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4.6 AIR QUALITY

This chapter describes the potential effects of the proposed Napa Pipe project
on air quality. This chapter describes the local climate and meteorology,
which are described in detail in Section A and provides an overview of federal, State, and local regulations relating to air quality in Section B. Air quality impacts are primarily assessed in relation to federal and State standards for
pollutants harmful to human health. The analysis examines both projectspecific as well as cumulative impacts.

A. Existing Conditions
The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin consists of nine Bay Area counties,
although only the southernmost portions of Sonoma County and Solano
Counties are included. The basin is managed by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD). The southern Napa Valley area lies
within Napa County, an area bordered by relatively high mountains to the
east and west and San Pablo Bay to the south. The mountains surrounding
Napa Valley have an average ridgeline height of approximately 2,000 feet.
1. Climate and Meteorology
Typical summer average maximum temperatures in the Napa Valley are in
the low 80s, while winter average maximum temperatures are in the high 50s
and low 60s, with minimum temperatures in the high to mid 30s in the
slightly cooler northern end of the valley. Due to the climate and terrain of
the valley, the potential for air pollution could be high if there were sufficient
sources of air contaminants nearby. The summer and fall prevailing winds
can transport ozone precursors northward from the Carquinez Strait Region
to the Napa Valley, which effectively traps and concentrates pollutants when
stable conditions are present. In addition, pollutants may be recirculated by
the local upslope and downslope flows created by the surrounding mountains,
contributing to buildup of air pollution within the valley. In the late fall and
winter, particulate matter from motor vehicles, agriculture and wood burning
in fireplaces and stoves can build up in the valley because of the high frequency of light winds and stable atmospheric conditions.
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The Napa Valley is widest at its southern end and narrows to the north, and
the mountains surrounding the valley serve as effective barriers to the prevailing northwesterly winds. In the daytime, the prevailing winds flow up valley
from the south about half of the time, with a strong up valley wind frequently developing during warm summer afternoons, which draws in air
from the San Pablo Bay. Occasionally daytime winds will flow down valley
from the north. Down valley drainage air flow often occurs in the evening,
especially in the winter months. Wind speeds are generally low, with almost
50 percent below 4 miles per hour (mph). Only 5 percent of the wind speeds
are between 16 and 18 mph; such speeds are representative of winter storms
and strong summertime up valley winds.1
Napa County is home to many industries, processes, and actions that generate
emissions of criteria pollutants. The California Air Resources Board (CARB)
compiles emissions inventories for all sources of emissions within the
County. This inventory is used by the BAAQMD and CARB for regional air
quality planning purposes and is the basis for the Bay Area Air Basin air quality plans. The inventory includes such sources as stationary (e.g. landfills,
electric utilities, mineral processes); area-wide (e.g. farming operations, construction/demolition activities, residential fuel combustion); and mobile
sources (e.g. automobiles, aircraft, off-road equipment).
2. Air Pollution Potential
For the most part, Napa County enjoys good air quality due to the almost
persistent southwesterly flow of air from the Bay. Episodes of high particulate levels can occur in late fall and winter when the Pacific High can combine
with high pressure over the interior regions of the western United States
(known as the Great Basin High) to produce extended periods of light winds
and low-level temperature inversions. Although less common, this pattern in
summer can produce fair weather and very warm temperatures throughout
the Bay Area. This condition frequently produces poor atmospheric mixing
that results in degraded regional air quality. Ozone standards traditionally are

1
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exceeded in downwind portions of the Bay Area when this condition occurs
during the warmer months of the year.
3. Ambient Air Quality
Ozone and nitrogen dioxide are generally considered regional pollutants because these pollutants or their precursors affect air quality on a regional scale.
Pollutants such as carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (NO2), and lead
(PB) are considered local pollutants because they tend to accumulate in the air
locally. Particulate matter (i.e. PM2.5 and PM10) is considered to be both a
localized and regional pollutant. The pollutants of greatest concern to Napa
County and the Bay Area are ozone and particulate matter, because portions
of the Bay Area have measured concentrations above health-based standards.
Measured concentrations over the past five-year period are summarized in
Table 4.6-1. The number of days that ambient air quality standards were exceeded in the Napa area or the entire Bay Area is shown in Table 4.6-2.
a. Criteria Air Pollutants in the Bay Area
The San Francisco Bay Area exceeds the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and PM2.5 on at least several occasions each year.
Throughout the Bay Area, the 8-hour ozone NAAQS was exceeded from 0 to
12 days, annually. The more stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 are exceeded even more often.
The ozone CAAQS was exceeded on 7 to 22 days at one or more Bay Area
stations over the last five years, primarily in the downwind portions of the
basin (Livermore, Concord, and Gilroy). Although the NAAQS for PM10 is
not exceeded anywhere in the Bay Area, the more stringent State standard is
routinely exceeded in the Bay Area and most other parts of the State. The
new NAAQS for PM2.5 is routinely exceeded at monitors in Vallejo and San
Jose, and the CAAQS standards for PM2.5 are also exceeded in the Bay Area.
No other air quality standards are exceeded in the Bay Area.
b. Criteria Air Pollutants in Napa
The BAAQMD monitors air pollutant levels continuously throughout the
nine-county Bay Area Air Basin through a series of monitoring stations. The
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HIGHEST MEASURED AIR POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS
Measured Air Pollutant Levels

Pollutant

Average
Time

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007a

Napa (O3, CO, NO2, and PM10) and Vallejo (PM2.5)
1-Hour

0.11

0.09

0.091

0.096

0.074

8-Hour

0.08

0.07

0.067

0.063

0.061

8-Hour

2.5

2.0

2.0

2.8

2.0

1-Hour

0.07

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.05

Annual

0.012

0.011

0.010

0.011

0.010

Respirable Particulate
Matter (PM10) (in
ug/m3)

24-Hour

41

60

40

52

50

Annual

21

21

18

22

21

Respirable Particulate
Matter (PM2.5) (in
ug/m3)

24-Hour

31

40

44

42

41

Annual

9.4

11

9.7

9.8

9.8

1-Hour

0.12

0.11

0.12

0.12

0.12

8-Hour

0.10

0.08

0.09

0.11

0.09

8-Hour

4.0

3.4

3.1

2.9

2.7

1-Hour

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.11

0.07

Annual

0.021

0.019

0.019

0.018

0.017

Respirable Particulate
Matter (PM10) (in
ug/m3)

24-Hour

60

65

81

73

78

Annual

25

26

24

23

26

Fine Particulate Matter
(PM2.5) (in ug/m3)

24-Hour

56

52

55

75

58

Annual

12

12

12

11

11

Ozone (in ppm)
Carbon Monoxide
(in ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide
(in ppm)

Bay Area (Basin Summary)
Ozone (in ppm)
Carbon Monoxide (in
ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide (in
ppm)

2008 data not yet available.
Notes: ppm = parts per million ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter NA = data not available.
Values reported in bold exceed ambient air quality standard. See Table 4.6-5 for State and Federal Air Quality Standards.
Source: BAAQMD Air Pollutant Summaries for 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007.

a
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SUMMARY OF MEASURED AIR QUALITY EXCEEDANCES

Pollutant Standard
NAAQS 1-hr

NAAQS 8-hr
O3
CAAQS 1-hr

CAAQS 8-hr

NAAQS 24-hr
PM10
CAAQS 24-hr

PM2.5
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NAAQS 24-hr

All Other
(CO, NO2, All Other
Lead, SO2)

Monitoring
Station

Days Exceeding Standard
2003

2004

2005

2006a

2007

Napa

0

0

X

X

X

Bay Area

1

0

X

X

X

Napa

0

0

0

0

0

Bay Area

7

0

1

12

1

Napa

2

0

0

1

0

Bay Area

19

7

9

18

4

Napa

–

–

0

2

0

Bay Area

–

–

9

22

9

Napa

0

0

0

0

0

Bay Area

0

0

0

0

0

Napa

0

1

0

1

1

Bay Area

6

7

6

15

4

Vallejo

0

0

0

2

4

Bay Area

0

1

0

101

14

Napa

0

0

0

0

0

Bay Area

0

0

0

0

0

Note: X = The 1-hour ozone NAAQS was revoked in 2005.
a
New, more stringent standards were introduced in 2006.
Source: BAAQMD Air Pollutant Summaries for 2003 through 2007.
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closest station to the project is located on Jefferson Street in Napa and monitors ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and PM10. The nearest station that monitors PM2.5 is located on Tuolume Street in Vallejo. A summary
of air quality monitoring data for the Napa Valley is shown in Table 4.6-1.
The values in the table are the highest air pollutant levels measured at these
stations over the past five years (2003 to 2007). The number of days that
measured concentrations exceeded the NAAQS or CAAQS in the Napa Valley are shown in Table 4.6-2.
This section provides updated information about Napa air quality monitoring
data for ozone and particulate matter.
i. Ozone
Recent air pollutant monitoring data for the last three years (2005 to 2007)
show that air quality in the vicinity of the Jefferson Street monitoring station
has exceeded the 1-hour ozone CAAQS one time and the 8-hour ozone
CAAQS twice. These occurred in 2006 during an extended heat wave. The
8-hour ozone NAAQS has not been exceeded during the last three years. The
attainment status for air basins is usually assessed over the previous three-year
period.
ii. Particulate Matter (PM)
The Jefferson Street monitoring station experienced one exceedance of the
State 24-hour PM10 standard during 2006 and 2007. There were no measured
exceedances in 2005. It should be noted that PM10 is measured every sixth
day. PM2.5 is not monitored in Napa County. Monitoring data from the
Tuolume Street monitoring station in Vallejo shows two exceedances of the
of the new 24-hour PM2.5 standard in 2006 and four exceedances in 2007. The
new standard took effect in 2006, and the older standard was not exceeded in
2003 through 2005. PM2.5 is also measured every sixth day.
iii. Other Air Pollutants
There were no exceedances of other air pollutants, such as CO and NO2, that
were monitored in Napa County. Pollutants not monitored in Napa or
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Vallejo, including SO2 and lead likely did not approach or exceed ambient air
quality standards, as they did not exceed standards at other monitoring stations in the Bay Area where measured concentrations are typically higher.
4. Attainment Status
Violations of ambient air quality standards are based on air pollutant monitoring data and are judged for each air pollutant. Areas that do not violate
ambient air quality standards are considered to have attained the standard. As
previously noted, the Bay Area as a whole does not meet State or federal ambient air quality standards for ground level ozone and PM2.5 nor State standards for PM10.
a. NAAQS Attainment Status
Under the Federal Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) had classified the region as marginally a nonattainment area for the
8-hour ozone standard. The EPA required the region to attain the standard
by 2007. U.S. EPA has determined that the Bay Area has met this standard,
but a formal redesignation request and maintenance plan would have to be
submitted before redesignation could be made. In May 2008, U.S. EPA lowered the 8-hour ozone standard from 0.08 to 0.075 ppm. Final designations
based upon the new 0.075 ppm standard will be made by March 2010.
The U.S. EPA recently designated the region as nonattainment for the 2006
24-hour PM2.5 standard of 35 μg/m3 as recent monitoring data indicate levels
above the standard in San Jose and Vallejo. The U.S. EPA’s action designated
the entire Bay Area Air Basin nonattainment for the standard. However, the
nonattainment designation has not taken place due to a freeze on all new
pending regulations enacted before 2009. When the freeze is lifted and the
designation takes effect, the region has until 2012 to develop an attainment
plan, and until 2014 to attain the standard.
The Bay Area has met CO standards for over a decade and is classified attainment maintenance by the U.S. EPA. The U.S. EPA grades the region
unclassified for all other air pollutants, including PM10.
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b. CAAQS Attainment Status
At the State level, the region is considered serious nonattainment for ground
level ozone and nonattainment for PM10 and PM2.5. The region is required to
adopt plans on a triennial basis that show progress towards meeting the State
ozone standard. There are no planning requirements that address the
CAAQS for PM2.5 or PM10. The area is considered attainment or unclassified
for all other pollutants.
5. Toxic Air Contaminants
Concentrations of air toxics throughout the Bay Area are measured by
BAAQMD and CARB. Only BAAQMD makes these measurements in Napa
County. Typical compounds measured by BAAQMD include benzene, 1,3butadiene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, ethylene dibromide, ethylene
dichloride, methyl tert buytl ether (MTBE), methylene chloride, acetaldehyde, perchloroethylene, toluene, and trichloroethylene. Since the ambient
concentrations of these TACs are very small, they are measured and reported
as part per billion (ppb) or nanograms per cubic meter (ng/m3)on a volume
basis. Table 4.6-3 provides a summary of the measured concentrations for
each of the compounds at the Napa monitoring station based on data reported by the BAAQMD for 2003 (the most recent year available). Also included in Table 4.6-3 are the overall Bay Area monitoring results for 2003 2006 along with the calculated cancer risk. Risks associated with diesel particulate matter (DPM) were calculated for 2000, based on modeling information. Note that CARB monitors inorganic contaminants in the Bay Area, but
not at the Napa station; therefore, data for these contaminants are not available. However, these pollutants exist at very low concentrations and are
likely at lower concentrations than found at other monitoring stations in the
region due to the lack of industrial and mobile sources in the area.
Emissions of the major air toxic contaminants are as follows:
♦ Diesel particulate matter or DPM: Heavy-duty trucks, buses, construction
equipment, and electrical generation. DPM by far makes up the greatest
inhalation health risk in the Bay Area.
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SUMMARY OF MEASURED TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS IN
NAPA
Concentration

Toxic Contaminant

Napa
2003

Bay Area
2003 - 2006

Cancer Risk
(Chance in
One Million)
Bay Area

Gaseous TACs – Annual Concentration (in ppb)
1,3-Butadiene

0.15

0.07

26

Benzene

0.48

0.33

30

Carbon Tetrachloride

0.11

0.11

–

Formaldehyde

–

1.59

12

Acetaldehyde

–

0.66

3

Perchloroethylene

0.02

0.03

1

Methylene Chloride

0.25

0.16

<1

MTBE

0.82

0.53

<1

Chloroform

0.03

0.02

<1

Trichloroethylene

0.03

0.02

<1

Particulate TACs –- Annual Concentration in ng/m

3

Chromium (hexavalent)

–

0.10

14

Dioxin

–

0.000025

1

Nickel

–

3.3

<1

PAHs

–

0.47

<1

Lead

–

7.8

<1

Diesel Particulate Matter
(DPM)

--

--

659

Total for all TACs Excluding Diesel Particulate Matter

91

Notes:

NA = data not available
PPB = parts per billion
ng/m3 = nanograms of contaminant per cubic meter of air
uglm3 = micrograms of contaminant per cubic meter of air
DPM is modeled and not directly measured in the atmosphere
Source: The information used to develop this table was obtained from (1) Air Resources Board
Almanac 2008 – Chapter 6, and (2) 2004 Status Report: BAAQMD Toxic Air Contaminant Control Program.
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♦ 1,3 Butadiene: Primarily on-road motor vehicles. Like carbon monoxide,
older model vehicles without adequate catalytic converters have much
higher emission rates.
♦ Benzene: Primarily on-road motor vehicles and gasoline evaporation.
♦ Formaldehyde: Emitted both directly and indirectly into the atmosphere.
It is primarily formed through photochemical oxidation in the atmosphere with elevated levels of ozone and nitrogen oxides. Sources of emissions leading to elevated formaldehyde levels are fuel combustion from a
variety of mobile and stationary sources. A primary source is from motor vehicle operations.
6. Existing Sources of Air Pollution
Sources of air pollution in and around the Napa Pipe project site include onroad vehicles, and nearby industrial uses.
The largest source of air pollution near the project is the Syar Industries
quarry operations. A majority of the quarry activities occurs east of Highway
221, about 1 mile from the project site. Syar Industries also has a sand and
gravel loading facility at Aslyum Slough, adjacent to the northwest corner of
the project site. Barge deliveries of sand and gravel are currently made about
once a week. According to the CARB, this facility is primarily a source of
particulate matter emissions. There are also emissions of ROG, NOx, and
CO from combustion equipment. A public records request to BAAQMD
indicated no complaint history or record of violations.2
Napa Sanitation District operates a wastewater treatment plant about 0.75
miles south of the project site. Wastewater treatment plants are a potential
source for odors. However, the project site is located mostly over 1 mile
from the plant‘s wastewater ponds that tend to be a source of odors. A public
records request to BAAQMD indicated no record of violations.3 There were

2
3
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two unconfirmed odor complaints in 2005 and one unconfirmed odor complaint in 2007.
There are various small industrial uses in the Enterprise Industrial Park and
Napa Valley Corporate Park near the project site, including a steel rebar
bending facility. These uses also contribute to air pollution in the area surrounding the project site.
Sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, schools, playgrounds, childcare facilities, and convalescent facilities. Many people who are susceptible to
air pollution (e.g. asthmatics) also reside in residences. Both State and National ambient air quality standards were primarily developed with intent to
protect sensitive receptors from the adverse impacts of air pollution. These
standards are reviewed and updated as needed to reflect the latest scientific
understanding of potential health effects. There are no existing sensitive receptors within ¼ mile of the project site. Kennedy Park lies to the north of
the project site and offers recreational facilities, including picnic and barbeque
sites, three ball fields, a golf course, a BMX track, spaces available for event
rentals, and a model airplane flying facility. Some of these facilities are considered sensitive receptors because they are used primarily by children. A
portion of the ball fields in Kennedy Park is located within a quarter-mile of
the northernmost border of the project site. The next closest sensitive receptor is the Napa State Hospital, which is located at 2100 Napa-Vallejo Highway; approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the project site.
7. Air Quality Planning
a. Clean Air Plans
To protect public health, the BAAQMD has adopted plans to achieve ambient air quality standards. The BAAQMD must continuously monitor its
progress in implementing attainment plans and must periodically report to
the CARB and the U.S. EPA. It must also periodically revise its attainment
plans to reflect new conditions and requirements.
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In 1991, the BAAQMD, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepared the Bay
Area 1991 Clean Air Plan or CAP, to addresses the California Clean Air Act.4
The intent of the plans, which are updated on a three-year cycle, are to demonstrate progress toward meeting the more stringent 1-hour ozone CAAQS.
The latest update to the plan, which was adopted in January 2006, is called
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. This plan includes a comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions from stationary, area, and mobile sources. The plan
objective is to indicate how the region would make progress toward attaining
the stricter State air quality standards, as mandated by the California Clean
Air Act. The 2003 Ozone Strategy plan is designed to achieve a region-wide
reduction of ozone precursor pollutants through the expeditious implementation of all feasible measures. The plan proposes expanded implementation of
transportation control measures (TCMs) and programs such as Spare the Air.
An update to the plan is currently being developed and likely to be adopted
in late 2009. This update is anticipated to address not only ozone, but also
include controls for particulate matter and greenhouse gases (GHGs) that lead
to climate change.
The Bay Area 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan was prepared as the Bay Area’s
part of the State Implementation Plan to achieve the 1-hour NAAQS for
ozone. Since that plan was submitted subsequent to submittal to the EPA,
the region was designated as a marginally nonattainment area for the 8-hour
ozone NAAQS, and the 1-hour ozone NAAQS was revoked. As a result of
this status, the plan policies remain in force. It is likely a new plan will not
be developed before the region is designated with respect to the new 8-hour
NAAQS for ozone that is due in March 2010.
There is no formal clean air plan addressing PM10 or PM2.5 levels, however
clean air planning efforts for ozone also reduce PM10 and PM2.5, since a substantial amount of this air pollutant comes from combustion emissions such

4

Since 1991, each ozone CAAQS clean air plan is technically an update to the

1991 plan.
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as vehicle exhaust. In addition, the BAAQMD adopts and enforces rules to
reduce particulate matter emissions and develops public outreach programs to
educate the public on ways to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions (e.g. Winter
Spare the Air Program). In addition, SB 656 required further action by
CARB and air districts to reduce public exposure to PM10 and PM2.5. Efforts
identified by the BAAQMD in response to SB656 are primarily targeting reductions in wood smoke emissions and adoption of new rules to further reduce NOx and particulate matter from internal combustion engines and
commercial charbroiling activities. Controls on ozone precursor emissions
that include NOx and ROG would reduce particulate matter concentrations
in winter. NOx emissions contribute to ammonium nitrate formation that
resides in the atmosphere as particulate matter. The Bay Area experiences the
highest PM10 and PM2.5 in winter when wood smoke and ammonium nitrate
contributions to particulate matter are highest.
b. CARB Land Use Guidance
CARB highlights the potential health impacts associated with proximity to
common air pollution sources so that those issues are considered in the planning process. In April 2005, CARB released the final version of the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which is intended to encourage local land use agencies to consider the risks from air pollution prior to making decisions that approve the siting of new sensitive receptors near sources of air pollution. CARB makes recommendations on the
siting of new sensitive land uses near freeways, truck distribution centers, rail
yards, marine ports, dry cleaners using perchloroethylene, gasoline dispensing
stations, and other air pollution sources. These “advisory” recommendations
include general setbacks or buffers from air pollution sources. Unlike industrial or stationary sources of air pollution, siting of new sensitive receptors
does not require air quality permits or approval by air districts.5

California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective, 2005, page 4.
5
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c. Applicable BAAQMD Rules and Regulations
BAAQMD regulates the demolition of buildings and structures that may contain asbestos. Asbestos is a fibrous mineral, which is both naturally occurring
in ultramafic rock (a rock type commonly found in California) and used as a
processed component of building materials. Because asbestos has been proven
to cause serious adverse health effects, such as lung cancer, it is strictly regulated either based on its natural widespread occurrence, or in its use as a building material. The provisions that cover these operations are found in
BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous Materials; Asbestos Demolition, Renovation and Manufacturing.
BAAQMD adopted Regulation 6, Rule 3 to control particulate matter emissions from wood burning devices. The rule restricts operation of any indoor
or outdoor fireplace, fire pit, wood or pellet stove, masonry heater or fireplace insert on specific days during the winter when air quality conditions are
forecasted to exceed the NAAQS for PM2.5. The rule also limits excess visible
emissions from wood burning devices and requires clean burning technology
for wood burning devices sold (or resold) or installed in the Bay Area.
Regulation 7 limits odors from many different sources, excluding restaurants
and agricultural practices. The limitations of this Regulation become applicable when BAAQMD receives odor complaints from ten or more complainants within a 90-day period, alleging that a source has caused odors perceived
at or beyond the property line of the source and deemed to be objectionable.
d. Napa County General Plan
The Conservation Element of the Napa County General Plan contains the
following policies shown in Table 4.6-4 that address air quality.
In addition to these policies, the County’s Agricultural Preservation and Land
Use Element discourages scattered development that contributes to continued
dependence on the private automobile as the only means of convenient transportation. Such policies also contribute to efforts to reduce air pollution.
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO AIR QUALITY

Goals and Policies
The County shall provide incentives and opportunities for the use
of energy-efficient forms of transportation such as public transit,
carpooling, walking, and bicycling. This shall include the provision and/or the extension of transit to urban areas where development densities (residential and nonresidential) would support
transit use, as well as bus turnouts/access, bicycle storage, and
carpool/vanpool parking where appropriate.
The County shall work to implement all applicable local, State,
and federal air pollution standards, including those related to reductions in GHG emissions.
All new discretionary projects shall be evaluated to determine
potential significant project-specific air quality impacts and shall be
required to incorporate appropriate design, construction, and operational features to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants regulated by the State and federal governments below the applicable
significance standard(s) or implement alternate and equally effective mitigation strategies consistent with BAAQMD’s air quality
improvement programs to reduce emissions.
The County shall seek to reduce particulate emissions and avoid
exceedances of State particulate matter (PM) standards by:
a. Providing information regarding low emitting fireplaces to
property owners who are constructing or remodeling homes.
b. Fireplaces or wood stoves for new development shall comply
with current local and State emission standards for woodburning stoves or shall be fueled by natural gas.
c. Disseminating information in support of the BAAQMD’s
“Spare the Air Tonight” program (and other related programs)
when PM exceedances are projected to occur.
d. Disseminating information regarding agricultural burn requirements established by the BAAQMD.
e. Requiring implementation of dust control measures during
construction and grading activities and enforcing winter grading deadlines.
The County shall require dust control measures to be applied to
construction projects consistent with measures recommended for
use by the BAAQMD.
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Policy or
Goal No.
Policy CON-82

Policy CON-84

Policy CON-85

E I R

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO AIR QUALITY (CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
The County shall require applicants seeking demolition permits to
demonstrate compliance with any applicable BAAQMD requirements, particularly those related to asbestos-containing materials
(ACMs) and exposure to lead paint.
The County shall require the establishment and maintenance of
adequate buffer distances or filters or other equipment modifications for new sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and odors
near proposed or existing sensitive receptors consistent with local
and State regulatory requirements and guidelines.
The County shall utilize construction emission control measures
required by CARB or BAAQMD that are appropriate for the specifics of the project (e.g. length of time of construction and distance from sensitive receptors). These measures shall be made
conditions of approval and/or adopted as mitigation to ensure
implementation.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

