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Table S-2 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Affected Resource Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 

Mitigation Measures 

CEQA 
Significance 

Finding After 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Freshwater marsh No Impact 2.1 acres 1.2 acres 1.2 acres 1.4 acres BR-4 to BR-9 LTS 

Seasonal drainages (Jurisdictional) No Impact 0.1 acres 0.4 acres <0.1 acres 0.4 acres BR-4 to BR-9 LTS 

Seasonal drainages (Non-
Jurisdictional) 

No Impact 0.5 acres 0.4 acres 0.4 acres 0.3 acres BR-4 to BR-9 LTS 

Perennial drainages (Jurisdictional) No Impact 1.5 acres 0.5 acres 0.5 acres 0.3 acres BR-4 to BR-9 LTS 

Perennial drainages (Non-
Jurisdictional) 

No Impact 1.1 acres 1.1 acres 1.1 acres <0.1 acres BR-4 to BR-9 LTS 

Perennial pond habitat No Impact 7 acres 0.7 acres 0.7 acres No Impact BR-4 to BR-9 LTS 

3.15.3 Plant Species        

Loss of Brittlescale No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact BR-10: Conduct a Biological 
Resources Education Program for 
Construction Crews and Enforce 

Construction Restrictions. 
BR-11: Retain a Biologist to 

Monitor Construction Activities. 
BR-12: Install Construction Barrier 
Fencing around the Construction 

Area. 
BR-13: Minimize Potential Impacts 

on Special-Status Plant Species 
during Construction. 

BR-15: Construct the portions of 
Walters Road Extension on an 

Elevated Structure. 

BR-10 to BR-13, BR-15 

LTS 
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Table S-2 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Affected Resource Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 

Mitigation Measures 

CEQA 
Significance 

Finding After 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Loss of Pappose spikeweed No Impact 1.0 acres No Impact No Impact No Impact BR-10 to BR-13, BR-15 
BR-14: Compensate for Loss of 

Pappose Spikeweed. 

LTS 

Loss of Gairdner’s yampah No Impact 2.0 acres No Impact No Impact No Impact BR-10 to BR-13, BR-15 LTS 

Loss of Saline Clover No Impact 1.0 acre No Impact No Impact No Impact BR-10 to BR-13, BR-15 LTS 

3.15.4 Animal Species        

Loss of habitat for Northwestern 
Pond Turtle 

No Impact Potential Impact Unlikely to be 
affected 

Unlikely to be 
affected 

Unlikely to be 
affected 

BR-10 to BR-12  
BR-16: Conduct Preconstruction 
Surveys for Western Pond Turtle 

LTS 

Disturbance to Burrowing Owl 
breeding or wintering burrow site 

No Impact Possible effect if 
present 

Possible effect 
if present 

Possible effect if 
present 

Possible effect 
if present 

BR-10 to BR-12 
BR-17: Conduct Preconstruction 

Surveys for Active Burrowing Owl 
Burrows and Implement the CDFG 

Guidelines for Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation. 

LTS 

Loss of Swainson’s Hawk nesting 
and foraging habitat 

No Impact 58.5 acres 57.4 acres 49 acres 32.1 acres BR-10 to BR-12 
BR-18: Implement the CDFG 

Guidelines for Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat Mitigation and 
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys 
for Nesting Swainson’s Hawk. 

LTS 

Degradation or disturbance to 
White-Tailed Kite nesting sites 

No Impact Possible effect 
on nesting birds 

if present 

Possible effect 
on nesting 

birds if 
present 

Possible effect 
on nesting birds 

if present 

Possible effect 
on nesting 

birds if 
present 

BR-10 to BR-12 
BR-19: Avoid Disturbance of 

Nesting Special-Status and Non-
Special-Status Migratory Birds and 

Raptors 

LTS 
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Table S-2 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Affected Resource Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 

Mitigation Measures 

CEQA 
Significance 

Finding After 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Degradation or disturbance to 
Northern Harrier nesting sites 

No Impact Possible effect 
on nesting birds 

if present 

Possible effect 
on nesting 

birds if 
present 

Possible effect 
on nesting birds 

if present 

Possible effect 
on nesting 

birds if 
present 

BR-10 to BR-12, BR-19 LTS 

Disturbance to nesting sites of 
migratory birds, including raptors 

No Impact Possible effect 
on nesting birds 

if present 

Possible effect 
on nesting 

birds if 
present 

Possible effect 
on nesting birds 

if present 

Possible effect 
on nesting 

birds if 
present 

BR-10 to BR-12, BR-19 LTS 

3.15.5 Threatened and Endangered Species  

Loss or degradation of Contra 
Costa Goldfields populations  

     

     Direct 0 acres 0.39 acres 0.24 acres 0.27 acres 0.24 acres 

     Temporary Construction 0 acres 0.17 acres 0.22 acres 0.15 acres 0.22 acres 

     Indirect 0 acres 5.31 acres 4.58 acres 2.51 acres 4.58 acres 

     Total 0 acres 5.87 acres 5.04 acres 2.93 acres 5.04 acres 

 
 

BR-10 to BR-12 
BR-20: Revise Project Plans to 
Avoid Contra Costa Goldfields. 

