes: Dubin, Friedlander, Reynolds


Noes: None


Absent: Hall


Abstain: None


Recused: Campbell, Kasbergen, Muller

             

12. Workshop on the 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan (CCAP) Update and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping

 Meeting:  The Cache Creek Area Plan covers 28,130 acres designated by the State as falling within a Mineral Resources

 Zone or MRZ.  This area lies on either side of lower Cache Creek between the Capay Dam and the town of Yolo. The CCAP

 is Yolo County’s rivershed management plan originally adopted in 1996 that integrates environmental and economic goals

 related to the aggregate mining industry.  A comprehensive ten-year review is mandatory. The 2017 CCAP Update

 constitutes the second mandatory ten-year program review. (E. Sabatini/H. Tschudin/J. Anderson)

  
Elisa Sabatini introduced the Natural Resources Division team which consists of herself, Jeff Anderson and Casey
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 Liebler. Heidi Tschudin gave the formal presentation.





Heidi Tschudin and Elisa Sabatini answered the commissioners questions regarding the Cache Creek Area Plan

 Update.





The following individual addressed the commission during public comment:

Sally Oliver

             

13. Workshop on the Draft Yolo HCP/NCCP:   Public meeting to receive a presentation on the Public Review Draft Yolo

 Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) and the Public Review Draft EIS/EIR, and

 to receive comments from any interested party regarding either document.   The Yolo HCP/NCCP (Plan) is a

 comprehensive, multi-species county-wide plan that will provide for the conservation of 12 sensitive species (“covered

 species”) and the natural communities and agricultural land on which they depend.  The Plan will provide a streamlined

 permitting process to address the impacts of a range of future anticipated public and private activities (“covered activities”)

 on these 12 species.  The Plan area encompasses the entire area of Yolo County, approximately 653,549 acres, and

 includes conservation activities outside of Yolo County within an additional 1,174 acres along Putah Creek in Solano

 County. (E. Parfrey/ P. Marchand/H. Tschudin)


 

  
Petrea Marchand presented the staff report.





Petrea Marchand and Chris Alford answered questions from the commissioners. Sean Bechta from Ascent

 Environmetal, Inc also addressed the commission regarding the Draft EIS/EIR.





There was no public comment.

             

REGULAR AGENDA

             

14. DIRECTOR'S REPORT


A report by the Secretary of the Planning Commission on items from the recent Board of Supervisors meetings relevant to

 the Planning Commission and Community Services Department activities for the month. No discussion by other

 commission members will occur except for clarifying questions. The commission or an individual commissioner can request

 that an item be placed on a future agenda for discussion.

  
Eric Parfrey presented the Director's report.

             

15. COMMISSION REPORTS


Reports by commission members on information they have received and meetings they have attended which would be of

 interest to the commission or the public. No discussion by other commission members will occur except for clarifying

 questions.

  
The Commissioners provided their reports.

             

16. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS


The opportunity for commission members to request an item be placed on a future agenda for discussion. No discussion by

 other commission members will occur except for clarifying questions.

 
Ag Commercial Zoning

Williamson Act Guidelines

One year review of Condition of Approval of the Granite Mining hours of operation

CEQA tutorial

Annual Mining Report

Bogle wind turbine

Teichert dewatering Amendment

GPA and zoning code update

Cannabis
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ADJOURNMENT

  The meeting adjourned at 12:23 p.m.





Motion: Campbell Second: Reynolds


Ayes: Campbell, Friedlander, Kasbergen, Muller, Reynolds


Noes: None


Absent: Dubin, Hall


Abstain: None

             

Next meeting scheduled for: July 13, 2017
             

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing agenda was posted June 02, 2017 by 5:00 p.m. at the following places:
             

On the bulletin board at the east entrance of the Erwin W. Meier Administration Building, 625 Court Street, Woodland,

 California; and

             

On the bulletin board outside the Board of Supervisors Chambers, Room 206 in the Erwin W. Meier Administration Building,

 625 Court Street, Woodland, California.

             

On the bulletin board at the entrance of the Department of Community Services at 292 W. Beamer Street, Woodland,

 California.

             

On the Yolo County website: www.yolocounty.org.

             

Evelyn Tamayo-Arias, Clerk


Yolo County Planning Commission
             

NOTICE

If requested, this agenda can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities

 Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof. Persons seeking an alternative format should contact the Commission Clerk for
 further information. In addition, a person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a

 public meeting should telephone or otherwise contact the Commission Clerk as soon as possible and at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. The Commission Clerk may be
 reached at (530) 666-8078 or at the following address:


Clerk of the Yolo County Planning Commission

292 W. Beamer Street

Woodland, CA 95695


Any person who is dissatisfied with the decisions of this Planning Commission may appeal to the Board of Supervisors by filing with the Clerk of that Board within fifteen
 days from the date of the action. A written notice of appeal specifying the grounds and an appeal fee immediately payable to the Clerk of the Board must be submitted at

 the time of filing. The Board of Supervisors may sustain, modify or overrule this decision.


Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65009(b)(2) and Public Resources Code Section 21177, any lawsuit challenging the approval of any project described in
 this agenda, including any related CEQA actions, may be limited to only those issues raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence

 delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, the public hearing

The Regular Meeting of the Yolo County Planning Commission adjourned at 12:23 p.m. The next regularly

 scheduled meeting of the Yolo County Planning Commission is July 13, 2017, in the Board of Supervisors’ 

 Chambers.


Any person who is dissatisfied with the decisions of this Planning Commission may appeal to the Board of

 Supervisors by filing with the Clerk of the Board within fifteen days from the date of the action. A written

 notice of appeal specifying the grounds and an appeal fee immediately payable to the Clerk of the Board
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 must be submitted at the time of filing. The Board of Supervisors may sustain, modify, or overrule this

 decision.


Respectfully submitted by,


Eric Parfrey, Secretary


Yolo County Department of Community Services
AgendaQuick©2005 - 2017 Destiny Software Inc., All Rights Reserved































 

 

APPENDIX B 
 

INITIAL STUDY 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 

CEQA INITIAL STUDY FOR THE 
2017 CACHE CREEK AREA PLAN UPDATE 

May 26, 2017 
 
 
 
 

Prepared For: 

Yolo County Natural Resources Division 
County Administrator’s Office 
625 Court Street, Room 202 

Woodland, CA 95695 
 
 

Prepared by: 
 

BASELINE Environmental Consulting 
5900 Hollis Street, Suite D 

Emeryville, CA 94608 
(510) 420-8686 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In June 2015 the County Board of Supervisors approved a work plan for the ten-year 
review and update of the Cache Creek Area Plan (CCAP). This required ten-year 
review/update, which is considered a “project” (referred to hereafter as Project or CCAP 
Update) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is the subject of this 
Initial Study (IS). This Initial Study reviews the proposed changes and updates of the 
CCAP documents and evaluates whether these proposed changes could result in new 
environmental impacts. This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared by the County to 
provide a preliminary evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
Project. 

This IS has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code 21000 et 
seq., and the state CEQA Guidelines, Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR).  A 
lead agency prepares an IS to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, if additional analysis is necessary, to guide the preparation of an 
environmental impact report (EIR). This IS follows the methods and format proposed in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and relies on expert opinion based on facts, 
technical studies, and other substantial evidence to document its findings. 

The lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over a proposed 
project. In accordance with state CEQA Guidelines 15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will 
normally be the agency with general governmental powers, such as a city or county, 
rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose.” The lead agency for the 
proposed project is the Yolo County Natural Resources Division.  

Potentially significant impacts have been identified in this IS related to Aesthetics, 
Agriculture and Forestry, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Geology/Soils, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, Noise, Population and Housing, and Transportation and Circulation.   
The County has determined that an EIR will be prepared for the proposed Project based 
on the findings of this IS.  

This IS is comprised of the following sections: 1) Introduction; 2) Project Description; 
and 3) Impact Evaluation. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

INTRODUCTION 

Cache Creek Area Plan  

The Cache Creek Area Plan (referred to hereafter as CCAP or program) is a rivershed 
management plan adopted by Yolo County in 1996 for 14.5 miles of Lower Cache 
Creek, between the Capay Dam and the town of Yolo.  The CCAP was adopted as a 
“specific plan” pursuant to Section 65450 et seq of the State Government Code.  It was 
adopted as a part of the County’s General Plan and as a result, changes to the CCAP 
are regulated as general plan amendments.  The CCAP  consists of two distinct 
complementary plans governing different areas of the overall plan area, namely the 
Cache Creek Resources Management Plan (CCRMP) and the Off-Channel Mining Plan 
(OCMP), briefly described below:   

Cache Creek Resources Management Plan 

The CCRMP is a creek restoration plan that eliminated in-channel commercial mining. 
Much of the CCRMP was based on a 1995 report entitled Technical Studies and 
Recommendations for the Lower Cache Creek Resources Management Plan (referred 
to as the “1995 Technical Studies”). This report examined the creek from three 
perspectives:  geology and geomorphology; groundwater and hydrology; riparian 
biology.  This 1995 report presented numerous management and regulatory 
recommendations and provided specific direction for the CCRMP, which established a 
policy and regulatory framework for:  

 Habitat preservation and restoration 

 Aquifer recharge and conjunctive water use 

 Channel stabilization and maintenance 

 Managed public open space and recreation 

The CCRMP also established the Cache Creek Improvement Program (CCIP) for 
implementing on-going projects to improve, stabilize, and maintain the creek.  The CCIP 
provided the structure and authority for a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The 
CCRMP and CCIP are available at the following County website: 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-
departments/county-administrator/county-administrator-divisions/natural-
resources/cache-creek-area-plan-document-library 
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Off-Channel Mining Plan 

The OCMP is an aggregate resources management plan that established a policy and 
regulatory framework that allows for controlled off-channel gravel mining no closer than 
200 feet to the banks of Cache Creek. The OCMP is available at the following County 
website: 
 
http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-
departments/county-administrator/county-administrator-divisions/natural-resources/the-
cache-creek-area-plan-ccap-/the-off-channel-mining-plan-ocmp- 

Separate environmental impact reports (EIRs) were prepared in 1996 for the CCRMP 
and OCMP and all identified mitigation measures were incorporated into the plans and 
subsequent implementing ordinances. These ordinances are: 

 Title 10, Chapter 3, Cache Creek In-Channel Maintenance Mining Ordinance 
(hereafter referred to as the In-Channel Ordinance) 

 Title 10, Chapter 4, Off-Channel Surface Mining Ordinance (referred to as the Mining 
Ordinance) 

 Title 10, Chapter 5, Surface Mining Reclamation Ordinance (referred to as the 
Reclamation Ordinance) 

 Title 10, Chapter 11, Gravel Mining Fee Ordinance (hereafter referred to as the Fee 
Ordinance) 

The CCAP has a planning “view” of 50 years through the end of 2046, however the 
horizon date for the plan is December 31, 2026.  As a part of the proposed update the 
horizon year for the CCAP is proposed to be extended to 2068.   

2017 Technical Studies and 20-Year Retrospective for the Cache 
Creek Area Plan 

For the 2017 Update, the three TAC members undertook extensive technical analysis of 
collected data, other available information and analysis, and conditions within the creek 
within their respective disciplines.  Three technical reports have been prepared that 
together provide an update to the 1995 Technical Studies.  The three reports have been 
combined and released as one report entitled “2017 Technical Studies and 20-Year 
Retrospective for the Cache Creek Area Plan” (referred to as the “2017 Technical 
Studies”).  This document is available online at the following website and is summarized 
below: 

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=41164 
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Fluvial Geomorphology Study 

Significant Findings: 

The streamway influence boundary delineated in the 1995 Technical Studies is a 
product of sound geomorphic principles and should continue to be used in future 
implementation of the CCAP. 

 The general idea behind the Test 3 Run Boundary remains valid, however, some 
assumptions of the Test 3 hydraulic modeling have not been fully implemented, so 
the Test 3 Run Boundary should be updated (and renamed) to reflect current 
understanding of channel conditions and change. 

 The primary active channel of Cache Creek has migrated extensively since 1996. 

 A total of approximately ten million tons of sediment was deposited in Cache Creek 
in the CCRMP area between 1996 and 2011. 

 Sediment deposition has occurred almost exclusively on channel bars. 

 The long-term trend of sediment deposition in Cache Creek since 1996 is 
interspersed with years of erosion in the CCRMP area.  

 Lateral channel migration in dynamic reaches typically occurs during peak flows 
between 15,000 and 25,000 cfs (greater than two-year but less than ten-year 
recurrence interval flows). 

 Active channel sinuosity has increased from the degraded 1995 condition in all of 
the reaches in the CCRMP, except for the Hoppin and Rio Jesus Maria reaches. 

 Lateral channel migration and magnitude of erosion and/or deposition varies by 
reach and with magnitude of peak flows. 

Significant Recommendations: 

 The CCRMP boundary should be modified to incorporate the latest FEMA 100-year 
floodplain boundary (map effective date June 17, 2010) and the 2015 active channel 
extent, whichever is further from the centerline of the Cache Creek corridor. 

 The Test 3 Run Boundary should be updated based on observations of active 
channel and topography change over the past twenty years and renamed the 
Channel Form Template (CFT).  

 The flood protection purpose of the plan should be refined to require maintenance of 
existing level of flood flow capacity as opposed to maintenance of a specific level of 
flood protection. 

 Major stabilization projects should be replaced with more general guidance to 
maximize available area for continued channel evolution, while still achieving some 
measure of channel smoothing at bridges. 
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 Multiple in-channel mining templates should be replaced with a single generalized 
in-channel mining template that is easier to understand and implement. 

 Priority projects should replace site specific bridge transition and stabilization 
projects with standard river management and bank protection design approaches for 
bank stabilization at bridges and other locations. 

 Gravel bar skimming instream maintenance projects should be included in priority 
projects to address significant sediment deposition on gravel bars over the last 
twenty years. 

Hydrology and Water Quality Study 

Significant Findings: 

 The period 1996-2016 produced statistically expected peak flow patterns 
characterized by cycles of wet and dry periods.  No extraordinary flow events 
occurred during the period evaluated in this study.  Wet and dry cycles are 
historically common in the Sacramento Valley. 

 Groundwater levels near Cache Creek have continued their seasonal trends of 
depression in the irrigation season and recovery in the rainy season and the impacts 
of drought periods (particularly the drought starting in 2012) are evident. 

 The water quality monitoring program under CCAP (both surface water samples 
collected by the County and samples collected at mining site by operators) is 
providing a reasonable overview of the condition of the Creek.  While there are no 
obvious long term trends, and most contaminants are below action levels, the 
Gordon Slough site frequently has the highest recordings of many contaminants and 
may be a key source of nutrient and organic contaminants.   

 Mercury continues to be a concern for Cache Creek and its surrounding areas, but 
CCAP and mining activities do not seem to be exacerbating mercury impacts.   

Significant Recommendations: 

 The Test 3 Run Boundary should be revised based on new data and understanding 
of creek processes and renamed the 2017 Channel Form Template. 

 In general, CCIP monitoring requirements should be amended to reflect up to date 
scientific methods and funding realities and better data management practices 
should be put in place. 

 There should be amendments to plan documents to avoid overly prescriptive 
approaches to management of the Creek. 

 The water quality monitoring program should be further streamlined and clarified. 

 If funding from Yolo County and/or the YCFCWCD allows, a stream gage should be 
established and maintained at the Capay Dam.  Such a gage would provide useful 
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information on flows at the upstream end of the CCRMP study area.  Because the 
Dam represents a fixed, concrete overflow structure, it offers an opportunity for a 
consistent and simple rating curve from which to equate measure stage to flow in the 
Creek. 

Biological Resources Study 

Significant Findings: 

 Over the last two decades since implementation of the CCAP, native riparian 
vegetation has generally increased, especially in areas that were formerly mined.  

 Special-status native blue elderberry shrubs are presently abundant along lower 
Cache Creek, and there is strong evidence that the local population is on an 
increasing trajectory.  

 Numerous opportunities exist to accelerate further recovery of native vegetation, 
including restoring additional riparian and upland habitat, increasing base creek 
flows during spring and summer seasons, and expanding treatment of invasive 
species.  

 The three invasive plant species (arundo, ravennagrass, and tamarisk) that have 
been historically prioritized for treatment since the early 2000s have been greatly 
reduced, although many additional nonnative and invasive species are now present 
and should be targeted for removal and replacement with native species. 

 Over 200 wildlife species were observed from 1995–2016.  Many species were 
consistently observed during the study period, such as Swainson’s hawk, riparian 
bank swallow, numerous migratory songbirds, Western pond turtle, river otter, 
Columbian black-tailed deer, bobcat, Sacramento pikeminnow, and Sacramento 
sucker.  

 The continued recovery of native vegetation and natural ecological processes should 
provide additional habitat and resources for these and other native species, further 
increasing the value of lower Cache Creek as habitat within the matrix of agricultural 
and urban lands in Yolo County.  

Significant Recommendations: 

 The invasive species management program should continue to be expanded, 
encompassing additional priority species (e.g., perennial pepperweed) and areas 
further from the main creek channel. Mobile mapping technology and GIS software 
should be used to prioritize and track treatments, and efforts should be made to 
support additional mapping and treatment efforts upstream of Capay Dam. 

 After treatment of invasive species, native understory and overstory species should 
be seeded or planted to accelerate habitat recovery and prevent reinvasion. 
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 Standardized vegetation monitoring protocols developed during the CCAP update 
process should be consistently implemented in future years to track changes in 
abundance and distribution of both native and nonnative riparian vegetation. 

 Post-implementation monitoring and adaptive management of revegetation and 
restoration projects should become standard components of such projects, to ensure 
long-term success. 

 Opportunities to accelerate further recovery of native vegetation along lower Cache 
Creek via increasing base creek flows during spring and summer seasons should be 
explored. 

 Opportunities for additional monitoring of native vegetation, wildlife, invertebrates, 
and fish should also be explored, likely in partnership with local universities and non-
profit organizations, to better understand the status of local populations and to 
develop targeted conservation strategies as a component of the multi-benefit CCAP 
framework. 

CCAP 10-YEAR REVIEW 

The structure of the 1996 CCAP is based on the concept of adaptive management.  The 
OCMP and CCRMP (including the various implementing ordinances) and the mining 
permit conditions of approval  require regularly conducted monitoring, surveying, 
modeling, and reporting. The resulting information is to be analyzed for the purpose of 
program update/modification if appropriate, when the County conducts regularly 
required program reviews. The County is required to review the plan documents and 
implementing ordinances, the fee program, and the mining permits every ten years.  

In June 2015 the County Board of Supervisors approved a work plan for the ten-year 
review and update of the CCAP. The technical analysis necessary to support the CCAP 
Update was undertaken by the members of the TAC, as independent technical experts.  
This approach was taken for a number of reasons: 1) the TAC member’s existing 
familiarity with the program; the TAC member’s professional expertise in appropriate 
technical areas; the desire to reinforce TAC understanding of the program through the 
rigors of the analysis. 