B. Regulatory Setting
The Federal Clean Air Act governs air quality in the United States. In addition to being subject to federal requirements, air quality in California is also
governed by more stringent regulations under the California Clean Air Act
(CAA). At the federal level, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) administers the CAA. The California Clean Air Act is administered by the CARB at the State level and by the Air Quality Management
Districts at the regional and local levels. The BAAQMD regulates air quality
in Napa County and the Bay Area region.
1. Federal Laws and Regulations
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for
enforcing the federal CAA. The EPA is also responsible for establishing the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS are required under the 1977 CAA and subsequent amendments. The EPA regulates
emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal govern-
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ment, such as aircraft, ships and certain types of locomotives. The EPA has
jurisdiction over emission sources outside State waters (e.g. beyond the outer
continental shelf) and establishes various emission standards, including those
for vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles sold in California must meet the stricter emission standards established by the CARB.
2. State Laws and Regulations
a. California Air Resources Board
In California, the CARB, which became part of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) in 1991, is responsible for meeting the State
requirements of the federal CAA, administering the California CAA and establishing the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The
California CAA, as amended in 1992, requires all air districts in the State to
endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS. The CAAQS are generally
more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility
reducing particles. The CARB regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as
motor vehicles. The agency is responsible for setting emission standards for
vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as consumer
products and certain off-road equipment. The CARB established passenger
vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective on March 1996. The
CARB oversees the functions of local air pollution control districts and air
quality management districts, which in turn administer air quality activities at
the regional and county level.
b. Assembly Bill (AB) 32
This law requires that the State’s global warming emissions be reduced to
1990 levels by 2020. This reduction will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on global warming emissions that will be phased in
starting in 2012. AB 32 directs the CARB to develop appropriate regulations
and establish a mandatory reporting system to track and monitor global
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warming emissions levels.6 GHG emissions are discussed in detail in Chapter
4.7.
3. Bay Area Air Quality Management District
In 1955, the California Legislature created the BAAQMD. The agency is primarily responsible for assuring that the national and State ambient air quality
standards are attained and maintained in the Bay Area. The BAAQMD is
also responsible for adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning
air pollutant sources, issuing permits for, and inspecting, stationary sources of
air pollutants, responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, awarding grants to reduce motor vehicle
and GHG emissions, conducting public education campaigns, as well as many
other activities that focus on improving regional air quality.
4. Air Pollutants and Ambient Air Quality Standards7
The federal Clean Air Act required the U.S. EPA to set National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for different pollutants. The NAAQS were
established by the federal Clean Air Act of 1970 (amended in 1977 and 1990)
for six criteria pollutants. These criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide
(CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter with a diameter
less than 10 microns (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead (Pb). Recently, fine
particulate matter or PM2.5 was added as a criteria pollutant. Air quality studies generally focus on five pollutants that are most commonly measured and
regulated: CO, O3, NO2, SO2, and suspended particulate matter (i.e. PM10
and PM2.5).
California established ambient air quality standards as early as 1969 through
the Mulford-Carrol Act. Pollutants regulated under the California Clean Air
Act are similar to those regulated under the federal Clean Air Act. In many
AB 32 Fact Sheet, www.arb.ca.gov/cc/factsheets/ab32factsheet.pdf, accessed
on May 21, 2009.
6

7

10, 2009.
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cases, California standards are more stringent than the national ambient air
quality standards. Federal and State air quality standards are shown in Table
4.6-5. Both the national and California ambient air quality standards have
been adopted by the BAAQMD.
a. Carbon Monoxide
Carbon Monoxide (CO), a colorless and odorless gas, interferes with the
transfer of oxygen to the brain. It can cause dizziness and fatigue, and can
impair central nervous system functions. CO is emitted almost exclusively
from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. Automobile exhaust and
residential wood burning in fireplaces and woodstoves emit most of the CO
in the Bay Area. CO is a non-reactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively
quickly, so ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. The highest CO concentrations are
typically recorded during the winter.
b. Ozone
Ground-level O3 is the principal component of smog. Ozone is not directly
emitted into the atmosphere, but instead forms through a photochemical reaction of reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX), which are
known as O3 precursors. Ozone levels are highest from late spring through
autumn when precursor emissions are high and meteorological conditions are
warm and stagnant. Motor vehicles create the majority of ROGs and NOx
emissions in the Bay Area. Exposure to levels of O3 above current ambient
air quality standards can lead to human health effects such as lung inflammation and tissue damage and impaired lung functioning. Ozone exposure is
also associated with symptoms such as coughing, chest tightness, shortness of
breath and the worsening of asthma symptoms. The greatest risk for harmful
health effects belongs to outdoor workers, athletes, children and others who
spend greater amounts of time outdoors during smoggy periods. Elevated O3
levels can reduce crop and timber yields, as well as damage native plants.
Ozone can also damage materials such as rubber, fabrics and plastics. In April
2005, the CARB approved a new 8-hour standard of 0.070 ppm and retained
the 1-hour O3 standard of 0.09 ppm after an extensive review of the
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TABLE 4.6-5

STATE AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Pollutant

Averaging
Time

State
Standards

Primary(a)

Secondary(b)

8-hour

0.070 ppm
d
(137μg/m3)

0.075 ppm
(147μg/m3)

—

—(e)

Same as primary

c

Ozone
1-hour
Carbon
monoxide

Nitrogen
dioxide

Sulfur
dioxide

8-hour
1-hour
Annual

—

1-hour

0.18 ppm
(339 μg/m3)

PM2.5

Lead

9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)
35 ppm
(40 mg/m3)
0.053 ppm
(100 μg/m3)
—

—
—
Same as primary
—

Annual

—

24-hour

0.04 ppm
(105 μg/m3)

0.03 ppm
(80 μg/m3)
0.14 ppm
(365 μg/m3)

3-hour

—

—

0.5 ppm
(1,300 μg/m3)

—

—

—(f)

Same as primary

1-hour
PM10

0.09 ppm
(180 μg/m3)
9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)
20 ppm
(23 mg/m3)

Federal Standards

Annual

0.25 ppm
(655 μg/m3)
20 μg/m3
(geometric mean)

—
—

24-hour

50 μg/m3

150 μg/m3

Same as primary

Annual

12 μg/m3

15 μg/m3

—

24-hour

—

35 μg/m3

—

Calendar quarter

—

1.5 μg/m3

Same as primary

30-day average

1.5 μg/m3

—

—

Notes: Concentrations are expressed first in units in which they were promulgated. Equivalent
units given in parenthesis. (a) Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. Each state must attain the primary standards
no later than three years after that state’s implementation plan is approved by the EPA. (b) Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known
or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. (c) ppm: parts per million. (d) ug/m3: Micrograms
per Cubic Meter. (e) The national 1-hour O3 standard was revoked by the U.S. EPA on June 15,
2005. (f) The annual PM10 standard was revoked by the U.S. EPA on September 21, 2006 and a
new PM 2.5 24-hour standard was established.
Source: CARB, 2005.
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scientific literature. Evidence from the reviewed studies indicates that significant harmful health effects could occur among both adults and children if
exposed to levels above these standards. In 2008, the U.S. EPA revised the 8hour standard to 0.075 ppm for 8-hour exposures.
c. Nitrogen Dioxide
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is visible as a reddish-brown gas. According to
CARB, NO2 is a reactive, oxidizing gas capable of damaging cells lining the
respiratory tract, causing breathing difficulties, especially in asthmatics. This
pollutant is also an essential ingredient in the formation of ground-level ozone
pollution. NO2 is one of the nitrogen oxides emitted from high-temperature
combustion processes, such as those occurring in trucks and cars. In the presence of sunlight, complex reactions of nitrogen oxides with ozone and other
air pollutants produce the majority of NO2 in the atmosphere. Indoors,
home heaters and gas stoves also produce substantial amounts of NO2. Nitrogen oxide (NO) and NO2 are collectively referred to as nitrogen oxides
(NOx) and are major contributors to O3 formation. NO2 also contributes to
the formation of PM10 (see discussion of PM10 below).
d. Sulfur Dioxide
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless gas with a strong odor and potential to damage materials through acid deposition. It is produced by the combustion of
sulfur containing fuels such as oil and coal. Refineries, chemical plants, and
pulp mills are the primary industrial sources of sulfur dioxide emissions. Sulfur dioxide concentrations in the Bay Area are well below the ambient standards, and therefore, are not a concern to regulators with jurisdiction over
Napa County. Adverse health effects associated with exposure to high levels
of sulfur dioxide include aggravation of chronic obstruction lung disease and
increased risk of acute and chronic respiratory illness.
e. Lead
Lead (PB) occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter. It was primarily
emitted by gasoline-powered motor vehicles, although the use of lead in fuel
has been virtually eliminated. Because of lead being eliminated from fuels,

4.6-21

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T
A I R Q U A L I T Y

E I R

levels in the Bay Area have dropped dramatically. Lead concentrations in the
Bay Area are well below the ambient standards.
f. Suspended Particulate Matter (PM)
Particulate matter (PM) is a complex mixture of tiny particles that consists of
dry solid fragments, solid cores with liquid coatings, and small droplets of
liquid. These particles vary greatly in shape, size and chemical composition,
and can be made up of many different materials such as metals, soot, soil, and
dust. Particles 10 microns or less in diameter are defined as “respirable particulate matter” or “PM10”. Fine particles are 2.5 microns or less in diameter
(PM2.5) and can contribute significantly to regional haze and reduction of visibility. Inhalable particulates come from smoke, dust, aerosols and metallic
oxides. Although particulates are found naturally in the air, most particulate
matter occurring in the Bay Area are emitted either directly or indirectly by
motor vehicles, industry, construction, agricultural activities and wind erosion of disturbed areas. Most PM2.5 is comprised of combustion products
such as smoke. Extensive research reviewed by CARB indicates that exposure
to outdoor PM10 and PM2.5 levels exceeding current ambient air quality standards is associated with increased risk of hospitalization for lung and heartrelated respiratory illness, including emergency room visits for asthma. PM
exposure is also associated with increased risk of premature deaths, especially
in the elderly and people with pre-existing cardiopulmonary disease. In children, studies have shown associations between PM exposure and reduced lung
function and increased respiratory symptoms and illnesses. Besides reducing
visibility, the acidic portion of PM (nitrates, sulfates) can harm crops, forests,
aquatic, and other ecosystems. In June 2002, the CARB adopted new ambient
air quality standards for PM10 and PM2.5, resulting from an extensive review
of health-based scientific literature. In 2006, the U.S. EPA updated the 24hour standard for PM2.5 and eliminated the annual PM10 standard.
5. Toxic Air Contaminants
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are a broad class of compounds known to
cause morbidity or mortality (usually because they cause cancer) and include,
but are not limited to, the criteria air pollutants listed above. TACs are found
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in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry, agriculture, fuel combustion and commercial operations (e.g. dry cleaners). TACs
are typically found in low concentrations, even near their source (e.g. diesel
particulate matter and benzene near a freeway). Because chronic exposure can
result in adverse health effects, TACs are regulated at the regional, State and
federal level. CARB identified the diesel particulate matter (DPM) portion of
diesel exhaust as a TAC. DPM was since found to be the predominant TAC
in urban air and is estimated to represent about two-thirds of the year 2000
cancer risk from TACs (based on the statewide average). Diesel exhaust is a
complex mixture of gases, vapors and fine particles. This complexity makes
the evaluation of health effects of diesel exhaust a complex scientific issue.
Some of the chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde,
have been previously identified as TACs by the CARB, and are listed as carcinogens either under the State's Proposition 65 or under the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants program. California has adopted a comprehensive diesel
risk reduction program. The U.S. EPA has adopted low sulfur diesel fuel
standards that will reduce diesel particulate matter substantially, which went
into effect in June 2006. CARB recently adopted regulations that require fleet
owners of off-road construction equipment or on-road trucks to retrofit or
replace their fleets to reduce the overall DPM emissions.
In cooler weather, smoke from residential wood combustion can be a source
of TACs. Localized high TAC concentrations can result when cold stagnant
air traps smoke near the ground and, with no wind, the pollution can persist
for many hours. This occurs in sheltered valleys during the winter. Wood
smoke, which contains a significant amount of PM10 and PM2.5, is an irritant
and is known to worsen asthma and other chronic lung problems.
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C. Standards of Significance
BAAQMD has adopted standards of significance to analyze potential air quality impacts in conformance with CEQA.8 In this analysis, the BAAQMD
methods to evaluate impacts and significance standards have been evaluated in
addition to the CEQA standards. Each standard and its relationship to the
CEQA standard is discussed below.
1. Conflict or Obstruct Clean Air Planning Efforts
The CEQA Guidelines include criteria to address the conformance of a project with plans to attain or maintain ambient air quality standards. This criterion addresses whether or not proposed projects would conflict with an applicable clean air plan. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air
Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans (1999) recommends using an analysis that
determines the consistency between a proposed Plan’s projected population
growth and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to the projections in the latest
Clean Air Plan (CAP). Consistency is also demonstrated by assessing
whether the proposed Plan implements all of the applicable CAP transportation control measures, and assess whether the plan provides buffer zones
around potential sources of odors, toxics and accidental releases.
A key element in air quality planning is to make reasonably accurate projections of future human activities, particularly vehicle activities that are related
to air pollutant emissions. BAAQMD uses population projections made by
ABAG and vehicle use trends made by MTC to formulate future air pollutant
emission inventories. These projections are based on land use and growth
projections provided by municipalities throughout the Bay Area region.
When communities adopt a new general plan or approve a project that is outside of their buildout projections, and therefore not accounted in regional air
quality improvement plans, the effectiveness of regional air quality planning
is diluted.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 1999. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. December.
8
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2. Construction Emissions9
The CEQA Guidelines do not specifically address construction period impacts. However, construction activities associated with the project could
temporarily expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations and possibly cause localized air quality violations due to increased PM10
emissions. The BAAQMD’s current approach to the CEQA analysis of construction impacts is to emphasize implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than detailed quantification of emissions10.
This analysis provides a quantification of anticipated construction emissions,
based on a general sense of the phasing for the project that would occur over a
period of about 10 years. PM10 is the pollutant of greatest concern from construction activities as well as NOx. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide feasible control measures for construction emissions of PM10. If the appropriate construction controls are implemented, air pollutant emissions for
construction activities would be considered less than significant.
3. Operation Emissions11
Under the CEQA Guidelines, this analysis of long-term analysis of air quality
impacts considers whether “operation” of the project could result in a projectspecific or cumulatively considerable net increase of non-attainment air pollutants and could affect localized CO concentrations. Under the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines, project buildout associated with mixed-use residential
development would cause a significant project-specific or cumulative air quality impacts if routine operations were to result in:
♦ Ozone precursor emissions (ROG and NOx) and PM10 emissions from
direct and indirect sources (non-typical construction) that exceed the

9

This is the CEQA criterion for construction emissions.

10

BAAQMD is currently in the process of updating their CEQA Guidelines,

which may require quantification of construction impacts. As of this writing,
BAAQMD was soliciting public input in developing construction and operational
significance standards as well as significance thresholds.
11

This is the CEQA criterion for operational emissions.
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BAAQMD threshold of 80 pounds per day or 15 tons per year for direct
and indirect sources of ROG, NOx and PM10.12
♦ Project-related emissions of CO that cause a projected exceedance of the
ambient CO State standard of 9.0 ppm for 8-hour averaging period or
would be considered to cause or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.
4. Exposure of New Residences to Toxic Air Contaminants13
The CEQA Guidelines require that projects be evaluated for exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. The BAAQMD has
identified health risk and hazard index thresholds to evaluate the significance
of these types of exposures from projects. Improper planning could expose
new sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. Unlike
industrial or stationary sources of air pollution, residential development or
other development where sensitive receptors would be located do not require
air quality permits. Nonetheless, this type of development can expose people
to unhealthy conditions. CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook
(2005) provides guidance that is intended to encourage local land use agencies
to consider the risks from air pollution prior to making decisions that approve the siting of new sensitive receptors (e.g. homes or daycare centers)
near sources of air pollution. Placing new residences near busy roadways or
industrial activities may expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant
concentrations. When sensitive receptors are placed near sources of air pollution, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines thresholds regarding health risks or

Note: The BAAQMD does not have thresholds that directly address PM2.5.
The PM10 threshold was developed to address the State 24-hour PM10 standard. However, since PM10 particulates include PM2.5, the PM10 threshold in this evaluation is
considered to address PM2.5. Meeting the State 24-hour PM10 standards is more of a
challenge than the State or federal standards for PM2.5 since PM10 emissions from project activities are proportionally much greater than PM2.5 and the standards are not
that different.
12

13
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cancer risk and hazards are addressed either qualitatively or through modeling.
5. Odors14
Odors are assessed based on the potential of the proposed project to result in
odor complaints. The project is not expected to be a source of odors. However, the project could locate sensitive receptors near industrial sources that
may generate odors. When sensitive receptors are placed near sources of air
pollution, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines thresholds regarding health risks
or cancer risk and hazards are addressed either qualitatively or through modeling.

D. Impact Analysis
The following provides a discussion of the potential impacts related to air
quality that could occur as a result of implementation of the Napa Pipe Project
1. Clean Air Plan Consistency Impacts
The Napa Pipe site lies south of the City of Napa in an area developed primarily for industrial uses. The project site is primarily surrounded by industrial and commercial uses and the Napa River. To the north of the project
site, from west to east, are Kennedy Park, Asylum Slough, a sand and gravel
loading dock and yard owned and operated by Syar Industries, Pacific Coast
Steel, a vacant parcel, and the Enterprise Industrial Park, which contains several light to medium industrial uses. The Napa Valley Corporate Park, which
is located directly to the east of the site, includes office, commercial and light
industrial businesses, as well as the Robert Mondavi corporate headquarters
and several other wine-related businesses. A branch of the Department of
Motor Vehicles is also located on Napa Valley Corporate Drive, and the
Meritage Hotel is located on Bordeaux Way. Directly south of the project

14

This is the CEQA criterion for odors.
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site are Bedford Slough and buildings and satellite dishes owned by Intelsat
Corporation. The Napa River lies to the west of the project site.
The project would involve a General Plan Amendment to change the land use
designation from a “Study Area” to “Napa Pipe Mixed Use” and would specify uses permitted within that land use designation, as well as minimum parcel
sizes (density) and building intensities consistent with this Draft EIR Project
Description. As a result, the proposed development would increase Napa
County’s population; however, it may diminish the pressure for growth in
the county’s more rural areas and in adjoining counties, by efficiently utilizing an infill site near urban areas and major transportation routes.
The latest Clean Air Plan developed for the Bay Area was the 2005 Bay Area
Ozone Strategy, and was adopted in early 2006. This plan was developed using
ABAG population projections based on Projections 2003 that was combined
with MTC vehicle travel forecasts. An update to the Bay Area’s Clean Air
Plan is anticipated in mid- to late-2009.
The latest approved Clean Air Plan projections did not include growth impacts from the project (population and vehicle miles traveled - VMT). As
discussed in Chapter 4.2, Population, Employment, and Housing, the project
would result in approximately 5,900 new residents within the project site.
This would increase the population of the unincorporated area over levels
projected by ABAG (Projections 2007). County-wide VMT would grow as a
result of new residents associated with the project. The growth of VMT
would likely be at least proportional to the growth in population, although
the project would include features to reduce vehicle trips.
The County will work with ABAG and other regional agencies to ensure that
appropriate land use projections are included in future updates to regional
clean air plans. However, the additional residents anticipated by the proposed project would cause County population to exceed ABAG’s projected
population increase for the unincorporated County area. This would lead to
greater area source and vehicle-related air pollutant emissions than anticipated
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in the 2006 Ozone Strategy Plan. Since population and VMT would increase
at a greater rate than anticipated in the projections used to develop the latest
clean air plan, the impact would be significant.
Impact AQ-1: The project would result in development that results in
population growth that exceeds the intensity anticipated in the latest clean air
planning assumptions. BAAQMD is developing the 2009 Clean Air Plan that
would include the latest Napa County General Plan and Housing Element
assumptions. However, this update may not occur until after this project has
been approved. This is considered to be a significant impact.
There are no measures available to mitigate this impact to a less-thansignificant level. The latest clean air plan was updated in 2005. The impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.
2. Construction Emissions
Project construction would require grading, paving and construction of new
dwellings, as well as the installation of infrastructure. Emissions from demolition and dismantling activities have not been estimated in this analysis because emissions generated as a result of these activities would not exceed construction-period emissions analyzed herein and would not require mitigation
beyond that identified below in Mitigation Measure AQ-2. Most of the structures to be demolished would consist of vacant, warehouse-like spaces. Due
to the minimmal amount of interior building material, their removal, which
would consist primarily of dismantling versus demolition, would not have the
same potential to generate dust or other airborne particulates as would demolition of a vacant apartment building, office building, or other similar use.
Although grading and construction activities would be temporary, they have
the potential to cause both air quality nuisance and health impacts. It should
be noted that the type of development proposed would produce far fewer
VMT's per person or household than a typical residential project in Napa.
Also, the construction of housing at Napa Pipe may result in replacing many
long-distance commutes with local commutes. Thus, not all VMTs attributed
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to the project are necessarily new trips, and it is likely that the total number
of added VMTs will be less than the calculations herein. It is, therefore, possible that the total number of VMT's would not exceed the BAAQMD projections; however, it's not possible to quantify this with certainty. Thus, this
EIR conservatively assumes that the VMTs associated with the project for all
new construction is in addition to the BAAQMD projections.
The proposed project is expected to experience four primary phases of construction-related activity in the following sequence:
♦ Two years: Environmental remediation of the existing site (excavation,
processing, and management of soils and groundwater at the existing site)
and grading that includes the import of fill material;
♦ One year: Infrastructure (trenching and paving). This trenching and paving will partially overlap with remediation and fill.;
♦ Three years (possibly extending up to five years): Construction of
Phase 1 (Generally includes the northwest portion of the project site, including the proposed mixed-use center. Phase 1 will include about 857
residential units, 150 senior units, 15,000 square feet of retail/
restaurants, 20,000 square feet of office space, the 200,000-square-foot hotel (containing 150 units), approximately 21.6 acres of parks and open
space, building Kaiser Road improvements, pedestrian bridge to Kennedy
Park, rail crossings, the southern access connection to Anselmo Court,
and other infrastructure needed to support the Phase 1 development.); A
2,700-square-foot public safety building may also be constructed during
this phase.
♦ Three years (possibly extending up to five years): Construction of
Phase 2 generally includes the southwest and central portions of the project site. Phase 2 includes about 866 more residential units, 25,000 square
feet of retail/restaurants, 20,000 square feet of office, 20,000 square feet of
R&D/industrial/warehouse, approximately 22 acres of parks and open
space, the traffic circle at Kaiser Road and Napa Valley Corporate
Drive and other infrastructure as needed.); and
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♦ Three years (possibly extending up to five years): Construction of
Phase 3 (Generally includes the eastern portion of the project site, plus an
area near the riverfront. Phase 3 includes about 857 more residential
units, 10,000 square feet of office, 120,000 square feet of R&D/industrial/
warehouse, approximately 10.8 acres of parks and open space, the traffic
circle at Kaiser Road and Street A, and other infrastructure needed to
support full buildout of the project.
During each of these phases, construction activity would include on-site
equipment use, ground disturbances, and traffic from trucks and construction
employees. There would be some off-site impacts that were not modeled.
For example, truck trips and equipment fabrication.
The RAP describes remediation necessary to restore the site to levels that are
protective of human health and the environment, given the designated uses of
the land. Under the direction of the RAP, the applicant will use various
techniques to clean up contaminated soil and groundwater. The project will
require the removal and transport of hazardous materials prior to construction. Approximately 122,000 cubic yards of saturated and unsaturated soil
that is contaminated to levels above RWQCB ESLs will require clean up to
acceptable levels. Of this, around 6,700 (and up to 48,000) cubic yards are
known at this stage to require off-site remediation, although this amount may
be increased if other methods are unsuccessful in treating some of the other
soil.
After completion of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study/Remediation Action Plan (RI/FS/RAP), a Remedial Design and Implementation
Report (RDIP) will be produced to describe the specific site cleanup methods.
Control measures to reduce emissions of TACs and ROG will be identified in
the RI/FS/RAP. Excavation, treatment and removal of contaminated soils
would be subject to BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 40 Aeration of contaminated Soil and Removal of Underground Storage Tanks. This rule limits
emissions of organic compounds from contaminated soils by requiring the
watering of active storage piles, covering of inactive storage piles, watering or
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covering of active excavation areas, and covering of contaminated materials in
trucks.
Site grading would follow, which would require the import of fill material to
raise the site elevation to a specific design (i.e., 12 feet above sea level). Rough
site grading of the entire site would likely be conducted as part or following
the remediation activities. The project would include import of an estimated
1.5 million cubic yards of fill material.
Construction period emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS2007
model (Version 9.2.4), distributed by the Rimpo Associates (www.urbemis.
com). Detailed information is not known about construction activities, so
default values in the model were mostly relied upon to develop these estimates. The URBEMIS2007 model provides emission estimates for various
construction activities based on the size and types of land uses. The inputs to
the model included land use types, sizes, and tentative construction schedule.
The model generates estimates of equipment needed, construction traffic generated and daily construction activity. Emissions from dust, equipment exhaust, truck traffic, and construction worker trips are then estimated. Because construction activities would vary considerably from day to day, emissions are reported as annual emissions. Project construction emission were
computed for the remediation/grading phase, then Phase 1, Phase 2, and
Phase 3. Emission calculations are provided in Appendix F.
The remediation and grading phase would have the highest annual emissions,
although this phase would last for two years. Current plans include the import of fill to the site by barge from a location 46 miles from the project site.
The movement of the barges would require a large tug boat. URBEMIS2007
does not provide estimates of emissions for this type of activity. Information
from CARB was used to develop emissions from tug and barge usage to import fill material.15 It was assumed that a tug would require a 10-hour day to
Emission factors from CARB's September 2007 Initial Statement of Reasons
for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Regulation for Commercial Harbor Craft, Appendix B, Emissions Estimation Methodology for Commercial Harbor Craft Operat15
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bring two barges of fill to the site. Import of fill material to the site is estimated to occur over a two-year period. A diesel-powered tug boat would
transport about 4 barges in one day to the site. Some truck hauling activity
would occur to move fill material from the barges to specific areas of the site.
During this period, other activities would include grading of the site to move
the fill material. Trenching and paving for infrastructure are anticipated to
occur for one year during and after remediation and grading activities.
An alternative to import of fill material by barge would be to acquire material
from nearby Syar Industries. This would require a 2.5-mile truck trip or 5mile round trip. Approximately 100,000 truck roundtrips would be required
to move this material (assuming 15 cubic yards per truck). Annual emissions
associated with this activity are summarized in Table 4.6-6, assuming all activity also occurs in a two-year period.
Note that emissions associated with importing fill material by barge would be
greater than emissions from trucking material in from the nearby Syar
quarry. While barges may result in less emissions per mile, the barges would
travel about 20 times the distance that the Syar quarry fill trucks would have
to travel. In addition, a truck trip distance of approximately ¼-mile was
added to the barge emissions to account for transfer of material at the site.
Construction of the project would occur under the three different phases that
would each last 3 to 5 years. Construction of housing is not expected to begin prior to 2011. During this period, much of the construction activity
would involve building construction. Annual emissions were computed for
each construction year using the URBEMIS2007 model and assumed buildout
scenarios for each phase. These emissions are reported in Table 4.6-7. The
URBEMIS2007 model uses the CARB emission factors that account for future changes to truck and construction equipment. As a result, emissions are
shown to decrease in the future, as newer and cleaner trucks and equipment
enter the fleets. However, the model does not reflect recent regulations that
ing in California, and Appendix D - Statewide Commercial Harbor Craft Survey, Final Report.
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MAXIMUM ANNUAL AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FOR REMEDIATION AND GRADING IN TONS PER YEAR