BR-21: Compensate for the 
Permanent Loss of Contra Costa 

Goldfields. 

 
 

LTS 

Loss of vernal pool invertebrates      

     Direct 0 acres 1.58 acres 1.42 acres 1.42 acres 0.94 acres 

     Indirect 0 acres 1.01 acres 0.03 acres 0.03 acres 0.02 acres 

     Total 0 acres 2.59 acres 1.45 acres 1.45 acres 0.96 acres 

 
 

BR-22: Minimize Potential Impacts 
on Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods 

and Delta Green Ground Beetle. 
BR-23: Compensate for Permanent 
Losses of Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp 

and Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp 
Habitat and Delta Green Ground 

Beetle. 

LTS 
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Table S-2 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Affected Resource Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 

Mitigation Measures 

CEQA 
Significance 

Finding After 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Loss or degradation of suitable 
habitat for Delta Green Ground 
Beetle 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact None required LTS 

Loss of elderberry shrubs that are 
habitat for Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle 

No Impact 8 shrubs 8 shrubs 8 shrubs 13 shrubs BR-24: Compensate for Impacts on 
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. 

LTS 

Loss or degradation of suitable 
habitat for California Tiger 
Salamander 

     

     Upland Habitat  No Impact 10.7 acres 10.7 acres 10.7 acres 1.6 acres 

BR-25: Minimize Potential Impacts 
on California Tiger Salamanders. 
BR-26: Compensate for Removal 

and Disturbance of California Tiger 
Salamander Habitat. 

 

LTS 

3.15.6  Invasive Species        

Invasive Species  No impact Potential to 
spread invasive 

species 

Potential to 
spread 

invasive 
species 

Potential to 
spread invasive 

species 

Potential to 
spread 

invasive 
species 

BR-27: Educate Construction Crews 
on Invasive Species Control and 

Prevention, and Monitor 
Compliance. 

BR-28: Implement Revegetation and 
Restoration Measures Required in 

the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 

 

3.16  Energy        

Energy Inefficient 
energy 

consumption 

Efficient energy 
consumption 

Efficient 
energy 

consumption 

Efficient energy 
consumption 

Efficient 
energy 

consumption 

None required LTS 
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S.6 Coordination with Public and Other Agencies  
Both the federal and State environmental processes call for coordination and consultation with various 
federal, State, and local agencies; elected officials; community organizations; Native American tribes; 
and other individuals from the neighborhoods and communities within the vicinity of the corridor. 
Public outreach was conducted through a variety of means, including public agency coordination, 
consultation, and the public scoping process. In keeping with these processes, a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
for the Jepson Parkway Project was published in the Federal Register on August 4, 2000, and a Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) was released on July 14, 2000. These notices announced that environmental 
documents were being prepared to assess the effects of the proposed action. Comments received in 
response to the notices have been taken into account in the preparation of this joint document.  

In order to ensure appropriate input from other affected agencies, particularly those that have 
jurisdiction over natural resources, FHWA, Caltrans, and STA began a scoping process soon after the 
issuance of the above notices, during which direct outreach was made to the public and other local, 
State, and federal agencies. A public scoping meeting for the project was held on August 9, 2000. The 
three agencies also agreed to initiate the NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 integration (generally 
referred to as “NEPA/404”), which is a formal effort to coordinate the review and approval of key 
EIR/EIS elements and how these elements address waters of the United States and associated sensitive 
species. The integration process is outlined in a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between 
FHWA, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Corps, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Fisheries, and Caltrans. The participants in the NEPA/404 process agreed on the project purpose and 
need, as well as the four alternatives that are considered in this EIR/EIS.  

In addition, as noted previously, a Section 4(f) evaluation was conducted for the project under the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S. Government Code 303). The Section 4(f) 
evaluation is intended to identify the potential use of publicly-owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife or 
waterfowl refuges, and historic sites for transportation improvements. If such use is necessary, the 
Section 4(f) evaluation is also intended to establish that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to 
the use of Section 4(f) resources and that all possible planning to minimize harm to the resource has 
occurred. This evaluation is included as Appendix B to this document.  

Finally, a letter of concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer for the project is provided 
with other agency consultation letters in Appendix C to this document. This letter is necessary to 
demonstrate that potentially significant historic resources have been considered during project planning.  

S.7 Areas of Known Controversy, Including Issues Raised by 
Agencies and the Public 

Per NEPA requirements, STA has not identified a preferred alternative at this stage in the project 
development process. A preferred alternative will be identified in the Final EIR/EIS after review of 
agency and public comments.  
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During the public scoping meeting, a number of potential issues or concerns were raised. A summary 
of the major concerns expressed by the public is provided below: 

• Potential traffic impacts on Cordelia Road, Pennsylvania Avenue, and Lopes Road leading to 
I-680; 

• Impacts on historic old town Cordelia from future worsening traffic conditions on Cordelia Road; 

• Traffic safety from the use of Air Base Parkway (potential to create a dangerous lane-changing 
problem); 

• Ability of SR 12 to handle increased traffic volumes; 

• Potential erosion and stormwater pollution; 

• Effects on drinking water in Putah Creek (Putah Canal); 

• Noise exposure for homes along Walters Road and Leisure Town Road; and 

• Impacts on Contra Costa goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens), vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 
lynchi), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), and vernal pool, wetland, and riparian 
habitats and their associated wildlife species. 