The CCAP Update is based on the findings of the 2017 Technical Studies (described 
above) and County experience implementing the program over the past twenty years. 
The updates and changes to the CCAP documents are shown in “track change” mode 
so that it is clear to the reader where changes are proposed. These updated documents 
are available online at the following website: 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-
departments/county-administrator/county-administrator-divisions/natural-
resources/cache-creek-area-plan-ccap/cca 

This required ten-year review/update, which is considered a “project” under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is the subject of this Initial Study. This 
Initial Study reviews the proposed changes and updates of the CCAP documents and 
evaluates whether these proposed changes could result in new environmental impacts. 
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MODIFICATIONS TO THE CCAP DOCUMENTS 

As a part of the proposed update, changes are proposed to the following program 
documents: 

 CCRMP 
 CCIP 
 OCMP 
 In-Channel Maintenance Mining Ordinance 
 Reclamation Ordinance 
 Mining Ordinance 
 Fee Ordinance 

 

This package of documents can be viewed at the following web link: 

http://www.yolocounty.org/general-government/general-government-
departments/county-administrator/county-administrator-divisions/natural-resources/the-
cache-creek-area-plan-ccap 

For the purposes of this environmental review, these modifications to the CCAP 
documents can be divided into three categories: 1) updates to include history and 
context of what has occurred under the program since 1996, including updates related 
to the regulatory framework and corrections of errata; 2) clarifications that better 
describe the intent of the program relative to the text included in the original documents; 
and 3) substantive changes to the program. There are two categories of these 
substantive changes used in this analysis: those that could result in new environmental 
impacts and those that are unlikely to result in any new environmental impacts. The 
table (Table 1) below summarizes the program changes considered to be substantive, 
including changes not expected to result in environmental impacts (these are included 
to provide the reader an explanation as to why they are  not identified as having 
potential to cause new impacts). It should be noted that the table below does not 
include an exhaustive summary and analysis, but rather provides an overview of the 
more important modifications. Based on this Initial Study, the County has determined 
that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared for the project. The EIR will 
include a comprehensive accounting of all the proposed changes to the CCAP 
documents. Potential substantive changes are organized in the following topical areas 
and summarized in Table 1: 

 Changes to Horizon Year Of Plans 

 Clarification of Allowable In-Channel Project Categories 

 Maintenance of Flood Flow Capacity 

 Change in The Amount Of Material that Can Be Removed from the Channel in a 
Given Year 

 Changes to Hydraulic Modeling Requirements 

 Channel Form Template 

 Modification of In-Channel Water Quality Testing Requirements 
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 Climate Change Adaptation 

 Change in the CCRMP Channel Boundary 

 Increase in Potential Off-Channel Mining Area 

 Farmland Mitigation Requirements  

 Aggradation in the Creek Channel 

 Mercury Bioaccumulation 

 Depth of Mining 

 Reclaimed Slope Steepness 

 Soil on Reclaimed Land 

 In-Channel Material Removal Requirements 
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CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

Changes to Horizon Year of Plans 
CCRMP (page 14) 

 

Horizon Year 

 

The horizon year for this plan is 2068. 

 

This new text that specifically sets the planning horizon 
for the CCRMP at 2068 clearly establishes a planning 
horizon for the CCRMP.  The purpose of establishing a 
specific planning horizon is to clarify the period of time 
during which potential cumulative impacts are 
evaluated.   

Traffic and Circulation 

OCMP (Page 16) 

 

Horizon Year 

 

The horizon year for this plan is 2068. 

 

This new text that specifically sets the planning horizon 
for the CCRMP at 2068   clearly establishes a planning 
horizon for the OCMP.  The purpose of establishing a 
specific planning horizon is to clarify the period of time 
during which potential cumulative impacts are 
evaluated.     

Traffic and Circulation 

Clarification of Allowable In-Channel Project Categories 
CCIP (page 38) 

 

2. The TAC shall review topographic data and 
such other information as is appropriate to determine 
the amount and location of aggregate to be removed 
from the channel. Aggregate removal from the channel 
shall only be recommended in order to: maintain flood 
flow capacity; protect existing structures, 
infrastructure, and/or farmland; minimize bank erosion; 
implement the Channel Form Template; enhance 
creek stability; establish riparian vegetation; and 
recreation and open space uses consistent with the 
Parkway Plan. Except to implement the Channel Form 
Template, annual aggregate removal shall not exceed 
the average annual amount of sand and gravel 
deposited since the last prior year of removal in the 
CCRMP area, as determined by comparison of 
channel topography data. Recommendations shall 

 

 

This modified text clarifies the type of in-channel 
projects that are allowed under the program  

 

While this modification is generally a clarification and 
not a substantive change in the program, It is possible 
that implementation of in-channel projects, which could 
include excavation in the creek channel, could result in 
environmental impacts.   

 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality, Biological 
Resources 
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CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

take into consideration the desires of the property 
owner where excavation is to take place, as well as 
the concerns of property owners in the immediate 
vicinity. 

 

Maintenance of Flood Flow Capacity 
CCRMP (page 25) 

 

In addition to having responsibilities for monitoring 
aggregate operations and coordinating with other 
agencies in implementing this Plan, the Community 
Development Director also serves as the County's 
Floodplain Administrator. The County has no 
obligation or responsibility under either the CCRMP or 
CCIP to manage or maintain flood flow conveyance 
capacity in Cache Creek.  However, both the CCRMP 
and CCIP include monitoring and reporting tasks to 
inform interested landowners and agencies about 
information relevant to flood management that is 
derived from the program.   

 

 

 

This modified text clarifies that the County has no 
obligation or responsibility under either the CCRMP or 
CCIP to manage or maintain flood flow conveyance 
capacity in Cache Creek. This does not represent a 
change in the CCAP, just a clarification.  

 

 

This clarification is not anticipated to 
result in any new CEQA impacts. 

Change in the Amount of Material that Can Be Removed from the Channel in a Given Year 
CCRMP (page 33) 

 

Based on the analysis conducted for the 2017 
Technical Studies, between 1996 and 2011, an 
average of approximately 690,800 tons per year of 
sediment was actually deposited in the CCRMP area, 
of which 156,400 tons is estimated to be sand and 
gravel and 534,400 is estimated to be fines. This 
estimate of deposition was calculated by comparing 
topographic maps of Cache Creek in 1996 and 2011.  
It differs significantly from the original estimate in that 

 

 

This change quantifies an increase in allowable 
materialtonnage to be removed from the channel in any 
given year. This increase could increase use of heavy 
equipment and truck trips resulting in increasedmore 
severe traffic and air quality environmental impacts 
relative to those evaluated in the 1996 CCRMP EIR or 
2002 CCRMP SEIR. 

 

 

Traffic and Circulation, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

it appears much more fine sediment is depositing in 
Lower Cache Creek than originally predicted.  in-
stream excavation of sand and gravel has averaged 
some two million tons, however, which has resulted in 
a cumulative deficit of nearly 80 million tons since 
mining intensified in the 1950s. At the natural rate of 
replacement it would take over 500 year to replenish 
the material removed. In addition, gravel bar skimming 
disturbs the formation or armor materials and removes 
riparian vegetation that allow the channel to readjust, 
thus increasing the potential for erosion.  While it is 
unclear whether the current rate of deposition will 
continue into the future, it appears likely that at least 
some portions of Cache Creek are recovering faster 
than expected in 1996.  Based on this information, the 
cap for in-channel extraction for maintenance 
purposes should be increased from 210,000 tons 
annually on average to 690,800 tons annually on 
average to reflect actual conditions.  In addition, in 
recognition that the creek may in reality deposit no 
tonnage in a given year or double the tonnage in 
another (depending on flow conditions) the cap shall 
be based on the annual average deposition since the 
last prior year that extraction occurred, not to exceed 
690,800 tons annually. 

Changes to Hydraulic Modeling Requirements 
CCRMP (page 39) 

 

Develop and maintain a hydraulic model of Cache 
Creek capable of simulating a range of discharges and 
flood hydrographs up to the 100-year flood and 
assessing sediment transport patterns.  Update this 
model with new topography, vegetation cover, and 
other available data sources.  (Note:  HEC 2 and HEC 
6 were completed by NHC in the 1995 Technical 
Studies; HEC RAS an HEC 2 were completed by MBK 

 

 

The new text at the beginning of this modification 
restates the existing requirement that the hydraulic 
model of the Cache Creek system be maintained and 
updated. The second part of the modification 
eliminates the prescriptive methodology (e.g., 
specifying which hydraulic model must be used) 
because modeling software and other analytical 
techniques evolve over time and specifying a particular 

 

 

This clarification is not anticipated to 
result in any new CEQA impacts. 
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CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

for the area between CR 94B and I-5 in 2001; HEC 
RAS was completed by MBK for the area between CR 
94B and I-5 in 2006) 

 

Specific activities associated with this Action include: 

 

A. Amend sediment-monitoring activities under 
the CCRMP without detracting from any existing 
CCRMP actions, policies or mitigation measures, to 
include the following: 

 

• Update the HEC-6 model (or equivalent model 
- see Item G below) developed for the CCRMP 
Technical Studies to reflect 2001 topographic and 
sediment conditions in the Cache Creek channel and 
compare the results with those of the 1995 model. 

 

• Update the HEC-6 model once ever five years 
or more frequently as determined necessary by review 
of aggradation/degradation trends evident from annual 
topographic mapping. Assess HEC-56 model 
accuracy and calibrate as appropriate using known 
flood hydrographs occurring over the previous year, 
known sediment deposition/scour and known changes 
in sediment size distribution over the year. 

 

• Use the HEC-6 model and topographic 
mapping to assess sediment supply and transport 
conditions for a range of discharges and flood 
hydrographs up to the 100-year flood. The HEC-6 
results shall be used as a guide to estimate probable 
future areas of risk resulting from changes in sediment 
transport characteristics of the creek. Areas to be 
evaluated in detail include, but should not be limited 
to, areas of known bank erosion, areas of potential 

model needlessly limits the flexibility of the TAC 
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CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

degradation at bridges or other infrastructure 
crossings, and potential aggradation in areas where 
flood control capacity is limited. 

 

B. Update the 1995 HEC-2 hydraulic model of 
Cache Creek, from Capay Dam to I-5, developed as a 
basis for the CCRMP, to evaluate hydraulic changes 
that have occurred as a result of channel bed 
elevation changes and other channel modifications 
since 1995. The following guidelines apply: 

 

• In order that results be comparable, it is 
suggested that the same HEC-2 model prepared in 
1995 be used as a basis (see Item G below). The 
model should be updated using the same cross-
sections modified for 2001 topography, roughness 
conditions, encroachments, and in-channel structures. 
Cross-sections may be added or subtracted and other 
changes made as determined appropriate by a civil 
engineer, with the intent of maintaining continuity of 
the model to allow an appropriate comparison. 

 

Use the 1995 and 2001 HEC-2 models map the 100-
year floodplain boundary as it existed in 1995 and 
2001 and assess changes in floodplain extent and 
water surface elevation. This information should be 
used to assess the effect of channel aggradation, 
degradation, and the various CCRMP policies and 
projects on flood elevations. 

 

• Model a range of discharges from 2-year to 
100-year flood flow velocities and depths. 

 

C. Use the information developed from the HEC-
6 and HEC-2 models, along with appropriate local 
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CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

scour analysis techniques, to assess the level of risk 
to bridges, utilities, and other channel infrastructure of 
failure or exposure to scour. 

 

D. Identify channel thalweg, slope, and cross-
section goals on a reach-by-reach basis, based on the 
results of the HEC-2, HEC-6, and local scour analysis 
modeling. Identify appropriate CCRMP management 
activities to achieve the desired thalweg, slope, and 
cross-section goals, including potential skimming of 
accumulated bed material as appropriate to avoid loss 
of flood control capacity, provided that the total 
amount skimmed not exceed the previous year's 
supply nor violate any provision of Performance 
Standard 2.5-5 of the CCRMP. 

 

E. Use the HEC-6, HEC-2, and local scour 
information to supplement streamflow, sediment 
inflow, topographic information, pebble count, and 
annual inspection information collected under CCRMP 
Actions 2.4-9 and 2.4-10 as a guide in making 
CCRMP management and policy decisions, identifying 
and prioritizing future projects, and in making 
recommendations regarding approval of proposed in-
channel projects. 

 

F. Have a land surveyor stake all excavations of 
material from the Cache Creek channel bed prior to 
excavation to ensure proper excavation depths, 
provide pre- and post-excavation topographic mapping 
or surveying of the area to be excavated for review 
and inclusion in the annual TAC report. 

 

G. The technical analysis need not be limited to 
HEC-6 and HEC-2. Other equivalent models may also 
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be appropriate as determined by the County, provided 
that modeling consistency be maintained over time to 
ensure that observed changes in stream hydraulics 
and sediment transport are due to changes in the river 
system and not to the modeling methodology. 

 

Channel Form Template 
CCRMP (page 38) 

 

Implement the Channel Form TemplateTest 3 Run 
Boundary described in the 20171995 Technical 
Studies to reshape the Cache Creek channel based 
on best available data and hydraulic modeling tools. 
Continue to gather HEC-model erosion and deposition 
data to initiate streambed and channel alteration 
projects.Continue to collect and analyze channel 
topography (LiDAR) data, and update the CCRMP 
hydraulic model with those data.  Based on outcomes 
of these analyses, the TAC can determine the need 
for streambed and channel alteration projects . 
Altering the channel banks and profiles will assist in 
returning the creek to a form that is more similar to its 
historical condition. This will result in reduced erosion, 
increased in-channel recharge, and additional riparian 
habitat opportunities. 

 

 

A major recommendation from the 1995 Technical 
Studies was a proposed “reshaping” of the channel to 
develop more uniform hydraulic conditions and reduce 
the potential for adverse erosion.  The 1995 Technical 
Studies proposed a conceptual channel configuration, 
referred to as the Test 3 Run Boundary. 

 

The modification (on CCRMP page 38) changes the 
name of the Test 3 Boundary to Channel Form 
Template. The Channel Form Template replaces the 
Test 3 Run Boundary, but provides similar guidance for 
smoothing abrupt channel width transitions.  

 

 

 The revised configuration could result in 
new impacts to aesthetic, agriculture, 
biological resources, and cultural 
resources 

Modification of in-Channel Water Quality Testing Requirements 
CCRMP (page 51) 

 

Testing should be comprehensive and respond to all 
applicable regulatory requirements. It should include, 
but not be limited to: pH, total dissolved solids, 
temperature, turbidity, total and fecal coliform, 
mercury, total petroleum hydrocarbons, dissolved 
oxygen, nitrogen, and orthopohosphate.  orus, 

 

 

The 2017 Technical Studies review all in-channel water 
quality data collected over the past 20 years and 
determine that some of the constituents being analyzed 
are never, or almost never, detected. Based on this 
data analysis, the CCRMP monitoring requirements 
would be modified to collect data that is useful and 

 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
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herbicides, and pesticides (EPA Methods 8140 and 
8150), suspended and floating matter, odor, an color. 
This information willould assist in habitat restoration 
efforts and allow the County to monitor water quality 
trends within the planning area. The County 
NRMResource Management Coordinator shall be 
responsible for the collection, management, and 
distribution of all water quality data, and should 
coordinate all data management activities (formatting, 
storage, quality control) with the appropriate TAC 
member. 

 

Testing should also be conducted near in-channel 
projects prior to, during, and after 
construction/completion (i.e., at first high-flow 
inundation) to detect any potential non-compliance 
with Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
Water Quality Objectives. The testing program(s) 
should be designed to measure all constituents for 
which there are RWQCB numeric and/or narrative 
regulatory limits. If non-compliance is found, modify 
future projects of similar type to eliminate such non-
compliance. 

 

appears to be an issue for Cache Creek. It is possible 
that this reduced list of constituents that would be 
monitored would allow water quality impacts to go 
unnoticed. 

Climate Change Adaptation 
CCRMP (page 64) 

 

4.2-6  Integrate climate-smart adaptation strategies 
to increase resiliency and prepare for future 
uncertainty.  

 

 

The 1996 CCRMP did not include climate change 
adaptation strategies and the CCRMP EIR did not 
evaluate potential impacts related to climate change 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

OCMP (page 55) 

 

6.2-3 Integrate climate-smart adaptation strategies 

 

The 1996 OCMP did not include climate change 
adaptation strategies and the OCMP EIR did not 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
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to increase resiliency and prepare for future 
uncertainty 

 

evaluate potential impacts related to climate change 

Change in the CCRMP Channel Boundary 
CCRMP (page 13) 

The areas within both the present channel bank and 
the 100-year floodplain were then merged, and the 
outermost limit of these areas became the channel 
boundary for the Cache Creek Resources 
Management Plan (see Figure 2). The area within the 
channel boundary originally encompassed 4,956 
acres.; however, As recommended in the program EIR 
for the CCRMP, the boundary was modified to 
eliminate anthe off-channel mining pit operated by 
Solano Concrete at the time., as recommended in the 
program EIR for the CCRMP. In addition, the large 
floodplains located downstream of County Road 94B 
were deleted,. from the CCRMP boundary because it 
was determined that tThese farmlands diddo not have 
a direct impact on the dynamics of the channel, except 
to serve as overflow areas during severe flood events. 
In this downstream reach, the boundary wasis defined 
by the present channel bank line, as delineated in the 
1995 Technical Studies. The revised channel 
boundary, comprising 2,324 acres, serveds as the 
plan area for the CCRMP. 

 

In 2017, as part of the CCAP Update, the CCRMP 
channel boundary (also referenced to as the in-
channel area or the active creek channel) and the 
more narrow CCRMP plan area boundary were 
updated to reflect the best available information 
including 2011 LIDAR topography and two-
dimensional hydraulic modeling using this topography, 
2015 aerial photography, and the 2012 FEMA 

 

The CCAP Update modifies the boundary of the 
CCRMP. However, the method for determining the 
boundary is the same (i.e., it is a combination of the 
area within the creek banks and the 100-year 
floodplain, with some floodplain areas excluded due to 
their lack of direct influence on in-channel hydraulic 
function).  Therefore, the updated boundary reflects 
changes in actual channel bank locations and updated 
floodplain limits based on current hydraulic modeling.  

 

It should be note that though the method for 
determining the boundaries of the CCRMP area are 
consistent, in some locations the new boundary 
encompasses agricultural land that was not in the 
CCRMP area before (and conversely, some ag lands 
that were previously in the CCRMP area are now 
outside the area).  It is possible that agricultural lands 
could be affected by CCRMP and CCIP projects.   
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regulatory 100-year floodplain (see Figures 1, 2, and 
10).  As redrawn, the in-channel area totals 5,109 
acres and the CCRMP plan area totals 2,266 acres.    

 

Increase in Potential Off-Channel Mining Area 
OCMP (page 14) 

 

The planning area for the OCMP is defined as the 
area contained within the Mineral Resource 
(________ acres), minus the planningin-channel area 
regulated under the CCRMP (______ acres), or a total 
of _______ acres (see Figure 4).  Within the OCMP 
planning area, 1,900 acres are currently approved for 
mining (Sand and Gravel Overlay), 1,282 acres are 
zoned currently to allow for future mining (Sand and 
Gravel Reserve Overlay), and another 968 acres are 
proposed to be rezoned for future mining,  

 

 

The addition of new area (1,262 acres) to the OCMP 
planning area and rezoning this land SGRO would 
allow future mining that was not evaluated in the 
original OCMP and OCMP EIR. 

 

 

The OCMP EIR identified potentially 
significant impacts in most of the CEQA 
topical areas related to establishing new 
off-channel mining areas. It is anticipated 
that expanding the mining area would 
result in  similar impacts in these new 
geographic areas (though all impacts 
were mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level with the exception of specific Land 
Use and Aesthetic impacts) 

Farmland Mitigation Requirements 
OCMP (page 47) 

 

Since its inception, the CCAP has required 1:1 
mitigation for permanent loss of prime farmland, with 
no separate mitigation requirements for non-prime 
land or for land impacted on an interim basis during 
the term of the mining but ultimately reclaimed to 
agricultural uses.  There are a variety of reasons for 
this including:   

 

 The County’s mining program is already one of the 
most stringent in the state and exceeds the 
requirements of SMARA for operator obligations.  

 

 The CCAP imposes burdens for the protection of 

 

 

Mining within the OCMP area (particularly within the 
proposed OCMP expansion area of 1,262 acres of new 
SGRO-zoned land along the banks of the Lower Cache 
Creek corridor) could result in the loss of farmland.  
This modification to the OCMP and the Reclamation 
Ordinance (Sec. 10-5.525) address the inconsistency 
between the County Code and the CCAP. 

 

 

Agriculture 
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open space and agriculture on the mining industry 
that exceed those imposed on other land uses. 

 

 The CCAP includes a requirement for special 
community benefits called “net gains” that include 
the provision of property dedications and 
easement for/on reclaimed mining sites, restored 
habitat, trail connections, and related community 
enhancements (see OCMP Action 2.4-7).  

 

 Integral to the program is a focus on managing 
lower Cache Creek resources to balance and 
maximize multiple competing goals.  

 

 Each operator along Cache Creek has an 
agreement with the County to fund the entire 
program plus specified open space and 
restoration activities through the payment of fees 
for each ton of aggregate sold (see OCMP Action 
2.4-16). 

 

 The program is already structured to minimize the 
geographic impacts of mining by limiting it to a 
defined area and by encouraging the removal of 
the full depth of available resources. 