Description

Nitrogen
Oxides

Total
Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

Fine
Particulate
Matter
Exhaust
(PM2.5)

2.1

14.1

79.9a

0.6

1.3

12.8

79.9a

0.5

Reactive
Organic
Gases

Remediation, grading and
infrastructure using
barges to import material
Remediation, grading and
infrastructure using
trucks to import material
from Syar

Mitigation measures, in the form of proper dust control measures, input the URBEMIS2007
model indicate that PM10 emissions could be reduced to 5.6 tons per year.

a

TABLE 4.6-7

MAXIMUM ANNUAL AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES FROM 2011 THROUGH 2019 (IN
TONS)
Fine
Particulate
Matter
Exhaust
(PM2.5)

Reactive
Organic
Gases

Nitrogen
Oxides

Total
Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

Phase 1

1.1

6.2

0.4

0.3

Phase 2

0.8

4.1

0.3

0.2

Phase 3

0.6

3.1

0.2

0.1

Description

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, 2009.
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will require construction equipment and truck fleet operators to retrofit or
replace their equipment at an accelerated rate. This will result in lower emissions of NOx, PM10, and PM2.5.
Although annual emissions were computed and presented, the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines do not require quantification of construction emissions.
BAAQMD does not have construction period emission thresholds. The
BAAQMD accounts for construction equipment operation within the regional emission inventories that are used for regional air quality planning.
Unlike new projects that create new sources of air pollution, construction
activities are ongoing in the Bay Area. The BAAQMD recommends that the
significance of construction period impacts should be based on the level of
control implemented to reduce emissions, primarily PM10 emissions from
fugitive dust.
The import of large quantities of soil are not considered normal construction
activity. Because importing large quantities of soil is not normal construction
that results in high emissions of NOx, these annual emissions are compared
with the BAAQMD thresholds. This project would import about 1.5 million
cubic yards of soil. Soil could be imported from 46 miles away by barge.
These emissions in addition to the grading and remediation emissions are anticipated to occur over two construction seasons. As shown in Table 4.6-7,
annual emissions from import by barge would not exceed the BAAQMD
significance thresholds that apply to annual operational emissions. .Fill imported from the nearby Syar quarry would result in lower emissions that
would also be less than the annual BAAQMD threshold when combined with
anticipated grading activity. If soil were imported from any location further
from the site, NOx emissions may exceed the BAAQMD annual threshold of
15 tons per year. In addition, this assessment assumes that import of fill
would be evenly distributed over two years; however, a majority of fill material imported in one year could change the finding of this impact Import of
soil to the site by barge would be a potentially significant impact.
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PM10 is typically the most significant source of air pollution from the dust
generated from construction. The amount of dust generated during construction would be highly variable and is dependent on the size of the area disturbed at one time along with the amount of activity, the equipment being
operated, soil conditions, and meteorological conditions.
Typical winds during late spring through summer are from the southsouthwest. However, some days would have light and variable wind conditions that could lead to localized high PM10 concentrations. Other days with
strong winds on dry days could produce dust. If uncontrolled, PM10 levels
downwind of actively disturbed areas could possibly exceed State standards.
Another source of construction impacts would be exhaust emissions from
construction vehicles. Exhaust from construction equipment and associated
heavy-duty truck traffic emits diesel particulate matter, which is a known
TAC. The BAAQMD has not developed procedures or guidelines for identifying impacts from temporary construction activities where emissions are
transient. Significant impacts from TACs are generally based on chronic exposures and are evaluated through health risk assessments. In the case of diesel particulate matter, the primary TAC emitted during construction, an incremental cancer risk of 10 chances per million would be considered significant. This type of risk is evaluated over a lifetime for sensitive receptors (i.e.
residences), and a 40-year career for workers. Because construction activities
would occur over a relatively short period and be mostly buffered from receptors, low overall cancer risks would be anticipated. For example, the
CARB recommends 500-foot buffers between new residences and freeways
with heavy truck traffic. That type of exposure would be greater than living
near a construction area for several years. Therefore, construction period
emissions would be less than significant due to the relatively short period of
exposure and the setback between sensitive receptors and construction activities.
Off-road construction equipment is also a source of NOx emissions, which
can contribute to ground-level ozone in the region. The BAAQMD does not
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have thresholds to judge impacts of NOx emissions during construction, but
does suggest that construction projects include measures to further reduce
emissions. The CARB has recently adopted new regulations that require construction equipment fleets to be replaced or retrofitted, and to report their
equipment inventories and begin retrofitting or replacing equipment in 2011.
This regulation would substantially reduce emissions of NOx and diesel particulate matter from the equipment during much of the project construction
period. A similar regulation would affect on-road trucks used to deliver or
remove materials at the site.
PM10 pollution from construction that is not adequately controlled would be
considered a significant impact. Although construction activities at any one
portion of the project site are expected to occur during a relatively short time,
temporary diesel exhaust from construction equipment poses both a health
and nuisance impact to nearby receptors and contributes to region-wide particulate matter and NOx emissions. As a result, project construction would
be considered to have a significant impact.
Impact AQ-2: Construction activity during buildout of the proposed project
would generate air pollutant emissions that could expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentration and would have a cumulatively considerable net increase of NOx emissions. This is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure AQ-2: The following is a list of feasible control
measures that the BAAQMD recommends to limit construction emissions of PM10. These mitigation measures shall be implemented for all
areas (both on-site and off-site) where construction activities would occur.
♦ Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often
during windy periods. Active areas adjacent to residences should be
kept damp at all times.
♦ Cover all hauling trucks or maintain at least two feet of freeboard.
Dust-proof chutes shall be used as appropriate to load debris onto
trucks during demolition.
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♦ Pave, apply water at least twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas.
♦ Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas and sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if
visible soil material is deposited onto the adjacent roads.
♦ Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (i.e. previously-graded areas that are inactive for 10 days or
more).
♦ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to
exposed stockpiles.
♦ Limit traffic speeds on any unpaved roads to 15 mph.
♦ Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.
♦ Suspend construction activities that cause visible dust plumes to extend beyond the construction site.
♦ During renovation and demolition activities, removal or disturbance
of any materials containing asbestos or other hazardous pollutants
will be conducted in accordance with the BAAQMD rules and regulations.
♦ Remediation activities will be conducted in accordance with
BAAQMD rules and regulations.
♦ Opacity is an indicator of exhaust particulate emissions from off-road
diesel powered equipment. The project shall ensure that emissions
from all construction diesel powered equipment used on the project
site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in
any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity
(or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately
♦ The contractor shall install temporary electrical service whenever
possible to avoid the need for independently powered equipment
(e.g. compressors).
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♦ Diesel equipment standing idle for more than three minutes shall be
turned off. This would include trucks waiting to deliver or receive
soil, aggregate, or other bulk materials. Rotating drum concrete
trucks could keep their engines running continuously as long as they
were on-site and away from residences.
♦ Properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions.
♦ Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-19 would require a construction management plan to avoid traffic congestion and specify
truck routes.
♦ Consider alternative sites and methods to import fill material to the
site to reduce NOx emissions. Alternative methods could include
use of tug boats or trucks with newer engines that meet recent EPA
emissions standards that result in lower emissions. The applicant
shall provide an analysis of such alternatives, along with a calculation
of emissions for each method. The analysis shall demonstrate that
NOx emissions from import of fill shall not exceed 15 tons/year.
The County shall use this information to determine the acceptable
method for importing fill material to the site. This may include a
mix of methods and fill sites.
♦ Designate a Disturbance Coordinator when construction activity
that includes site grading occurs within 200 feet of residences or sensitive land uses. This coordinator will ensure that all air quality
mitigation measures are enforced. In addition, the Disturbance Coordinator will respond to complaints from the public regarding air
quality issues (e.g. dust and odors) in a timely manner. The contact
information for this Coordinator will be posted in plain view at the
project site.
Significance After Mitigation: Implementation of these mitigation
measures would reduce the impact of on-site construction to a less-thansignificant level.
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3. Operational Emissions
The Napa Pipe project would add new homes, intensifying the land use, and
would result in new air pollutant emissions, primarily from automobile use.
Future changes to air quality resulting from these automobile trips were predicted using computer models. Project-related emissions were calculated using the URBEMIS2007 model, while predicted CO concentrations were modeled using screening methodologies based on the Caline4 model. The modeling outputs are contained in Appendix F.
a. Regional Air Quality Impacts
The project would emit air pollutants that affect air quality in the region.
These air pollutants include ROG and NOx that affect ozone levels (and to
some degree – particulate levels), PM10 and PM2.5. The proposed project
would add new traffic trips, which would lead to increased emissions of air
pollutants. Daily emissions of air pollutants associated with the project were
predicted using the URBEMIS2007 model that is recommended for use by
BAAQMD.
This model predicts daily emissions associated with development projects by
combining predicted daily traffic activity, associated with the different land
use types, with emission factors from the State’s mobile emission factor
model (i.e. EMFAC2007). Trip generation rates used in URBEMIS2007 are
based on the traffic model outputs discussed in Section 4.3, Traffic and Transportation. The model also predicts area source emissions associated with the
proposed project. Those sources, which include water and space heating, are
minor compared to emissions associated with traffic.
Default parameters for Napa County were used in the URBEMIS2007 model
such as the temperature, trip types and lengths, and vehicle mix. The year
2020 was chosen as the earliest year of full buildout for operational emissions.
Since the BAAQMD thresholds for ROG and NOx are based on average
daily emissions, average daily emissions were predicted with the model for a
summer day. PM10 emissions were also based on average summer conditions,
since winter emissions would be similar. Note that the project would comply
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with BAAQMD Regulation 6, Rule 3 that applies to new residential woodburning devices. A majority of project-related PM10 emissions is from entrained roadway dust associated with vehicle travel.
While there currently is activity going on at the site, this analysis assumed
that the project would be an entirely new source of emissions at the site. Existing emissions from on-site activity were not considered in this analysis.
As discussed in Section 4.3, Traffic and Transportation, in this EIR, the proposed project would generate approximately 17,000 daily trips. The predicted
traffic trips include corrections for internalization (e.g. retail trips from onsite residences or vice versa). Several factors in the URBEMIS2007 model
affect trip generation. Features that reduce trip generation are selected as
“Mitigation” in the Operational Data module of the model. The project setting and plans include features input to the URBEMIS2007 model that reduce
trip generation and indirect air pollution as follows:
♦ Type of housing and mix of affordable housing. The project includes 20
percent affordable housing.
♦ Mix of housing and jobs in the immediate area (i.e. 1 mile). The project
includes a combination of housing and jobs with existing employment
centers located within one mile of the project.
♦ Limited availability of transit (model accounts for proximity and frequency of local or regional transit). There is one bus line within 0.5
miles of the project site with headways every hour.
♦ The project would include pedestrian linkages (including attractive sidewalks) throughout the site and to adjacent areas.
♦ The project would include bicycle linkages throughout the site (potential
bike lanes on adjacent roadways were not considered).
♦ Traffic calming features, such as slow posted speeds, and pedestrian crossings) are included in the project.
♦ There would be retail uses in the project that would likely serve the project.
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♦ The project is being planned to obtain certification of LEED Gold for
Neighborhood Development, which includes many requirements that
reduce emissions and improve air quality.
♦ Prohibition of new open fireplaces that burn wood.
Emissions associated with the proposed project are reported in Table 4.6-8.
Emissions with and without features to reduce emissions are included. The
difference between proposed project “Project with Trip Reduction Features”
and emissions associated with existing land uses (projected into the future) are
shown as the “Net Increase for the Project with Trip Reduction Features” and
compared with the BAAQMD significance thresholds. Note that “Project
with Trip Reduction Features emissions reported in Table 4.6-8 do not actually include the effect of mitigation measures identified later in this EIR and
should not be equated to the MXD analysis in the Traffic Chapter. These
emissions include project features above that would reduce vehicle trips.
Daily emissions of ROG are presented for both area and mobile sources.
Unlike NOx, PM10 and PM2.5, ROG emissions from residential land use projects are dominated by area sources. The highest ROG emissions associated
with the project are from use of consumer products. This would include
paints, solvents, cleaners, hairsprays, and other consumer products that have
evaporative emissions. These emissions are assigned to residential uses by the
model and there are no mitigation measures that can reduce these emissions.
However, the CARB regulates these emissions through standards that apply
to the manufacturing and distribution of these products. The URBEMIS2007
model does not account for future reductions of consumer product ROG
emissions, so these emissions may be overstated.
The URBEMIS2007 vehicle emission rates are based on the CARB’s EMFAC2007 emission factor model. This is the latest version of the State’s
model used to develop past, existing, and projected vehicle emission inventories. The vehicle emission rates are dependent on the age and mix of the vehicle fleet. The model predicts a continuation of decreases in vehicle air
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PROJECT DAILY REGIONAL AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FOR
2020 IN POUNDS PER DAY

Description
Proposed Project –
No Trip Reduction
Features
Proposed Project –
with Trip Reduction
Features
BAAQMD Project
Significance
Thresholds

Reactive
Organic
Gases

Nitrogen
Oxides

Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

Fine
Particulate
Matter
(PM2.5)

Area
Mobile

156
106
262

115

157

33

Area
Mobile

154
94
248

96

134

28

80 lbs

80 lbs

-- lbs*

80 lbs

Notes: BAAQMD does not have a quantified threshold for PM2.5 emissions. Bold indicates
that emissions would exceed BAAQMD thresholds.

pollutant emission rates for future vehicle fleets. These were represented in
the project modeling.
Vehicle emission rates for ROG and NOx are currently decreasing with each
year and are predicted to decrease substantially between 2010 and 2020. For
instance, NOx emission rates are predicted to decline by 56 percent during
that period, due to improvements in vehicle emissions and retirement of
older, more polluting, vehicles from the roadways. Operational emissions
beyond 2020 would be lower due to increased improvements in reducing vehicle emission rates.
Particulate matter emissions are comprised of vehicle exhaust, tire and brake
wear, and the entrainment of dust into the atmosphere from vehicles traveling on paved roadways. The EMFAC2007 portion of the URBEMIS2007
model provides emission rates of PM10 and PM2.5 from exhaust and tire and
brake wear. URBEMIS2007 includes emission of entrained roadway dust
based on the type of roadways that are primarily traveled. For this assess-
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ment, all travel was considered to occur on paved arterial or collector roadways. The contribution of tire and brake wear is small compared to the other
PM emission processes. Gasoline-powered engines have small rates of particulate matter emissions compared with diesel-powered vehicles. Since much of
the project traffic fleet would be made up of light-duty gasoline-powered vehicles, a large portion of the PM10 emissions would be from entrainment of
roadway dust from vehicle travel. The URBEMIS2007 default silt loading
values were changed to reflect values that the CARB uses for calculating
paved roadway dust emissions for the average vehicle traveling on arterial and
collector roadways.
Daily air emissions predicted with full buildout of the proposed project are
reported in Table 4.6-8. The future emissions that would be associated with
existing uses were not deducted. Emissions from the project are compared
against the BAAQMD thresholds. Table 4.6-8 shows that emissions of ROG,
NOx and PM10 would be above the significance thresholds established by
BAAQMD. As a result, the project would have a significant impact on regional air quality.
The BAAQMD does not have thresholds that directly address PM2.5. The
PM10 threshold was developed to address the State 24-hour PM10 standard.
However, since PM10 particulates include PM2.5, the PM10 threshold in this
evaluation is considered to address PM2.5. Project PM2.5 emissions are also
considered to have a significant impact.
b. Local Air Quality Impacts
Carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from traffic generated by the project
would be the pollutant of greatest concern at the local level. Since 1998, CO
emissions in the Bay Area region were below federal standards.
Congested intersections with a large volume of traffic have the greatest potential to cause high-localized concentrations of CO. Within the study area, several intersections would experience the combination of high traffic volumes
and congestion. The most congested intersections were those that would
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have a level of service (LOS) of E or F. Busy intersections were those that
had total volumes of 3,000 vehicles per hour or greater. CO concentrations
were predicted for these intersections where the project may have a measurable contribution. The contribution of CO from this traffic predicted at the
roadside was added to background levels reported in Table 4.6-9. Although
there are 1- and 8-hour standards for CO, the 8-hour standard is the most
stringent and is always exceeded if the 1-hour standard is exceeded. Therefore, this analysis evaluated impacts against the 8-hour standard.
Future CO concentrations associated with the project are presented in Table
4.6-9. The maximum predicted future 8-hour CO concentration with the
project in place is predicted to be 5.4 ppm. This level is below the CCAAQS
of 9.0 ppm and the federal standard of 9 ppm shown in Table 4.6-5. Therefore, the impact of project-generated traffic on local air quality is considered
to be less than significant.
Note that future project CO levels are predicted to be less than existing levels.
This is due to the expected fleet turnover, where older more polluting vehicles, are replaced with newer vehicles that have much lower emissions. In
addition, newer vehicles have emission controls that are anticipated to maintain their effectiveness for a much longer period. CARB’s EMFAC2007
model, which was used for this analysis, accounts for these future changes in
CO emission rates. Emission rates in 2020 are predicted to be 28 percent of
current emission rates.
Impact AQ-3: The project would generate new emissions that would affect
long-term air quality. A majority of the ROG emissions would be generated
by the use of consumer products that cannot be controlled, while emission of
NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 would be associated with vehicle travel.16 This would
be a significant impact.
16

The project is predicted to have significant emissions of ROG, NOx, and

PM10 based on emissions from the project. These forecasts do not include any adjustments to account for emissions currently occurring at the site or activity that would
be permitted to occur in the future under current land use designations.
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8-HOUR
CARBON
MONOXIDE
CONCENTRATIONS
ASSOCIATED WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC IN PARTS PER
MILLION

Intersection
Third Street +
Soscol Avenue
Soscol Avenue+
Silverado Trail
Jefferson Avenue+
Imola Avenue
Coombs Street +
Imola Avenue

Existing
Conditions Baseline
(2008)
(2020)

Baseline
+ Project
(2020)

Cumulative
+ Project
(2020)

6.3

4.0

4.2

4.4

7.4

4.4

4.6

4.9

6.6

3.9

3.9

4.1

7.0

2.9

4.0

4.5

SR 221 + Imola Avenue

7.0

4.8

5.0

5.4

SR 221 + Streblow Drive

5.6

4.3

4.5

5.0

SR 221 + Kaiser Road

5.5

4.3

4.6

5.2

Napa Valley Corp Way +
Kaiser Road

6.7

4.2

4.3

5.1

SR 12-SR 221 + SR 29

5.9

3.9

4.4

5.1

Devlin Road +
Soscol Ferry Road

4.1

3.2

3.4

3.3

SR 12-SR 29 + SR 221

8.7

4.6

5.4

5.1

Airport Boulevard +
SR 29-SR 12

4.4

4.3

5.2

4.3

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. July 2009.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: The project applicant shall reduce air pollutant emissions from both traffic trips and area sources through the measures listed below.
18