The scoping process also yielded a number of suggestions, including: 

• Align Jepson Parkway parallel to Air Base Parkway with the use of the Peabody Road signal to 
cross it; 

• Limit truck access and extend restrictions from Leisure Town Road to Vanden Road and Walters 
Road;  

• Remove houses in the unincorporated County portion that interfere with a continuous alignment, so 
that Jepson Parkway can continue unimpeded along the railroad tracks; and 

• Prevent residential growth east of Jepson Parkway in the unincorporated County section of the 
corridor.  

While each of the alternatives is formulated to improve traffic movement in central Solano County, the 
City of Fairfield has expressed support for Alternative B. In the opinion of the City of Fairfield, 
Alternative B would provide a new, second north/south crossing of the UPRR mainline tracks in 
eastern Fairfield; be more supportive of the Fairfield-Vacaville Multimodal Train Station that the City 
is planning to locate at the southeast corner of the intersection of Cement Hill Road/Vanden Road and 
Peabody Road; is consistent with Fairfield’s land use plans for the corridor; and displaces fewer 
existing residential and nonresidential land uses in Fairfield than the other project alternatives.  

S.8 Unresolved Issues  
The only major unresolved issue identified is which alternative will ultimately be selected. STA and 
Caltrans will need to identify the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). 
In other words, the alternatives will be assessed based on their effects to wetlands and sensitive 
biological species. Once the LEDPA has been determined, concurrence will be sought from the Corps. 
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Those alternatives that have the fewest biological impacts would be preferable to the resource agencies; 
however, other considerations such as costs, displacement, traffic operations, and support of local land 
use policies must be factored into the decision. This weighting of different factors is why the least 
environmentally damaging alternative is not always selected as the preferred alternative; the preferred 
alternative must be practicable and support the project purpose and need. The information in this 
document will assist Caltrans and STA in making this determination. 

Locally, STA and the affected local jurisdictions will need to assess the overall benefits of the corridor-
wide improvements against the potential environmental effects and the extent to which the various build 
alternatives support local planning efforts and adopted plans. 

S.9 List of Other Authorizations and Approvals That May Be 
Required for the Proposed Action 

As identified above, there are a number of other agencies that may have some oversight or permit 
requirements over the project. The chart below summarizes other State and federal agencies that have 
such jurisdiction. 

 

Affected Agency Approval, Permit, or Coordination Required 

State Office of Historic Preservation Consultation under National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Clean Water Act Section 404 permit 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Biological Opinion from USFWS under federal Endangered Species 
Act Section 7  

California Department of Fish and Game  Streambed Alteration Agreement under California Fish and Game 
Code Section 1602 

Consistency finding on the USFWS Biological Opinion  

California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 letter of concurrence 
permit from DFG for the loss of special-status species habitat 

California Public Utilities Commission  Authority to construct a new public railroad-highway crossing 

Reclamation Board Encroachment permit for activities conducted within Reclamation 
Board’s right-of-way 

Regional Water Quality Control Boards Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification on Section 
404 permit 

Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit 

 

S.10 Related Projects  
In addition to the proposed action, there are a number of other major projects and improvements that 
can affect transportation in central Solano County. The following major actions are in the planning 
stages or have recently been completed by other governmental agencies in the same geographic area as 
the project.  

• I-80/Leisure Town Road Overcrossing and Interchange, City of Vacaville. 
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• Al Patch Park, City of Vacaville: a 34.3-acre sports complex at the northwest corner of Peabody 
Road and California Drive. 

• Elmira Road Widening from Peabody Road to Allison Drive, City of Vacaville. 

• Fairfield-Vacaville Multimodal Train Station, City of Fairfield. 

• Technology Park, City of Fairfield: an 800-acre technology park designated in the City of Fairfield 
General Plan. 

• Travis Air Force Base Expansion, City of Fairfield. 

• Petersen Ranch, City of Suisun City: a 153-acre residential development adjacent to Walters Road 
between Bella Vista Drive and East Tabor Avenue. 

• Villages at Fairfield Residential Development, City of Fairfield: 440 acres with 2,400 housing 
units, a commercial shopping center, an elementary school, two neighborhood parks, a portion of 
the Fairfield Linear Park, and associated public facilities, roadways and utilities. Located north of 
Air Base Parkway between Claybank Road and Peabody Road. 

• Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, Concord to Sacramento Petroleum Products Pipeline Project. 

• Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan, STA. 

• Improvements to I-80/I-505 Interchange. 

• High-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes on I-80. 

• General Plan Amendment for Peabody Road: a General Plan amendment to designate Peabody 
Road as a four-lane arterial street was approved in 2004. 

• I-80/North Texas Street Interchange and Manuel Campos Parkway Extension, City of Fairfield. 

• Realignment of Peabody Road and Vanden Road/Cement Hill Road intersection, City of Fairfield. 