 

 The program includes an obligation to develop 
and implement the Cache Creek Parkway Plan. 

 

 The program includes, and has since 1996, 
special protections and monitoring of groundwater 
and recharge, management of the creek for the 
protection of adjoining land uses, and permanent 
protection of reclaimed lands as open space or 
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agriculture. 

 

 Aggregate mining is a unique land use in that it is 
interim by definition – permits are limited to a 
maximum term of 30-years (Mining Ordinance 
Section 10-4.426) and reclamation to a beneficial 
end use (agriculture, open space, or habitat) is not 
only required, but ensured through special 
bonding called financial assurances. 

 

 Aggregate mining is also unique in that it is the 
only land use that can result in the creation of net 
new prime agricultural land through reclamation. 

 

 Aggregate mining is an important economic 
development engine for the County. 

 

In order to address inconsistency between the County 
Code and the CCAP as related to mitigation for 
agricultural conversion, this CCAP Update expands 
the obligation to mitigate beyond prime farmlands to 
also include unique farmlands, and farmlands of 
statewide significance consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA.  This update also requires 
mitigation equivalent to but not necessarily identical to 
the increased ratios in the County Code.  It applies the 
same 3:1 and 2:1 mitigation ratio requirements from 
Section 8-2.404 of the County Code that apply 
elsewhere throughout the County, but allows new 
mining applications to demonstrate equivalency (down 
to a minimum 1:1 base mitigation ratio) to the 
applicable ratio using several options identified in 
Section 10-5.525 (Farmland Conversion) of the 
Reclamation Ordinance.  These options include 
improvements to farmland quality, permanent 
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easements, dedication of additional net gain lands 
beyond those already required under the CCAP 
program, and/or other benefits consistent with the 
Cache Creek Parkway that would not otherwise 
already be achieved through agreements and 
obligations of the program. 

 

Reclamation Ordinance (page 15) 

 

Sec. 10-5.525.  Prime fFarmland conversion. 

 All mining permit applications that include 
"prime farmlands" as defined by the provisions of the 
Williamson Act shall identify the location and acreage 
of "prime farmlands," unique farmland, and farmland 
of statewide significance, as shown on the State 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring program (FMMP) 
which, as a result of reclamation, would be 
permanently converted to non-agricultural uses.  For 
each acre of "prime farmland"  in these categories that 
would be converted to non-agricultural use, the 
reclamation plan shall present provisions to offset (at a 
1:1 ratio) the conversion of these lands, at a ratio 
consistent with Section 8-2.404 (Agricultural 
Conservation and Mitigation program) of the County 
Code.  Thise mitigation requirement may be potential 
satisfied using a variety of flexible options identified 
below so long as the total acreage of benefit is found 
to be equivalent to the applicable ratio and acreage 
required under Section 8-2.404 of the County Code, 
by type and amount of farmland being impacted, and 
so long as a minimum ratio of 1:1 of permanently 
protected agriculture land of equivalent or better 
quality/capability is achieved.  offsets can included, 
but not be limited to, one or more of the following 
options:   

  (a)  Implementation Identification of 

See discussion above Agriculture 



 

May 2017 23 Initial Study 
 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan Update 

CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

improvements, identified by a qualified soil scientist, to 
the agricultural capability of non-prime lands within the 
project site or outside the project site but within the 
OCMP area, that convert non-prime to prime 
agricultural conditions.  These improvements can 
include permanent improvement of soil capability 
through soil amendments, reduction of soil limitations 
(such as excessive levels of toxins), or improvements 
in drainage for areas limited by flooding or low 
permeability soils. 

  (b)  Placement of permanent 
conservation easements on land of equal or better 
quality/capability.meeting the Williamson Act definition 
of "prime farmland."  The operator shall be 
encouraged to target property "at risk" of conversion to 
non-agricultural uses in selecting areas for permanent 
protectionthe offset.  Prior to approval of the 
conservation easement, the operator shall consult with 
the County and/or an appropriate non-profit agency to 
determine the relative risk of conversion, to which the 
proposed property might otherwise be subject. A 
minimum ratio of 1:1 is required in this category 

  (c)  Dedication of land, or equivalent 
improvements, consistent with the County’s net gains 
goals, above and beyond the net gains benefits 
otherwise required under the CCAP 
program.Demonstration of the ability to provide 
irrigation to non-prime lands limited only by the lack of 
an irrigation water supply.  The identified water supply 
cannot be provided at the expense of "prime 
farmlands" currently using the same water supply. 

  (d) Dedication of land, or equivalent 
improvements, consistent with the Parkway Plan, 
above and beyond net gains benefits otherwise 
required under the CCAP program.  
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Aggradation in the Creek Channel 
CCRMP (page 33) 

 

Based on the analysis conducted for the 2017 
Technical Studies, between 1996 and 2011, an 
average of approximately 690,800 tons per year of 
sediment was actually deposited in the CCRMP area, 
of which 156,400 tons is estimated to be sand and 
gravel and 534,400 is estimated to be fines. This 
estimate of deposition was calculated by comparing 
topographic maps of Cache Creek in 1996 and 2011.  
It differs significantly from the original estimate in that 
it appears much more fine sediment is depositing in 
Lower Cache Creek than originally predicted.  in-
stream excavation of sand and gravel has averaged 
some two million tons, however, which has resulted in 
a cumulative deficit of nearly 80 million tons since 
mining intensified in the 1950s. At the natural rate of 
replacement it would take over 500 year to replenish 
the material removed. In addition, gravel bar skimming 
disturbs the formation or armor materials and removes 
riparian vegetation that allow the channel to readjust, 
thus increasing the potential for erosion.  While it is 
unclear whether the current rate of deposition will 
continue into the future, it appears likely that at least 
some portions of Cache Creek are recovering faster 
than expected in 1996. 

 

 

The 2017 Technical Studies documented that 
aggradation (accumulation of sand and gravel) in the 
creek channel is occurring since in-stream mining was 
discontinued. This aggradation is likely to increase 
flood risk over time.  

 

While this is an outcome of CCAP implementation, it is 
not considered a CEQA impact because this 
aggradation would occur with our without 
implementation of the CCRMP and CCIP. The CCAP 
program provides a feasible mitigation strategy to 
address the increased flood risk by providing 
information to creek-front property owners or other 
interested parties that wish to implement projects to 
address flood capacity issues, and also provides a 
streamlined permitting process to facilitate 
implementation of flood mitigation projects. 

 

 

Discussed in more detail in the Hydrology 
and Water Quality section 

CCIP (page 29) 

 

Implementation of the CCRMP and CCIP haswill 
improved channel stability over the longsince 
term1996 term, but significant additional channel 
adjustments caused by winter and spring high flows 
and sediment transportcan  should be expected under 
present conditions, especially during periods of high 

 

 

See discussion above 

 

 

Discussed in more detail in the Hydrology 
and Water Quality section 
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flow greater than 20,000 cubic feet per second. It is 
anticipated that channel maintenance requirements 
will decrease as the channel becomes more stable 
over time.  However, some degree of channel 
maintenance will be required for the foreseeable future 
to assist with flood management, to ensure that 
existing flood flow capacity is not diminished flood 
carrying capacity is preserved, and to reduce the risk 
of bank erosion, lateral channel migration, and 
significant degradation or aggradation of the 
streambed in specific locations. 

 

Mercury Bioaccumulation 
Reclamation Ordinance (page 11) 

 

Sec. 10-5.517.  Mercury bioaccumulation in 
wildlife. 

 Prior to the approval of reclamation of 
aggregate mining areas to permanent lakes, the 
County shall commission a sampling and analysis 
program, to be implemented in one existing wet pit 
mining area within the OCMP planning area, to 
evaluate the potential for increased methylmercury 
production associated with wet pit mining and 
reclamation of mining areas to permanent lakes.  The 
program shall include the sampling of water and 
sediments from the bottom of the existing pit and 
analysis of the samples for organic content; pH; 
dissolved oxygen content; dissolved carbon content; 
and total mercury.  In addition, samples of predatory 
fish (preferably largemouth bass) shall be collected 
and analyzed for mercury and methylmercury content.  
If the initial sampling indicates either of the following 
conditions, the County shall perform verification 
sampling: 

 

 

This modification to the Reclamation Ordinance 
proposes to change how the potential bioaccumulation 
of mercury in fish within newly created wet mining pits 
is evaluated. 

 

 

Biological Resources, Hazards  



 

May 2017 26 Initial Study 
 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan Update 

CCAP DOCUMENT CHANGE DISCUSSION 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED CEQA 

TOPIC AREA(S) 

  (a)  Average concentrations of total 
mercury in excess of 0.000012 milligrams per liter 
(mg/l) in the water; and 

  (b)  Average mercury levels in fish 
samples in excess of 0.5 milligrams per kilogram 
(mg/kg). 

 If verification sampling indicates exceedance 
of these mercury criteria, the County shall approve the 
reclamation of mining areas to permanent lakes only if 
the average level of mercury in fish collected from the 
existing mining pits is shown to be equal to or less 
than ambient (background) mercury levels determined 
from a representative sample of similar species of fish 
(of similar size) collected in the Cache Creek channel 
within the planning area.  The determination of the 
ambient mercury level shall be performed by the 
County prior to the excavation of any new wet pit mine 
and at years 10, 20, and 30 in the permit time period, 
and shall be paid for by the mining permit operators on 
a fair-share basis.  The County shall evaluate 
available data to determine any significant change in 
ambient concentrations of mercury in fish within the 
Cache Creek channel. 

 In the event of approval of reclamation of 
mined areas to permanent lakes, eEach mining area 
to be reclaimed to a permanent lake as part of each 
approved long-range mining plan shall be evaluated 
annually by the operator for a minimum of five years 
after creation of the lakethe pit fills with groundwater 
with an intensive fish mercury monitoring program, as 
outlined below for conditions that could result in 
significant methylmercury production.  An additional 
ten years of biennial monitoring shall be performed 
after reclamation of each lake has been completed.  
The evaluations shall be conducted by a qualified 
aquatic systems scientistaquatic biologist or 
limnologist acceptable to the County and shall include 
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the following analyses: 

  (c)  Lake condition profiling during the 
period of June through September, including 
measurements of pH; eH (or redox potential); 
temperature; dissolved oxygen; and total dissolved 
carbon. 

  (d)  Collection of a representative 
sample of fish specimens (including a minimum of five 
(5) predator fish if available) and analysis of the 
specimens for mercury content including 30 adult 
(angling size) fish muscle samples and multi-individual 
whole fish samples of 3 species of young-of-year 
small fish, as available.  Adult fish sampling should 
target 10 individuals from each of 3 species, 
distributed across the prevailing size ranges.  Priority 
shall go to a predatory species like bass, with 
additional species including a midwater planktivore 
such as sunfish and a bottom feeder such as catfish, if 
present.  If less than 3 species are present, sample up 
to 20 of the predatory species, if present.  Small fish 
sampling should target 3 prevalent species, as 
available.  These should be characterized either with 
15 individual whole fish samples or 4 multi-individual 
whole fish composites (≥5 fish per composite) for each 
species.  Composites should span the range of typical 
sizes present, but with the individuals within each 
composite being closely matched in size.  Sampling 
and analysis shall be conducted using methodologies 
which are consistent with the California State Water 
Resources Control Board Toxic Substances 
Monitoring program procedures, or more stringent 
procedures. 

  (e)  The results of the evaluation shall 
be summarized in a report and submitted to the 
County.  The report shall include a comparison of the 
site specific data to available data on the background 
concentrations of mercury in fish within the Cache 
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Creek watershed.  The County shall be responsible for 
submitting the data on mercury levels in fish to the 
California Department of Fish and Game and the State 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
for consideration as related to existing Cache Creek a 
determination of whether a fish advisories1y should be 
issued and shall post the information on the CCAP 
website. 

  (f)  If a fish advisory is 
applicableissued, the owner/operator shall be required 
to post warnings on fences surrounding the mining pit 
lakes which prohibit fishing in the lakes and describe 
the fish advisory. 

  If the average fish specimen mercury 
content exceeds the statistically verified ambient 
mercury concentrations for comparable fish species 
(of similar size) collected within the CCRMP planning 
area (defined as average fish mercury greater than 30 
percent above corresponding baseline creek samples 
in the majority of pond samples) for two (2) 
consecutive years., wet pit mining on property 
controlled by the mining operator/owner shall be 
suspended and the owner/operator shall either: 
continue annual fish specimen sampling and initiate 
lake condition monitoring to identify factors linked to 
elevated methylmercury production and/or exposure in 
the pond.  This shall include: (1) water column profiling 
of temperature and dissolved oxygen (determined at 
≤1 m intervals, surface to bottom) approximately every 
6 weeks between mid-May and mid-November (5 
events/year); (2) determination of maximum depth; (3) 
estimation of pond bottom area and volume affected 

                                            
 

1 Fish advisories are issued by the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).  A fish advisory issued by this agency for Cache Creek has been 
in place for some time.  Please refer to the following state web site for more information:  https://oehha.ca.gov/fish/advisories/cache‐creek 
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by seasonal anoxia; and (4) characterization of water 
quality and bottom sediment parameters most relevant 
to mercury bioaccumulation (the choice of specific 
analyses may change as mercury biogeochemistry 
science continues to develop, but may include: 
sediment organic percentage, total mercury, 
methylmercury, and/or 'reactive' mercury; and 
aqueous suspended solids and organic carbon). 

 

If elevated mercury levels in fish persist during this 
period, following two years of lake condition 
monitoring for factor-identification and continued fish 
sampling, the owner/operator shall either: 

  (ag)  Present a revised reclamation 
plan to the DirectorYolo County Community 
Development Agency which provides for filling the 
reclaimed lake to a level five (5) feet above the 
average seasonal high groundwater level with a 
suitable backfill material; or 

  (bh)  Present a mitigation plan to the 
DirectorYolo County Community Development Agency 
which provides a feasible and reliable method for 
reducing methylmercury production or exposure to 
elevated mercury levels.  Potential mitigation could 
include permanent aeration of the bottom levels of the 
lake, alteration of the water chemistry (increasing pH 
or dissolved organic carbon levels), control of 
anaerobic bacteria populations, or removal and 
replacement of affected fish populations.  The 
mitigation plan shall be subject to review and 
acceptance b the County.  Following finalization, the 
plan shall be implemented by the operator and shall 
be posted to the CCAP web site by the County.would 
require review by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, California Department of Fish and Game, and 
the Yolo County Department of Environmental Health.  
(The removal and replacement of fish, if within the 
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same species, is not intended to be a long-term 
solution, though replacement with species that alter 
the existing food web may be effective.) 

 The reclamation plan shall be modified such 
that the mitigation approved for methylmercury 
reduction shall be applied to all mining areas proposed 
for reclamation to permanent lakes within the 
reclamation plan. 

 

Depth of Mining 
Mining Ordinance (page 9) 

 

Sec.10-4.411.1  Depth of Mining 

 This ordinance regulates the size of the 
footprint of the mining operation, and establishes no 
regulatory depth limit for off-channel mining.  Unless 
an environmental analysis concludes that 
unacceptable environmental impacts will result, mining 
operations shall be encouraged to excavate the full 
depth of available resources at any particular mining 
site.  In conjunction with a minimize mining footprint, 
this will ensure efficiency in resource extraction, help 
minimize impacts to agriculture by containing the area 
of surface disturbance of any individual mining 
operation, and minimize impacts of water loss 
associated with evaporation from reclaimed lakes. 

 

 

 

It has always been the policy of the program to reduce 
agricultural land loss and efficient resource 
management and minimizing evaporation water losses 
by encouraging reducing the size of the footprint of off-
channel mining pits and encouraging deeper mining. 
However, it is possible that deeper mining (and 
potentially backfill or clogging of the pit walls with fines) 
could result in impacts to groundwater flow. 

 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Reclaimed Slope Steepness 
Mining Ordinance (page 19) 

 

Sec. 10-4.431.  Slopes. 

 Except where benches are used, all banks 
above groundwater level shall be sloped no steeper 

 

 

 

This modification clarifies that the slope steepness 
specifications only applies to final reclaimed slopes, not 

 

 

 

Hazards 
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than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical).  Proposed steeper 
slopes shall be evaluated by a slope stability study, 
prepared by a Registered Civil engineerEngineer.  
Slopes below the groundwater level shall be no 
steeper than 1:1 (horizontal:vertical).  Slopes located 
five (5) feet or less below the summer low 
groundwater level shall not be steeper than 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical).  This section applies only to 
final/reclaimed slopes and not to active mining faces. 

 

active mining sites. Long-term geologic stability of 
active mining slopes is not a concern because the 
slopes continually change and are being worked. Any 
slope failures would be addressed as part of the mining 
activity (i.e., the failed material would be transported to 
the processing plant).  Existing regulations and 
standard work practices are in-place that reduce safety 
risks related active mining slopes.  

 

Soil on Reclaimed Land 
Reclamation Ordinance (page 16) 

 

Sec. 10-5.532.  Use of overburden and fine 
sediments in reclamation. 

 Sediment fines associated with processed in-
channel aggregate deposits (excavated as a result of 
maintenance activities performed in compliance with 
the CCIP) shall notmay be used in the backfill or 
reclamation of off-channel permanent lakes where it 
can be demonstrated that no detrimental sediment 
toxicity exists (including unacceptable levels of 
mercury), and where fines will not reduce the porosity 
of the permanent lake in an adverse way.  Fines that 
result from the processing of in-channel sand and 
gravel shall not be used for in-channel reshaping or 
habitat restoration efforts or as soil amendments in 
agricultural fields.  

 Overburden and processing fines shall be 
used whenever possible to support reclamation 
activities around reclaimed wet pits.  These materials 
may be used in reclamation activities without testing 
for agricultural chemicals.  If topsoil (A-horizon soil), 
formerly in agricultural production, is proposed for use 
within the drainage area of a wet pit, the soils must be 

 

 

The modification at the end of this ordinance would 
require that land that is reclaimed to a use that requires 
planting be supplied with an appropriate soil profile to 
support the plantings.  This would improve the 
probability of success of reclamation plantings, but 
could required soil material and/or supplements to be 
hauled in to the reclamation site (if there is inadequate 
on-site soil). This hauling could result in increased truck 
trips, contributing traffic and air quality impacts 

 

 

Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality 
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sampled prior to placement and analyzed for 
pesticides and herbicides (EPA 8140 and 8150).  
Samples shall be collected and analyzed in 
accordance with EPA Test Methods for Evaluating 
Solid Waste Physical/Chemical Methods, SW-846, 
Third Edition (as updated).  Topsoil that contains 
pesticides or herbicides above the Maximum 
Contaminant Levels for primary drinking water 
(California Code of Regulations) shall not be placed in 
areas that drain to the wet pits. 

 Land reclaimed to a subsequent use that 
includes planting of vegetation (e.g., agriculture, 
habitat) shall be provided an adequate soil profile (i.e., 
depth and texture of soil) to ensure successful 
reclamation. Proposed soil profiles associated with 
specific proposed reclamations plans shall be subject 
to expert review and evaluation during the CEQA 
process for that project.  If the project is not subject to 
additional CEQA review, at the discretion of the 
County, the proposed reclamation plan for the project 
may be peer reviewed by an appropriate 
expert/professional, and recommendations, if any, 
shall be incorporated into the project as conditions of 
approval.  

 

In-Channel Material Removal Requirements 
In-Channel Ordinance (page 5) 

 

Sec. 10-3.4096.  Excavation Limitations on 
Removal of Material. 

 (a) Where gravel bars are to be removed, 
there excavated, aggregate removal shall be limited to 
the downstream portionminimize disturbance of the 
deposit and may not exceed seventy-five (75) percent 
of the length of the bar.  At least twenty-five (25) 

 

 

This modification removes some of the prescriptive 
requirements that specified quantitative criteria and 
needlessly limited the TAC. The new text provides 
performance standards and allows the TAC more 
flexibility when designing in-channel projects.  

 

 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality, Biological 
Resources 
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percent of the upstream portion of the gravel bar shall 
be retained, in order to allow for the establishment of 
established, mature riparian vegetation and there shall 
be preservation of geomorphic controls on channel 
gradient where they exist.  Complete removal of gravel 
bars may be recommended by the TAC and approved 
by the Director only if hydraulic conditions related to 
the bar are recognized to threaten structures and 
property. 