Reductions are based on the effectiveness of mitigation listed in Table 16 of

the BAAQMD Guidelines, but adjusted downward to avoid double-counting due to
URBEMIS2007 model inputs for project features.
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♦ Bicycle amenities should be provided for the project. This would include secure bicycle parking for retail employees, bicycle racks for
retail customers, and bike lane connections. This vehicle trip reduction measure could reduce emissions by an additional 0.5 percent.
♦ Pedestrian facilities should include easy access and signage to bus
stops and roadways that serve the major site uses (e.g. retail and residential uses). This may reduce emissions by an additional 0.5 percent.
♦ Project site employers should be required to promote transit use by
providing transit information and incentives to employees. This
measure may reduce emissions by about 0.5 percent.
♦ Provide exterior electrical outlets to encourage use of electrical landscape equipment at retail and residential uses.
♦ Prohibit idling of trucks at loading docks for more than five minutes
and include signage indicating such a prohibition.
♦ Provide 110- and 220-volt electrical outlets at loading docks.
♦ Implement a landscape plan that provides shade trees along pedestrian pathways.
♦ Obtain LEED certification or achieve equivalent energy efficiency
for new residential and commercial buildings, which would reduce
the future energy demand caused by the project.
♦ Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1b would require that
the project applicant establish a transportation demand management
(TDM) program which shall be funded and administered by the
property owners association with the goal of reducing the forecasted
auto trip generation from the project by 15 percent.
The effectiveness of these required measures shall be monitored on a
biannual basis, and traffic counts will be conducted to determine if
the 15 percent reduction of forecasted traffic levels is being achieved.
If additional measures are necessary to achieve the 15 percent reduc-
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tion, the TDM coordinator shall implement other measures to enhance the TDM program.
♦ Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-14 would reroute the
VINE Route #10 bus so that it would serve the proposed project’s
transit center.
Significance After Mitigation: Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce ROG emissions by about 3 percent and NOx and
PM10 emission by about 6 to 7 percent.18 This would be in addition to
the 5 percent ROG, 16 percent NOx and 15 percent PM10 emission reductions that would occur as a result of features included in the project.
However, the measure would not reduce emissions below the BAAQMD
thresholds. As a result, the air quality impact would be significant and
unavoidable. However, if each phase were considered a separate project,
the impacts would be less than significant.
4. Exposure of New Sensitive Receptors to TACs
Existing sources of TAC emissions that could affect sensitive receptors, such
as new residences, could include large volumes of truck traffic and industrial
activities.
The nearest busy roadway would be State Route 221. This roadway would be
located well over 500 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor proposed as part
of the project. CARB recommends 500 feet as an adequate buffer between
freeways or busy arterial roadways and new residences. There is a railroad
that bisects the project site. CARB does not provide recommendations for
setbacks from active railroad lines. However, impacts from train activity on
the railroad would not pose a health risk since there is infrequent use and setbacks would be required to mitigate potential impacts from vibration (see
Mitigation Measure NOISE-2 in Section 4.5. Future uses contemplated for
this railroad would not change the impact finding. Although there is potential that a commuter rail service could utilize this rail line in the future, such
use is not proposed as part of this project. Therefore, it is assumed, based on
existing rail use, it is likely that future trains use would remain relatively in-
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frequent and that setbacks established to mitigate impacts from vibration
would result in health risks that would be well below the BAAQMD risk
policy of 10 additional cancer cases per million people.
There are several commercial or industrial uses near the proposed project that
generate truck traffic. Much of these land uses are accessed by trucks along
Napa Valley Corporate Drive and Kaiser Road. This evaluation assumes
trucks will continue to use these roads to access these sites. As a result, substantial truck traffic is not expected within 500 feet of new residences proposed by the project. There would be truck loading docks possibly within
200 feet of potential residential uses. However, these are not busy loading
areas and were observed to have a low volume of truck traffic. Residential
uses buffered by at least 200 feet would not be significantly affected by truck
activity at these loading docks.
Industrial uses are present near the site. A review of BAAQMD and CARB
records show that Syar Industries is the largest source of emissions in the area.
Most of Syar’s emissions are associated with the quarrying of materials, but
these activities do not occur near the site. About once per week, there are
barge-loading activities that would include emissions from heavy-duty equipment operations and fugitive dust generation. The current barge loading/unloading areas include dirt work areas and stockpiles. However, these
active areas are not located directly next to proposed residences. There are
inactive industrial land uses that have been used in a similar manner as the
current Syar facilities adjacent to the northwest portion of the site. The proposed site land use plan shows residential areas within about 200 feet of these
areas.
If these areas were to become active again, they could adversely affect nearby
residential uses. Intense activities that include equipment or vehicle traffic on
dirt areas could result in emission of dust that could blow into the residential
areas. In addition, improperly stockpiled gravel materials could also produce
dust emissions that could affect these residential uses. Dust generated by activity on this lot could affect proposed residences resulting in nuisance com-
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plaints and possible health effects from exposure to particulate matter (i.e.,
PM10). The gravel-loading activities are subject to BAAQMD Regulation 1302 (Nuisance) and Regulation 6 (Particulates and Visible Emission); however, these regulations are difficult for the BAAQMD to enforce when the
activities generating the emissions are infrequent. BAAQMD would only
send inspectors to investigate the site if complaints are received. As a result,
the location of the project adjacent to a potential quarry barge loading area
would be a significant impact if the regulations were not enforced adequately
by BAAQMD.
Impact AQ-4: The project could expose new residences to air quality nuisances associated with adjacent heavy industrial uses that may include gravel
loading/unloading facilities. This would be a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measure AQ-4: The following measures shall be implemented
prior to construction of new residences near barge loading/unloading areas:
♦ Prior to occupation of the project, the applicant will develop a detailed site plan that includes features to reduce dust nuisance exposures
to future project residences located near industrial activities. These
features shall include the following:
y Wind break in the form of mature trees with sufficient density to
reduce wind flow.
y Buffers to avoid placement of residences near or adjacent to active
or planned industrial uses. Adequate buffers shall be determined
through site-specific studies that take into account designs for new
residences and anticipated future industrial activities or establish a
200-foot buffer.
Significance After Mitigation: Implementation of this mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

4.6-50

N A P A

N A P A C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A I R Q U A L I T Y

5. Odors
The project would place new residences near a potential odor source and include potential odor sources that could affect these residences.
There are industrial sources near the project site that may generate localized
odors. Odors affecting the site were not detected during site visits. As previously discussed, the Napa Sanitation District operates a wastewater treatment
plant approximately 0.75 miles south of the project site. Wastewater treatment plants are a potential for odors. However, much of the project site is
located mostly over 1 mile from wastewater ponds that tend to be a source of
odors from these types of facilities. A public records request to BAAQMD
indicated no record of violations. There were two unconfirmed odor complaints in 2005 and one unconfirmed odor complaint in 2007. The wastewater treatment plant is not anticipated to result in frequent odor complaints
from new residences proposed as part of the project.
The Napa Sanitation District has not yet made a determination whether it
would serve a residential project at the project site. Therefore, the project
proposes to construct a plant to treat wastewater generated by the project.
The plant would be located at the southern portion of the project site. This
treatment plant is expected to treat, on average, about 0.5 million gallons per
day of wastewater. An advanced tertiary wastewater treatment system is
proposed that would include an enclosed headworks, immersed bioreactor
(MBR process), and ultra-violet disinfection. Modern wastewater treatment
plants that use enclosed headworks with enclosed sludge removal and storage,
MBR process, and ultraviolet disinfection systems, have relatively small aerated ponds, and include a odor control plan. Such plants do not typically
produce significant odors. At a later phase in design of the treatment plan, an
odor control plan would likely be developed. This plan would describe features of the plant design that would reduce odors and identify additional features that may be necessary to ensure that the plant would not result in odor
complaints. However, without identified odor mitigation measures and an
odor control plan, objectionable odors could be possible given the close proximity of new project residences to the treatment facility.
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The project would include a mix of uses that could place new residences near
localized sources of odors. An example would be a mixed use building or
neighborhood that includes residences and restaurants. While this mix of uses
is common in urban areas, odor complaints can occur. Some people find
odors from restaurants objectionable, while others find them pleasant. In
some cases, restaurant cooking odors have resulted in complaints. Therefore,
potential for odor nuisance may be caused by restaurants and the treatment
facility. This is considered to be a potentially significant impact.
Impact AQ-5: The on-site wastewater treatment facility and new restaurants could be a source of odors that could result in odor complaints from
new residences that are part of the project. This would be a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measure AQ-5a: Prior to construction, an odor control plan
shall be developed for the wastewater treatment plant. This plan will describe the odor controls designed into the plan along with contingencies
to address unexpected odor complaints.
Mitigation Measure AQ-5b: The County shall review plans for new restaurants in neighborhoods with residences to ensure that these uses install
kitchen exhaust vents in accordance with accepted engineering practice,
and shall install exhaust filtration systems or other accepted methods of
odor reduction.
Significance After Mitigation: With adequate odor controls and operational features in place, objectionable odors should not be generated by
the wastewater treatment facility or restaurant uses and the impact would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
Cumulative air quality impacts were evaluated based on both a quantification
of the project’s contribution to local and regional air quality conditions and
the consistency of the proposed project with regional efforts used for local
and regional air quality plans (i.e. the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy). Cumulative air quality impacts are considered as a part of the analysis discussed
above since future traffic projections used for the air quality analysis for the
project site were generated by a cumulative traffic model.
Air quality impacts previously addressed (Impact 1 and 3) are cumulative,
because they address the project’s cumulative contribution to future regional
air quality impacts. As shown in Table 4.6-8, ozone precursor (i.e. ROG) and
PM10 emissions resulting from build out of the proposed project are predicted
to be above the significance thresholds established by BAAQMD, and therefore, may impact the region’s effort to attain and maintain the ozone ambient
air quality standards. This would be a significant project impact that would
cumulatively contribute to violations of ozone and PM10 air quality standards.
In addition, the project is not consistent with growth projections used in the
2005 Bay Ozone Attainment Plan. Population and travel projections would
exceed those used for Napa County in the clean air plan, which would cumulatively conflict with the regional efforts to attain ozone ambient air quality
standards.
At the local level, construction activities are considered significant. On-site
activities could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures
identified under Impact AQ-2. With appropriate application of the mitigation measures, on-site construction period impacts would not cumulatively
contribute to a significant air quality impact.
Future cumulative traffic conditions that include the project are not predicted
to result in localized violations of ambient air quality standards. Therefore,
project generated traffic is not expected to contribute to a cumulatively significant local air quality impact.
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Syar Industries plans to expand quarry operations near the project. Much of
these activities would occur ¼ mile or further from the site, and therefore,
would not be expected to contribute to local on-site air quality impacts.
However, new barge operations resulting from expansion activities would
occur within ¼ miles of the site. Air Quality Impact AQ-4 identified this
impact. Currently, there are minimal barge activities occurring. New barge
activities could result in mostly nuisance impacts. However, the operation of
tugs to move barges, heavy diesel-powered equipment and diesel trucks could
result in health impacts to nearby project residences. The Mitigation identified for Impact AQ-4 requires project-specific design to consider reasonably
foreseeable anticipated development in reducing air quality impacts from adjacent or nearby land uses.
Because the project was not included in the BAAQMD's long term projections, and because the project has emissions of air pollutants that could contribute to ozone and PM10 air quality violations, it would result in a cumulatively significant air quality impact.
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section examines the potential impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from the proposed project. GHGs are defined and their quantities
expressed in carbon dioxide-equivalent units (CO2e) for the GHG inventory.
The threat of global warming is described along with federal, State, and local
policies implemented to combat the event. Draft thresholds of significance
under California Air Resources Board (CARB), the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) and Napa County policies pertaining to
GHG emissions are discussed. In this section, “emissions” refers to annual
emissions in metric tons of CO2e.

A. Existing Conditions
This section provides general background information on GHGS and the
environmental impacts of climate change.
1. Greenhouse Gases
GHGs are gases emitted by human activity that trap heat in the atmosphere
and regulate the earth’s temperature. This phenomenon, known as the
Greenhouse Effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate. While
the emission of GHGs in general, and CO2 in particular, into the atmosphere
is not of itself an adverse environmental effect, the increased concentrations
of GHGs in the atmosphere and the associated consequences of climate
change result in adverse environmental effects.
The most common GHGs are carbon dioxide and water vapor, but the gases
that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced global
climate change are: carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane
(CH4), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). GHGs are released into the
earth’s atmosphere through a variety of human activities:
♦ Carbon dioxide and nitrous oxide are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion.
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♦ Nitrous oxide is also associated with agricultural operations such as fertilization of crops.
♦ Methane is commonly created by off-gassing from agricultural practices
(e.g. keeping livestock) and landfill operations.
♦ Chlorofluorocarbons were widely used as refrigerants, propellants and
cleaning solvents until banned by international treaty.
♦ Hydrofluorocarbons are now used as a substitute for chlorofluorocarbons in refrigeration and cooling.
♦ Perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride emissions are common byproducts of industries such as aluminum production and semi-conductor
manufacturing.
Each GHG has its own potency and effect upon the earth’s energy balance.
This is expressed in terms of a global warming potential (GWP), with carbon
dioxide being assigned a value of 1 and sulfur hexafluoride being many orders
of magnitude stronger with a GWP of 23,900. In GHG emission inventories,
the weight of each gas is multiplied by its GWP and is measured in units of
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e).
2. Environmental Effects of Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
According to recent projections from the California Climate Change Center,
temperatures in California are expected to rise between 3.0 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and 10.5°F by the end of the century.1 This warming trend will
likely have an adverse effect on naturally-occurring resources within California. Mass migration and loss of plant and animal species could occur. Section
4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, describes the affects of increased precipitation and sea level rise that could result in coastal flooding and saltwater intrusion into the Napa River.

California Climate Change Center, 2006, Our Changing Climate: Assessing
the Risks to California, page 3.
1
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To date, the primary impact of global climate change has been a rise in the
average global tropospheric temperature of 0.2 degrees Celsius (°C) per decade, determined from meteorological measurements worldwide between 1990
and 2005.2 Climate change modeling using 2000 emission rates shows that
further warming could occur which would cause additional changes in the
global climate system during the 21st century.
Potential effects of global climate change that could adversely affect human
health include more extreme heat waves and heat-related stress; an increase in
climate-sensitive diseases; more frequent and intense natural disasters such as
flooding, hurricanes and drought; and increased levels of air pollution. Impacts to the environment of California that could result from continued
global warming include, but are not limited to:
♦ Increasing temperatures by as much as 8 to 10.4 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)
under the higher emission scenarios, resulting in a 25 to 35 percent increase in the number of days ozone pollution standards are exceeded in
most urban areas;
♦ Increased electricity demand, particularly in the hot summer months;
♦ Decline of the Sierra snowpack, which accounts for a significant amount
of the stored surface water in California, by 70 percent to 90 percent over
the next 100 years;3
♦ Decline in spring stream flow by as much as 30 percent, causing severe
water shortages;
♦ The loss of sea ice and mountain snow pack, resulting in higher sea levels
and higher sea surface evaporation rates with a corresponding increase in
tropospheric water vapor due to the atmosphere's ability to hold more
water vapor at higher temperatures;

The troposphere is the zone of the atmosphere characterized by water vapor, weather, winds, and decreasing temperature with increasing altitude.
3
California Climate Change Center, 2006, Our Changing Climate: Assessing
the Risks to California, page 6.
2
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♦ Rise in global average sea level primarily due to thermal expansion and
melting of glaciers and ice caps in the Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets;
♦ Changes in weather, such as widespread changes in precipitation, ocean
salinity and wind patterns, and increased incidence of extreme weather,
including droughts, heavy precipitation, heat waves, extreme cold and the
intensity of tropical cyclones;
♦ Impacts to agricultural production due to increased temperatures, reduced water supply and increased threats from pests and pathogens;4
♦ High potential for erosion of California's coastlines and seawater intrusion into the Delta and levee systems; and
♦ Increased wildfire risk resulting from dry vegetation and extended
droughts.
3. Napa County GHG Emissions Inventory
An emissions inventory is a well-recognized and useful tool for understanding
climate change impacts. An emissions inventory identifies and quantifies the
primary human-generated sources and sinks of GHGs and, thereby, accounts
for the amount of GHGs emitted to or removed from the atmosphere over a
specific period of time by a particular source.
The Napa County General Plan (Action Item CON CPSP-2) calls on the
County to conduct a GHG inventory identifying all emission sources in the
County, and then to develop an emission reduction plan aimed at reducing
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Consistent with this action item, Napa
County staff has been participating in a multi-jurisdictional effort led by the
Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency (NCTPA) to quantify
communitywide emissions and develop a climate action plan. The draft inventory produced in April 2009 summarized 2005 GHG emissions using Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI) software and methodology.

California Climate Change Center, 2006, Our Changing Climate: Assessing
the Risks to California, page 9.
4
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As shown on Table 4.7-1, approximately 1.2 million metric tons of CO2e
were emitted in Napa County in 2005, with approximately 46 percent of
those, or about 550,000 metric tons attributable to the unincorporated areas.
The transportation sector accounted for 53 percent of the county-wide emissions and 63 percent of emissions in the unincorporated areas. Commercial
emissions were the next largest sector, accounting for approximately 19 percent of emissions for the county as a whole and 17 percent of emissions in
unincorporated areas.
4. Napa County 2020 GHG Emissions Forecast
The County’s GHG emissions inventory forecast county emissions through
the year 2020. As shown in Table 4.7-2, under “business as usual” conditions
the County expects a 22 percent overall increase in GHG emissions by 2020
(19 percent in the unincorporated areas). The largest emissions increases are
forecast in the transportation sector with a 25 percent increase in the county
as well as the unincorporated areas. In the commercial sector, projections are
a 29 percent increase in the county as a whole and a 13 percent increase in the
unincorporated areas.
The 2020 forecast utilizes ABAG population growth rates for residential and
waste sector computations. Vehicle fuel consumption forecasts were derived
from the California Energy Commission’s (CEC’s) “Transportation Energy
Forecasts for the 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report,” and commercial
growth rates were forecast using the CEC’s “California Energy Demand 20082018: Staff Revised Forecast.” 5 Because growth rates in the County General
Plan exceed ABAG projections, the 2020 GHG emissions forecast may underestimate emissions in the residential and waste sectors.6 On the other
hand, because the forecast does not account for expected improvements in
Integrated Energy Policy Report, transportation energy forecasts, 2007,
available at www.energy.ca.gov, accessed on September 1, 2009.
5

6

The GHG emissions calculations included in the General Plan EIR (Final

EIR pp. 3.0-56 through 3.0-58 assessed possible emissions increases in the years 20052030 and are incorporated here by reference.
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TABLE 4.7-1 NAPA COUNTY COMMUNITY EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR
YEAR 2005

Sector

Year 2005
County
Emissions
(Tonnes of % Total
CO2e)
Emissions

Year 2005
Unincorporated Areas
Emissions
(Tonnes of
CO2e)

% Total
Emissions

Residential

196,350

16%

48,224

9%

Commercial/Industrial

226,861

19%

95,317

17%

Transportation

636,724

53%

349,764

63%

54,209

5%

9,241

2%

49,675

4%

15,870

3%

753

0%

Waste
Construction and
Equipment
Lawn and Garden
Equipment
Agriculture
Total

3,616

0%

33,046

3%

31,817

6%

1,200,481

100.0%

550,986

100%

Source: Napa County Transportation & Planning Agency, Draft Napa Countywide Carbon
Footprint Results, April 2009.

energy efficiency and alternative energy generation instigated at the State or
federal levels, the 2020 GHG emission forecast may overestimate emissions in
the residential, commercial, and transportation sectors. The emissions forecast does not take into account the implementation of city and County climate Action Plans that are currently under development.

B. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes key federal, State, regional and City statutes, regulations and policies that would apply to the project. Global climate change
resulting from GHG emissions is an emerging environmental concern
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TABLE 4.7-2 NAPA COUNTY COMMUNITY EMISSIONS FORECAST FOR YEAR
2020

Year 2020
County
Emissions
(Tonnes of
CO2e)

%
Change
2005-2020

Year 2020
Unincorporated Areas
Emissions
(Tonnes of
CO2e)

Residential

219,924

12%

51,232

8%

Commercial/
Industrial

292,783

29%

107,599

13%

Transportation

797,054

25%

437,836

25%

60,201

12%

9,790

6%

59,839

20%

17,915

13%

800

0%

Sector

Waste
Construction and
Equipment
Lawn and
Garden Equipment
Agriculture
Total

4,053

12%

%
Change
2005-2020

33,046

0%

31,817

6%

1,466,900

22%

858,989

19%

Source: Napa County Transportation & Planning Agency, Draft Napa Countywide Carbon
Footprint Results, April 2009.

discussed at the international, national and statewide levels. At each level,
agencies are considering strategies to control emissions of gases that contribute to global warming.
1. Federal Laws and Regulations
At this time, there are no federal regulations or policies pertaining to GHG
emissions. However, President Obama announced on May 20, 2009 that he
intends to adopt new fuel economy standards to increase fuel economy and
reduce GHGs. The new standards are expected to reduce GHG emissions by
approximately 900 million metric tons over the life of the program. Moreover, on April 17, 2009, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Ad-
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ministrator Lisa Jackson signed a finding that GHGs in the atmosphere endanger the public health and welfare. The proposed endangerment finding
now enters the public comment period which is the next step in the process
EPA must undertake before issuing final findings and legislation to regulate
GHG emissions.
In addition, the United States participates in the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). While the United States signed
the Kyoto Protocol, which would have required reductions in GHGs, Congress never ratified the protocol. The federal government chose voluntary
and incentive-based programs to reduce emissions and has established programs to promote climate technology and science. For example, in 2002, the
United States announced a strategy to reduce the GHG intensity of the
American economy by 18 percent over a 10-year period from 2002 to 2012.
2. State Laws and Regulations
Through several laws and regulations, the State of California has indicated
that it is concerned about GHG emissions and their effect on global climate
change. The State recognizes that “there appears to be a close relationship
between the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere and global temperatures” and that “the evidence for climate change is overwhelming.”7
a. State of California Executive Order S-3-05 (2005)
In June 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-305, which established the following aggressive emissions reduction goals: by
2010, GHG emissions must be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, GHG emissions must be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, GHG emissions must be
reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The Executive Order identified the
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) as the lead coordinating State agency for establishing climate change emission reduction targets
in California. A “Climate Action Team,” a multi-agency group of State agen7

California Air Resources Board, 2003, “The Greenhouse Effect and Cali-

fornia,” Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley) Backgrounder, page 1. (http://www.arb.ca.gov/
cc/factsheets/ccbackground.pdf).
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cies, was set up to implement Executive Order S-3-05. GHG emission reduction strategies and measures to reduce global warming were identified by the
California Climate Action Team in 2006.
b. Assembly Bill 32, California Global Warming Solutions Act (2006)
In 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed into legislation Assembly
Bill (AB) 32, Global Warming Solutions Act. The Act requires that California cap its GHG emissions at 1990 levels by 2020. This legislation requires
the CARB to establish a program for statewide GHG emissions reporting and
monitoring/enforcement of that program. CARB is also required to adopt
rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and
cost-effective GHG emission reductions.
Many of the measures to reduce GHG emissions from transportation will
come from CARB, including AB 1493 described below. CARB is also targeting other sources of emissions. The main measures to reduce GHG emissions
are contained in the AB 32 Scoping Plan which CARB approved on December 11, 2008. This Plan includes a range of GHG reduction actions. Central
to the Plan is a cap and trade program covering 85 percent of the State’s emissions. This program will be developed in conjunction with the Western Climate Initiative, comprised of seven states and three Canadian provinces, to
create a regional carbon market. The Plan also proposes that utilities produce
a third of the State’s energy from renewable sources such as wind, solar and
geothermal, and proposes to expand and strengthen existing energy efficiency
programs, and building and appliance standards. The Plan also includes full
implementation of the Pavley standards to provide a wide range of less polluting and more efficient cars and trucks to consumers who will save on fuel
costs. CARB is working to implement the Scoping Plan, and has already
adopted a number of actions and measures required by the Plan. The majority of this implementation phase must be completed by the end of 2010.
c. Assembly Bill 1493, Pavley Bill (2002)
AB 1493, the Pavley Bill, directed CARB to adopt regulations to reduce emissions from new passenger vehicles by 30 percent by 2016. The Pavley stan-
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dards are estimated to result in an 18 percent overall GHG emissions reduction from the passenger fleet.8 CARB’s AB 32 Early Action Plan, released in
2007, included a strengthening of the Pavley regulation for 2017 and included
a commitment to develop a low carbon fuel standard (LCFS). Current projections indicate that with implementation of a strengthened Pavley Regulation, including LCFS, California will still fall short of the 1990 level targets
for transportation emission reductions. On April 23, 2009, CARB adopted
new regulation to implement the Governor’s LCFS. The regulation calls for
GHG emissions from California’s transportation fuels to be reduced by 10
percent by2020.
d. Senate Bill 97, Modification to the Public Resources Code (2007)
Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 97, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is in the process of developing CEQA guidelines addressing
GHGs. OPR is required to “prepare, develop, and transmit” the guidelines to
the Resources Agency on or before July 1, 2009. In June 2008, OPR first released a Technical Advisory on CEQA Amendments titled CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Review. OPR released a draft of the proposed CEQA
Guidelines Amendments on January 8, 2009, and transmitted the finalized
CEQA Amendments to the Resources Agency on April 13, 2009 for rulemaking and adoption by January 1, 2010. OPR’s CEQA Amendments Section
15064.4 provides that lead agencies should “make a good faith effort, based on
available information to describe, calculate, or estimate” GHG emissions and
notes that an agency may identify emissions either by selecting a “model or
methodology” to quantify the emissions or relying on “qualitative or other
performance based standards.”
The Natural Resources Agency is currently in the final phases of a rulemaking process to adopt the CEQA Guidelines amendments forwarded to them
by OPR. Also, at the direction of OPR, CARB is currently developing
statewide interim thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. CARB is
California Clean Cars Campaign website, available at http://www.
calcleancars.org/factsheets/staffproposal.pdf, accessed on September 1, 2009.
8
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focusing on common project types that, collectively, are responsible for substantial GHG emissions, specifically industrial, residential and commercial
projects.
e.

Senate Bill 375, California’s Regional Transportation and Land Use Planning Efforts (2008)
Recently, California enacted legislation (SB 375) to expand the efforts of
AB 32 by controlling indirect GHG emissions caused by urban sprawl. SB
375 develops emissions-reduction goals applicable to regional planning activities. SB 375 provides incentives for local governments and developers to implement new, conscientiously-planned growth patterns. This includes incentives for creating attractive, walkable and sustainable communities and revitalizing existing communities. The legislation also allows developers to bypass
certain environmental reviews under CEQA if they build projects consistent
with the new sustainable community strategies. Development of more alternative transportation options would be encouraged that would reduce vehicle
trips and miles traveled and improve traffic congestion. SB 375 enhances
CARB’s ability to reach the AB 32 goals by directing the agency to develop
regional GHG emission reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 to be met by the
transportation sector. SB 375 directs CARB to work with metropolitan
planning organizations (e.g. ABAG and MTC) to align their regional transportation, housing, and land use plans to reduce vehicle miles traveled and
demonstrate the region's ability to attain its GHG reduction targets. A similar process is used to reduce transportation emissions of ozone precursor pollutants in the Bay Area. According to a study conducted by Smart Growth
America, compact development with pedestrian-friendly design can reduce
vehicle miles traveled from 20 to 40 percent when compared to traditional
auto-oriented developments.9

9

This study is discussed Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Develop-

ment and Climate Change, Reid Ewing, Smart Growth America, 2008.
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f.

California Code of Regulations, Title 24 (California Building Standards
Code)
In 2004, Governor Schwarzenegger signed the California Green Building Initiative (Executive Order S-20-04), which called for modifications to Title 24
standards to increase energy efficiency in new government and non-residential
buildings by 20 percent by 2015.10 As part of the effort to meet that goal, in
2008 the California Energy Commission adopted new Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards, which require implementation of energy-efficient technologies that will reduce energy consumption in new residential, commercial and
industrial development. The largest percentage of reduction in energy consumption as a result of the new Title 24 standards is expected in the new residential sector. When the standards go into effect on January 1, 2010, Title 24
is estimated over time to reduce residential electricity consumption by 22.7
percent and natural gas consumption by 10 percent compared to traditional
development11
g. State of California Executive Order S-14-08 (2008)
California Executive Order S-14-08 requires California electricity providers to
expand their renewable energy portfolio to serve 33 percent of their load
through renewable energy sources by 2020.12 Renewable energy sources generally do not generate GHG emissions. Therefore compliance with this executive order is expected to result in upstream emissions reductions associated
with energy production.

10

http://www.energy.ca.gov/greenbuilding/.

11

California Energy Commission, 2008, Update to the California Energy Effi-

ciency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Building, available at http://www.
energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/index.html, accessed on September 1, 2009.
12

California Executive Order S-14-08 was signed by Governor Arnold

Schwarzenegger in November 2008. This mandate further accelerated a renewable
energy portfolio standard implemented under Senate Bill 107 in 2006. California Energy Commission website, available at http://www.energy.ca.gov/renewables/
index.html, accessed on August 3, 2009.
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h. Association of California Water Agencies Water Use Reduction Principles
In 2009, the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) adopted policy principles supporting comprehensive improvements in water use efficiency to achieve a goal of reducing water use statewide by 20 percent by
2020.13 Statewide estimates assume about 20 percent of electricity consumed
in California is associated with water delivery, treatment and use.14
3. Regional and County Regulations
a. Bay Area Air Quality Management District
In 2005, the BAAQMD initiated a Climate Protection Program that integrates climate protection activities into existing District programs and functions. Current BAAQMD climate action activities include grant programs,
commenting on CEQA documents, regulations, inventory development, and
outreach. BAAQMD awarded a total of $3 million to 53 local agencies to
prepare climate protection programs aimed at reducing GHG emissions in the
Bay Area.
The BAAQMD proposed a regional GHG emission inventory in 2002 and
updated it in 2007. The inventory provides an overview of GHG emission
sources in the Bay Area, including a breakdown by county and emission sector. The inventory allows District staff and others to identify emission sectors where potential GHG and criteria pollutant emission reductions can be
achieved.

13

In March 2009, the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA)

adopted policies to reduce water consumption by 20 percent by 2020. ACWA is an
organization of public agencies responsible for about 90 percent of the water delivered
in California. ACWA website, available at http://wwn-online.com/articles/
2009/04/03/calif-association-backs-20-water-use-reduction.aspx, accessed on August 4,
2009.
14

Senate Energy, Utilities and Communications Committee, Assembly Bill

234, Energy: Water Use and Energy Efficiency Projects: Federal Stimulus Funds (2009)
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In 2008, the BAAQMD adopted a fee program that applies to permitted stationary sources. These fees are used to fund the District’s climate protection
programs while providing an incentive for sources to reduce their emissions.
GHG thresholds have not been adopted by any air district in California except for the thresholds for large industrial projects in the South Coast Air
Quality Management District.15 BAAQMD is in the process of devising numerical thresholds for GHG emissions against which a project’s emissions can
be measured for CEQA analysis.
b. Napa County
In June 2008, Napa County adopted its General Plan update. The Conservation Element describes nine policies that comprehensively aim to reduce
GHG Emissions throughout Napa County and resulted in mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. Four implementation Action Items explicitly direct
the County to: (1) conduct a baseline inventory of GHG’s emitted by County
operations and establish reduction targets; (2) inventory major emission
sources in the county by 2008 and seek reductions such that emissions are
equivalent to 1990 levels by the year 2020; (3) to conduct an audit of County
facilities by 2012 and develop recommendations for “performance improvement or mitigation;” and (4) to establish annual numerical targets for locally
generated “clean” energy products derived from renewable energy sources.
Despite these action items, the General Plan EIR determined that impacts of
GHG emissions under the Preferred Plan would be significant and unavoidable.
In November 2008, the County partnered with the Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency (NCTPA) and all five local Napa County jurisdictions to generate a comprehensive GHG inventory (presented in Table 4.7-1).
The inventory contained carbon footprint analyses of 2005 emissions and
2020 emissions forecast (presented in Table 4.7-2) for all county jurisdictions
using a methodology developed by ICLEI and based on population, employBay Area Air Quality Management District, April 2009, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance.
15
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ment, VMT and other general parameters. The inventory also included reduction targets for the year 2020 in conformance with AB32, which quantifies
a 15 percent reduction below 2005 baseline emissions. These targets would
bring emissions to 1990 levels as specified in AB 32.16
To achieve these emission reduction targets, the NCTPA lead group is developing an emission reduction plan in keeping with the five-step model developed by ICLEI. This model includes the following steps:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Conduct a GHG emissions analysis.
Establish an emissions reduction target.
Develop a local action plan to reduce emissions.
Implement the local action plan.
Monitor progress and report on results.

A draft of the emission reduction plan, including countywide actions, an
analysis of their effectiveness and a “what would it take” analysis, is expected
this fall.

C. Standards of Significance
Neither the State of California nor Napa County have identified or quantified
a significance threshold for GHG emissions. Although draft CEQA guidelines would require a quantitative analysis of GHGs emitted by the project,
there are no defined criteria against which project emissions can be compared
to determine significance. Various agencies, including the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, the BAAQMD, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District, and County of San Diego have released guid16

The County’s emissions inventory is available online and is incorporated

here by reference. Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency, January 12,
2009, Memorandum Re: Draft Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory for Unincorporated Napa County and Napa County, available at http://www.co.napa.ca.us/Agenda
NetDocs/PlanningAgenda/1-21-2009/10620/ClimateChangeJan2009DraftMemo.doc,
accessed on September 1, 2009.
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ance on significance thresholds. The CARB has also issued a preliminary
draft staff proposal for recommending approaches to setting significance
thresholds to evaluate project GHG emissions, but this document does not
suggest specific thresholds.17
In the absence of adopted significance criteria, this EIR considers whether the
proposed project would generate substantial emissions, thereby either exacerbating or contributing in a “considerable” way to countywide significant impacts associated with GHG emissions from development assumed under the
County’s General Plan. The Napa County General Plan EIR concluded that
there would be a significant and unavoidable impact associated with GHG
emissions due to VMT and new development in the county and the region
through 2030. In compliance with the draft CEQA guidelines, this impact
analysis includes a quantitative analysis of project GHG emissions.

D. Impact Analysis
The GHG emissions inventory for the project was developed using ICLEI’s
2005 Clean Air and Climate Protection (CACP) software and URBEMIS
software. The CACP model analyzes five major sectors responsible for GHG
emissions: residential energy use, commercial energy use, industrial energy
use, transportation, and waste.
Construction period emissions, area source emissions and mobile-source operational emissions were measured through the URBEMIS2007 model (Version 9.2.4), distributed by the Rimpo Associates (www.urbemis.com). The
results of this analysis were integrated into the CACP software in order to
estimate the carbon footprint for Napa County. No detailed information is
available at this time about construction activities, so default values in the
model were mostly used to develop these estimates. The URBEMIS2007
model provides emission estimates for various construction activities based on
CARB, October 24, 2008, Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal Recommended
Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the
California Environmental Quality Act.
17
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the size and types of land uses. The inputs to the model included land use
types, sizes and tentative construction schedule.
As shown in Table 4.7-3, the proposed project would generate an estimated
35,131 metric tons of CO2e annually, assuming that construction emissions
are amortized over an eleven year period.
Project construction emissions were computed for the remediation/grading
phase and each of the three development phases. The remediation/grading
phase assumed fill would be shipped 46 miles by barge. The aggregated total
emissions of 20,058 metric tons over these phases would occur over the
minimum planned construction period (including fill and remediation). The
construction period estimate ranges between 11 to 15 years, and would produce fewer average annual construction emissions over longer time periods.
Table 4.7-4 shows emissions estimates by construction phase.

E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
As noted above, the Napa County General Plan EIR (certified June 2008)
identified growth in the county under the General Plan as having a significant
and unavoidable impact due to GHG emissions despite related mitigation
measures that were adopted as policies and action items within the General
Plan. The mitigation measures required the County to inventory GHG emissions then seek ways to reduce those emissions. That process is currently
underway, as described above.
The Napa County General Plan does not provide for buildout of the Napa
Pipe site as currently proposed, although the General Plan EIR included Napa
Pipe development in one of the alternatives it analyzed, and some employment on-site was encompassed within the existing setting at the time the General Plan EIR was prepared. To provide for a conservative analysis, this section analyzes the impact of the proposed project as if all of the emissions associated with uses on-site would be additive to the emissions projected to occur under the NCTPA’s forecast of 2020 emissions. DC&E used the Napa
4.7-17
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TABLE 4.7-3 NAPA PIPE PROJECT OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (CO2E
METRIC TONS PER YEAR)
CO2e
(Metric Tons)

Percent of
Total

Residential

8,072

23.0%

Commercial/Industrial/
Construction

3,657

10.4%

22,836

65.0%

Waste

566

1.6%

Total

35,131

100.0%

a

Sector

Transportation

Sectors were aggregated to conform to CACP model categories. Residential includes lawn and
garden emissions; commercial, industrial, construction, and water treatment facility emissions are
combined; agricultural emissions are not forecasted to change and are therefore not included in this
comparison.
b
Construction emissions are amortized over the eleven-year construction period.
c
Transportation emissions were calculated in URBEMIS and included a 14.8 percent reduction in
GHG emissions due to fewer trips instigated through project features that would reduce emissions, e.g. sidewalks, bike lanes, mixed use, etc.
Source: CACP, URBEMIS models for Napa County, DC&E, 2009.
a

TABLE 4.7-4 NAPA PIPE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Project Phase

CO2e
(Metric Tons)

Percent of
Total

Remediation/Grading

4,106

21%

Phase 1

5,513

27%

Phase 2

6,803

34%

Phase 3

3,636

18%

20,058

100%

Total

Source: URBEMIS model for Napa County, DC&E, 2009.
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County 2005 baseline GHG community emissions inventory to build a year
2020 forecast for emissions in the county with and without the Napa Pipe
project. The inventory took into account the three project phases, each lasting approximately 3 to 5 years.
Table 4.7-5 details sector GHG emissions for existing conditions (2005 Baseline) and year 2020 conditions with and without the Napa Pipe project.
Based on the results of the analysis, year 2020 emissions including the project
would be 25.9 percent higher than existing conditions in 2005 and 22.8 percent higher than 2020 emissions without the project. County emission levels
for CO2e in 2020 with the Napa Pipe Project would be higher than existing
conditions and 2020 without the project in all sectors except agriculture. The
largest source of emissions would be from the transportation sector, accounting for 55.8 percent of total year 2020 emissions. The commercial/
industrial/construction sector would contribute approximately 24.3 percent
of total emissions followed by the residential sector with 15.8 percent of 2020
emissions. The table shows the proposed project would contribute to a forecast increase in countywide GHG emissions. This would be a significant impact.
Impact GHG-1: The project GHG emissions account for 2.4 percent of total
2020 countywide GHG emissions. The largest net impact in GHG is from
project-related transportation GHG emissions at 22,836 metric tons CO2e.
This equals 2.8 percent of total 2020 countywide transportation-sector GHG
emissions in year 2020. The residential sector equals 3.5 percent commercial/
industrial/construction sector equals 1.0 percent, and the waste sector equals
0.9 percent of year 2020 countywide emissions in these respective sectors.18

18

Annual operational CO2e emissions of the wastewater treatment and wa-

ter treatment facility are estimated to be 143 tonnes CO2e. This estimate is included
in the commercial/industrial/construction project emissions sector for 2020. However, by 2020, electricity in the western states will be produced with fewer emissions,
and therefore the actual emissions associated with this utility will also be lower than
the current estimate.
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TABLE 4.7-5 COMPARISON OF THE NAPA PIPE PROJECT TO NAPA
COUNTY EMISSIONS FOR YEAR 2005 BASELINE WITHOUT
NAPA PIPE IMPACTS AND YEAR 2020 WITH THE NAPA PIPE
EIR PROJECT (CO2E METRIC TONS PER YEAR)

Sectora
Residential/Lawn
Garden
Commercial/
Industrial/
Construction

Existing
Conditions Completed
2005
Project

Year 2020
(Without
Project)

Year 2020
(Including
Project)

199,966

8,072

223,977

232,049

276,536

3,657

352,622

356,279

636,724

22,836

797,054

819,890

Waste

54,209

566

60,201

60,767

Total

1,167,435

35,131

1,433,854

1,468,985

Transportation

Sectors were aggregated to conform to CACP model categories. Residential includes lawn and
garden emissions; commercial, industrial and construction emissions are combined; agricultural
emissions are not forecasted to change and are therefore not included in this comparison.
Source: CACP, URBEMIS models for Napa County, DC&E, 2009.

a

1. Mitigation Measures
The proposed project includes a number of features designed to reduce GHG
emissions below those associated with conventional development projects.
As noted in Chapter 3, the project has been planned and designed to attain a
LEED Gold for Neighborhood Development certification (LEED-ND).
With LEED- ND, energy consumption would be less than for a typical residential subdivision. In addition, each building permit submittal for a residential or commercial building over 5,000 square feet will be accompanied by a
completed copy of the LEED for Homes checklist, showing the manner in
which the proposed building could achieve LEED certification, if it were to
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be submitted to the USGBC. Buildings are expected to be between 10 to 20
percent more energy efficient than required by current Title 24 standards.19
The Design Guidelines contain an extended list of required measures pertaining to GHG reduction. The project also includes the following elements that
seek to reduce automobile trips and reduce GHG emissions. These elements
are based on measures recommended for consideration by the California Attorney General’s Office (2008) as a means of reducing global warming related
impacts of a project:
♦ Type of housing and mix of affordable housing. The project includes 20
percent affordable housing.
♦ Mix of housing and jobs in the immediate area (i.e. 1 mile). The project
includes a combination of housing and jobs with existing employment
centers located within 1 mile of the project.
♦ Pedestrian linkages (including attractive sidewalks) throughout the site
and to adjacent areas.
♦ Bicycle linkages throughout the site, including bicycle lanes into new
street systems and bicycle friendly intersections.
♦ Travel routes throughout the site that ensure that destinations may be
reached conveniently by public transportation, bicycling or walking.
♦ Retail uses located within in the project that would serve the project.
♦ Development of an underused, “brownfield” property near existing public transportation, jobs and recreation.
Environmental Building News, December 1, 2007. “…LEED buildings
are, on average, 25 to 30 percent more energy-efficient than non-LEED buildings as
represented in the U.S. Department of Energy’s Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) database. As might be expected, buildings certified at Gold
or Platinum levels tended to achieve more energy conservation points, and their average savings were about 45 percent better than the CBECS baseline.” Comparatively,
Title 24 Standards are estimated to increase energy efficiency by about 20 percent.
22
Napa County General Plan EIR, Final EIR, pp. 3.0-49 et seq.
19
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♦ Preservation and creation of open space and parks.
♦ Preservation of existing trees, to the extent feasible, and planting of replacement trees, resulting in a significant net increase in the tree canopy
at the site.
♦ Trees, landscaping, and sun screens on west and south exterior building
walls to reduce energy use.
♦ Energy Star® heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and
control systems.
♦ Water-efficient landscapes with native species in all public area and commercial landscaping and water-efficient turf in parks and other turf dependant spaces.
♦ Infrastructure for use of recycled water for public landscape irrigation.
♦ Water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based
irrigation controls.
♦ Transportation center where various public transportation modes intersect.
♦ Transit facilities/amenities (bus shelters, bicycle lockers/racks, etc.) for
public and private transit.
The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative GHG emissions could be
off-set by these project features as well as mitigation measures discussed as
possible components of an emission reduction plan in the Napa County General Plan EIR22 and by measures identified in other sections of this EIR.
These mitigation measures are described below.
a.
i.

Project Mitigation Measures
Traffic and Circulation
♦ Mitigation Measures TRA-1a and TRA-2 to TRA-13: Provide circulation
improvements to roadways that would reduce traffic congestion. If it can
be assumed that the circulation improvements would lead to more effi-
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cient vehicle trips, these mitigation measures would result in fewer GHG
emissions from traffic idling.
♦ Mitigation Measure TRA-1b: The Home Owners Association shall fund a
full-time Transportation Demand Management coordinator to implement various measures with the goal of reducing forecasted auto trip generation from the project by 15 percent.
♦ Mitigation Measure TRA-14: Construction Management Plan shall be
prepared to address traffic due to construction activities. The Plan measures relative to GHG emissions are discussed in more detail in Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 below.
♦ Mitigation Measures TRA-16: Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation. The
design of the waterfront promenade shall minimize bicycle/pedestrian
conflicts through means such as channeling pedestrians to discrete crossing points of the trail, widening the trail through areas where higher pedestrian volumes are expected, and separating pedestrian and bicycle
travel
♦ Mitigation Measure TRA-17: Reroute the VINE #10 bus route through
the project site to serve the proposed transit center and ensure that all
residential development proposed would be within a reasonable walking
distance to transit (less than ⅓-mile).
ii. Air Quality
The following list of mitigation measures that correspond with the measures
identified in Section 4.6, Air Quality, are summarized in the following discussion.
♦ Mitigation Measure AQ-2: GHG emissions from construction activities
shall be mitigated through a Construction Management Plan that ensures
construction methods limit emissions from vehicle activity. Equipment
shall be maintained and properly tuned for low emissions. Diesel equipment standing idle for more than three minutes shall be turned off. This
would include trucks waiting to deliver or receive soil, aggregate or other
bulk materials. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-14 shall re-
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quire a Construction Management Plan to avoid traffic congestion and
specify truck routes. For idling vehicles and other construction equipment, the contractor shall install temporary electrical service whenever
possible to avoid the need for independently powered equipment (e.g.
compressors).
♦ Mitigation Measure AQ-3: GHG emissions from traffic shall be mitigated
through improvements that encourage transit and bicycle use and pedestrian activity. Shaded landscaping along pathways marked with signage
to transit stations shall promote pedestrian-bus ridership connections.
Employers shall offer incentives to encourage transit and bicycle commutes. Bicycle amenities and connective bicycle paths and bicycle lanes
shall be featured in the project.
b. Additional Mitigation Measures
In addition to implementation of the mitigation measures identified in other
chapters of this EIR, the following mitigation measures shall also be required
by the proposed project.
♦ Mitigation Measure GHG-1a: As part of phase one, the applicant shall
construct and lease retail space to an on-site market that also sells fresh,
locally grown produce. The applicant shall provide for rental subsidies if
needed to ensure long term tenancy of a market providing on-site access
to fresh food, thereby reducing VMT for project site residents and from
food distributors.
♦ Mitigation Measure GHG-1b: The applicant shall provide long term
funding for marketing proposed housing units to members of the local
workforce and shall market units to businesses in the project vicinity (for
employee housing). Both marketing programs shall include a monitoring component to measure their effectiveness and shall be adjusted as
needed to maximize the sale and lease of housing units to members of the
local workforce for a period of time to be determined by the County and
developer.
♦ Mitigation Measure GHG-1c: In obtaining LEED certification for the
project, the applicant shall seek credits for solar panels installed on build4.7-24
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ings and above parking lots with an aggregate total 3 megawatt peak output capacity. This would provide sufficient power for up to 1,500 residential units and reduce residential electricity consumption by about 40
percent.
♦ Mitigation Measure GHG-1d: As a means of reducing global warming related impacts of a project, the project applicant shall incorporate additional measures to reduce the project’s contribution to the countywide
GHG emissions associated with development assumed under the
County’s General Plan. Such measures shall include the following additional items from the California Attorney General’s Office (2008) list of
suggested measures for reducing global warming related impacts of a project:
i.

Energy Efficiency
♦ Design buildings to meet LEED certification requirements applicable as
of the project approval date.
♦ Install light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements.
♦ Install efficient lighting in all buildings (including residential). Also install lighting control systems, where practical. Use daylight as an integral
part of lighting systems in all buildings.
♦ Install light emitting diodes (LEDs) or other high efficiency lighting for
traffic, street and other outdoor lighting.
♦ Limit the hours of operation or provide minimally acceptable light intensities for outdoor lighting.

ii. Water Conservation and Efficiency
♦ Design buildings and lots to be water-efficient.
efficient fixtures and appliances.

Only install water-

♦ Restrict watering methods (e.g. prohibit systems that apply water to nonvegetated surfaces) and control runoff. Prohibit businesses from using
pressure washers for cleaning driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, and
4.7-25
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street surfaces unless required to mitigate health and safety concerns.
These restrictions should be included in the Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions of the community.
iii. Solid Waste Measures
♦ Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not
limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).
♦ Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste
at all buildings.
♦ Provide adequate recycling containers in public areas, including parks,
school grounds, paseos, and pedestrian zones in areas of mixed-use development.
iv. Transportation and Motor Vehicles
♦ Promote ride sharing programs at employment centers (e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading zones and waiting areas
for ride share vehicles, and providing a web site or message board for coordinating ride sharing).
♦ At commercial land uses, all forklifts, “yard trucks,” or vehicles that are
predominately used on-site at non-residential land uses shall be electricpowered or powered by biofuels (such as biodiesel [B100]) that are produced from waste products, or shall use other technologies that do not
rely on direct fossil fuel consumption.
♦ At commercial land uses, limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles.
♦ Promote the use of alternative fuel vehicles and neighborhood electric
vehicle programs through prioritized parking within new commercial
and retail areas for electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel
vehicles.
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♦ Provide shuttle service from mixed-use and employment areas to public
transit.
♦ Provide information on all options for individuals and businesses to reduce
transportation-related emissions, including education and information
about public transportation.
♦ Provide bicycle parking near building entrances to promote cyclist safety,
security and convenience.
♦ Provide secure bicycle storage at public garage parking facilities.
♦ Locate facilities and infrastructure in all land use types to encourage the
use of low or zero emission vehicles (e.g. electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling stations).
2. Significance After Mitigation
Despite proposed project features aimed at reducing GHG emissions, implementation of the mitigation measures listed above, and regional, State and
federal GHG emissions reduction policies listed in the regulatory discussion
in this chapter, the Napa Pipe project would contribute to countywide increases in GHG emissions. This constitutes a significant and unavoidable impact.
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4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This section discusses existing hazards and hazardous materials within the
Napa Pipe site, as well as future hazards and hazardous materials that could
result from proposed redevelopment outlined in the Napa Pipe Site Plan.
Hazards include human exposure to any contamination during construction
and site redevelopment, as well as post-development exposure risks that could
result from changing land use and increased population.
Hazardous substances are defined by State and federal regulations as substances that must be regulated in order to protect public health and the environment. Hazardous materials have certain chemical, physical or infectious
properties that cause them to be hazardous. The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 2, § 66261 provides the following
definition:
A hazardous material is a substance or combination of substances which,
because of its quantity, concentration or physical, chemical, or infectious
characteristics, may either (1) cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious, irreversible or incapacitating
irreversible illness; or (2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to
human health and safety, or the environment when improperly treated,
stored, transported or disposed. Hazardous materials include waste that
has been abandoned, discarded or recycled on the property and as a result
represents a continuing hazard as the development is proposed. Hazardous materials also include any contaminated soil or groundwater.
The Napa Pipe site is contaminated by hazardous material from the various
industrial activities that took place on the site since the 1930s. The evaluation
of that contamination in this chapter is based on environmental investigations
performed as part of the combined Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study/Remediation Action Plan (RI/FS/RAP or RAP) by PES Environmental, Inc. for the Napa Pipe Site.1 Since 1979 the site has been investigated

PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County, pages 1 through 3.
1
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with oversight by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) under several orders to the site owner. Currently RWQCB Orders No. 90-147 and R2-2005-0012 concern the site. The RAP describes
remediation necessary to restore the site to levels that are protective of human
health and the environment, given the designated uses of the land.
After completion of the RAP, a Remedial Design and Implementation Report
(RDIP) will be produced. This final document describes the specific site
cleanup methods and contains detailed plans of the sampling procedure that
will verify when cleanup levels have been met and remediation is considered
complete. If these levels are not met, remediation will continue. When
remediation is complete (by these criteria) a Remedial Action Implementation
Report (RAIR) will be submitted to RWQCB for review and approval.
In November 2007, the RWQCB approved the RAP (approval notice included in Appendix H). Although approved, the RAP will not be implemented until the RDIP document has been submitted to and approved by the
RWQCB and the EIR process is completed.