 (b) Aggregate material to be removed from the 
streambed or streambank under approved in-channel 
projects shall be removedexcavated as soon as is 
practicable after deposition, prior to the establishment 
of vegetation.  No stockpiles shall be left within the 
channel after material removalexcavation has been 
completed. 

 (c) The amount of aggregate removed from 
the channel shall be limited to the average annual 
amount of sand and gravel (and associated fines) 
deposited since the last prior year of in-channel 
material removal during the previous year as 
estimated by the TAC based on channel topography 
and bathymetry,morphology data not to exceed 
690,800 (approximately 200,000 tons annually on 
average), except where bank excavationbank 
widening  is necessary to widen the channel as a part 
of implementing the Test 3 Run the Channel Form 
Template, Boundary, or where potential erosion and 
flooding problems exist.  The amount and location of 
in-channel aggregate material removal shall be carried 
out according to the ongoing recommendations of the 
TAC and any related County approvals, with the 
voluntary cooperation of the landowners. 

 (d) Aggregate material removed pursuant to 
this ordinance may be sold (CCRMP, Section 6.1, 
para. 5).  This material is excluded from the tonnage 
allocation assigned to each off-channel operator 
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pursuant to an approved FHDP (CCRMP, Section 6.1, 
para. 7). 

 (e) The volume of aggregate material 
removed pursuant to this ordinance shall be reported 
to the County on an annual and total-per-permit basis. 

 



 

May 2017 35 Initial Study 
 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan Update 

 

3.0 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This section provides information on the methodology used in this IS to assess the 
environmental impacts that may be associated with implementation of the proposed 
Project. The evaluated impacts include both short-term and long-term direct and indirect 
effects of the Project.  Once it is determined that a particular physical impact may occur, 
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is “Potentially Significant”, 
“Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated”, or a “Less-Than-Significant 
Impact.”  A "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. 

The following guidelines are provided for the answers to questions included in the 
checklist format: 

No Impact.  This determination is used when significance thresholds do not apply 
or when the environmental resource does not occur within the area of potential 
effect. 

Less than Significant Impact. This determination applies if there is a potential for 
some limited impact, but not a substantial adverse effect that qualifies under the 
significance criteria as a significant impact. Impacts that are less than significant 
do not require mitigation. 

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. This determination applies if 
there is the potential for a substantial adverse effect that meets the significance 
criteria, but mitigation is available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Potentially Significant Impact. This determination applies if there is a potential for 
a substantial adverse effect that meets the significance criteria but for which 
mitigation has not yet been identified (but will be further evaluated in the EIR).   

The analysis performed in this IS indicates that the proposed Project could cause 
"Potentially Significant Impacts" and, therefore, will require that a focused EIR be 
prepared for the Project. The analysis presented in this IS is preliminary. Further 
analysis of the effects identified in this IS as "Potentially Significant Impacts" will be 
performed during preparation of the EIR for the Project. The more in-depth analysis in 
the EIR may determine that an effect initially identified as potentially significant in the IS 
could ultimately be found to have "No Impact" or a "Less-Than-Significant Impact." 
Additionally, the subsequent analysis could result in the final determination that a 
"Potentially Significant Impact" can be reduced to a less-than-significant level following 
development and implementation of mitigation measures in the EIR. 
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway (Potentially 
Significant Impact) 

The following routes are designated as local scenic roadways, as shown in Figure LU-3 
(Scenic Highways) of the General Plan: 

o State Route 16 (Colusa County line to Capay) 

o State Route 128 (Winters to Napa County line) 

o County Roads 116 and 116B (Knights Landing to eastern terminus of County 
Road 16) 

o County Roads 16 and 117 and Old River Road (County Road 107 to West 
Sacramento) 

o South River Road (West Sacramento City Limits to Sacramento County line)  

It is possible that the CCAP area could be viewed from State Route 16 near Capay. The 
other scenic roadways are located at considerable distance from the CCAP area and 
there are no state scenic highways. The potential for CCAP activities to affect visual 
resources along scenic roadways will be evaluated further in the EIR. 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings (Potentially Significant Impact)  

The 2030 Countywide General Plan Final EIR1 indicates that the County’s scenic areas, 
vistas, and views are primarily accessible by the County’s locally-designated scenic 
roadways and routes.  However, the 2030 Countywide General Plan Final EIR also 
recognizes that the County’s landscapes and visual features are of predominantly local 
importance. New mining areas associated with the expansion of the OCMP could 
adversely affect the visual character of the area as viewed by nearby residents. This is 
a potentially significant impact.  This impact will be evaluated in detail in the EIR.  In 
addition, the EIR will evaluate the proposed Project’s conformance with applicable 
plans, policies, regulations, and ordinances related to aesthetics. 

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

No nighttime work would occur within the channel under the CCRMP and therefore no 
night lighting would be required. 

Mining and aggregate processing in the expanded OCMP area would typically occur 
during daylight hours. However, processing plants and mining areas may maintain 
nighttime lighting (for security or occasional nighttime operation). New nighttime lighting 

                                            
 

1 Yolo County, 2009, 2030 Countywide General Plan Final EIR; 9 October; page 753. 
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associated with new aggregate operations could adversely affect nighttime views in the 
area. This potential impact will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
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The following is a discussion of whether the proposed Project could result in a 
significant adverse impact based on each of the significance criteria, above. 

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? 
(Potentially Significant Impact) 

The CCAP area includes extensive agricultural resources. While there are no Prime, 
Unique, or farmlands of Statewide Importance within the Cache Creek channel, there 
are these types of farmlands within the CCRMP boundary (along the banks of the 
creek) that could be affected by creek widening or flood capacity projects located 
adjacent to the creek banks. In addition, implementation of CCAP Update related to the 
OCMP would include the expansion of potential mining areas (by designating an 
additional 1,262 acres of land as SGRO, which could result in disturbance of farmland. 
This potential impact will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 

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

Implementation of CCAP Update related to the OCMP would include the expansion of 
potential mining areas (by designating an additional 1,262 acres of land as SGRO), 
which could result in disturbance of  farmland. As part of the EIR analysis, it will be 
determined whether any of these farmlands are under 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))? (Potentially Significant Impact) 

There are wooded areas along the Cache Creek corridor. The EIR will include an 
analysis to determine if any of these wooded areas are considered 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). If it is determined by this analysis that these 
wooded areas would be considered forest land and/or timberland, The EIR will evaluate 
potential impacts to these resources. 

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

As described above, if it is determined by EIR analysis that the wooded areas along the 
Cache Creek corridor would be considered forest land and/or timberland, The EIR will 
evaluate potential conversion or loss impacts related to CCAP implementation to these 
resources. 
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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? (Potentially Significant Impact) 

Potential impacts to agricultural and forestry lands related to implementation of the 
CCAP Update will be evaluated as described above. No other changes in the 
environment which, due to their location or nature, would result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use, or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
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These plans identify feasible emission control measures to reduce emissions of ozone 
and attain state and federal ozone standards.  The control measures focus on emission 
sources under YSAQMD’s authority, specifically, stationary emission sources and some 
area-wide sources.  

Activities conducted under the CCAP program and under the updated program include 
the use of off-road equipment (for in-channel restoration projects and off-channel 
mining). Emission inventories for off-road equipment were developed by CARB and 
YSAQMD staff using the OFFROAD emission model. The OFFROAD model estimates 
average seasonal daily emissions from a large spectrum of generally diesel-powered 
off-road equipment and develops forecasts based on anticipated growth and controls 
within each equipment category.  

Under the CCAP Update, additional mining sites (including new processing plants) 
could be established in the expanded OCMP area. Emissions from these new possible 
mining sites will be quantified in the project-level EIRs that will be required to further 
evaluate the potentially significant impact on implementation of the AQAP and 2013 
Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress 
Plan. 

b) Violate applicable air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation (Potentially Significant Impact) 

The following six criteria air pollutants are regulated by both the U.S. EPA and the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB): ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, 
nitrogen dioxide, lead, respirable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter 
(PM2.5). In accordance with the federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act, areas 
in California are classified as either in “attainment” or “non-attainment” for criteria air 
pollutants, based on whether or not the federal and state ambient air quality standards 
have been achieved. Yolo County is classified as a non-attainment area for ozone and 
PM10 for both federal and state standards, the partial nonattainment of the federal PM2.5 

(the non-attainment area includes the CCAP area),2 and is classified as a moderate 
maintenance area for CO by the state. 

To evaluate regional impacts from criteria air pollutants, the YSAQMD has established 
the following quantitative thresholds of significance for emissions of ozone precursors 
(reactive organic gases [ROG] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]) and PM10.

3 

 NOx  - 10 tons per year; 

                                            
 

2 That portion of Yolo County which lies east of the line described as follows: (Mount Diablo Base 
and Meridian) beginning at the intersection of Yolo-Solano County boundary and the range line of the 
eastern edge of township T8N R2W, north along the range line of the eastern edge of township T8N 
R2W, continuing north along the range line common to ranges R2W and R1W, to the Yolo-Colusa County 
boundary. 

3 Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD), 2007, Handbook for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, Adopted 11 July. 
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 ROG  - 10 tons per year; 

 PM10 - 80 pounds per day; and 

 CO - Violation of a state ambient air quality standards for CO.4 

Projects with emissions below these thresholds, which apply to both the construction 
and operational phases of a project, would not be considered to contribute a significant 
environmental impact, including contributing substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation. Emissions of criteria air pollutants will be quantified and further 
evaluated in the EIR to determine if the CCAP Update would likely result in exceedance 
of the YSAQMD’s thresholds and violate applicable air quality standards or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

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

Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact and, therefore, future development projects 
contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. As 
discussed under Section b), above, the future emissions of criteria pollutants under the 
CCAP update could result in a violation of air quality standards. Emissions of criteria air 
pollutants will be quantified and evaluated further in the EIR to determine if the CCAP 
Update would results in a potentially significant cumulative impact. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. (Potentially 
Significant Impact) 

The YSAQMD recommends evaluating potential localized health impacts from toxic air 
contaminant and construction dust emissions to nearby sensitive receptors. Sensitive 
receptors include schools, convalescent homes, and hospitals because the very young, 
the old, and the infirm are more susceptible to air-quality-related health problems than 
the general public. Residential areas are also considered sensitive to poor air quality 
because people are often at home for extended periods, thereby increasing the duration 
of exposure to potential air contaminants. 

Under the CCAP Update, toxic air contaminant emissions would primarily be limited to 
diesel particulate matter from off-road construction equipment and haul trucks used to 
complete in-channel restoration projects and for mining in the expanded OCMP area. 
YSAQMD recommends evaluating potential sources of toxic air contaminant emissions 
within up to 1,000 feet of a sensitive receptor. Concentrations of diesel particulate 
matter will be modeled and evaluated further in the EIR to determine if the CCAP 
Update would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

                                            
 

4 20 parts per million – one hour average or 9 parts per million – eight hour average. 



 

May 2017 45 Initial Study 
 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan Update 

 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people (Potentially 
Significant Impact) 

Odor impacts could result from creating a new odor source or from exposing a new 
receptor to an existing odor source. Typical odor sources are generally associated with 
municipal, industrial, or agricultural land uses, such as wastewater treatment plants, 
landfills, confined animal facilities, composting stations, food manufacturing plants, 
refineries, and chemical plants. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on 
the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source, the wind speed and direction, and the 
sensitivity of receptors. YSAQMD recommends evaluating potential sources of odors 
within up to 1 mile of a sensitive receptor. The general types of activities that would be 
conducted under the CCAP Update (e.g., creek restoration, mining, aggregate 
processing) are not listed in YSAQMD's guidance as a project type that would generate 
odorous emissions. However, new mining and processing sites may include asphalt 
plants which can emit odors. This potential impact will be evaluated in the EIR.  
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Special-status species5 are plants and animals which are legally protected by the State 
and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts6 or other regulations and other species which 
the scientific community and trustee agencies have identified as rare enough to warrant 
special consideration, particularly the protection of isolated populations, nesting or 
denning locations, communal roosts, and other essential habitat.  Species protected by 
the Endangered Species Acts often represent major constraints to development, 
particularly when they are wide-ranging or highly sensitive to habitat disturbance. The 
EIR will include an evaluation of the potential for the project to impact any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status. 

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 Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 
(Potentially Significant Impact) 

Sensitive natural communities are natural community types considered to be rare or of a 
“high inventory priority” by the CDFW.  Although sensitive natural communities have no 
legal protective status under the FESA or CESA, they are provided some level of 
consideration under CEQA. The CNDDB provides an inventory of sensitive natural 
communities considered to have a “high inventory priority” in the state by the CDFW. 

Projects under the CCAP Update, including projects to maintain flood conveyance flow 
capacity; protect existing structures, infrastructure, and/or farmland; minimize or prevent 
bank erosion; or contribute to channel stabilization implement the CFT could adversely 
affect riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. The EIR will include an 
evaluation of the potential for the project to have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, and develop mitigation measures 
to address any identified impacts.  

                                            
 

5 Special-status species include: 

 Officially designated (rare, threatened, or endangered) and candidate species for listing by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 

 Officially designated (threatened or endangered) and candidate species for listing by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

 Species considered to be rare or endangered under the conditions of Section 15380 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, such as those identified on lists 1A, 1B, and 2 in the California Native 
Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. 

 And possibly other species which are considered sensitive or of special concern due to 
limited distribution or lack of adequate information to permit listing or rejection for state or 
federal status, such as those included on lists 3 and 4 in the CNPS Inventory or identified as 
“California Special Concern” (CSC) species by the CDFG.  CSC species have no legal 
protective status under the state Endangered Species Act but are of concern to the CDFG 
because of severe decline in breeding populations in California, and other factors. 

6 The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 declares that all federal departments and 
agencies shall use their authority to conserve endangered and threatened plant and animal taxa.  The 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 1984 parallels the policies of FESA and pertains to native 
California species. 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 
(Potentially Significant Impact) 

Although definitions vary to some degree, wetlands generally are considered to be 
areas that are periodically or permanently inundated by surface or ground water and 
support vegetation adapted to life in saturated soil.  Wetlands are recognized as 
important features on a regional and national level due to their high inherent value to 
fish and wildlife, use as storage areas for storm and flood waters, and water recharge, 
filtration, and purification functions.  Technical standards for delineating wetlands have 
been developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the USFWS which 
generally define wetlands through consideration of three criteria: hydrology, soils, and 
vegetation.  

Projects under the CCAP Update, including in-channel projects to maintain flood 
conveyance flow capacity; protect existing structures, infrastructure, and/or farmland; 
minimize or prevent bank erosion;, or contribute to channel stabilization implement the 
CFT could adversely affect wetland resources. In addition, off-channel mining in the 
expanded OCMP area could affect wetland resources. The EIR will include an 
evaluation of the potential for the project to adversely affect federally protected wetlands 
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means.  

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

As the CCAP area covers a relatively large area along the Cache Creek riparian 
corridor, it is possible that activities carried out under the CCAP program and the 
updated program could adversely affect the movements of fish and/or migratory wildlife. 
For example, the expansion of the OCMP mining area, which could result in new mining 
sites, could adversely affect wildlife movements along the Cache Creek corridor. This 
potential impact will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 

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

The CCRMP and CCIP are creek restoration plans. The OCMP includes broad goals, 
objectives, and actions in the Biological Resources Element related to protecting and 
enhancing natural ecosystems within the off-channel planning area along Cache Creek. 
The CCAP plans were adopted as a part of the County’s General Plan and are 
considered consistent local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. The 
implementing ordinances all contain specific requirements to protect biological 
resources. The Mining Ordinance contains: 
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 Provisions related to compliance with the Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan 
(Section 10-4.418), discussed further in Section f); 

 Vegetation protection (Section 10-4.436), avoidance of jurisdictional wetlands 
(Section 10-4.439); 

 Important wildlife habitat (Section 10-4.440); and  

 A review of the feasibility of establishing landscaping for screening and other 
purposes as part of the required biological inventory and analysis (Section 10-
4.502(b)(1).   

The Reclamation Ordinance contains: 

 Provisions related to re-establishment of fence row habitat (Section 10-5.509); 

 Habitat management plan compliance (Section 10-5.5.514); 

 Habitat plan referral to resource agencies (Section 10-5.515); 

 Development of site-specific planting plans by a qualified biologist (Section 10-
5.523); and 

 Provisions to establish wetland habitat where off-channel excavations are to be 
reclaimed as permanent lakes (Section 10-5.533).   

The Reclamation Ordinance also requires a biological analysis to evaluate the feasibility 
of proposed revegetation efforts [Section 10-5.601(c)(1)], including detailed plans 
describing planting methods, appropriate planting times, species to be used, irrigation 
requirements, erosion control, weed control, and proposed success rates for plant cover 
and density.   

The project updates these plans. It is possible that some of the updates could affect 
biological resources or be inconsistent with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources. This potential impact will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 

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 (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

There are currently no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) or Natural 
Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs) for the Project Site or surrounding areas.  
However, the Yolo Habitat Conservancy (YHC or Conservancy) has prepared a Draft  
HCP/NCCP and Draft EIS/EIR which will be released in eary June 2017.  The 
Conservancy is a Joint Powers Agency (JPA) formed in 2002 to serve as the lead 
agency for the preparation of a county-wide multi-species conservation plan.The 
Conservancy governing board is composed of representatives from the member 
agencies, which include  the Yolo County Board of Supervisors, and the cities of Davis, 
Woodland, West Sacramento and Winters.  
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In 1993 a Swainson's Hawk program was established as part of the early planning 
efforts for habitat conservation planning in the county, now overseen by the 
Conservancy.  The Swainson's Hawk program utilizes mitigation fees to acquire 
conservation easements protecting Swainson's hawk habitat.  

Because the NCCP/HCP has not been formally adopted, no significant conflicts with an 
adopted plan would occur and there would be no impact under this significance 
criterion.  However, the proposed Project could have potentially significant impacts on 
special-status species.  
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contacted, and an agreement for treating or disposing, with appropriate dignity, of 
the remains and associated grave goods shall be developed.  If any cultural 
resources, such as chipped or ground stone, historic debris, building foundations, 
or paleontological materials are encountered during material removalexcavation, 
then all work within seventy-five feet shall immediately stop and the Director shall 
be notified at once.  A qualified archaeologist shall then examine any cultural 
resources found on the site and the information shall be submitted to the County. 

 (b) Damaging effects to cultural resources shall be avoided whenever 
possible.  If avoidance is not feasible, the importance of the site shall be 
evaluated by a qualified archeologist prior to the commencement of excavation 
operations.  If a cultural resource is determined not to be important, both the 
resource and the effect on it shall be reported to the County, and the resource 
need not be considered further.  If avoidance of an important cultural resource is 
not feasible, a mitigation plan shall be prepared and implemented.  The 
mitigation plan shall explain the importance of the resource, describe the 
proposed approach to mitigate destruction or damage to the site, and 
demonstrate how the proposed mitigation would serve the public interest. 

Sec. 10-4.410.  Cultural resources. 

 (a)  All resource records shall be checked for the presence of and the 
potential for prehistoric and historic sites.  Damaging effects on cultural 
resources shall be avoided whenever possible.  If avoidance is not feasible, the 
importance of the site shall be evaluated by a qualified professional prior to the 
commencement of mining operations.  If a cultural resource is determined not to 
be important, both the resource and the effect on it shall be reported to the 
Agency, and the resource need not be considered further.  If avoidance of an 
important cultural resource is not feasible, a mitigation plan shall be prepared 
and implemented.  The mitigation plan shall explain the importance of the 
resource, describe the proposed approach to mitigate destruction or damage to 
the site, and demonstrate how the proposed mitigation would serve the public 
interest. 

 (b)  If human skeletal remains are encountered during excavation, all 
work within seventy-five (75) feet shall immediately stop, and the County Coroner 
shall be notified within twenty-four (24) hours.  If the remains are of Native 
American origin, the appropriate Native American community identified by the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted, and an agreement for 
treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the remains and associated 
grave goods shall be developed.  If any cultural resources, such as chipped or 
ground stone, historic debris, building foundations, or paleontological materials 
are encountered during excavation, then all work within seventy-five (75) feet 
shall immediately stop and the Director shall be notified at once.  Any cultural 
resources found on the site shall be recorded by a qualified archaeologist and 
the information shall be submitted to the Agency. 