A. Existing Conditions
This section discusses the existing conditions in regards to hazards and hazardous materials within the Napa Pipe site.2
1. Background and Regulatory Overview
In the 1920s, the site served as a “well field” with several wells providing water to the C&H sugar factory in Crockett. In 1939, the Basalt Rock Company, which owned a quarry to the east, started building steel barges at the
site for sand and gravel operations. In 1940, Basalt began building vessels for
Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this section is derived
from the following report: PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County. The RAP was
provisionally approved by RWQCB in November 2007.
2

4.8-2

H A Z A R D S

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
A N D H A Z A R D O U S M A T E R I A L S

the United States Navy on the project site and continued doing so throughout
World War II. To accommodate the influx of workers, a residential
neighborhood called Shipyard Acres was built on an adjacent property. During wartime, approximately 3,000 people were employed on the project site.
After World War II, shipbuilding and related activities were replaced by specialty steel fabrication. In 1947, Basalt built a pipe mill to fabricate pipe for
gas and water transmission lines. In 1955, Kaiser Steel bought the mill and
expanded activities to include large steel fabrications such as oil platforms,
tunnel liners and bridge foundations. The adjacent Shipyard Acres was demolished in 1954 to be replaced with industrial park development. In 1975,
Kaiser expanded the mill to produce heavier and stronger pipe. Upon Kaiser’s bankruptcy in 1987, Oregon Steel Mills (OSM) purchased the operation
and facilities and focused primarily on pipe fabrication. In 2004, OSM ceased
pipe fabrication at the plant, in favor of alternative locations in Oregon and
Canada, and began the process of dismantling equipment for sale in whole or
as scrap. Parts of the facilities were then leased to several outside businesses.
Post-war employment was highly variable, but its peak is estimated at 1,675
employees.3
Napa Redevelopment Partners purchased the property in December 2005 and
continues to lease available space. It is estimated that in 2005, approximately
five structures on the site were demolished.4 In late 2008 and in 2009, in anticipation of remediation activities, several additional buildings were demolished pursuant to demolition permits issued in 2008.
Historical industrial operations within the project area utilized a number of
materials to fabricate steel products, most notably hydraulic oils, diesel and
solvents. These materials have been found in soil and groundwater at concentrations that exceed the RWQCB’s Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs)
Architectural Resources Group, July, 2008, Napa Pipe Corporation Eligibility Evaluation ARG# 08030.
3
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and require cleanup., RWQCB Order Nos. 90-147 and R2-2005-0012 focus
attention on seven sites/areas within the project area and sampling of a
groundwater monitoring well network. The sites/areas within the project
area are as follows, as shown on Figure 4.8-1:
♦ Site 1: Southwest Fill Area – Class II Waste Management Unit
♦ Site 2/3: Biocells, Southeast Storage Area Waste Piles, Abandoned Drainage Ditch and External Coating Building
♦ Site 4: Waste Water Treatment Pond, Two Underground Storage
Tanks, Central and Western Area Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds and Petroleum Hydrocarbons from Un-identified Source(s), and
Pipe Mill
♦ Site 5: Materials Storage; Painting Operations
♦ Site 6: Machine Shop and Former Drum Storage Area
♦ Site 7: Background Site
The southern portion of Site 1 is permitted and maintained as a Class II Waste
Management Unit and is expected to remain as such. As defined in § 20164 of
Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations, a WMU is an area of land, or a
portion of a waste management facility, at which waste is discharged. According to § 20250, a Class II WMU is one in which site characteristics and
containment structures prohibit discharge of waste and thus effectively isolate
waste from waters of the State. The original permit for the WMU portion of
Site 1 was contained in RWQCB Order No. 92-035 (Waste Discharge Requirements For Napa Pipe Corporation Class II Waste Management Unit,
Site 1, Napa, Napa County, the “Site 1 WDRs”). It has been updated periodically and is now part of RWQCB Order 52-2005-0012. According to the
Site 1 WDRs, the waste material disposed of at the WMU primarily consisted
of welding flux and mill scale, and disposal of such material ended in late
1979. The RWQCB reviewed sampling data collected during the early 1990s

Napa Pipe Corporation Site Building Chronology, Architectural Resources
Group, July 2 Report # 08030.
4
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and concluded that the WMU and wastes contained there would not be a
threat to human health or the environment provided that contact with the
waste materials (by humans and groundwater) was controlled by engineered
mechanisms.
After reviewing sampling data and engineering cost estimates for closing the
WMU, the RWQCB adopted the Site 1 WDRs and approved closure of the
WMU, with the wastes in place, with the following conditions: (1) the WMU
be capped with asphaltic concrete, (2) runoff and drainage be controlled to
prevent water from contacting the waste via infiltration/percolation, (3) an
earthen barrier be constructed along the wetlands-fill boundary at the southern end of the WMU, and (4) a collection trench and drainage system were
installed so that groundwater could be controlled and treated in the event that
on-going monitoring of the groundwater indicated unacceptable levels of
metals in groundwater.5 These measures were deemed by the RWQCB to be
an appropriate means of avoiding or controlling exposure to the waste materials.
All of these measures were implemented shortly after the adoption of the Site
1 WDRs, and have been in place since then. Groundwater conditions near
the WMU continue to be monitored semi-annually, and the engineered features of the WMU are inspected annually.
The Napa Pipe Site Plan does not propose to alter the WMU in ways inconsistent with the engineered features approved in the Site 1 WDRs. No buildings are proposed for the WMU portion of Site 1. Instead, the Site Plan calls
for approximately 5 to 23 feet of soil to be placed on top of the existing cap to

5

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Re-

gion, 1992, Waste Discharge Requirements for Napa Pipe Corporation Class II Waste
Management Unit, Site 1. See also California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Francisco Bay Region, 2005, Updated Waste Discharge Requirements and Rescission of Order Nos. 89-070 and 95-011 for Oregon Steel Mills, d.b.a. Napa Pipe Corporation.
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create a landscaped mound serving as an observation point and public park.
The additional soil would constitute an additional “cap” atop the existing asphaltic concrete cap, making human contact with the waste material all more
unlikely. Drainage features and the impermeable cap will be adjusted accordingly so that: (1) groundwater extraction could be commenced should the
testing required by the Site 1 WDRs indicate the need for groundwater extraction, and (2) the cap functionality is maintained. Consistent with Provision C.2 of RWQCB Order 52-2005-0012, the modified contours of the
WMU would be reported to the RWQCB and the adjustments to the cap and
drainage features would be reviewed and approved by the RWQCB through
amendment to the Site 1 WDRs.
Because the WMU is fully addressed in the Site 1 WDRs, and because it will
remain a WMU subject to the Site 1 WDRs, it was not necessary to address
the WMU in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study/Remedial Action
Plan. For the same reason it is not addressed further in this Chapter.
Based on soil and groundwater investigations, Site 5, Site 7, portions of Site
2/3 (the former Pipe Storage Areas located at the Southeast Storage Area
Waste Piles and the Abandoned Drainage Ditch), and the Waste Water treatment pond area of Site 4 are absent of substantial environmental impacts.
Therefore these areas are not subject to on-going regulatory oversight, and are
not expected to be targeted by active remedial action measures. Site 7 is hydrogeologically upgradient of the other six sites and no environmental issues
have been identified for this site.6
In order to facilitate redevelopment within the project area, feasibility studies
were conducted and remedial action plans addressing each of the remaining
sites within the project area were prepared. Those feasibility studies and remedial action plans are reflected in the following four site-specific volumes
within the overall RAP document:

PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County, pages 1 and 2.
6

4.8-7

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H A Z A R D S A N D H A Z A R D O U S

M A T E R I A L S

♦ Volume 2: Site 2/3 (External Coating Building Area)
♦ Volume 3: Site 4 (Former Pipe Mill Building, Maintenance Garage, Paint
Storage Building)
♦ Volume 4: Site 6 (Former Machine Shop, Former Drum Storage Area
and Southeastern Portion of Fabrication Buildings)
♦ Volume 5: Other Areas (Fabrication Buildings, Double Ender Building;
Internal Coating Building and Acid Drain line)
The “other areas” addressed in Volume 5 include portions of the property
where industrial activities previously occurred but were not defined as “sites”
in the RWQCB’s Orders and were not the focus of the Regional Board’s
prior regulatory efforts. Each volume within the RAP presents a summary of
investigations conducted at each of the sites to delineate the limits of contamination, evaluate alternatives to clean up the soil and groundwater and
present the recommended cleanup alternative.
The RAP discusses the following cleanup options for soil. Some will be
trucked off-site for treatment and/or disposal. The rest will either be remediated in situ or ex situ (by spreading it on the surface) and then by using: lowtemperature thermal desorbtion (soil is heated to drive off chemicals then the
chemicals are treated) bioremediation, or chemical oxidation (injection of
chemicals). Some groundwater will be removed with saturated soil that is
excavated. Groundwater can be extracted and treated through the existing
wastewater treatment system (that has been used to treat contaminated water
in past groundwater remediation activities). It can also be treated in situ
through enhanced bioremediation (injection of additives to promote biological growth and associated contaminant degradation) or chemical oxidation
(injection of chemicals).
Although the remedial investigation covered all areas of the site, and the
RWQCB has approved the work, as with all site investigations, there is likely
to be some contamination left undiscovered between sampling sites. The
RAP has been approved acknowledging that by a change in treatment method
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(trucking to a location or landfill for off-site treatment being reserved for soils
that cannot be adequately treated by other on-site treatment methods), the
desired soil cleanup levels for residential levels can be met. Therefore, there
would not be a restriction for site uses for the northern part of the site, in
which housing is proposed. Cleanup in the very south of the site is to the less
stringent, commercial/industrial ESL levels because there is already a County
policy regarding sites uses due to the proximity of the airport (see Section 4.1,
Land Use and Public Policy).
Prior to the start of the proposed project, and of the clean up described in the
RAP, most of the old industrial buildings will be demolished. These buildings were investigated during the main phase of soil and groundwater evaluation and results were included in the RI. Results showed that there were minor amounts of lead-based paint and asbestos associated with the old buildings.
Site investigation is now considered complete and the RAP has been approved. Although approved, the RAP will not be implemented until the
RDIP document has been submitted to and approved by the RWQCB and
the EIR process is completed.
In summary, before the site cleanup can be completed, the following process
must occur:
♦ Conditional approval of RAP by RWQCB (November, 2007).
♦ Testing of remedial techniques (now completed).
♦ Demolition of most of the old industrial buildings.
♦ Development of Remedial Design and Implementation Plan (RDIP).
This is a set of management protocols describing how the RAP will be
implemented. Given the size of the site and thus the potential for contamination to be discovered during the construction process and in places
it is not currently documented to exist, the RDIP will include a set of
contingency measures that address the steps that are to be followed in the
event that contractors working on the site (whether during remediation
4.8-9

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H A Z A R D S A N D H A Z A R D O U S

M A T E R I A L S

or later during site redevelopment activity) encounter hazardous substances in areas where they were not expected or encounter hazardous
substances different from what is expected based on the sampling conducted to date.
These protocols will describe, among other things, health and safety procedures to be followed by personnel in the field in case of such discoveries, testing methods to be employed to assess the lateral and vertical extent of such discoveries, and reporting and notification requirements
through which such discoveries would be reported to, reviewed by, and
evaluated for appropriate cleanup action by the RWQCB or other regulatory agency with appropriate jurisdiction over the discovery (e.g., Napa
County DEM in the event an underground storage tank is discovered)..
♦ Environmental review (i.e. certification of this EIR).
♦ Final approval (i.e. without conditions) of RDIP and RAP by RWQCB.
Although this is expected after this EIR is approved, the processes are
happening in parallel but are not dependent on one another. (Theoretically, the RDIP could be approved before the EIR.
♦ All required permits obtained.
♦ Demolition of the last old industrial buildings.
♦ Cleanup begins.
♦ Verification of cleanup through additional soil and soil gas sampling. If
soil is not cleaned up to cleanup goals, it will be excavated further.
♦ Submittal of Remedial Action Implementation Report to RWQCB for
review and approval.
2. Remedial Investigation Findings
Historical and recent environmental investigations found petroleum products, such as diesel, motor oil and hydraulic oil, various volatile organic compounds (VOCs) such as solvents, and metals present in soil and/or groundwater. Figure 4.8-2 shows the lateral extent of the three main types of soil contamination (red hatched ornament) in the unsaturated zone at depths of 0 to 4
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feet below ground surface. Figure 4.8-3 shows the lateral extent of saturated
soil contamination (red hatched ornament) and groundwater contamination
(blue hatched ornament) at 4 to 10 feet. Subsurface geology that dictates
pathways of groundwater flow is described in Section 4.9, Geology, Soils, and
Seismicity. In total, approximately 122,000 cubic yards of saturated and unsaturated soil will require cleanup. The breakdown of saturated versus unsaturated soil and by different types of contaminants is shown in Table 4.8-1.
Cleanup levels proposed in the RAP are based on RWQCB ESLs for residential or commercial uses, depending on the location in the site and land use
type. The RWQCB’s ESLs – which are conservative chemical concentrations
below which concentrations are deemed to indicate no need for additional
investigation work or cleanup activity, as the threshold values are considered
to present a very low risk to human health and the environment – were used
to put the raw soil and groundwater data in context.
RWQCB ESLs were developed using standard risk assessment assumptions
and methodology. They have been adjusted to be specific to the Napa Pipe
site by taking into account these site specific factors: (1) shallow groundwater
at the site is not a current or potential source of drinking water;7 (2) there is
no pathway for groundwater discharge into the aquatic resources of the Napa
River at levels that would impair water quality in the River, due to flat
groundwater gradients and stable groundwater plumes;8 and (3) residential
uses require more stringent cleanup levels than industrial or commercial uses.
If ESLs are not met in specific site locations, in restricted instances, it is possible that the RWQCB would agree that contamination above ESLs could be
left in place. If so, the RWQCB would have to approve this after the submittal of the Remedial Action Implementation Report.

The main aquifers that could be used for drinking water are located at
depths of 30 to more than 100 feet below ground surface and most wells are artesian.
For further discussion of site hydrology and groundwater, see Chapter 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality.
8
PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Volume 2, Napa County, page 3.
7
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Diesel, motor oil

Diesel, motor oil, hydraulic oil, 1,1-DCA

Motor oil, diesel

Diesel, motor oil, hydraulic oil, arsenic,
cobalt, selenium

Site 4

Site 6

Other Areas

29,990

790
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122,030

92,040

8,200

17,900

44,940

16,900
6,000

21,000

Volume of
Water-Saturated
Soil/Groundwater
to be Cleaned Up
(Cubic Yards)

6,300

1,1-DCA = 1,1-dichloroethane.
1,1-DCE = 1,1-dichloroethylene.
TCE = trichloroethylene.
Source: PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County, Table 1.

Notes:

Total (Soil and Groundwater)

Subtotal

TPH-d, tPH-mo, TCE, vinyl chloride

Diesel, motor oil, naphthalene

Site 2/3

Contaminants in Groundwater
Diesel, motor oil, naphthalene, vinyl chloride,
anthracene, fluorine, methylnaphthalene,
phenanthrene
Diesel, motor oil, hydraulic oil, 1,1-DCA, 1,1DCE, chloroethane, vinyl chloride, toluene

Contaminants in Soil

Volume of Shallow
(Dry) Soil to be
Cleaned Up
(Cubic Yards)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, FEASIBILITY STUDY, REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN

M A T E R I A L S
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3. Wildfire Hazards9
The term “wildland/urban interface” was coined in 1976 by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) to identify the condition
where highly flammable native vegetation meets high value structures, primarily residences. In most cases, there is not a clearly defined boundary or
interface between the structures and vegetation that present the hazard. Historically, residences in these ill-defined wildland/urban intermix boundary
areas were particularly vulnerable to wildfires because they were constructed
with a reliance on fire department response for protection rather than fire
resistance, survivability and self-protection. However, in the recent past,
there has developed a greater appreciation for the need to regulate development in these hazardous areas as a result of a number of serious statewide
wildland fire conflagrations.
The severity of the wildfire hazard is determined by the relationship between
three factors: fuel classification, topographic slope and critical fire weather
frequency. Napa County’s Fire Hazard Areas generally fall into the Medium
Fuel category. Critical fire weather conditions occur in periods of relative
low humidity, high heat and high winds. Napa County typically has critical
fire weather from two to seven days annually.
Fuel, slope and weather conditions combine to give Napa County’s urban
wildland interface areas an overall “High” hazard rating based on the Federal
Emergency Management Agency’s 2000 Urban Wildland Interface Code.
However, the Napa Pipe Site is classified as having a “Moderate” hazard rating, based on the same Code.10

Napa County’s website. http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/
DeptPage.asp?DID=29300&LID=1061, accessed on January 19, 2009.
10
County of Napa, Emergency Services, website, http://www.co.napa.
ca.us/GOV/Departments/DeptPage.asp?DID=29300&LID=1061, accessed on January 19, 2009.
9
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4. Airport Hazards
The Napa County Airport is located approximately 2 miles south of the project site. As discussed in the Chapter 4.1, Land Use and Public Policy, the
project site is within two zones of the Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). As such, any potential hazards associated with the
airport and related conflicts with the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 4.1.

B. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing federal, State and Napa County policies and
regulations that apply to hazards and hazardous materials for the Napa Pipe
site.
1. Federal Laws and Regulations
At the federal level, the primary environmental regulator is the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region IX for California. The
EPA maintains responsibility for cleanup of federal lands and waterways.
Since the project area does not include significant federal holdings most of the
regulatory authority is delegated to the State of California.
Federal databases with information on hazardous materials include the Federal Superfund list, created through the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 and the United
States EPA’s Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Information System (CERCLIS).
2. State and Regional Agencies, Laws and Regulations
a. State Oversight and Enforcement
In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), through
its regional boards, regulates discharge of potentially hazardous materials to
waterways and aquifers and administers basin plans for groundwater re-
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sources in various regions of the State.11 The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) oversees surface and groundwater in
the Napa River Watershed.12 RWQCB has been the lead agency for investigation and clean up at the project site since 1979.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is chiefly responsible
for regulation, handling, use and disposal of toxic materials.13 The California
Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CAL/OSHA)
and the California Department of Health Services (DHS) administer programs intended to protect workers from exposure to hazardous materials and
from accidental upset.14 Air quality is regulated through the California Air
Resources Board (CARB), and Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) at the regional level.
The OSHA protects workers from exposure to hazardous materials and from
accidental upset of such materials.15
State databases include Haznet, a database on hazardous waste that is maintained by the DTSC; the leaking underground storage tank information system (LUST); and the Cortese list. These databases are a primary source of
information for legal disclosures, such as Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessments (ESA). The databases also facilitate interagency cooperation in addressing contamination and remedial actions.

State Water Resources Control Board’s website. http://www.swrcb.
ca.gov/, accessed on January 19, 2009.
12
California Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco Water Quality Control Board website, available at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/
groundwaterprotection.shtml, accessed on September 9, 2009.
13
California Environmental Protection Agency’s website, available at
http://www. calepa.ca.gov/About/History01/, accessed on January 19, 2009.
14
California Department of Industrial Relations’ website. http://www.dir.
ca.gov/dosh/, accessed on January 19, 2009.
15
California Department of Industrial Relations’ website. http://www.dir.
ca.gov/dosh/, accessed on January 19, 2009.
11
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b. Regional Water Quality Control Board and Environmental Screening
Levels
The project site is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco RWQCB. The
RWQCB implements several programs that regulate the discharge of wastes
and the cleanup of waste discharges that have impacted water quality. These
programs are aimed at preventing the release of hazardous substances from a
variety of facilities such as landfills, waste disposal sites, service stations, refineries, and other industrial facilities. These programs are also aimed at cleaning up spills and leaks that may occur. Programs relevant to the project site
include the:
♦ Site Cleanup Program – investigation and cleanup of recent and historic
spills and leaks at all manner of facilities including brownfields cleanup;
♦ Underground Storage Tank Program – leak detection, prevention, investigation, and cleanup at service stations and other facilities with underground storage tanks containing petroleum fuel.
If the RWQCB determines that a site is in need of investigation and cleanup,
it will issue an Order that determines the work to be undertaken. The project site is under Orders No. 90-147 and R2-2005-0012.
While there are many regulatory programs, there are fewer standards for determining exposure risks due to contamination. For the purposes of making
a preliminary assessment of the hazardous materials impacts at a site, there are
two commonly used references: the RWQCB’s Environmental Screening levels16 and DTSC’s California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs).17

California Environmental Protection Agency, 2005, Screening of Sites with
Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, CALEPA.
17
California Environmental Protection Agency, 2005, Use of California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) in Evaluation of Contaminated Properties,
CALEPA.
16
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According to the RWQCB’s guidance, ESLs are to be used as Tier 1 guidelines (and are not standards). In other words the presence of a chemical at
concentrations in excess of an ESL does not necessarily indicate that adverse
impacts to human health or the environment are occurring, but indicates that
a potential for adverse risk may exist and that additional evaluation is warranted.18 ESLs are calculated assuming a risk to humans of less than one in a
million of producing cancer. They take into account flushing of contaminants from the soil by rainwater and escape of that contamination to ground
water, and later, surface water and so are protective of these media. Clean-up
levels for residential development are generally more stringent than levels
approved for industrial or landfill use. In general, ESLs facilitate a site review,
including comparison of contaminant levels with standards, review of remediation plans and procedures and review of closure documentation and limitations on future land use.
ESLs for soil and non-drinking water19 for residential uses and are shown in
Tables 4.8-2 and 4.8-3, respectively.
As described in Section A.1 above, regulatory agencies maintain a database of
properties and businesses affected by contamination, or properties and businesses where there is significant risk from contamination due to use, storage
or disposal of hazardous materials, underground fuel tanks or other hazards.
The Napa County Department of Environmental Management (DEM) is the
local agency in charge of maintaining the database of reported hazardous releases within Napa County.

California Environmental Protection Agency, 2005, Screening of Sites with
Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, CALEPA, page ES-2.
19
The non-drinking water residential uses are used because the groundwater
for use by the project comes from a deeper aquifer that is not connected to the top
alluvial layers. In addition, groundwater from the site will first be passed through a
treatment plant prior to use. This is discussed more in Section 4.10, Hydrology and
Water Quality, and Section 4.13, Utilities.
18
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NAPA PIPE REMEDIATION: RWQCB-APPROVED SOIL
CLEANUP LEVELS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES
Shallow Soil
0-3 feet bgsa
(mg/kg)b

Shallow Soil
3-10 feet bgs
(mg/kg)

Deep Soil
>10 feet bgs
(mg/kg)

Diesel

100

400

5,000

Motor Oil/Hydraulic Oil

500

1,000

5,000

Naphthalene

0.46

0.46

0.46

1,1-Dichloroethane

0.32

0.32

0.32

Arsenic

5.5

5.5

5.5

Cobalt

10

10

10

Selenium

10

10

2,500

Chemical

Note: These soil concentration levels may be used to determine if cleanup has been attained.
a
Below ground surface.
b
Milligrams per kilogram.
Source: PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study
and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County, page 4.

c. Drinking Water and Toxics Enforcement Act (Prop 65)
The Safe Drinking Water and Toxics Enforcement Act, often referred to as
“Prop 65” was passed into State law in 1986. The purpose of this Act is to
protect drinking water sources from toxic contamination, to warn persons of
potential exposure to toxic materials and to require certain government employees to report discharges of toxic materials or threatened discharges from
businesses and facilities in their jurisdiction. This law requires the State of
California to develop a list of chemicals known to cause cancer or reproductive damage. Proposition 65 requires the Governor to publish at least annual
updates to this list. Additionally, as of January l, 1989 (and annually thereafter) the Governor also publishes a list of suspected carcinogens and reproduc-
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NAPA PIPE REMEDIATION: RWQCB-APPROVED GROUNDWATER CLEANUP LEVELS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES

Chemical

Non-Drinking Water ESL
(μg/l)

Diesel

2,500

Motor Oil/Hydraulic Oil

2,500

Naphthalene

210

Vinyl Chloride

3.8

Anthracene

22

Fluorene

950

Methylnaphthalene

100

Phenanthrene

410

1,1-Dichloroethane

1,000

1,1-Dichloroethylene

6,300

Chloroethane

160

Toluene

400

Trichloroethylene

530

Source: PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study
and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County, page 4.

tive toxins.20 The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment manages the Proposition 65 List of Chemicals.21

Napa County’s website. http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/
DeptPage.asp?DID=40500&LID=630, accessed on January 19, 2009.
21
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s website.
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/prop65/prop65_list/Newlist.html, accessed on January 19,
2009.
20
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d. Wildland-Urban Interface Code
The California Building Commission adopted the Wildland-Urban Interface
Codes in late 2005 with an effective date of January 2008. These new codes
include provisions for ignition resistant construction standards in the wildland urban interface. The updated fire hazard severity zones will be used by
building officials to determine appropriate construction materials for new
buildings in the wildland urban interface. The updated zones will also be
used by property owners to comply with Natural Hazards Disclosure requirements at time of property sale.22 These areas include: 1) wildland areas
that may contain substantial forest fire risks and hazards (Wildland Areas),
and 2) Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ).23 These fire hazard severity zones are expected to be used by local governments as they update their General Plan Safety Elements.
3. Transportation Regulations
Transportation of hazardous materials on highways is regulated through the
Federal Department of Transportation (DOT) and the California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans). This includes a system of placards, labels and
shipping papers required to identify the hazards of shipping each class of hazardous materials. Existing federal and State laws address risks associated with
the transport of hazardous materials. These laws include regulations outlined
in the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act administered by the DOT.24
Caltrans is mandated to implement the regulations established by the DOT,
which are published as the Federal Code of Regulations, Title 49, commonly
referred to as 49 CFR. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) enforces these
regulations. Regulations of hazardous materials and wastes include the manufacture of packaging and transport containers, packing and repacking, labeling, marking or placarding, handling, spill reporting, routing of transports,
22
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s website.
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland.php, accessed on
January 19, 2009.
23
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s website.
http://www.fire.ca.gov/ab6/ab6lst.html, accessed on January 19, 2009.
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training of transport personnel, and registration of highly hazardous material
transport.
4. Local Agencies, Regulations and Policies
a. Certified Unified Program Agency
Napa County DEM is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for
Napa County, including all of its cities. As the CUPA, the DEM administers
the following Unified Programs:
♦ Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory (Business
Plan) Program
♦ California Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP)
♦ Underground Storage Tank Program
♦ Hazardous Waste Generator and Hazardous Waste On-Site Treatment
Programs
♦ Above Ground Storage Tank Program (Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasure Plans)
b. Napa County Code
i. Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances (Chapter 16.20)
In conformity with the provisions of Division 20, Chapter 6.7 (commencing
with § 25280) of the California Health and Safety Code and regulations
adopted by the SWRCB (in conformity with Title 23, Subchapter 16 of the
California Code of Regulations), Napa County Code contains a program to
prevent contamination from and improper storage of hazardous substances
stored underground.
ii. Corrective Action Plans (Chapter 16.24)
On January 4, 1989, the County and the SWRCB entered into an agreement
pursuant to Title 23, Subchapter 16 of the California Code of Regulations and
Title 40, Part 280 of the Code of Federal Regulations. Under the agreement,
24
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49, Parts 100-185 Hazardous Materials
Transportation Requirements.
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the County is the local implementing agency for the approval, oversight,
modification and termination of corrective action plans for the cleanup of
certain former underground tank sites within the county contaminated as the
result of unauthorized releases of hazardous substances. The purpose of this
chapter of the Napa County Code is to provide a procedure for such approval, oversight, modification and termination which involves participation
by the public as required by such State and federal regulations. The proposed
project site is not one of the sites specified in the Title 23 agreement. Therefore, it is not officially subject to the agreement.
5. Napa County General Plan
This section contains applicable goals and policies contained in the Safety
Element of the General Plan that are most pertinent to the Napa Pipe site in
regards to hazardous materials. These General Plan goals and policies are
listed in Table 4.8-4.

C. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe Site Plan would have a significant impact regarding hazards
and hazardous materials if it would:
1.

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

2.

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

3.

Generate hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

4.

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment.

5.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires.

4.8-24

H A Z A R D S

TABLE 4.8-4
Policy or
Goal No.
Policy SAF-1

Policy SAF-2

Policy SAF-3

Goal SAF-3

Policy SAF-20

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
A N D H A Z A R D O U S M A T E R I A L S

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Goals and Policies
The County supports and will promote intergovernmental cooperation to reduce known hazards and further define uncertain hazards.
Individuals and businesses should have access to up-to-date information and be able to make informed decisions about potential
safety hazards and the level of risk they are willing to accept.
The County shall evaluate potential safety hazards related when
considering General Plan Amendments, rezonings, or other project
approvals (including but not limited to new residential developments, roads or highways, and all structures proposed to be open
to the public and serving 50 persons or more) in areas characterized
by: 1) slopes over 15 percent, 2) identified landslides, 3) floodplains, 4) medium or high fire hazard severity, 5) former marshlands, or 6) fault zones.
It is the goal of Napa County to effectively manage forests and
watersheds, and to protect homes and businesses from fire and wildfire
and minimize potential losses of life and property.
All new development shall comply with established fire safety standards.
Design plans shall be referred to the appropriate fire agency for comment
as to:
♦ Adequacy of water supply.
♦ Site design for fire department access in and around structures.
♦ Ability for a safe and efficient fire department response.
♦ Traffic flow and ingress/egress for residents and emergency vehicles.
♦ Site-specific built-in fire protection.

♦

Potential impacts to emergency services and fire department response.

Goal SAF-5

To protect residents and businesses from hazards caused by human
activities.

Policy SAF-31

All development projects proposed on sites that are suspected or
known to be contaminated by hazardous materials and/or are
identified in a hazardous material/waste search shall be reviewed,
tested, and remediated for potential hazardous materials in
accordance with all local, state, and federal regulations.

4.8-25

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H A Z A R D S A N D H A Z A R D O U S

TABLE 4.8-4

Policy or
Goal No.
Policy SAF-33
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
(CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
For maximum safety, all land uses and zoning within airport areas
shall be reviewed for compatibility with the adopted plans for the
Napa County Airport, Angwin Airport, and other general aviation
facilities in the county.

6.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

7.

For a project 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, result in a safety hazard for people living or working in the project
area.

D. Impact Analysis
This section evaluates potential project impacts associated with hazards and
hazardous materials. This discussion is organized by and responds to each of
the potential impacts identified above in Section C, Standards of Significance.
1.

Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment
through the Routine Transport, Use or Disposal of Hazardous Materials
The proposed project will have the following phases, each of which has its
own associated risks: a) Environmental Cleanup and Remaining Demolition;
b) Construction; c) Operation of site.
a. Environmental Cleanup and Remaining Demolition
Environmental cleanup is a limited phase of the project and, although chemicals might be used during this phase (such as oxidants, salt solutions, or weak
4.8-26

H A Z A R D S

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
A N D H A Z A R D O U S M A T E R I A L S

acids or bases), their transport to and from the site would be considered routine and is described below under b).
b. Construction
Hazardous materials used during construction are typically gasoline, diesel
fuel, lubricating oil, grease, hydraulic fluid, solvents, caulking, and paint.
Potential impacts during construction, including unforeseen accidents, from
the use of these materials on-site would be reduced to less-than-significant
levels by compliance with all applicable regulations, as mentioned above, as
well as adherence to standard handling practices and involvement of trained
personnel.
c. Operation
The project site is proposed for residential, commercial and light industrial
development. The proposed retail development would consist of general retail uses, none of which would generate substantial amounts of hazardous
materials or require the transportation of substantial amounts of hazardous
material. There would be some on-site use of common hazardous materials,
such as cleaning solutions, as part of daily operations. Larger amounts of
hazardous materials may be in commercial and light industrial operations. As
described in the project description, uses in these buildings may include research institutions, specialized manufacturing, food processing and winerelated businesses, as well as limited associated uses (such as administrative
offices) that are ancillary to the primary R&D, light industrial and warehousing uses. The proposed on-site Wastewater Treatment Plant would use hypochlorite and permanganate. Use of these materials is regulated extensively
by federal, State, regional, County and local agencies tasked to assure that
there are no significant risks to the public from the transport, use or disposal
of hazardous materials. The Occupational Health and Safety Administration
(OSHA) protects workers from exposure to hazardous materials and from
accidental upset of such materials.25

25
California Department of Industrial Relations’ website. http://www.dir.
ca.gov/dosh/, accessed on January 19, 2009.
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Considering the limited amount of hazardous materials that would be used or
produced on-site and existing regulations governing these types of materials,
this impact is considered less than significant.
2.

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
The proposed project would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment if future land use activity resulted in the release of hazardous
materials into the environment. As noted, there are three phases of activity:
a) Environmental Cleanup and Remaining Demolition, b) Construction, c)
Operation of Site.
a. Environmental Cleanup and Remaining Demolition
The 1025 Kaiser Road site was found to have contaminated soil and groundwater in 1987. These contaminants could pose a health risk to future residents and employees of the project site if the site is not remediated or if activities at the site do not comply with the approved remediation plan. However,
a soil and groundwater investigation was conducted and a RAP was developed
under the supervision of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. Under the direction of the RAP, the applicant will use various techniques to clean up contaminated soil and groundwater. During the remediation process, the possibility exists for disturbance of groundwater or soil that could lead to an accidental release of contaminants. Following remediation, soil samples will be
collected from excavations to verify that cleanup levels have been met. If residual contamination is found and analysis indicates that cleanup goals have
not been met, additional remediation will be performed.
The project will require the removal and transport of hazardous materials
prior to construction. Approximately 122,000 cubic yards of saturated and
unsaturated soil that is contaminated to levels above RWQCB ESLs will require clean up to acceptable levels (see breakdown according to soil depth and
contaminant type in Table 4.8-3). Of this, at least 6,700 cubic yards is known
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at this stage to require off-site remediation and disposal. This amount may
increase to up to 48,800 cubic yards (a conservatively high estimate) depending on the success of soil treatment strategies. The removal of 48,800 cubic
yards is estimated to require 50 truck trips (including inbound and outbound
trips) a day for the 130 total work days of the RAP period (see Section 4.3,
Traffic and Transportation, for details concerning the calculation of truck
trips related to soil remediation). The rest of the soil will either be remediated in situ (with the soil in place), or ex situ (by spreading it on the surface)
and then by using one or more of the following techniques: low-temperature
thermal desorbtion (soil is heated to drive off chemicals then the chemicals
are treated) bioremediation, or chemical oxidation (injection of chemicals).
During the environmental cleanup phase, there is a small risk of spillage onto
the ground of excavated soil, or into the air as windblown and airborne dust.
Contaminated particles may be disturbed and released into the air by ground
disturbances, or transferred from the site via trucks and equipment used to
excavate, transport and manage soil.
An accidental release or spill of hazardous materials and chemicals used in
remediation could result in a significant impact during removal and transport.
Handling of the contaminated soil is regulated at the State level by DTSC,
CAL/OSHA. Transport of the material is covered by DOT and Caltrans
regulations.
b. Construction
Operation of heavy equipment during both cleanup and construction carries
the risks of fuel spills. Such equipment would be required during demolition
of the industrial manufacturing plant currently on-site and subsequent earthwork (i.e. excavation and grading). Regulations for workplace safety designed
to prevent spills and other accidents are established by CAL/OSHA and
transport is covered by DOT and Caltrans regulations. During subsurface
work, whether for environmental cleanup, utility installation, or grading,
equipment operators could unearth areas of contamination not previously
documented, or hazardous substances different from those previously docu-
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mented. Protocols for dealing with such discoveries at so-called brownfield
sites are routinely established through soil risk management plans or similarly
titled documents, and the RDIP will contain written protocols appropriate to
the Napa Pipe Site. Those protocols will be reviewed and approved by the
RWQCB as part of its review and consideration of the RDIP document.
c. Operation
After project construction, it is possible that hazardous materials might be
used on site, depending on exact site activities, such as types of businesses,
which are not known at this time. The on-site Wastewater Treatment Plant
would use hypochlorite and permanganate in its treatment processes. Hazardous materials handling and use at the site would be regulated by DHS and
at the local level by the Napa County DEM.
In summary, although the regulations and programs of established agencies
listed above limit the possibilities of accidental releases during project construction and operation, such releases may still occur during the cleanup and
remediation phase and result in adverse affects. As a result, the project is considered to have a significant impact related to the release of hazardous materials.
Impact HAZ-1: The project may expose people to a significant risk related
to the accidental release of hazardous materials during the cleanup, construction and operation phases of the project.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: The project applicant shall fully implement
the provisions of the RAP and RDIP including but not limited to the soil
risk management protocols in the RDIP that address discovery of new or
different contamination during earth-working and subsurface construction activities. As outlined in the RAP, such implementation would include multiple dust control strategies that would be employed during
remediation. A water mist would be applied to the excavation and soil
handling area and all truck haul routes, while the soil itself would be wetted, to reduce airborne dust generation. In addition, intermittent air
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monitoring would be conducted in accordance with local air quality
management regulations, and equipment used to excavate, transport and
manage soil would be decontaminated through a process of brushing and
washing in a central decontamination area.26
In conjunction with amending the Site 1 WDRs, prepare and record a
deed restriction acceptable to the RWQCB that ensures that no buildings
are constructed on the WMU in a fashion that impairs access or functioning of the collection trench and drainage system, and that provides access
for inspections and maintenance of a collection trench/drainage system
sufficient to comply with the Site 1 WDRs.
Significance after Mitigation: With full implementation of the RAP, the
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
3.

Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous Materials, Substances or Waste within One-Quarter Mile of an Existing or Proposed School
The project site is located at 1025 Kaiser Road in an unincorporated area of
Napa County. The closest school, Napa Valley College, is located approximately 0.5 miles from the project site. The project proposes the construction
of a day care facility within the project site. As previously discussed, all hazardous materials used as a result of the project are regulated by federal, State,
regional, County and local agencies. Additionally, the implementation of
recommendations made in the RAP will result in the excavation and treatment of soil and groundwater to meet RWQCB requirements for on-site residential development. Remediation will be considered completed when the
site has been cleaned up to levels considered compatible with residential development, including provision of daycare facilities within the project site.
The project will result in a less-than-significant impact to existing or proposed
schools.

26

PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasi-

bility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Volume 3, Napa County, page 87.

4.8-31

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H A Z A R D S A N D H A Z A R D O U S

M A T E R I A L S

4.

Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Material Sites and Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment
The project site is currently listed by the RWQCB as a leaking underground
fuel tank (LUFT) site as well as a spill, leak, investigation or cleanup (SLIC)
site. Both cases for the project site are currently open.27 During the removal
of a waste oil tank in 1987, contaminated soil and groundwater were found at
the site. As previously noted, a soil and groundwater investigation was conducted and a RAP developed in 2008 under the supervision of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB.
Consistent with the RAP, the applicant will use various techniques to remediate contaminated soil and groundwater. Approximately 122,000 cubic
yards of soil is required to be cleaned. Table 4.8-3 provides a summary of
contaminants found within the project site, and the amount of soil required
to be remediated.
As noted in the Existing Conditions discussion of this chapter, Site 1, the
southwest fill area, is permitted as a Class II WMU. As such, it is not considered to present a contaminant discharge risk. It is expected to remain a Class
II WMU.
Also noted earlier, off-site disposal is not anticipated to be the primary approach to managing the estimated 122,000 cubic yards of soil excavated as part
of the proposed project. However, the strategy has been retained in the RAP
because of the possibility that some soil may be found to contain unexpected
contaminants that render on-site remediation technologies unsuitable. Soils
containing such contaminants would be disposed of off-site. As noted in the
RAP, the specific landfill at which this soil would be disposed can not be
identified at this time, as that determination depends on specific characteris-

27
RWQCB Geotracker database, online at: http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov/,
accessed June 29, 2009.
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tics of the soil with respect to State and federal regulations.28 The potential
for discovery of unanticipated contaminants during excavation is considered a
significant impact.
The RAP was approved by the RWQCB in November 2007.29 Although
approved, the RAP will not be implemented until the RDIP document has
been submitted to and approved by the RWQCB and the EIR process is
completed.
Following completion of remediation activities, a report will be prepared and
submitted to the San Francisco Bay RWQCB for review and approval. The
report will summarize the cleanup activities performed, verify soil and soil
gas sample analytical results, and document that the cleanup levels have been
achieved. Additionally, monitoring results for soil treatment will be reported
and the final disposition of excavated soils will be documented.
Upon the approval of the report to the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, the project site cleanup activities are considered complete and a Completion report is
represented to RWQCB. Unless the RAP is completed in accordance with
RWQCB requirements and monitored and adjusted as necessary to address
any previously unidentified contaminants, the project would result in a significant impact creating a hazard to the public or environment.
Impact HAZ-2: The project site is currently listed by the Regional Board as a
leaking underground fuel tank (LUFT) site as well as a spill, leak, investigation or cleanup (SLIC) site. Until implementation of the RAP has been successfully completed to the satisfaction of the RWQCB, materials and activities
of the project site would create a hazard to the public or environment.

28

PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasi-

bility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Volume 3, Napa County, page 67.
29
Letter from Alyx Karpowicz, RWQCB to Keith Rogal, Napa Redevelopment Partners.

4.8-33

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H A Z A R D S A N D H A Z A R D O U S

M A T E R I A L S

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: The applicant shall carry out the provisions
set forth in the RAP and clean up the site to levels below the levels protective of human health and the environment agreed to by the RWQCB.
Following full implementation, the applicant should prepare and submit
a report to the San Francisco Bay RWQCB for review and approval. The
report should document cleanup activities performed, quantities of soil
reused on-site and disposed of off-site, facilities that received exported
material, soil gas sample analytical results, and verification that the targeted cleanup levels have been achieved.
Significance After Mitigation: Full implementation of the RAP and subsequent determination by the RWQCB that contaminant concentration
levels pose no risk to people or the environment would result in a lessthan-significant impact.
Impact HAZ-3: Previously unknown soil contaminants hazardous to the
public and/or environment may be encountered during the process of project
construction.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: To allow for the successful assessment and
remediation of any previously unknown soil contaminants hazardous to
the public and/or environment encountered during project construction,
implement the protocols documented in the soil risk management plan
portion of the RDIP in the event that such contaminants are encountered, and record in the deed records for the site a notice of the existence
of the soil risk management protocols from the RDIP (including a full
copy of those protocols) so that all owners of portions of the site have
advanced notice of both the existence of the soil risk management plan
and its terms and provisions.
Significance After Mitigation: Development and implementation of the
RDIP would result in a less-than-significant impact.
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5.

Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death Involving Wildland Fires
As noted in the Existing Conditions discussion of this chapter, the Napa
County General Plan and EIR identify the project site and the area in its immediate vicinity as having a “moderate” wildland fire risk. This is due to the
surrounding terrain and vegetation, as well as project site’s location adjacent
to the Napa River and a developed industrial area. As a result, the proposed
project would not increase the risk of wildland fires as there is a limited threat
of wildland fires in the area. Thus, there would be no impact. See Chapter
4.12, Public Services and Recreation, for a detailed discussion of impacts related to the provision of fire protection services.
6.

Impair Implementation of or Physically Interfere with an Adopted
Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan
Potential physical interference with an emergency response or evacuation
plan as a result of the project would be prevented through the implementation of Napa County General Plan Policy SAF-20, California Public Resources Code 4290 and the Napa Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan
(OAHMP). Policy SAF-20 requires that all new development comply with
established fire safety standards and that design plans be referred to the appropriate fire agency for comment. Implementation of SAF-20 involves Napa
County Fire Department (NCFD) review of all major development plans
during the land use permitting process, in order to confirm the adequacy of
water supply, site design for fire department access to and within the project
site, ability for safe and efficient fire department responses and specific builtin fire protection. In conjunction with California Public Resources Code
§4290, which establishes regulations regarding road standards for fire equipment access, signage, private water supply reserves and fuel breaks, the Policy
SAF-20 NCFD review process will ensure adequate access for emergency response and evacuation. As of this time, both the Napa County Fire and Sheriff’s Departments have reviewed project plans and assessed additional project
features needed to provide support to the project. As a result of the above
standard project review protocol, potential impacts would be less than significant.
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More information on provision of emergency services is contained in Section
4.12, Public Services and Recreation.
7.

For a Project within an Airport Land Use Plan or within Two Miles
of a Public Airport, Result in a Safety Hazard for People in the Project Area
The Napa County Airport is located approximately 2 miles south of the project site. As discussed in the Chapter 4.1,, Land Use and Public Policy, the
project site is within Zones D and E of the Napa County Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). Figure 5A, Jurisdictional Boundaries and Future Land Use, of the ALUCP, shows that the project site is due west of the
approach zone associated with the north-northwest by south-southeast runway (Runway 18). In Figure 5C, Airport Impact Areas, of the ALUCP, the
air traffic pattern over the area is described as being a “Common Traffic Pattern.”
Zone D of the ALUCP, which covers the southern portion of the project site,
presents a moderate accident risk and is subject to frequent noise intrusion
and routine overflights below the altitude of 1,000 feet. For this zone, all
residential uses and landfills are generally considered incompatible. Densities
of 150 persons per acre in and outside of structures are also considered incompatible. Zone E covers the remainder of the project site and presents a
low accident risk with overflight annoyance being the primary impact element within this area. This zone allows residential uses, but requires that
maximum densities be in accordance with local General Plan and zoning designations. The project will require amendments to the Napa County General
Plan and Zoning Map. Furthermore, the ALUCP recommends that the Airport Land Use Commission review development plans prior to their approval
in order to determine acceptable locations for residential uses. For both
zones, an overflight easement or deed notice is required.30 Upon General

30
Napa County Airport Land Use Commission, 1999, Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan, pages 3-14 through 3-17.
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Plan and Zoning Map approvals, the project will comply with the ALUCP
and would result in a less-than-significant impact.
For further discussion of project consistency with the Napa County ALUCP,
see Section 4.1, Land Use and Public Policy.

E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
Development of the proposed project would not result in the transport, use
or disposal of significant amounts of hazardous materials. Any transport or
use of hazardous materials would be closely monitored and regulated. Any
potential impacts that could arise from developing on sites that are already
contaminated would be adequately addressed under each individual project.
Contaminated soil from the project site would be disposed of at licensed facilities that will be chosen at a later date. As noted earlier in this chapter, the
maximum amount of soil that would be removed from the site is approximately 48,800 cubic yards. This is a conservative estimate and is not large
compared with some other projects and there are several Class II landfills in
the local area that are suitable and have potential capacity for many years into
the future. Although the RAP stresses that landfill selection would ultimately
depend on specific soil characteristics,31 the following three landfills may be
suitable for disposition of haul-off soil: the Hay Road landfill, Vacaville, Solano County (estimated closure year of 2077), Keller Canyon in Pittsburg,
Contra Costa County (2030), Altamont Pass, Alameda County (2032).32
Impacts from construction truck traffic can be found in Section 4.3, Traffic
and Transportation. Cumulative impacts from dust generation from construction can be found in Chapter 4.6, Air Quality.

31

PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasi-

bility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Volume 3, Napa County, page 67.
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Thus, there would be no cumulative impact from hazards or hazardous materials associated with likely development in the Napa Pipe area, nor would the
proposed project contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

32
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California Integrated Waste Management Board.

4.9 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

This section describes existing geologic conditions at the project site, the potential impacts of the project related to these conditions, and possible measures to mitigate significant impacts. The analysis of the geology at the project
site is based on review of the following materials:
♦ Geotechnical investigation reports prepared by Treadwell & Rollo
(T&R), dated January 23, 2007, and May 21, 2007.
♦ Published geologic maps and soil survey reports covering the study area.
In addition, a geologic reconnaissance of the project site was performed in
November, 2007, by Joyce Associates, the geologists for this Draft EIR.

A. Existing Conditions
1. Regional Geologic Setting
The project site is located south of downtown Napa, near the eastern margin
of the broad, alluvial plain that forms the valley floor. The Napa Valley lies
within the east-central portion of the Coast Ranges geomorphic province, a
region characterized by northwest-trending valleys and mountain ranges.
This alignment of valleys and ridges has developed in response to folding and
faulting along the San Andreas system of active faults, which includes several
faults east and west of the site. The proximity of local faults to the Napa Pipe
site is shown in Figure 4.9-1.
The oldest rocks in the area, exposed along the flanks of the Napa Valley, are
the sedimentary units of the Great Valley sequence. The Great Valley sequence is, in turn, overlain by shales, sandstones, and siltstones of early to
mid-Tertiary age. These sedimentary units were deformed and in some places
moderately metamorphosed as a result of the uplift of the region. The soil
types present at the project site and in the vicinity are shown in Figure 4.9-2.
Thick deposits of late Tertiary age volcanic material, primarily tuff (a rock
composed of volcanic ash), andesite (volcanic lava-flow rock), and rhyolite
(silicic volcanic lava-flow rock), interbedded with sedimentary units, cover
the underlying sedimentary units throughout much of the valley, as far south
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Source: Joyce Associates, 2009
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Active Faults and Earthquake Epicenters
PLATE
(1808-1987) in the San Francisco Bay Area
Napa Pipe EIR
FIGURE 4.9-1
Napa, California
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Modern stream channel deposits. Channel bed and bank deposits of the major
present- day creeks and streams. Deposits are late Holocene to modern in age
and consist of loose fluvial sand, gravel, and silt.
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Stephen Bezore1, Carolyn E. Randolph-Loar

(See Knudsen and others, 2000, for more information on
Domingene
Formation
(Eocene). Light gray to light brown quartz sandstone,
Quaternary
units).

tuffs.