Implementation of existing requirements under the County ordinances would ensure 
that any potential impacts to historic resources are mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level. 
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (Potentially Significant 
Impact) 

It is possible that ground-disturbing activities (e.g., in-channel restoration projects and 
off-channel mining in the expanded OCMP area) could adversely affect subsurface 
archaeological resources, including Native American archaeological resources covered 
under AB 52, AB 52 specifies that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource requires a lead agency to 
begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. The existing and 
proposed updates to the CCAP ordinances do not specifically require the activities 
required under AB 52. The potential impacts to Native American resources will be 
further evaluated in the EIR.  

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site (Less-Than-
Significant Impact) 

The Project Site is underlain by Holocene (last 10,000 years) riverine deposits.  The 
lower Cache Creek basin contains fossil-bearing geologic formations including the 
gravels along Cache Creek.8  However, the fossil locations are scarce and are not 
predictable.  Identified fossils include disarticulated mammoth skeletons transported 
downstream from other locations by Cache Creek.  It is possible that paleontological 
resources could be encountered during channel maintenance and/or mining activities 
associated with the implementation of CCAP activities. As described above under 
subsection “a)”, implementation of existing requirements under the County ordinances 
would ensure that any potential impacts to paleontological resources are mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level. 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 
(Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

It is possible that ground-disturbing activities (e.g., in-channel restoration projects and 
off-channel mining in the expanded OCMP area) could disturb human remains. As 
described above under subsection “a)”, implementation of existing requirements under 
the County ordinances would ensure that if human remains are encountered, that they 
are handled properly and therefore associated impacts would be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. 

  

                                            
 

8 Yolo County, Off-Channel Mining Plan program EIR; 26 March; pp. 4.11-4 et seq. 
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Most of the CCAP area is underlain by Holocene stream channel deposits.13  While 
these types of geologic materials (i.e., unconsolidated clay, silt, sand and gravel 
deposits) can be loose and subject to liquefaction hazards, they are not considered 
particularly “unstable.”  As described above, project activities performed under the 
CCRMP and CCIP include creek channel reshaping and could include alterations to 
creek bank steepness and slope stability. Potential impacts related to in-channel slope 
stability impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.  In addition, off-channel mining often 
creates slopes where none existed before (during excavation of wet pits). Potential 
impacts related to slope steepness and increasing instability during restoration and 
mining operations will be evaluated in the EIR.   

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? 

In general, the types of coarse-grained soils (which include abundant sand and gravel) 
that characterize the CCAP area are not highly expansive. In addition, the proposed 
land uses at the site, in-channel open space, off-channel surface mining and post-
mining reclamation to open space, are not particularly susceptible to expansive soil 
hazards, and therefore impacts related to expansive soils are less than significant. 

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 (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

It is possible that new mining sites may need to install new septic systems. However, 
existing County ordinances include specific soils testing requirements for new systems 
and if on-site soils are found to be inadequate, imported soils can be used and 
alternative treatment systems which meet County requirements constructed. 

  

                                            
 

13 Helley, Edward J., and Harwood, David S., 1985, Geologic map of late Cenozoic deposits of the 
Sacramento Valley and northern Sierran foothills, California:  U.S. Geological Survey Miscellaneous Field 
Studies Map MF-1790, 5 plates, scale 1:62,500, 1 pamphlet, 24 p. [http://pubs.usgs.gov/mf/1985/1790/]. 
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In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, also known as the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 requires California to reduce statewide 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2011, Yolo County adopted its Climate 
Action Plan (CAP), which includes measures to reduce GHG emissions and satisfy the 
goals of AB 32. 

To demonstrate project-level CEQA compliance relevant to GHG emissions and climate 
change impacts, the CAP requires the following information: 

o Demonstrate consistency with the General Plan land use designation and 
applicable policies. 

o Demonstrate consistency with the CAP, including consistency with the growth 
projections upon which the CAP modeling is based, and incorporation of 
applicable strategies and measures from the CAP as binding and enforceable 
components of the project. 

o Pursuant to Section 15064.4(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, estimate the level 
of GHG emissions that would result from implementation of the project. 

Potential conflicts with the CAP’s consistency criteria, as shown above, will be 
evaluated further in the EIR. 
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a) 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 activities that would be conducted under the CCAP Update may require routine 
storage of petroleum, lubricants, and other hazardous materials in drums or above 
ground storage tanks for fueling and maintenance activities.  Hazardous materials can 
pose a threat to human health and the environment if not properly managed.  The 
routine management and storage of hazardous materials in California are regulated by 
the California Environmental Protection Agency under the Unified program.15 Yolo 
County Department of Environmental Health has been granted responsibilities for the 
implementation and enforcement of hazardous material regulations under the Unified 
program as a Certified Unified program Agency. Under the Unified program, operators 
handling threshold quantities of hazardous materials are required to prepare and 
implement a Hazardous Materials Business Plan and/or a Spill Prevention, 
Countermeasure, and Control Plan depending on the type and quantity of hazardous 
materials stored.  These plans must include measures for safe storage, transportation, 
use, and handling of hazardous materials, as well as contingency measures that 
describe the facility’s response procedures in the event of a hazardous materials 
release.  

Hazardous building materials may be present in structures proposed for demolition 
within the CCAP area Site and could pose a threat of a hazardous materials release or 
affect construction workers, if not handled properly. Destruction of buildings constructed 
prior to 1980 have the potential to release lead particles, asbestos fibers, and/or other 
hazardous materials to the air, where they may be inhaled by construction workers and 
the general public. Prior to 1978, lead compounds were commonly used in interior and 
exterior paints.  Prior to the 1980s, building materials often contained asbestos fibers, 
which were used to provide strength and fire resistance.  In compliance with existing 
regulations, the project proponent would be required to obtain a Demolition Permit from 
the County to remove the structures. Under the Demolition Permit, hazardous building 
materials surveys would be conducted by a qualified professional for structures 
proposed for demolition. All loose and peeling lead-based paint and asbestos-
containing material would be abated by a certified contractor(s) in accordance with 
local, state, and federal requirements.  

Based on the requirements of existing hazardous material regulations and enforcement 
of these regulations under the Unified program, the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials at the Project Site would have a less-than-significant impact on the 
public or the environment. 

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 (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

                                            
 

15 California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.11, Sections 25404-25404.8. 
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As discussed above, the proposed Project may require routine usage of hazardous 
materials that could pose a threat to human health and the environment if not properly 
managed.  In addition to the hazardous material regulations required under the Unified 
program, the CCAP program includes specific requirements in the mining and 
reclamation ordinances that include measures to protect human health and the 
environment from hazardous materials releases.  These provisions are summarized 
below for each ordinance: 

 Mining Ordinance, Section 10-4.415: Equipment Maintenance. 
o Maintain all internal combustion engine driven equipment and vehicles to 

minimize the leakage of oils and fuels. 
o Fueling and maintenance activities of heavy equipment, except drag lines 

and floating suction dredges, are prohibited within 100 feet of open 
bodies of water during mining and reclamation.  

 All Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans shall include provisions for 
releases of fuels during fueling activities for drag lines and floating suction 
dredges.  
 

 Mining Ordinance, Section 10-4.417: Groundwater monitoring programs.  
o Water quality in the vicinity of each active wet pit mining location shall be 

evaluated prior to and during mining and reclamation activities by 
analyzing samples from an upgradient monitoring well, a downgradient 
monitoring well, and the wet pit surface water.   

o Water quality analyses include the following: general minerals, inorganics, 
nitrates, total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel and motor oil, benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, total xylenes, pesticides, and coliform with E. coli 
confirmation.  

o The water quality sampling frequency ranges between one and two times 
a year during mining and reclamation activities, and is every other year 
for a 10-year period after completion of reclamation.  

o If analyte concentrations exceed the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Maximum Contaminant Levels at any time during the monitoring 
period, a qualified professional shall prepare a report that evaluates the 
source of contamination and specifies remedial actions to be 
implemented by the operator for corrective action.  The evaluation report 
shall be submitted to the Yolo County Community Development Agency, 
Yolo County Department of Environmental Health, the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. 
 

 Reclamation Ordinance, Section 10-5.517: Mercury bioaccumulation in 
wildlife.  
o Prior to the approval of reclamation of aggregate mining areas to 

permanent lakes, the County shall commission a sampling and analysis 
program to evaluate methylmercury concentrations in the wet pit mining 
area. The program shall include the sampling of water and sediments 
from the bottom of the existing pit and analysis of the samples for the 
following: organic content, pH, dissolved oxygen content, dissolved 
carbon content, and total mercury. In addition, samples of predatory fish 
(preferably largemouth bass) shall be collected and analyzed for mercury 
and methylmercury content.  
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No changes under the CCAP Update are proposed for the equipment maintenance and 
groundwater monitoring programs under the mining ordinance. However, the CCAP 
Update would modify the mercury bioaccumulation in wildlife section of the Reclamation 
Ordinance. The proposed changes to mercury bioaccumulation in wildlife section will be 
evaluated in the EIR.   

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
environment (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

The types of activities conducted under the CCAP and CCAP Update do not require the  
storage or use any acutely hazardous materials. Therefore, the proposed Project would 
have a less-than-significant impacts to existing or proposed school facilities from the 
emission or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials. 
 
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 (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

The provisions of Government Code Section 65962.5 are commonly referred to as the 
"Cortese List". The provisions require the Department of Toxic Substance Control, the 
State Water Resources Control Board, the California Department of Public Health, and 
the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery to submit information 
pertaining to sites associated with solid waste disposal, hazardous waste disposal, 
leaking underground tank sites, and/or hazardous materials releases to the Secretary of 
California Environmental Protection Agency. Based on a review of the lists compiled 
pursuant to Section 65962.5, there are six hazardous materials release sites within the 
CCAP boundary. Only one of the six release sites, “Teichert and Son, Incorporated”, 
appears to be located within a future proposed mining area. The other five release sites 
would not be affected by development under the CCAP Update. 

In 2001, a leak of petroleum from an underground storage tank site was reported at the 
Teichert facility at 35030 County Road 20. The case was closed in 2003, indicating that 
cleanup and/or investigation activities were complete. Because the case has been 
closed, development under the CCAP Update at the Teichert facility would not be 
expected to create a hazard to the public or environment and, thereby, would have a 
less-than significant impact.  

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

Development near public-use airports can pose a potential hazard to people and 
property on the ground, as well as create obstructions and other hazards to flight. The 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has adopted Comprehensive Land 
Use Plans for areas surrounding public-use airports within the counties of Yolo, 
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Sacramento, Yuba, and Sutter. The closest public-use airports to the Project Site are 
the Watts-Woodland Airport and Yolo County Airport. 

The Yolo County Airport is located approximately 6 miles south of the CCAP area. The 
SACOG has adopted Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) height restriction policies to 
protect navigable airspace around Yolo County Airport. The height restriction policies 
apply to any construction more than 200 feet above ground level or construction within 
20,000 feet of the closest airport runway.16 Mining equipment and structures that could 
be part of the mining activities under the expansion of the OCMP area would not exceed 
200 feet above ground level and the CCAP area is located more than 20,000 feet from 
the nearest Yolo County Airport runway. Since the proposed Project would not exceed 
FAA height restriction policies, the proposed Project would have no impact on airport 
safety operations for Yolo County Airport.  

Watts-Woodland Airport is a privately-owned airport for public use with a 3,600-foot long 
runway located within the CCAP area. One of the proposed future mining sites is 
located about 500 feet northeast of the airport runway and is located within the airport 
approach/departure zone. According to the height restriction policies designed to protect 
navigable airspace around the Watts-Woodland Airport,17 the FAA would require 
notification of any proposed construction above an imaginary surface extending outward 
20 feet and upward one foot for a horizontal distance of 5,000 feet from the 
approach/departure runway centerline. Therefore, the FAA considers any obstructions 
to the airspace above a height of approximately 85 feet at the Project Site to be a 
potential aviation hazard for the Watts-Woodland Airport Construction equipment and 
structures for the Project Site would not exceed the applicable height restriction of 85 
feet (any structures would have to comply with this height limitation).    

The Watts-Woodland Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Airport Land Use Plan) 
identifies certain types of land uses that have been recognized as hazards to air 
navigation. These include land uses that attract large concentrations of birds within 
approach and departure zones. It is possible that a future reclaimed wet pit located 
within the airport’s approach/departure zone could attract birds and result in a 
potentially significant impact on airport safety operations for the Watts-Woodland 
Airport. Therefore, potential aviation hazards associated with the Project will be 
evaluated further in the EIR. 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area (Less-Than-
Significant Impact) 

                                            
 

16 Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 1999.  Yolo County Airport Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan. October.  

17 Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 1988.  Watts-Woodland Airport Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan. December (Amended March 1993).  
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There are no private airstrips within the CCAP boundary. Therefore, future mining 
activities at the Project Site would have no impact related to the safety of private airstrip 
operations.  

g) 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 (OES) is responsible for coordinating 
emergency response and evacuation in the event of a major disaster within Yolo 
County.  The OES has identified general evacuation routes throughout the County, such 
as Interstate 5 and State Route 16 near the Project Site.  Implementation of CCAP 
activities would not be expected to interfere with emergency response or evacuation 
plans because the proposed implementation would not restrict access to Interstate 5 or 
State Route 16. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact on emergency 
response or evacuation plans. 

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

Development within or adjacent to lands susceptible to wildland fires increases the risk 
for loss of life, property, and resources when wildland fire prevention measures are not 
applied. In 2007, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
mapped areas in Yolo County with significant fire hazards based on fuels, terrain, 
weather, and other relevant factors.18 In accordance with Government Code Section 
51175-5118, areas with “very high” potential for wildland fires to cause ignition of 
buildings must be identified by CAL FIRE so that public officials are able to identify and 
implement measures that will reduce the spread and intensity of wildland fires. No very 
high fire hazard severity zones were identified by CAL FIRE within or adjacent to the 
CCAP area; therefore, the proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact 
related to wildland fires. 

i) 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? (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

Development within or adjacent to lands susceptible to wildland fires increases the risk 
for loss of life, property, and resources when wildland fire prevention measures are not 
applied. In 2007, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
mapped areas in Yolo County with significant fire hazards based on fuels, terrain, 
weather, and other relevant factors.  In accordance with Government Code Section 
51175-5118, areas with “very high” potential for wildland fires to cause ignition of 
buildings must be identified by CAL FIRE so that public officials are able to identify and 
implement measures that will reduce the spread and intensity of wildland fires. No very 
high fire hazard severity zones were identified by CAL FIRE within or adjacent to the 

                                            
 

18 CAL FIRE, 2007.  Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. 5 October. 
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Project Site; therefore, the proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact 
related to wildland fires.   
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channel topography data. Recommendations shall take into consideration the 
desires of the property owner where excavation is to take place, as well as the 
concerns of property owners in the immediate vicinity. 

The types of in-channel projects allowed under the CCAP Update, including 
maintenance of flood flow capacity; protection of existing structures, infrastructure, 
and/or farmland; minimization of bank erosion; implementation of the Channel Form 
Template; enhancement of creek stability; establishment of riparian vegetation; and 
recreation and open space uses consistent with the Parkway Plan could have adverse 
effects on water quality, potentially violating water quality standards, if not implemented 
properly. These potential impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 

The off-channel activities conducted under the CCAP Update could also violate water 
quality standards by discharging contaminants to mining wet pits in the off-channel 
area.  There  are several ways that wet mining pits could degrade groundwater quality, 
including: 

 Chemical releases from equipment; 

 Agricultural tailwater and runoff; 

 Eutrophication/biological degradation; 

 Floodwater mixing; 

 Illegal discharge of chemicals; 

 Discharges from motorized watercraft; 

 Infiltration of agricultural waters; 

 Bioaccumulation of mercury. 

The existing County ordinances include numerous sections that address these potential 
impacts to water quality related to creation and ongoing operation of wet pits. Some of 
these ordinances would be modified by the CCAP Updates, as shown below. The 
potential for these activities (as regulated by the updated ordinances) to adversely affect 
water quality will be evaluated in the EIR. 



 

May 2017 70 Initial Study 
 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan Update 

 

Mining Ordinance  

Sec. 10-4.413.  Drainage. 

 Surface water shall be prevented from entering mined areas, through 
either perimeter berms or ditches and grading.  Appropriate erosion control 
measures shall be incorporated into all surface water drainage systems.  
SNatural and stormwater drainage systems shall be designed to connect with 
natural drainages so as to prevent flooding on surrounding properties and County 
rights-of-way.  Storm water runoff from mining areas shall be conveyed to 
lowered areas (detention basins) to provide detention of runoff generated during 
a 20-year, one-hour storm event.  All drainage conveyance channels or pipes 
(including spillways for detention areas) shall be designed to ensure positive 
drainage and minimize erosion.  The drainage conveyance system and storm 
water detention areas shall be designed and maintained in accordance with Best 
Management Practices for the reduction of pollutants associated with runoff from 
mined areas.  The design and maintenance procedures shall be documented in 
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan required for mining operations.  The 
drainage system shall be inspected annually by a Registered Civil Engineer, 
Registered Geologist, or Certified Erosion and Sediment Control Specialist to 
ensure that the drainage system is functioning effectively and that adverse 
erosion and sedimentation are not occurring.  The annual inspection shall be 
documented in the Annual Mining and Reclamation Report.  If the system is 
found to be functioning ineffectively, the operator shall promptly implement the 
recommendations of the engineer. 

Sec. 10-4.415.  Equipment maintenance. 

 All internal combustion engine driven equipment and vehicles shall be 
kept tuned according to the manufacturer's specifications and properly 
maintained to minimize the leakage of oils and fuel.  No vehicles or equipment 
shall be left idling for a period of longer than is required by law, recommended by 
the Air District, or ten (10) minutes, whichever is shorter. 

 Fueling and maintenance activities of heavy equipment (except draglines 
and floating suction dredges) are prohibited within one-hundred (100) feet of 
open bodies of water during mining and reclamation.  All Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plans shall include provisions for releases of fuels during fueling 
activities for draglines and floating suction dredges. 

Section 10-4.417 - Groundwater monitoring programs (no changes proposed) 

Additional tests and analysis shall be required only if a new condition is 
recognized that may threaten water quality or if the results of previous tests fall 
outside allowable ranges. If at any time during the monitoring period, testing 
results indicate that sampling parameters exceed Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLs), as reported in the California Code of Regulations, or established 
background levels, a qualified professional shall evaluate potential sources of the 
contaminants. The evaluation shall determine the source and process of 
migration (surface or subsurface) of the contaminants. A report shall be 
submitted to the regulatory agencies (the Agency, Yolo County Department of 
Environmental Health, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
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and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) which identified the source of the 
detected contaminants and specifies remedial actions to be implemented by the 
operator for corrective action. If it is determined that the source of water quality 
degradation is offsite, and the County and the RWQCB are in agreement with 
this conclusion, the operator shall not be responsible for corrective action. 

If corrective action is ineffective or infeasible, the responsible party must provide 
reparation to affected well owners, either by treatment of water at the wellhead or 
by procurement of an alternate water supply. 

If, at the completion of the mining and reclamation period, water quality has not 
been impacted, all monitoring wells shall be destroyed in accordance with the 
California Department of Water Resources Well Standards. If the County or other 
agency wishes to maintain the wells for future water resources evaluation, 
selected wells may be preserved for this use.  

The County may retain appropriate staff or a contract consultant to provide third 
party critical review of all hydrologic reports related to monitoring. 

Sec. 10-4.427 - Protection of nearby drinking water wells (no changes 
proposed) 

If any off-channel excavation proposes to extend below the level of seasonal high 
groundwater, then six months prior to the commencement of excavation below 
the average high groundwater level, the operator shall identify and locate all off-
site municipal wells within one-thousand (1,000) feet and all domestic wells 
within five hundred (500) feet of the proposed wet· pit mining boundary. If active 
wells are identified, well· characteristics (pumping rate, depth, and locations of 
screens) shall be determined. If wells are not located within one-thousand 
(1,000) feet, the pre-mining impact evaluation shall be considered complete. 

If wet pit mining is proposed within one-thousand (1,000) feet of a municipal 
water supply or within five-hundred (500) feet of a domestic water supply well, a 
capture zone analysis shall be conducted using the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency model WHPA (or a similar model of equal capability and 
proven reliability, as approved by the Director). The simulation shall assume 
thirty (30) days of continuous pumping of the water supply well (at its maximum 
probable yield) under analysis. A mining setback shall be established so that the 
capture zone and the pit do not coincide. Alternatively, the operator shall submit 
a written agreement that the well owner has agreed to relocate or redesign the 
well, or accept the potential impact (at no expense to the County). The analysis 
shall be prepared and signed by a Registered Civil Engineer or Certified 
Hydrogeologist and submitted to the County for review and approved at least six 
months prior to the commencement of excavation below the seasonal high 
groundwater level. Any new drinking water wells proposed for installation within 
one-thousand (1,000) feet of an approved wet pit mining area shall be subject to 
review by the Yolo County Environmental Health Department. The County shall 
determine, based on site-specific hydrogeology and available water quality data, 
whether to approved the proposed. Well installation. Analysis of environmental 
impact for projects ill the vicinity of the wet pits shall include consideration of 
potential water quality impacts on the open water bodies. The County may retain 
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appropriate staff or a contract consultant to provide third party critical review of all 
hydrogeologic reports related to mining applications. 

Sec. 10-4.437 - Wastewater discharge (no changes proposed) 

No wastewater shall be directly discharged to Cache Creek. Sediment fines 
generated by aggregate processing shall either be used for agricultural soil 
enhancement, habitat restoration sites, or shall be placed in settling ponds, 
designed and operated in accordance with all applicable regulations, and used 
for backfill materials in off-channel excavations. Agricultural tailwater shall be 
diverted to catchment basins prior to its release to the creek. 

Sec. 10-4.438 - Watercraft  

Sec. 10-4.438.  Watercraft. 

 Only motorized dredges and draglines shall be allowed on the wet pit 
lakes.  All other fuel-powered (gasoline or diesel) watercraft shall not be used on 
the wet pit lakes.  Fuel-powered watercraft may be allowed for mercury sampling 
or bathometric measurements, as necessary, to fulfill requirements this chapter.   
Electric-powered or non-motorized boats shall be permissible. 

Reclamation Ordinance 

Sec. 10-5.510 – Fencing (no changes proposed) 

Open wet pits shall be fenced with a forty-two (42) inch minimum, four (4) strand 
barbed wire fence or the equivalent (e.g., welded square "hog" fencing), prior to 
the commencement of excavation during excavation, and during reclamation. 
Fencing may enclose the property of which mining is a part, the mining site, or 
both. In addition, signs shall be installed at the project site boundaries and· 
access road, indicating that the excavation area is restricted. Additional security 
(e.g., gates with protected locks and wing fences to prevent drive-arounds) shall 
be provided at all vehicular routes. The fencing and gates shall be maintained 
throughout the mining and reclamation period after completion of reclamation. A 
requirement shall be recorded on the deed of the property which requires the 
landowner to maintain fences. 

Sec. 10-5.517.  Mercury bioaccumulation in wildlife. 

 Prior to the approval of reclamation of aggregate mining areas to 
permanent lakes, the County shall commission a sampling and analysis program, 
to be implemented in one existing wet pit mining area within the OCMP planning 
area, to evaluate the potential for increased methylmercury production 
associated with wet pit mining and reclamation of mining areas to permanent 
lakes.  The program shall include the sampling of water and sediments from the 
bottom of the existing pit and analysis of the samples for organic content; pH; 
dissolved oxygen content; dissolved carbon content; and total mercury.  In 
addition, samples of predatory fish (preferably largemouth bass) shall be 
collected and analyzed for mercury and methylmercury content.  If the initial 
sampling indicates either of the following conditions, the County shall perform 
verification sampling: 
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  (a)  Average concentrations of total mercury in excess of 
0.000012 milligrams per liter (mg/l) in the water; and 

  (b)  Average mercury levels in fish samples in excess of 0.5 
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). 

 If verification sampling indicates exceedance of these mercury criteria, 
the County shall approve the reclamation of mining areas to permanent lakes 
only if the average level of mercury in fish collected from the existing mining pits 
is shown to be equal to or less than ambient (background) mercury levels 
determined from a representative sample of similar species of fish (of similar 
size) collected in the Cache Creek channel within the planning area.  The 
determination of the ambient mercury level shall be performed by the County 
prior to the excavation of any new wet pit mine and at years 10, 20, and 30 in the 
permit time period, and shall be paid for by the mining permit operators on a fair-
share basis.  The County shall evaluate available data to determine any 
significant change in ambient concentrations of mercury in fish within the Cache 
Creek channel. 

 In the event of approval of reclamation of mined areas to permanent 
lakes, eEach mining area to be reclaimed to a permanent lake as part of each 
approved long-range mining plan shall be evaluated annually by the operator for 
a minimum of five years after creation of the lakethe pit fills with groundwater with 
an intensive fish mercury monitoring program, as outlined below for conditions 
that could result in significant methylmercury production.  An additional ten years 
of biennial monitoring shall be performed after reclamation of each lake has been 
completed.  The evaluations shall be conducted by a qualified aquatic systems 
scientistaquatic biologist or limnologist acceptable to the County and shall 
include the following analyses: 

  (c)  Lake condition profiling during the period of June through 
September, including measurements of pH; eH (or redox potential); temperature; 
dissolved oxygen; and total dissolved carbon. 

  (d)  Collection of a representative sample of fish specimens 
(including a minimum of five (5) predator fish if available) and analysis of the 
specimens for mercury content including 30 adult (angling size) fish muscle 
samples and multi-individual whole fish samples of 3 species of young-of-year 
small fish, as available.  Adult fish sampling should target 10 individuals from 
each of 3 species, distributed across the prevailing size ranges.  Priority shall go 
to a predatory species like bass, with additional species including a midwater 
planktivore such as sunfish and a bottom feeder such as catfish, if present.  If 
less than 3 species are present, sample up to 20 of the predatory species, if 
present.  Small fish sampling should target 3 prevalent species, as available.  
These should be characterized either with 15 individual whole fish samples or 4 
multi-individual whole fish composites (≥5 fish per composite) for each species.  
Composites should span the range of typical sizes present, but with the 
individuals within each composite being closely matched in size.  Sampling and 
analysis shall be conducted using methodologies which are consistent with the 
California State Water Resources Control Board Toxic Substances Monitoring 
program procedures, or more stringent procedures. 
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  (e)  The results of the evaluation shall be summarized in a report 
and submitted to the County.  The report shall include a comparison of the site 
specific data to available data on the background concentrations of mercury in 
fish within the Cache Creek watershed.  The County shall be responsible for 
submitting the data on mercury levels in fish to the California Department of Fish 
and Game and the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment for 
consideration as related to existing Cache Creek a determination of whether a 
fish advisories1y should be issued and shall post the information on the CCAP 
website. 

  (f)  If a fish advisory is applicableissued, the owner/operator shall 
be required to post warnings on fences surrounding the mining pit lakes which 
prohibit fishing in the lakes and describe the fish advisory. 

  If the average fish specimen mercury content exceeds the 
statistically verified ambient mercury concentrations for comparable fish species 
(of similar size) collected within the CCRMP planning area (defined as average 
fish mercury greater than 30 percent above corresponding baseline creek 
samples in the majority of pond samples) for two (2) consecutive years., wet pit 
mining on property controlled by the mining operator/owner shall be suspended 
and the owner/operator shall either: continue annual fish specimen sampling and 
initiate lake condition monitoring to identify factors linked to elevated 
methylmercury production and/or exposure in the pond.  This shall include: (1) 
water column profiling of temperature and dissolved oxygen (determined at ≤1 m 
intervals, surface to bottom) approximately every 6 weeks between mid-May and 
mid-November (5 events/year); (2) determination of maximum depth; (3) 
estimation of pond bottom area and volume affected by seasonal anoxia; and (4) 
characterization of water quality and bottom sediment parameters most relevant 
to mercury bioaccumulation (the choice of specific analyses may change as 
mercury biogeochemistry science continues to develop, but may include: 
sediment organic percentage, total mercury, methylmercury, and/or 'reactive' 
mercury; and aqueous suspended solids and organic carbon). 

If elevated mercury levels in fish persist during this period, following two years of 
lake condition monitoring for factor-identification and continued fish sampling, the 
owner/operator shall either: 

  (ag)  Present a revised reclamation plan to the DirectorYolo 
County Community Development Agency which provides for filling the reclaimed 
lake to a level five (5) feet above the average seasonal high groundwater level 
with a suitable backfill material; or 

  (bh)  Present a mitigation plan to the DirectorYolo County 
Community Development Agency which provides a feasible and reliable method 
for reducing methylmercury production or exposure to elevated mercury levels.  
Potential mitigation could include permanent aeration of the bottom levels of the 
lake, alteration of the water chemistry (increasing pH or dissolved organic carbon 
levels), control of anaerobic bacteria populations, or removal and replacement of 
affected fish populations.  The mitigation plan shall be subject to review and 
acceptance b the County.  Following finalization, the plan shall be implemented 
by the operator and shall be posted to the CCAP web site by the County.would 
require review by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, California 
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Department of Fish and Game, and the Yolo County Department of 
Environmental Health.  (The removal and replacement of fish, if within the same 
species, is not intended to be a long-term solution, though replacement with 
species that alter the existing food web may be effective.) 

 The reclamation plan shall be modified such that the mitigation approved 
for methylmercury reduction shall be applied to all mining areas proposed for 
reclamation to permanent lakes within the reclamation plan. 

Sec. 10-5.532.  Use of overburden and fine sediments in reclamation. 

 Sediment fines associated with processed in-channel aggregate deposits 
(excavated as a result of maintenance activities performed in compliance with the 
CCIP) shall notmay be used in the backfill or reclamation of off-channel 
permanent lakes where it can be demonstrated that no detrimental sediment 
toxicity exists (including unacceptable levels of mercury), and where fines will not 
reduce the porosity of the permanent lake in an adverse way.  Fines that result 
from the processing of in-channel sand and gravel shall not be used for in-
channel reshaping or habitat restoration efforts or as soil amendments in 
agricultural fields.  

 Overburden and processing fines shall be used whenever possible to 
support reclamation activities around reclaimed wet pits.  These materials may 
be used in reclamation activities without testing for agricultural chemicals.  If 
topsoil (A-horizon soil), formerly in agricultural production, is proposed for use 
within the drainage area of a wet pit, the soils must be sampled prior to 
placement and analyzed for pesticides and herbicides (EPA 8140 and 8150).  
Samples shall be collected and analyzed in accordance with EPA Test Methods 
for Evaluating Solid Waste Physical/Chemical Methods, SW-846, Third Edition 
(as updated).  Topsoil that contains pesticides or herbicides above the Maximum 
Contaminant Levels for primary drinking water (California Code of Regulations) 
shall not be placed in areas that drain to the wet pits. 

 Land reclaimed to a subsequent use that includes planting of vegetation 
(e.g., agriculture, habitat) shall be provided an adequate soil profile (i.e., depth 
and texture of soil) to ensure successful reclamation. Proposed soil profiles 
associated with specific proposed reclamations plans shall be subject to expert 
review and evaluation during the CEQA process for that project.  If the project is 
not subject to additional CEQA review, at the discretion of the County, the 
proposed reclamation plan for the project may be peer reviewed by an 
appropriate expert/professional, and recommendations, if any, shall be 
incorporated into the project as conditions of approval.  

1 Fish advisories are issued by the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA).  A fish advisory issued by this agency for Cache Creek has been in place for some time.  
Please refer to the following state web site for more information:  
https://oehha.ca.gov/fish/advisories/cache-creek 

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

Groundwater is an important resource in the vicinity of the CCAP area and the entire 
County. The CCAP Update, which would expand the area designation SGRO and 
increase the potential wet pit mining area, could result in evaporative loss of 
groundwater via the new mining pits.  Following reclamation, the pits would be ponds 
with areas of wetlands, which would also allow groundwater loss via evaporation. The 
proposed placement of processing fines in the reclamation area may also reduce 
groundwater recharge, as uniform, fine-grained material would be less permeable than 
native soils and allow less stormwater to percolate to the aquifer.  

Section. 10-5.529 of the OCMP, which states “All permanent wet pits shall be reclaimed 
to include valuable wildlife habitat as a beneficial use of the water lost from wet pits due 
to evaporation” indicating that the evaporative losses provide a compensating beneficial 
impact in creation of new wildlife habitat.  Therefore, potential impacts related to 
evaporation of groundwater are less than significant.  

The following new section would be added to the Mining Ordinance under the CCAP 
Update: 

Mining Ordinance (page 9)   Sec.10-4.411.1  Depth of Mining 

 This ordinance regulates the size of the footprint of the mining operation, 
and establishes no regulatory depth limit for off-channel mining.  Unless an 
environmental analysis concludes that unacceptable environmental impacts will 
result, mining operations shall be encouraged to excavate the full depth of 
available resources at any particular mining site.  In conjunction with a minimize 
mining footprint, this will ensure efficiency in resource extraction, help minimize 
impacts to agriculture by containing the area of surface disturbance of any 
individual mining operation, and minimize impacts of water loss associated with 
evaporation from reclaimed lakes. 

It has always been the policy of the CCAP program to reduce agricultural land loss and 
efficient resource management and minimizing evaporation water losses by 
encouraging reducing the size of the footprint of off-channel mining pits and 
encouraging deeper mining. However, it is possible that deeper mining (and potentially 
backfill or clogging of the pit walls with fines) could result in impacts to groundwater 
flow. 

The potential for this proposed new ordinance section to result in impacts to 
groundwater resources will be evaluated in the EIR. 

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

One of the main goals of the CCRMP and CCIP is to implement projects to assist with 
stabilization and maintenance of Cache Creek. These projects may include excavation 
for channel shaping and smoothing. However, it is not the intention of the program to 
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alter the course of Cache Creek. Potential erosion and siltation that could result from 
these in-channel projects is discussed under “a)” above. 

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

One of the main goals of the CCRMP and CCIP is to implement project to assist with 
stabilization and maintenance of Cache Creek. These projects may include excavation 
for channel shaping and smoothing. However, it is not the intention of the program alter 
the course of Cache Creek. The CCAP program includes regular evaluation of the flood 
conveyance capacity of the creek and includes identification of potential projects that 
could be implemented by interested parties (e.g., adjacent landowners or others) to 
address flood conveyance issues.  Potential impacts related to flooding will be further 
evaluated in the EIR. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

In general, the CCAP area is not currently connected to a public stormwater drainage 
system, and is not anticipated to be connected in the future.  No impacts related to 
existing or planned storm drainage systems would therefore occur.   

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

Refer to Section a), above, for a discussion of potential impacts to water quality.  

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map (No Impact) 

The CCAP Update does not propose housing; therefore there would be no impact. 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows (Potentially Significant Impact) 

Activities under the CCAP Update could alter landforms and/or place materials (e.g., 
aggregate stockpiles) in the 100-year hazard area. The potential for stockpiles and 
other off-channel mining activities to affect flooding would be evaluated in project-
specific CEQA analyses conducted for those projects. One of the main goals for in-
channel projects under the CCRMP and CCIP would be to minimize potential flooding 
and improve conveyance.  Potential impacts related to flooding will be further evaluated 
in the EIR. 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam (Less-Than-
Significant Impact) 



 

May 2017 78 Initial Study 
 2017 Cache Creek Area Plan Update 

 

The CCAP areas is downstream of the Indian Valley Reservoir, and is within the County 
General Plan’s Dam Inundation Zone.19  In a catastrophic failure of the Indian Valley 
Reservoir Dam, inundation in the proposed Project vicinity could reach depths of 4 to 17 
feet.20  Analysis of this potential impact in the OCMP EIR found that the flood hazard 
from dam failure inundation was a less-than-significant-impact, as it is a low probability 
event that has been addressed by preparation and implementation of an Emergency 
Action Plan prepared by the Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District.21 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

The CCAP area is not in a location that would be affected by tsunamis or seiches.  
Waves from tsunamis in the Pacific Ocean would dissipate before reaching the area, 
more than 50 miles inland from San Pablo Bay.  There are no major enclosed water 
bodies within 10 miles of the Project Site that could generate a seiche.  Therefore, the 
risk of the proposed Project being inundated by a tsunami or a seiche would be less 
than significant.  Please see Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, for a 
discussion of potential impacts associated with mudflows (a type of landslide). 

  

                                            
 

19 Yolo County, 2009, County of Yolo 2030 Countywide General Plan, November. 
20 Yolo County, 1996, Off-Channel Mining Plan program EIR, March 26. 
21 Ibid. 
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identified related to any other land use plans or regulations, and therefore, this is not an 
impact. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan (No Impact) 

There are currently no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community 
Conservation Plans for the CCAP area or surrounding areas.  Refer to discussion of 
subsection 3.4.f (Biological Resources), above 
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loss of the availability of the resource.  Therefore, the potential impact related to a loss 
of availability of a known mineral resource of regional value is less than significant. 

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 (Less-Than-
Significant Impact) 

The Yolo County General Plan shows that the CCAP area is located within a MRZ-2. 
Mining in Yolo County is regulated by the OCMP, which is a component of the CCAP. 
The OCMP and implementing ordinances preserve, protect, and allow controlled 
harvesting of mineral resources consistent with state policy and law. Therefore, the 
potential impact related to a loss of availability of a known mineral resource of regional 
value is less than significant. . 
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Sec. 10-3.411.  Noise. 

 Noise levels shall not exceed an average noise level equivalent (Leq) of 
eighty (80) decibels (dBA) measured at the outermost boundaries of the parcel 
being excavated.  However, noise levels may not exceed an average noise level 
equivalent (Leq) of sixty (60) decibels (dBA) at any nearby residences or other 
noise-sensitive land uses, unless emergency conditions require otherwise as 
determined by the Director. 

Based on the reasoning presented above, noise associated with CCRMP Update is 
considered less-than-significant.   

It is possible that under the CCAP Update, which expand the area designation SGO and 
SGRO and increase the potential off-channel mining areas, could result in location of a 
new mining operation in close proximity to a sensitive receptor (e.g., a rural residence) 
and result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance. However, any new mining location or new 
processing facility would be required to undergo project-specific CEQA review. During 
the CEQA review process, project-related noise levels would be estimated and impacts 
on sensitive receptors evaluated.  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels (Potentially Significant Impact) 

In-channel restoration projects and off-channel mining and reclamation activities could 
cause vibration that could disturb local residents or cause cosmetic damage to buildings 
and structures.  Vibration is energy transmitted in waves through the ground, which 
generally dissipate with distance from the vibration source.  Since energy is lost during 
the transfer of energy from one particle to another, vibration that is distant from a source 
is less perceptible than vibration closer to the source.24  Construction activities can 
result in varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the equipment, activity, and 
relative proximity to sensitive receptors.  Building foundations in the vicinity of 
construction or mining activities may also transmit groundborne vibrations into the 
buildings. 

Ground vibration from construction activities can achieve levels that are audible (i.e., 
groundborne noise) in buildings very close to operating heavy construction equipment.  
Groundborne noise in buildings is generated when interior surfaces are “excited” into 
motion by ground vibration transmitted into the structure. For example, ground vibration 
could cause windows to rattle.  

Vibratory ground motion may be measured in terms of peak particle velocity (PPV) in 
the vertical and horizontal directions, typically in units of inches per second (in/sec).  A 
freight train passing at 100 feet can cause vibrations of 0.1 in/sec PPV, while a strong 
earthquake can produce vibrations in the range of 10 in/sec PPV.  In general, cosmetic 

                                            
 

24 Federal Transit Administration, “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment” (DTA-VA-90-
1003-06), May 2006. 
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or threshold damage to residential buildings can occur at peak particle velocities over 
0.5 in/sec.25  Vibration levels of 0.025 in/sec PPV can cause disturbance or annoyance 
in the daytime and 0.012 in/sec PPV at night.26  Based on these criteria, vibration 
exceeding 0.025 in/sec PPV during the day and 0.012 in/sec PPV during the nighttime 
would be considered significant. 

The potential for in-channel restoration projects to cause vibration impacts to nearby 
receptors will be evaluated in the EIR. It is possible that under the CCAP Update, which 
expand the area designation SGO and SGRO and increase the potential off-channel 
mining areas, could result in locations of a new mining operation in close proximity to a 
sensitive receptor (e.g., a rural residence) and result in exposure of persons to vibration 
levels in excess of standards. However, any new mining location or new processing 
facility would be required to undergo project-specific CEQA review. During the CEQA 
review process, project-related vibration levels would be estimated and impacts on 
sensitive receptors evaluated. 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project (Less than Significant Impact) 

The activities that generate noise (e.g., channel reshaping and erosion control projects) 
conducted under the CCRMP would not result in a permanent increase in noise, as all 
these projects would occur over a relatively short period of time and the post 
construction projects would not be noise generating.  Therefore, for in-channel CCRMP 
projects, this impact would be less than significant. 

It is possible that under the CCAP Update, which expand the area designation SGO and 
SGRO and increase the potential off-channel mining areas, could result in locations of a 
new long-term mining operation in close proximity to a sensitive receptor (e.g., a rural 
residence) and result in exposure of persons to elevated noise levels for a long period 
of time. However, any new mining location or new processing facility would be regulated 
by mining noise ordinance (Sec. 10-4.421, 10-4.422, and 10-4.423) and be required to 
undergo project-specific CEQA review. During the CEQA review process, project-
related noise levels would be estimated and compliance with the noise standards 
evaluated. 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project (Potentially Significant Impact) 

Mining, which can use a variety of heavy equipment, can be a significant noise-
generating activity. However, with regard to use of heavy equipment in the Cache Creek 
channel under the CCRMP, it is important to note that the in-channel CCRMP activities 
(erosion control, creek stabilization, and flood conveyance projects) replace large-scale 
in-stream mining activities that were more intense and used more equipment more 
often. The CCAP Update would not substantially change the types of in-channel 

                                            
 

25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
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projects and therefore temporary noise associated with CCRMP Update is considered 
less than significant.   

It is possible that the CCAP Update, which expand the area designation SGO and 
SGRO and increase the potential off-channel mining areas, could result in location of a 
new mining operation in close proximity to a sensitive receptor (e.g., a rural residence) 
and result in exposure of persons to temporary elevated noise levels. However, any 
new mining location or new processing facility would be required to undergo project-
specific CEQA review. During the CEQA review process, project-related noise levels 
would be estimated and impacts on sensitive receptors evaluated. 

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

The Watts-Woodland Airport at 17992 County Road 94B is the nearest public airport to 
the Project Site, a portion of which is located within the southeastern portion of the 
CCAP area.  The CCAP Update would not result in any increase in airport or aircraft 
noise.  Noise contours developed for the airport operations indicate that the noise 
impact from the airport would be less than 65 dBA at the nearest proposed mining site 
and would be less than 55 dBA at the other future planned or proposed mining sites 
where new users could be located due to the mining activities. In addition, mining-
related land uses are not particularly susceptible to noise and would not be considered 
a sensitive receptor. This impact is less than significant. 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (No impact) 

There is no private airstrip in the vicinity of the Project Site.  Therefore, this is not an 
impact. 
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program for patrolling the creek.  Overall, it is anticipated that there would be no 
significant net change in police protection.  Potential impact on police protection 
would be considered less than significant. 

 Schools (No Impact) 

 Parks (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

The CCAP includes ongoing acceptance of reclaimed properties as part of an 
anticipated Parkway Plan and a draft Parkway Plan is under development pursuant 
to the program requirements.  The CCAP Update proposes no change to this 
component of the program.  

 Other public facilities (No Impact) 

The CCAP Update would not result in a substantial increase in jobs or population 
(see Section 13, Population and Housing, for analysis).  Therefore, no increase in 
demand for  other public facilities would occur as a result of the Project and no 
impact would occur. 
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 c.  Restoration of past sites where the requirements of reclamation at the 
time no longer meet community expectations in terms of good stewardship of the 
land; and/or 

 d.  Provision of new dedications and easements to supplement/benefit the 
Cache Creek Parkway including reclaimed mining sites, restored habitat, trail 
connections, and related enhancements. 

This CCAP Update represents a beneficial impact of the program because it will result 
in an increase in recreational opportunities along the Cache Creek corridor.  
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The Circulation Element of the 2030 Countywide General Plan specifically identifies the 
development and adoption of transportation impact study guidelines that consider all 
modes of travel and establish clear guidance for analysis and significance criteria. In 
February 2010, the County established the Traffic Impact Study Guidelines27 to assist 
applicants with assessing potential traffic impacts of proposed projects.  The 2030 
Countywide General Plan and the Traffic Impact Study Guidelines are the applicable 
policy documents related to determining a project’s effects on local and regional traffic 
circulation. The analysis of transportation and circulation (including cumulative 
conditions) that was completed for the General Plan included traffic associated with the 
CCAP and therefore the CCAP is consistent with the General Plan.   

It is possible that the addition of new mining areas that could occur under the CCAP 
Update could result in increased truck traffic on County roads and highways related to 
distribution of the aggregate materials. In addition, CCAP Update extend the horizon of 
the CCAP program beyond what was considered in the CCRMP and OCMP EIRs. 
Therefore, future potential traffic impacts (through 2068) have not been evaluated. The 
potential cumulative impacts related to potential new mining sites and extending the 
time horizon of the CCAP program will be evaluated in the EIR.  

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

As described under Section a) above, the CCAP Update could result in an increase in 
future truck trips (related to a potential increase in tonnage removed from in-channel 
and new off-channel mining sites) and would extend the time horizon for the CCAP 
program. The potential for the CCAP Update to conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highway will be evaluated in the EIR. 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks ((Less-Than-
Significant Impact) 

The CCAP Update would not result in a change in air traffic patterns as none of the 
updates are related to air travel. The nearest airport to the Project Site is the Watts-
Woodland Airport (a portion of which is located within the southeastern portion of the 
CCAP area). The CCAP Update would not result in a change in air traffic patterns as 
none of the updates are related to air travel. Therefore, this impact is less than 
significant.  

                                            
 

27 Yolo County, 2010, Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, February. 
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d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) (Less-Than-
Significant Impact) 

The CCAP includes requirements that aggregate mining and processing operators 
contribute their fair share of road improvements costs along haul routes. The following 
CCAP Update (OCMP) provides additional clarification of this:  

2.4-21 Ensure that each mining operation adheres to approved haul routes and 
approved ingress/egress locations.  Ensure through conditions of approval and 
other appropriate mechanisms that mining operations are funding their fair share 
of roadway and related impacts, including both one-time improvements and 
ongoing operations and maintenance, along approved haul routes and in 
proximity to approved operation ingress/egress locations. 

This ongoing requirement allows the County to adequately address identified 
deteriorated and/or hazardous road conditions and acquire the funding to address these 
conditions. 

e) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

The Yolo County Transportation District administers Yolobus, which provides limited 
daily service throughout Yolo County. Two routes, Cache Creek and Dunnigan, run on 
SR-16 in the vicinity of the CCAP area. According to the Yolo County Bicycle 
Transportation Plan,28 there are no existing bicycle facilities on any of the study area 
roadway segments.  Pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site are limited, 
typically consisting of roadway shoulders. 

The CCAP updates do not propose changes in transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. 
This is a less-than-significant impact. 

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

The CCAP and CCAP Update guide and regulate in-channel restoration activities and 
off-channel mining sites. While it is possible that truck traffic patterns on local county 
roads could change as a result of the proposed CCAP Update, the potential for the 
CCAP Update to result in conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities is considered less than significant.   

                                            
 

28 Yolo County Transportation Advisory Committee, 2006, County of Yolo Bicycle Transportation 
Plan, Bicycle Routes and Priorities, December. 
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b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects (No Impact) 

See discussion under Section 3.17 a), above. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

In general, stormwater within the CCAP area either infiltrates into the ground or flow 
overland toward creek channels. New mining areas that could be developed under the 
CCAP Update may include on-site drainage facilities (e.g., culverts). However, 
inspection and maintenance of these facilities is regulated by the existing and updated 
mining ordinance: 

Sec. 10-4.413.  Drainage. 

 Surface water shall be prevented from entering mined areas, through 
either perimeter berms or ditches and grading.  Appropriate erosion control 
measures shall be incorporated into all surface water drainage systems.  
SNatural and stormwater drainage systems shall be designed to connect with 
natural drainages so as to prevent flooding on surrounding properties and County 
rights-of-way.  Storm water runoff from mining areas shall be conveyed to 
lowered areas (detention basins) to provide detention of runoff generated during 
a 20-year, one-hour storm event.  All drainage conveyance channels or pipes 
(including spillways for detention areas) shall be designed to ensure positive 
drainage and minimize erosion.  The drainage conveyance system and storm 
water detention areas shall be designed and maintained in accordance with Best 
Management Practices for the reduction of pollutants associated with runoff from 
mined areas.  The design and maintenance procedures shall be documented in 
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan required for mining operations.  The 
drainage system shall be inspected annually by a Registered Civil Engineer, 
Registered Geologist, or Certified Erosion and Sediment Control Specialist to 
ensure that the drainage system is functioning effectively and that adverse 
erosion and sedimentation are not occurring.  The annual inspection shall be 
documented in the Annual Mining and Reclamation Report.  If the system is 
found to be functioning ineffectively, the operator shall promptly implement the 
recommendations of the engineer. 

No off-Site stormwater drainage facilities are proposed or would be necessary for the 
proposed Project, and therefore, this impact is less than significant.  

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed (Less-
Than-Significant Impact) 

With the exception of temporary irrigation of new plantings and revegetation project, the 
CCRMP activities generally do not require substantial water supply. Water supply for 
temporary irrigation would be provided by local sources, including local wells. 
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Off-channel mining sites and processing plants use water for dust control and aggregate 
processing. The existing mining operators use water from wells and/or wet pits. It is 
expected that any future mining operations would similarly use local water from wells 
and/or wet pits. In addition, water use for these operations would be evaluated for 
potential environmental impacts during project-level CEQA review.    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments (No Impact) 

See discussion under Section 3.17 a) above. 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs (Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

The CCRMP activities would generate a negligible amount of solid waste. Potential new 
off-channel mining site could generate more solid waste. Most of the solid waste 
generated by off-channel mining operations is composed of fines from aggregate 
washing and processing. These would be allowed to dry and returned to mining areas 
during the reclamation process.   

One public disposal facility in Yolo County, the 722-acre Yolo County Central Landfill, 
accepts solid waste from businesses.  The landfill is projected to be operational through 
December 31, 2080,29 well beyond the horizon date of the CCAP Update. This impact is 
less than significant. 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste 
(Less-Than-Significant Impact) 

Disposal of solid wastes generated during aggregate mining, reclamation, and 
processing activities would be subject to federal, state, and local waste management 
laws and regulations.  See additional discussion of solid waste generation under 
Section 3.17 f), above. This impact is less than significant. 

  

                                            
 

29 Yolo County, 2011, County of Yolo 2030 Countywide General Plan 
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Potentially Significant Impact. The CCAP Update would expand the potential off-
channel mining area and extend the time horizon of the CCAP. This could result in 
increased air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, which could degrade air quality 
cumulatively, in combination with other projects in Yolo County. In addition, truck traffic 
associated with new mining sites could increase, potentially affecting future cumulative 
transportation and circulation patterns.  

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis provided in this Initial Study, in-
channel restoration projects and off-channel mining and reclamation activities could 
cause vibration that could disturb local residents or cause cosmetic damage to buildings 
and structures. In addition, truck traffic associated with new mining sites could increase, 
potentially affecting future cumulative transportation and circulation patterns.  



 

 

 

APPENDIX C 
 

CAP AND GHG EMISSIONS DATA 
  



Table A-1 Emission Factors Summary

ROG NOx Exhaust PM10 Dust PM10 CO2e

OCMP (Off-Road) 0.00470 0.03742 0.00268 0.01584 4.84086 Granite Esparto Emission Analysis (See Table A-4 Granite Esparto Analysis")

OCMP (On-Road) 0.00095 0.02083 0.00064 0.00460 7.14461
Exhaust emissions: EMFAC 2017 for heavy-duty diesel trucks; Dust emissions: 
AP-42 (2016), Equation 1b, with same assumptions as Granite Esparto. 

OCMP (Total) 0.00565 0.05825 0.00332 0.02044 11.98548 Sum of OCMP (Off-Road) and OCMP (On-Road)

In-Channel (Off-Road only) 0.00033 0.00715 0.00022 0.00230 2.45237

Off-road equipment list are obtained assuming a bar-skimming project. 
Emissions for off-road equipment: CalEEMod methodology and its default 
equipment parameters such as load factors and emission factors. Details of 
Assumptions are in Table A-6

Emission Factor, lbs/ton removal
Methodology/Source

Emission Sources



CCAP Operation Component

Annual Maximum 
Permitted Tons Mined, 
tons/year

Annual 20% 
Exceedence Tons 
Mined, tons/year Pollutant Total Operation Emissions, tons/year

PM10, 
lbs/day

ROG 4.08

NOx 42.11

Exhaust and Dust PM10 17.18 131
ROG 3.64

NOx 37.58

Exhaust and Dust PM10 15.33 117
ROG 3.39

NOx 34.95

Exhaust and Dust PM10 14.26 109
ROG 0.00

NOx 0.00

Exhaust and Dust PM10 0.00 0
ROG 3.77

NOx 38.83

Exhaust and Dust PM10 15.84 121
ROG 3.32

NOx 34.27

Exhaust and Dust PM10 13.98 107
ROG 0.00

NOx 0.00

Exhaust and Dust PM10 0.00 0
ROG 3.99

NOx 41.12

Exhaust and Dust PM10 16.77 128
ROG 2.31

NOx 11.67

Exhaust and Dust PM10 14.65 112
ROG 24

NOx 241

Exhaust and Dust PM10 108 826
ROG 7.31

NOx 75.38

Exhaust and Dust PM10 30.75 235
ROG 3.73

NOx 38.45

Exhaust and Dust PM10 15.68 120
ROG 0.23

NOx 4.94

Exhaust and Dust PM10 1.74 13
ROG 2
NOx 32

Exhaust and Dust PM10 3 21
ROG 26

NOx 272
Exhaust and Dust PM10 111 847

ROG 10 tons/year

NOx 10 tons/year

PM10 80 lbs/day

1,100,000 220,000

Sub-Total Assumed Future 
Conditions

Assumed Future 
Conditions

2,281,600 220,000

10/Proposed Teichert Shifler

2,352,942 235,295

235,295

9/Original In-Channel 
Maintenance Extraction

200,000

1,176,471

1,075,269

Sub-Total Existing Conditions

Existing Conditions

6,944,141 1,113,535

2/Granite Capay

3/Granite Esparto

4/Granite Woodland

5/Syar

6/Teichert Esparto

1,000,000 200,000

1,111,111 222,222

1,176,471

215,054

Thresholds of significance from YSAQMD Handbook (exceedences are marked in 
bold)

Table A-2: CCAP Projected Maximum CAP Emissions in Tons/Year

9,225,741 1,333,535

Total

12/Proposed In-Channel 
Maintenance Extraction

11/SGRO (Existing + Proposed 
CCAP Update)

240,964

1,381,600

1,204,819

7/Teichert Woodland

8/Teichert Schwarzgruber

1/CEMEX



CCAP Operation Component

Annual Maximum 
Permitted Tons Mined, 
tons/year

Annual 20% 
Exceedence Tons 
Mined, tons/year Total Operation CAP Emissions, MT CO2e/year

1/CEMEX 1,204,819 240,964 7,860

2/Granite Capay 1,075,269 215,054 7,015

3/Granite Esparto 1,000,000 200,000 6,524

4/Granite Woodland

5/Syar 1,111,111 222,222 7,249

6/Teichert Esparto 1,176,471 6,396

7/Teichert Woodland

8/Teichert Schwarzgruber 1,176,471 235,295 7,675

9/Original In-Channel Maintenance Extraction 200,000 222

Sub-Total Existing Conditions 6,744,141 1,113,535 42,941

10/Proposed Teichert Shifler
2,352,942 235,295 14,071

11/SGRO (Existing + Proposed CCAP Update)
1,100,000 220,000 7,176

12/Proposed In-Channel Maintenance Extraction
690,800 768

Sub-Total Assumed Future Conditions
1,590,800 220,000 7,722

8,334,941 1,333,535 50,663CCAP Update Total

Table A-3: CCAP Projected Maximum GHG Emissions in MT/Year

Existing Conditions

Assumed Future 
Conditions
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Table A-4 Cumulative Analysis (Granite Esparto A-10B)

tons mined tons sold tons mined tons sold tons mined tons sold mmt mined mmt sold
CEMEX 1,204,819 1,000,000 240,964 200,000 1,445,783 1,200,000 32.17 26.70
Granite Capay 1,075,269 1,000,000 215,054 200,000 1,290,323 1,200,000 32.26 30.00
Granite Woodland (for surrender) 420,000 370,000 420,000 370,000
County Maintenance 200,000 180,000 200,000 180,000 11.00 9.90
Schwarzgruber 110,000 100,000 110,000 100,000 1.14 1.08
Syar 1,111,111 1,000,000 222,222 200,000 1,333,333 1,200,000 33.33 30.00
Teichert Esparto 1,176,471 1,000,000 1,176,471 1,000,000 25.88 22.00
Teichert Woodland 1,176,471 1,000,000 235,294 200,000 1,411,765 1,200,000 17.88 15.20
Unallocated 505,859 500,000 505,859 500,000
Totals 6,980,000 6,150,000 913,534 800,000 7,893,534 6,950,000 153.66 134.88

Table 5.2  Additional Allocation Needed for Granite Esparto

tons mined tons sold
New Granite Esparto Request 1,000,000 870,000
Less Granite Woodland Surrender (420,000) (370,000)
Less Unallocated (505,859) (500,000)
Additional Allocation Needed* 74,141 0
20% Maximum Exceedence 200,000 174,000
Maximum Allocation Needed 274,141 174,000
Maximum Annual** 1,200,000 1,044,000
30-Year Lifetime (million tons) 30.0 26.1

Table 5.1.1  Summary of Tonnages Analyzed in OCMP

Mining Operations
Annual Permitted 20% Exceedence Maximum Annual* Project Lifetime

* Maximum Annual = Annual Permitted + 20% Exceedence

Line Item
Annual Quantities

* represents "shortage" of permissive quantities which can be mined 
under present county authorizations

** Maximum Annual = Annual Permitted + 20% Exceedence
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tons mined tons sold tons mined tons sold tons mined tons sold
Other Commercial Permits* 5,854,141 5,100,000 913,534 800,000 6,767,675 5,900,000
County Maintenance 200,000 180,000 n/a n/a 200,000 180,000
Other Permits & County Subtotal* 6,054,141 5,280,000 913,534 800,000 6,967,675 6,080,000
Add Granite Esparto Request 1,000,000 870,000 200,000 174,000 1,200,000 1,044,000
All Permits & County Total 7,054,141 6,150,000 1,113,534 974,000 8,167,675 7,124,000
OCMP EIR Assessment 8,589,955 7,538,300 8,589,955 7,538,300
Assessment Balance*** 1,535,814 1,388,300 422,280 414,300
Less Allocation Needed**** (74,141) 0 (74,141) 0
Final Assessment Balance 1,461,673 1,388,300 348,139 414,300

Table 4.4-5 Estimated Offsite (Trucks) Operational Emissions

Factor*

Factor 
without 
Offsite 
Trucks

Granite 
Esparto

Granite 
Esparto 
without 
Offsite 
Trucks Others** Combined Excess*** Cumulative Excess

Truck 
Emissions1

lbs/ton lbs/ton tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr percent tons/yr
Oxides of Nitrogen (as NO2) 0.1096 0.0374 54.8 18.7 321 394 61 455 15% 36.1
Hydrocarbons (ROC as CH4) 0.0105 0.0047 5.2 2.3 31 38 6 44 15% 2.9
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 0.0509 0.0277 25.5 13.9 149 188 28 217 15% 11.6
Particulates (as PM10) 0.0061 0.0027 3.0 1.3 18 22 3 26 15% 1.7
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 0.0001 0.0001 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4 0 0.5 14% 0
Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) 0.0061 0.0027 3.0 1.3 18 22 3 26 15% 1.7
Fugitive Dust (as PM10) 0.0214 0.0158 10.7 7.9 63 81 12 93 15% 2.8

1  From Granite Esparto DEIR (2009), Table 4.4-5, Estimated Offsite (Trucks) Operational Emissions

** CEMEX, Granite Capay, Schwarzgruber, Syar, Teichert Esparto, Teichert Woodland
*** assumes all eligible mines (100% worst case) would exceed permitted allocations by 20% in any given year

* lbs pollutant / ton mined; for 1 million tons mined per year by Granite Esparto as typical

Line Item
Annual Permitted 20% Exceedence Maximum Annual**

* CEMEX, Granite Capay, Schwarzgruber, Syar, Teichert Esparto, Teichert Woodland
* also assumes Granite Woodland permit surrendered
** assumes all eligible mines (100% worst case) would exceed permitted allocations by 20% in any given year
*** Assessment Balance = OCMP EIR Assessment - All Permits & County Total
**** represents "shortage" of permissive quantities which can be mined under present county authorizations

Table 5.4  Estimated Projected Cumulative Criteria Emissions Through 2026

Project Emissions

Table 5.3  Cumulative Analysis of OCMP EIR Assessment Surplus Available for Allocation
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Table A-5 Offsite Truck Trips

Factor*

Factor 
without 
Offsite 
Trucks

Granite 
Esparto

Granite 
Esparto 
without 
Offsite 
Trucks Others** Combined Excess*** Cumulative Excess

Truck 
Emissions1

lbs/ton lbs/ton tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr percent tons/yr
Carbon Dioxide (GHG - CO2) 13.6206 4.8086 6,810 2,404 39,868 49,083 7,583 56,666 15% 4406
Nitrous Oxide (GHG - N2O) 0.0003 0.0001 0.2 0 1.0 1.2 0.2 1.4 16% 0.13
Methane (GHG - CH4) 0.0006 0.0003 0.3 0 1.7 2.1 0.3 2.4 15% 0.13
Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (CO2 eqv) 13.7368 4.8409 6,868 2,420 40,209 49,498 7,648 57,146 15% 4447.99

1 From Granite Esparto DEIR (2009) Appendix A, Table A-5, Offsite Truck Trips

tons mined tons sold mmt mined mmt sold start date years end date*
CEMEX 1,204,819 1,000,000 32.17 26.70 1997 27 2024
Granite Capay 1,075,269 1,000,000 32.26 30.00 1997 30 2027
Granite Esparto (per request) 1,000,000 870,000 30.00 26.10 2010 30 2040
County Maintenance 200,000 180,000 11.00 9.90 1997 55 2052
Schwarzgruber 110,000 100,000 1.14 1.08 1997 10 2007
Syar 1,111,111 1,000,000 33.33 30.00 1997 30 2027
Teichert Esparto 1,176,471 1,000,000 25.88 22.00 1997 22 2019
Teichert Woodland 1,176,471 1,000,000 17.88 15.20 1997 15 2012
All Permits & County Total 7,054,141 6,150,000 183.66 160.98

Allocation Increase 74,141 0

* earliest end date at permitted rates, actual end date may be later, up to January 1, 2027 for commercial operations

Table 5.5  Estimated Projected Cumulative GHG Emissions Through 2026

Project Emissions

* lbs pollutant / ton mined; for 1 million tons mined per year by Granite Esparto as typical
** CEMEX, Granite Capay, Schwarzgruber, Syar, Teichert Esparto, Teichert Woodland
*** assumes all eligible mines (100% worst case) would exceed permitted allocations by 20% in any given year

Table 5.6  Cumulative Tonnages Analyzed in OCMP with Granite Esparto Added

Mining Operations
Annual Permitted Project Lifetime



Table A-5 On-Road Truck Emission Factors

Vehicle2 Tons (Removal) per Trip3
Average 

Miles/Round Trip4 ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5

Fugitive 
Dust (as 
PM10)5 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 
(as PM10)5 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

HHDT 28.67 50 0.02725244 0.59714108 0.01837294 0.01135402 0.132 195.638408 0.00126581 0.03075163 204.83404 0.00095057 0.02082828 0.00064085 0.00039603 0.00460416 6.82386767 4.41513E-05 0.00107262 7.14461131

Notes:
1 Total emissions are derived from emission factros for heavy duty diesel trucks from EMFAC2017 for all pollutants except for fugitive dust
2 Conservatively assume that all aggregates produced in the CCAP area would be transported by heavy duty diesel trucks (HHDT in the EMFAC vehicle category)
3 Assume an average truck would transport 25 tons of production and site-averaged waste percentage of 12.8%.

5 Assume an emission factor consistent with the Granite Esparto EIR, 0.00264 lbs/mile. Source: AP-42 Section 13.2.2 Unpaced Roads, Eqaution 1b, 88% controlled (watering).

On-Road Equipment Total Emissions per trip, lbs1 Emission Factor, lbs/ton removal

4 Neither the State Department of Conservation nor the mining operators in the CCAP area have quantified the average miles/trip in their latest research or records. It was generally recognized that trucks would not go further than 40 miles to deliver the aggregates, because the costs of transportation would not be 
economical beyond that point. Baseline assumes that on average, trucks travel 25 miles per single trip to deliver, i.e. 50 miles per round trip. This assumption was discussed with  the staff at the Department of Conservation and a number of the mining operators in the CCAP area and found to be reasonable.



Total workdays: 87
Hours per 
day: 8

CalEEMod Equipment Type

CalEEMod 
Default Load 
Factor

Assumed 
Operation 

Year Total Emissions over Project Duration, lbs

Equipment Power Source Quantity Horsepower ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 CO2e ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Fugitive 
PM10

2

D-9 Dozer Diesel 2 410 Rubber Tired Dozers 0.4 0.289 3.0167 0.112 0.103 466.7831 0.151 470.5581 145.319894 1516.90839 56.3177445 51.7922115 234715.816 75.9283877 - 236,614

631 Scraper Diesel 8 500 Scrapers 0.48 0.32 3.78254 0.148 0.136 472.1751 0.153 476.0001 941.899559 11133.6649 435.628546 400.307313 1389817.25 450.345727 - 1,401,076

988 Wheel Loader Diesel 2 375 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.37 0.194 2.07976 0.073 0.067 468.2447 0.151 472.0197 82.5311894 884.768384 31.0555507 28.5030396 199199.959 64.2381938 - 200,806
Unloader (Dumper Trucks) Diesel 1 16 Dumpers/Tenders 0.38 0.685 4.336 0.165 0.165 568.299 0.061 569.824 6.38480352 40.4153403 1.53794537 1.53794537 5297.04738 0.56857374 - 5,311

Front End Loader Diesel 2 500 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.37 0.194 2.07976 0.073 0.067 468.2447 0.151 472.0197 110.041586 1179.69118 41.4074009 38.0040529 265599.945 85.6509251 - 267,741

Electricity Power Usage Electric Horsepower (kW) Quantity Annual Average, kWh/yr

Main Processing Plant (Electric  -- 1 616,250 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1004.56366 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 619,062 --

Radial Stacker (Electricity Only) 67.14 1 46,729 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1004.56366 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 46,943 --

Vehicle Trips/day Miles/Round Trip5

HHDT6
Diesel 95 50 225.393683 4938.70733 151.954967 93.904447 1618044.5 10.4689528 254.334063 1694097.78 3180.55373

15 170 7 6 24076 8 0 31926 18

0.00033 0.00715 0.00022 0.00014 2.34228 0.00002 0.00037 2.45237 0.00230149

Notes
1 This list includes diesel- and electric-power equipment, and is based on communication with an operator from Granite Construction. 
2 Total emissions of fugitive dust from off-road equipment are derived from a CalEEMod run with the equipment input. Electric equipment produces negligible amount of dust. Total emissions of fugitive dust from on-road equipment are based on Table A-5. 
3 Processing Plant would mainly consist of electric equipment, except for two front end loaders (Granite Esparto DEIR, 2009)
4 Assuming 690,800 tons removal per year and site-averaged waste percentage of 10%, this results in annual production of 621,720 tons to be transported to customers.

6 Assuming the average truck volume is 25 tons/truck. 

EMFAC2017 (v1.0.2) Emission Rates

Region Type: County

Region: YOLO

Calendar Year: 2020

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories
Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region Calendar Year Vehicle Category Model Year Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAROG_RUNLOSROG_RESTLO ROG_DIURN TOG_RUNEX TOG_IDLEX TOG_STREX TOG_HOTSOATOG_RUNLOSTOG_RESTLO TOG_DIURN CO_RUNEX
YOLO 2020 HHDT Aggregated Aggregated DSL 2201.07912 248465.516 22096.7843 0.14340041 5.2025875 0 0 0 0 0 0.16325045 5.92274984 0 0 0 0 0 0.52283959

The above table available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2017/

1571.8

Table A-6 In-Channel Bar Skimming Project
Estimated Duration and Construction Time

4 months (approimately 87 workdays), 8 hours/workday

Off-Road Equipment1

Processing Plant3

2020

Emission Factors(CalEEMod 2016.3.2), g/bhp-hr

EMFAC2017 Emission Factors see below

On-Road Equipment4

Statewide Utility Emission Factors of Greenhouse Gas, lb/MWhr (CalEEMOD 2016.3.2)

8271

5 Neither the State Department of Conservation nor the mining operators in the CCAP area have quantified the average miles/trip in their latest research or records. It was generally recognized that trucks would not go further than 40 miles to deliver the aggregates, because the costs of transportation would not be economical beyond that point. Baseline assumes that on average, trucks travel 25 miles per single 
trip to deliver, i.e. 50 miles per round trip. This assumption was approved by the staff at the Department of Conservation and a number of the mining operators in the CCAP area.

Total Round Trips

Source

Granite Esparto, Appendix A, Table A-14. The 
annual average scaled by the number of 
months for the bar-skimming project.

Assume equipment is a wheeled stacker ST100 
from McClosekey International (90 HP).

Total Emissions, lbs/day

Production Emission Factor (Excl. On-Road), lbs pollutant/ton removal



CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX CH4_RUNEX CH4_IDLEX CH4_STREX PM10_RUNEXPM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTWPM10_PMBWPM2_5_RUNEPM2_5_IDLEXPM2_5_STRE PM2_5_PMT PM2_5_PMB SOx_RUNEX SOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX N2O_RUNEX N2O_IDLEX N2O_STREX
64.2001355 0 4.04746613 66.5966852 2.13205814 1528.21764 12408.955 0 0.00666058 0.24164671 0 0.06876095 0.14564891 0 0.0350469 0.06010543 0.06578638 0.1393482 0 0.00876172 0.02575947 0.01443784 0.11723365 0 0.24021453 1.95051493 0
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APPENDIX D TABLE 1: INTEGRATION OF CEQA REVIEW AND YOLO HCP/NCCP COMPLIANCE 
 

Local Agency Planning/ CEQA 
Step 

YHC HCP/NCCP Step Notes/Comments 

1-Pre-application Forms 1 and 2; 
Preliminary Land Cover 
Assessment1 

None 

2-Development Application 
submitted to local planning 
office 

Form 3; 
Planning Level Survey(s)1 

The biological resources 
assessment report may be 
prepared for the applicant prior 
to application submittal or not 
at all in which case the CEQA 
consultant will often prepare it 

3-Application completeness 
process 
4-CEQA environmental 
determination (ED) – Exempt2, 
ND, MND, SCEA, EIR 
5-CEQA Initial Study (IS) and 
confirmation of ED; preparation 
of CEQA document 
6-CEQA IS Checklist Question 
for Biological Resources 
(Section IV) 

See below None 

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

For the 12 covered species, the 
CEQA IS will point to and rely on 
the HCP/NCCP.  No further 
analysis is required under CEQA 
for these species. 

For other non-covered special 
status species, CEQA 
compliance is required, though 
partial or full CEQA mitigation 
may result indirectly from 
HCP/NCCP.  The level that non-
covered species are protected 
by the HCP/NCCP could be 
further explored and 
documented if there is funding. 
 
YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use in CEQA IS to describe 
reliance on HCP/NCCP for 12 
covered species. 

6.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 

For all impacts in this category, 
the CEQA IS will point to and 
rely on the HCP/NCCP.  No 
further analysis is required 
under CEQA for these species, 
including of oak woodlands 

PRC Section 21083.4 addresses 
Conversion of Oak Woodlands.   
It applies only to counties and 
requires an analysis of this issue 
as part of the CEQA compliance 
for projects in the 
unincorporated area and 

                                                           
1 See separate discussion of HCP/NCCP survey requirements. 
2 Only ministerial projects/activities are exempt from HCP/NCCP.  CEQA exempt projects may be subject to YHC 
fees and may be required to demonstrate compliance with AMMs. 
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Local Agency Planning/ CEQA 
Step 

YHC HCP/NCCP Step Notes/Comments 

Department of Fish and Game 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

pursuant to Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21083.4. 

identifies specific mitigation 
strategies.  Section 
21083.4(d)(1) exempts project 
undertaken pursuant to an 
approved NCCP that preserves 
oak habitat. 

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

The HCP/NCCP provides no 
direct coverage for Section 404 
impacts.   
 
The YCH and member agencies 
may choose to expand the 
HCP/NCCP to cover Section 404 
mitigation in the future.  

Through project specific 
negotiation, applicants for 
which Section 404 approval is 
required may be able to attain 
agreement from the federal 
agencies to accept the 
HCP/NCCP mitigation as 
fulfilling Section 404 mitigation 
requirements. 

6.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? 

For the 12 covered species, the 
CEQA IS will point to and rely on 
the HCP/NCCP.  No further 
analysis is required under CEQA 
or these species. 

For other non-covered special 
status species, CEQA 
compliance is required, though 
partial or full CEQA mitigation 
may result indirectly from 
HCP/NCCP.  The level that non-
covered species are protected 
by the HCP/NCCP could be 
further explored and 
documented if there is funding. 
 
YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use in CEQA IS to describe 
reliance on HCP/NCCP for 12 
covered species. 

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

All of the member agencies 
have general plan policies 
protecting biological resources 
and the HCP/NCCP was 
determined by each member 
agency to be consistent with 
those policies upon adoption of 
the Plan in May/June.   
 
None of the member agencies 
have separate ordinances for 
biological resources. 
 
Most of the member agencies 
have regulations addressing 

Each member agency must 
analysis compliance with this 
threshold based on local tree 
protection ordinances and local 
agricultural land protection 
ordinances. 
 
Local agencies may 
independently allow applicants 
to receive credit from fee 
payments to the YHC for acres 
of impact under the HCP/NCCP 
towards all or a portion of the 
otherwise separate 
requirement for mitigation for 
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Local Agency Planning/ CEQA 
Step 

YHC HCP/NCCP Step Notes/Comments 

Tree Protection and Agricultural 
Land Protection.     
 
The HCP/NCCP easement 
stacking policy is described in 
Section 7.5.8 

loss of agricultural land under 
local ordinance and CEQA. 

6.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? 

The CEQA IS will describe the 
HCP/NCCP, the local agency’s 
status as a member agency, and 
the process and agreements in 
place to ensure compliance.   

YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use to address this threshold. 
 
Item for discussion -- Can/ 
should consistency with local 
voluntary RCIS/LCP be a 
consideration here? 

7-CEQA Guidelines Section 
15065(a)(1) 

See below These thresholds are often not 
well-addressed but should be 
analyzed by every lead agency 
in their CEQA documents. 

7.a) Substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species?  

For the 12 covered species, the 
CEQA IS will point to and rely on 
the HCP/NCCP.  No further 
analysis is required under CEQA 
for these species. 

For other non-covered special 
status species, CEQA 
compliance is required, though 
partial or full CEQA mitigation 
may result indirectly from 
HCP/NCCP.  The level that non-
covered species are protected 
by the HCP/NCCP could be 
further explored and 
documented if there is funding. 
 
YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use in CEQA IS to describe 
reliance on HCP/NCCP for 12 
covered species. 

7.b) Cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-
sustaining levels? 

For the 12 covered species, the 
CEQA IS will point to and rely on 
the HCP/NCCP.  No further 
analysis is required under CEQA 
for these species. 

For other non-covered special 
status species, CEQA 
compliance is required, though 
partial or full CEQA mitigation 
may result indirectly from 
HCP/NCCP.  The level that non-
covered species are protected 
by the HCP/NCCP could be 
further explored and 
documented if there is funding. 
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Local Agency Planning/ CEQA 
Step 

YHC HCP/NCCP Step Notes/Comments 

YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use in CEQA IS to describe 
reliance on HCP/NCCP for 12 
covered species. 

7.c) Threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community? 

For the 12 covered species, the 
CEQA IS will point to and rely on 
the HCP/NCCP.  No further 
analysis is required under CEQA 
for these species. 

For other non-covered special 
status species, CEQA 
compliance is required, though 
partial or full CEQA mitigation 
may result indirectly from 
HCP/NCCP.  The level that non-
covered species are protected 
by the HCP/NCCP could be 
further explored and 
documented if there is funding. 
 
YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use in CEQA IS to describe 
reliance on HCP/NCCP for 12 
covered species. 

7.d) Substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of 
an endangered, rare or 
threatened species? 

For the 12 covered species, the 
CEQA IS will point to and rely on 
the HCP/NCCP.  No further 
analysis is required under CEQA 
for these species. 

For other non-covered special 
status species, CEQA 
compliance is required, though 
partial or full CEQA mitigation 
may result indirectly from 
HCP/NCCP.  The level that non-
covered species are protected 
by the HCP/NCCP could be 
further explored and 
documented if there is funding. 
 
YHC will develop standard 
language for member agencies 
to use in CEQA IS to describe 
reliance on HCP/NCCP for 12 
covered species. 

8-For projects that qualify for 
CEQA exemptions 

Applicable AMMs added to 
project conditions 

There is no CEQA mechanism 
for YHC to review CEQA exempt 
project conditions.   
 
In practice the AMMs don’t fit 
every project/site.  YHC will 
develop procedures for 
addressing this.  

9-For projects subject to NDs, 
MNDs, SCEA, and EIRs 

Applicable AMMs added to 
project conditions.  YHC reviews 
circulated document as CEQA 
responsible agency 

10-CEQA document circulated 
for comment 
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Local Agency Planning/ CEQA 
Step 

YHC HCP/NCCP Step Notes/Comments 

11-Project approval For YHC budgeting and tracking 
purposes is there some 
reasonable mechanism for 
member agencies to notify the 
YHC of approvals as they 
happen? 

All CEQA mitigation measures 
are required by state law to be 
integrated into project 
conditions of approval.  This 
would include any identified 
AMMs of the project.  

12-Prior to commencement of 
site disturbance activities3 

Applicant pays applicable YHC 
fees3 or satisfies requirements 
in other approved manner (e.g. 
In-lieu payments, see Section 
7.5.8).  
 
 

Consider clarified language as 
follows: “Prior to issuance of 
grading permit or (whichever 
occurs first)” 
 
For project with approved 
phasing, YHC will develop 
procedures/applicant 
agreements for phased 
payment of fees consistent with 
phased project approvals. 

13-Project construction 
 
 
 

Member agency issues ITP 
permit authorization to 
applicant to allow project 
construction to commence 

YHC will develop a standard 
letter for agencies to use and 
procedures for confirming and 
monitoring implementation of 
applicable construction-related 
AMMs 

14- Following project 
completion and/or during 
operation 

Project-level monitoring and 
reporting 

YHC will develop procedures for 
confirming and monitoring 
implementation of post-
construction AMMs o 

 

                                                           
3 HCP/NCCP Section 8.4.1.7 states: “For private projects, the Conservancy will require the payment of HCP/NCCP 
fees by the time the grading permit for the project is issued. If a grading permit is not required, fees must be paid 
before or at the time the first construction permit is issued.  For public projects, the Conservancy will require 
payment of HCP/NCCP fees prior to implementing the covered activity. For public projects conducted by outside 
contractors, the timing of fee payment may coincide with the award of the construction contract because this 
represents the time at which the public agency commits to implementing the project.” 
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