Unit Explanation

Landslide deposits
Sonoma Volcanics, undivided (Pliocene). Basalt to rhyolite flows, agglomerates, and

Huichica Formation (Pliocene). Fluvial gravel, sand, silt, and clay. Sediments are
Early to middle Pleistocene fan or terrace deposits
derived mostly from the Sonoma Volcanics. A tuff interbed yields a K/Ar date of 4.09
+ 0.19 [Andre Sarna, written communication, 1981, reported in Kelly (1982)].

Late Pleistocene to Holocene alluvium, undifferentiated. Alluvium deposited in small
valleys where separate fan, basin, and terrace units could not be delineated at the
Holocene alluvium, undifferentiated
map scale, and where Holocene or Pleistocene age was uncertain. The unit
includes flat, relatively undissected fan, terrace, and basin deposits, and small
stream
Lateactive
Pleistocene
to channels.
Holocene alluvium, undifferentiated

Holocene fan deposits. Holocene alluvial fan sediments, deposited by streams
emanating
from
the mountains
Modern
stream
channel
deposits as debris flows, hyperconcentrated mudflows, or
braided stream flows. Sediments include sand, gravel, silt and clay, that are
moderately to poorly sorted, and moderately to poorly bedded
Holocene fan deposits
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Quaternary units).
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Tsvt - Light colored tuff, lithic rich in places

20

22

14

Tsvtt

Tsvtt

Unit Explanation
(See Knudsen and others (2000), for more information on Quaternary units).

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
G E O L O G Y , S O I L S , A N D S E I S M I C I T Y

as Suscol Ridge.1 These late Tertiary deposits are known as the Sonoma Volcanics, and are approximately three to six million years in age. They are the
predominant fresh water-bearing geologic units.
Along the floor of Napa Valley, the Great Valley Sequence and Sonoma Volcanics are blanketed by alluvial and estuarine deposits of Pleistocene (less than
two million years old) to Holocene age (less than 11,000 years old). These
unconsolidated sediments consist of interbedded sand, silt, clay and gravel
deposited by the ancestral Napa River and its tributaries. Additional artificial
fill has been deposited on top of these sediments at the project site.2
2. Regional Seismic Setting
Seismicity in the Napa area is related to activity on the San Andreas fault system, including active faults both east and west of the site, which are shown in
Figure 4.9-1. The closest known active fault is the West Napa fault, approximately 2,000 feet west of the site. Other nearby active faults include the
Green Valley and Cordelia faults, 5.5 and 7.5 miles east of the site, respectively. These faults are considered active (i.e. they are inferred to have undergone movement in the last 11,000 years) and have been zoned by the California Division of Mines & Geology under the provisions of the Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies Zone Act of 1972.
Other major active faults in the region include the Rodgers Creek, 10 miles to
the southwest; the Maacama, 26 miles northwest; the Hayward, 15 miles to
the south; and the San Andreas, 33 miles to the southwest. Table 4.9-1 lists
the distance of each of these faults from the site and gives their maximum
predicted earthquake magnitudes.

1

Bezore, S.P., Wagner, D.L., and Sowers, J.M., 1998. Geologic map of the

Cordelia 7.5-minute quadrangle, Solano and Napa Counties, California.
2

Geological maps such as Figure 4.9-2 are based on interpolations between

outcrops, and usually ignore areas of artificial fill. Soils, such as shown in the Figure
4.9-1 are developed on top of surface geologic units, including fill. In this case the
superficial geology resembles the historic map of the site included in Chapter 4.11
Cultural Resources.
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TABLE 4.9-1

REGIONAL FAULTS PROXIMATE TO THE PROJECT SITE

Distance
From Napa
(Miles)

Maximum
Earthquakea
(Moment
Magnitude)

Green Valley-Concord

5.5

7.1b

West Napa

0.2

6.7c

Cordelia

7.5

6.7d

Hayward

15

7.3e

CRSB Boundary Zone

18

7.0f

Rodgers Creek

10

7.1c

San Andreas

33

8.3

Maacama

26

7.0

Fault Name

Maximum Earthquake (ME) is defined by the California Geological Survey (CGS, formerly
the CDMG) as the maximum earthquake that appears capable of occurring under the presently
known tectonic framework (CDMG, 1975).
b
Estimated characteristic earthquake for the Green Valley and Concord faults breaking together (Perkins and Boatwright, 1995).
c
Perkins and Boatwright (1995).
d
Murphy and Wesnousky (1994).
e
Estimated characteristic earthquake for the entire length of the Hayward fault (Perkins and
Boatwright, 1995).
f
Wong et al. (1988).
a

In addition to faults that are apparent at the ground surface, the 1983 Coalinga and 1994 Northridge earthquakes have shown that “blind thrust faults”
also present a hazard in certain areas of California. “Blind thrust faults” are
inclined faults, where the earth on one side of the fault is pushed up and overrides the earth on the other side of the fault. These faults do not extend to
the earth's surface.
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The boundary between the Coast Ranges and the Central Valley of California
is marked by the presence of blind faults. This boundary is called the Coast
Ranges-Sierran Block (CRSB) boundary zone.3 In the Sacramento Delta area,
the Montezuma Hills, approximately 18 miles southeast of Napa, may represent surface deformation resulting from fault movement at depth along the
CRSB boundary zone fault.
a. Soda Creek Fault
The 12-mile-long Soda Creek fault may pass beneath the site. The Soda Creek
fault is covered by estuarine and alluvial sediments in the project area. Although its position is not accurately known, Fox et al., show the fault beneath the western portion of the site where it is concealed beneath quaternary
sediments. More recent mapping shows that the fault terminates approximately 4 miles north of the site and does not extend into the project area.4
Mapping by Fox et al. shows that the fault cuts Pliocene volcanic rocks in the
area northeast of Napa and Quaternary-age alluvial deposits to the south.5
However, offset of Holocene alluvial deposits and geomorphic evidence to
support Holocene displacement is lacking and Helly and Herd do not map
this fault as active during Quaternary times.6 More recent studies have sug-

3

Wong, Ivan G., Richard W. Ely, and Auriel C. Kollmann, 1988, “Contem-

porary Seismicity and Tectonics of the Northern and Central Coast Ranges-Sierran
Block Boundary Zone,” California: Journal of Geophysical Research vol. 93, no, B7, p.
7813-7833.
4

Clahan, K. B., Wagner, D. L., Saucedo, G. J., Randolph-Loar, C. E., and

Sowers, J. M., 2004, Geologic map of the Napa 7.5’ Quadrangle, Napa County, California, California Geological Survey.
5

Fox, K. F., Jr., J. D. Sims, J. A. Bartow, and E. J. Helley, 1973, Preliminary

Geologic Map of Eastern Sonoma County and Western Napa County, California, U.S.
Geological Survey Miscellaneous Field Studies Map, MF-483, 1:62,500.
6

Helley, E.J., and Herd, D. G., 1977. Map Showing Faults with Quaternary
Displacement, Northeastern San Francisco Bay Region, California, U.S. Geological Survey
Map, MF 881, 1:125,000.
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gested that the fault has been inactive since late Pleistocene time.7 The fault is
not included in one of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.
b. West Napa Fault
The 17-mile-long West Napa fault is located approximately 2,000 feet west of
the project site. The West Napa fault zone is a north/northwest-trending
zone of right-lateral strike-slip faults.8 The West Napa Fault is considered
active, only south of the Napa River in the American Canyon area. Geomorphic evidence of Holocene activity along the West Napa fault zone is
observed south of Napa in the Cuttings Wharf quadrangle. The fault zone is
characterized by well-defined features such as sharp tonal lineaments and
scarps in late Pleistocene and Holocene alluvium, which are associated with
right-laterally deflected drainages and possible closed depressions. To the
north of the Napa River, it is well defined only locally where Pleistocene deposits are offset. The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) as
a part of their fault evaluation program, recommended only the southern
segment for special studies zoning.
c. Green Valley-Concord Fault
The Green Valley-Concord fault, 5.5 miles east of the project, has experienced
seismic slip during Quaternary time.9 Currently, segments of the fault are
undergoing continual slow movement referred to as creep, at a rate of a few
millimeters per year. Several moderate earthquakes have occurred on the
Concord segment of the fault in recent years. No large historical earthquakes
have been recorded on this fault; however, it is considered an active fault.

7

Bryant, W.A., 1982. Fault Evaluation Report (FER), West Napa Fault

Zone and Soda Creek Fault, California Division of Mines and Geology, FER 129.
8

Helley, E.J., and Herd, D.G., 1977. Map Showing Faults with Quaternary
Displacement, Northeastern San Francisco Bay Region, California, U.S. Geological Survey
Map, MF 881, 1:125,000.
9

Jennings, Charles W., 1994. Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent

Areas, with Locations and Ages of Recent Volcanic Eruptions, California Division of
Mines and Geology Geologic Data Map, number 6, 1:750,000.
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3. Probability of Future Earthquakes
The recent increase in earthquake activity in the San Francisco Bay Region
suggests that the region is entering a period of increased seismic activity that
could include one or more large destructive earthquakes. Recent estimates
prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey's (USGS) Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities indicate that the overall probability of one or
more large earthquakes (magnitude 7.0 or greater) in the Bay Area is approximately 70 percent in the next 30 years. Such earthquakes are considered most likely to occur on the San Andreas, Rodgers Creek or Hayward
faults. Although less information is available for the Green Valley-Concord
and West Napa faults, those faults are also considered active and capable of
generating large earthquakes. Assuming that the earthquake epicenter is located on a nearby segment of one of the principal active faults, ground shaking intensities of approximately IX to X on the Modified Mercalli Intensity
(MMI) Scale could be expected in the Napa area. The MMI is a scale that
measures the felt effects of ground shaking and is presented in Table 4.9-2.
4. Site Topography
The project site is nearly level and currently ranges in elevation from approximately 6 to 9 feet above mean sea level. (As a part of the proposed development, the elevation of the site would be increased to approximately 12
to 13 feet above sea level by fill placement.) The Napa River is along the west
side of the site.
5. Site Geology
The geology of the Napa area has been mapped as a part of regional studies by
the USGS and CDMG.10 These studies show that the Napa Pipe site is underlain by man-made fill, unconsolidated estuarine sediments, and alluvial sediments of Pleistocene and Holocene age.
10

Fox, K.F., Jr., J.D. Sims, J.A. Bartow, and E.J. Helley, 1973. Preliminary

Geologic Map of Eastern Sonoma County and Western Napa County, California, U.S.
Geological Survey Miscellaneous Field Studies Map, MF-483, 1:62,500; Wagner, D. L.,
and E. J. Bortugno, 1982, Geologic Map of the Santa Rosa Quadrangle, California, California Division of Mines and Geology Regional Geologic Map Series Map, No. 2A
(Geology), 1:250,000.
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Not felt, except rarely under especially favorable circumstances. Marginal and long period effects of large earthquakes.

Felt indoors. Hanging objects swing slightly. Vibration like passing of light trucks. Duration estimated. May not be recognized as an earthquake.

Felt indoors by many, outdoors by few. Wakened few. Hanging objects swing. Vibration like passing of heavy trucks; or sensation of a jolt
like a heavy ball striking the walls. Standing automobiles rock. Windows, dishes, doors rattle; glasses clink; crockery clashes. Wooden walls
and frames may creak.

Alarm approaches panic. Steering of automobiles affected. Masonry C damaged; partial collapse. Some damage to masonry B;b none to masonry A.a Fall of stucco and some masonry walls. Twisting, fall of chimneys, factory stacks, monuments, towers, elevated tanks. Frame
houses moved on foundations if not bolted down; loose panel walls thrown out. Decayed piling broken off. Branches broken from trees.
Changes in flow or temperature of springs and wells. Cracks in wet ground and on steep slopes.

General panic. Masonry D destroyed; masonry C heavily damaged, sometimes with complete collapse; masonry B seriously damaged. General
damage to foundations. Frame structures, if not bolted, shifted off foundations. Frames racked. Serious damage to reservoirs. Underground
pipes broken. Conspicuous cracks in ground. Liquefaction.

Not felt

Felt by few

Felt indoors

Felt outdoors by
few

Pictures move

Objects fall
Felt by all

Nonstructural
damage

Moderate
damage

Heavy
damage

I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

VIII

IX
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Felt by all. Awakened all. Many frightened and run outdoors. Persons move unsteadily. Windows, dishes, glassware broken. Knickknacks,
books, etc., off shelves. Pictures off walls. Furniture moved or overturned. Weak plaster and masonry Dd cracked. Small bells (e.g. schools)
ring.
Difficult to stand. Frightened all. Noticed by drivers. Hanging objects quiver. Furniture broken. Masonry D cracked, damaged; some cracks
in masonry C.c Weak chimneys broken at roof line. Fall of plaster, loose bricks, stones, tiles, cornices, unbraced parapets, and architectural
ornaments. Waves on ponds; water turbid with mud. Small slides and caving along sand or gravel banks. Large bells ring. Concrete irrigation
ditches damaged.

Felt outdoors; direction estimated. Wakened most. Liquids disturbed, some spilled. Small unstable objects displaced or upset. Doors swing,
close, open. Shutters, pictures move. Pendulum clocks stop, start, change rates.

Felt by persons at rest, on upper floors, or favorably placed.

Detailed Damage Description

MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY (MMI) SCALE

MMI Summary
Value of Damage

TABLE 4.9-2
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b

a
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Masonry A: Good workmanship, mortar, and design; reinforced, especially laterally, and bound together by using steel, concrete, etc.; designed to resist lateral forces.
Masonry B: Good workmanship and mortar; reinforced, but not designed in detail to resist lateral forces.
c
Masonry C: Ordinary workmanship and mortar; no extreme weaknesses like failing to tie in at corners, but neither reinforced nor designed against horizontal forces.
d
Masonry D: Weak materials, such as adobe; poor mortar; low standards of workmanship; weak horizontally.
Source: Modified from Perkins, Jeanne B., and John Boatwright, 1995, On Shaky Ground: Association of Bay Area Governments Publication Number P95001EQK.

Damage nearly total. Large rock masses displaced. Objects thrown into air.

XII

Most masonry and frame structures destroyed with their foundations. Some well-built wooden structures and bridges destroyed. Serious damage to dams, dikes, embankments. Large landslides. Water thrown on banks of canals, rivers, lakes, etc. Sand and mud shifted horizontally on
beaches and flat land. Rails bent slightly.

Few if any masonry structures remained standing. Rails bent greatly. Underground pipelines completely out of service.

Extreme
damage

Detailed Damage Description

XI

X

MMI Summary
Value of Damage

TABLE 4.9-2 MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE (MMI) (CONTINUED)
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The estuarine sediments, which were deposited in the last few thousand years,
consist mainly of soft silt and clay. These sediments underlie the central and
western portions of the site and range up to 27 feet in thickness in the borings
performed by T&R.
Alluvial sediments deposited by ancestral streams underlie the entire site.
These sediments consist of interbedded sand, silt, clay and gravel that are
moderately consolidated. In the western and central portions of the site estuarine deposits cover the alluvial sediments. In the eastern portions of the
site these sediments are present near or at the ground surface. The total
thickness of these sediments probably exceeds 100 feet in the project area.
Sowers, et al. shows that the site is underlain by estuarine deposits of late
Holocene age.11 Sowers, et al. also prepared a cursory evaluation of liquefaction hazard and placed the site in an area of very high risk of liquefaction.
However, that evaluation was not based on a detailed subsurface investigation
of the site and has not been confirmed by site-specific studies.
Lambert and Kashiwagi assign the original native surficial soils at the site to
the Reyes Silty Clay Loam. These soils are now covered by fill throughout
the site. 12
Borings and test pits performed by the project applicant’s geotechnical engineer (T&R) found that the site is covered with a layer of fill that ranges from
approximately 2 to 13 feet in thickness. This fill was placed decades ago to
raise the site elevation and provide suitable building areas. The fill consists
mainly of imported clay, silt and sand and gravel that covers the native surficial soils, estuarine and alluvial sediments throughout the site. Groundwater
was encountered at a depth of a few feet throughout the site.

11

Sowers, J.M., Noller, J.S., and Lettis, W.R., 1995. Maps Showing Quater-

nary Geology and Liquefaction Susceptibility in the Napa, California, 1:100,000 sheet, U.
S. Geological Survey Open File Report, pages 95 to 205.
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B. Regulatory Setting
1. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed by the California Legislature in 1972 to mitigate hazards associated with surface faults. The
Act’s main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The Act addresses only
the hazard of surface fault rupture and is not directed toward other earthquake hazards. Local agencies must regulate most development in fault zones
established by the State Geologist. Before a project can be permitted in a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, the City or County with jurisdiction must require an analysis to demonstrate that proposed buildings
would not be constructed across active faults. The project site is not within
one of the Earthquake Fault Zones designated by the State of California.
2. California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
The California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (California Public Resources Code Sections 2690-2699.6) addresses seismic hazards other than surface rupture, such as liquefaction and seismically-induced landslides. Seismic
hazard zone maps have not yet been prepared for the Napa area and it is uncertain when these maps will be available. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
specifies that the lead agency for a project may withhold development permits
until geologic or soils investigations are conducted for specific sites and mitigation measures are incorporated into plans to reduce hazards associated with
seismicity and unstable soils.
3. County of Napa General Plan
The intent of the General Plan’s Safety Element is to establish goals, policies
and actions necessary to reduce man-made hazards to acceptable levels. Hazards discussed in the element include seismic hazards, such as earthquakes,
and soil erosion and landslide hazards. The policies that are appropriate to
the project are set out in detail in Table 4.9-3.

12

Lambert, G., and Kashiwagi, J., 1978. Soil Survey of Napa County, Califor-

nia, U. S. Dept. of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service.
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TABLE 4.9-3
Policy or
Goal No.
Policy SAF-1

Policy SAF-2
Action Item
SAF-2.1

Policy SAF-3

Policy SAF-4

Policy SAF-5

Policy SAF-6

Policy SAF-7

Policy SAF-8

Action Item
SAF-8.1
Action Item
SAF-8.2
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY

Goals and Policies
The County supports and will promote intergovernmental cooperation to reduce known hazards and further define uncertain hazards.
Individuals and businesses should have access to up-to-date information and be able to make informed decisions about potential
safety hazards and the level of risk they are willing to accept
Participate in local, regional, and state education programs regarding fire, flood, and geologic hazards.
The County shall evaluate potential safety hazards related when
considering General Plan Amendments, rezonings, or other project
approvals (including but not limited to new residential developments, roads or highways, and all structures proposed to be open
to the public and serving 50 persons or more) in areas characterized
by: 1) slopes over 15 percent, 2) identified landslides, 3) floodplains, 4) medium or high fire hazard severity, 5) former marshlands, or 6) fault zones.
Encourage intergovernmental and regional cooperation directed
toward providing for a continuing high level of public services and
coordination of services during a disaster.
The County shall cooperate with other local jurisdictions to develop intra-county evacuation routes to be used in the event of a
disaster within Napa County.
Planning and outreach should recognize that Napa County may be
cut off from surrounding areas following a natural disaster and
may need to be self-sufficient in terms of providing emergency
services, information, and support to residents and businesses.
The County supports and encourages the development of individual self-reliance in the wake of a disaster and supports and encourages individual, family, and community disaster plans.
Consistent with County ordinances, require a geotechnical study
for new projects and modifications of existing projects or structures located in or near known geologic hazard areas, and restrict
new development atop or astride identified active seismic faults in
order to prevent catastrophic damage caused by movement along
the fault.
The County’s seismic fault maps shall be reviewed annually to
ensure that they reflect the latest information available.
Updated maps should be made available to the public at County
offices, on the County’s Web site, and through other appropriate
channels.
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Policy or
Goal No.

Goals and Policies

Policy SAF-12

The County shall not accept dedication of roads (a) on or jeopardized by landslides, (b) in hilly areas, or (c) in areas subject to liquefaction, subsidence, or settlement, which, in the opinion of the
Public Works Department, would require an excessive degree of
maintenance and repair costs.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

4. International Building Code
On January 1, 2008, the State of California adopted the 2006 International
Building Code (IBC) as the model code for the 2007 California Building Code
(CBC).13 The IBC has been adopted by most jurisdictions in California, including Napa County, to guide construction practices.
The adoption of the IBC represents the most significant change in seismic
design and construction in over a decade for California. The seismic provisions in the IBC are adopted from the American Society of Civil Engineer’s
Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures.
The 2007 CBC contains significant changes from the 1997 UBC regarding
ground motion, which is defined by a spectrum based on mapped spectral
responses adopted from the 2003 National Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Program. The 2007 CBC also assigns a Seismic Design Category to structures
to define seismic hazard in terms of Mapped Acceleration Parameters (spectral
values), Site Class (soil profile) and Occupancy Category (hazardous materials
content). This seismic design categorization system goes beyond the UBC
approach, which was based solely on zone maps and did not take these other
classifications into consideration.14

13

State of California, Building Standards Commission, “Recently Approved

Changes in Code Standards,” http://www.bsc.ca.gov/apprvd_chngs/default.htm,
accessed May 15, 2009.
14

David Booneville, Abstract, “New Building Code Provisions and their

Implications for Design and Construction in California,” http://www.consrv.ca.gov/
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5. State Minerals Classification System
As required by the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, which
was enacted in 1975 by the State Legislature (Pub. Resources Code, Section
2710 et seq.), the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines
and Geology (CDMG) has established a classification system to denote both
the location and significance of key extractive resources. No significant mineral resources are present within the site.15

C. Standards of Significance
In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the project would
have a significant impact with regard to geology and seismicity if it would:
1.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
♦ Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault. Refer to CDMG Special Publication 42.
♦ Strong seismic ground shaking.
♦ Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.
♦ Landslides.

2.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

3.

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

cgs/smip/docs/seminar/SMIP07/Pages/Paper12_Bonneville.aspx, accessed May 15,
2009.
15

California Division of Mines and Geology, 1987, Mineral Land Classifica-

tion: Aggregate Minerals in the San Francisco-Monterey Bay Area, Special Report 146
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4.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-b of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to property.

5.

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 wastewater.

D. Impact Analysis
The principal geologic impacts associated with the proposed project are the
potential for future large earthquakes, and the related impacts of liquefaction
and lateral spreading. Other potential impacts are related to settlement, expansive soils, erosion and the general impact of grading. All potentially significant impacts could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels using established engineering methods. The applicant's geotechnical investigation reports are considered adequate in scope and level of detail for the current stage
of planning. Additional geotechnical evaluation would be required by the
Building Code and the County to provide site-specific geotechnical design
criteria for specific facilities in the project area.
1. Ground Shaking
Large earthquakes could generate strong to violent ground shaking at the site
and could cause damage to structures and threaten public safety. Napa
County lies within a seismically active region that includes much of western
California. Several active faults are present in the region, including the
nearby Green Valley-Concord, West Napa and Rodgers Creek faults. These
faults are capable of generating large earthquakes that could produce strong to
violent ground shaking at the site. The USGS has estimated that there is a 70
percent chance of a large earthquake (magnitude 7 or greater) in the Bay Area
by the year 2030.16 At present, it is not possible to predict precisely when or
where earthquakes will occur on these faults.

16

Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, 2003, Earthquake

Probabilities in the San Francisco Bay Region 2002 – 2031: A summary of Findings, U. S.
Geological Survey Open File Report 03-214.
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The most recent significant earthquake in the Napa area was the earthquake
of September 3, 2000. This earthquake had a magnitude of 5.2 and was centered approximately 7 miles northwest of Napa. Ground shaking intensity in
the Napa area was moderate and property damage in the area was slight.
During an earthquake, seismic risk to a structure would depend on the distance to the earthquake epicenter, the characteristics of the earthquake, the
subsurface conditions underlying the structure and its immediate vicinity, and
the characteristics of the structure. The project area is located on relatively
thick, alluvial deposits that could cause amplification of ground shaking.
However, as required by the County of Napa, all construction activities
would meet the IBC regulations for seismic safety (i.e. reinforcing perimeter
and/or load bearing walls, bracing parapets, etc.).17 In addition, as required
by the County of Napa, all project-related grading, trenching, backfilling and
compaction operations would be conducted in accordance with the County
of Napa Standard Specifications. All grading would conform to regulations
for seismic safety contained in the IBC and the CBC.
Even with construction standards as required under the IBC and by Napa
County, strong ground shaking could cause significant damage to structures

17

Seismic design provisions of the IBC generally prescribe minimum lateral

forces, applied statistically to the structure and combined with the gravity forces of
dead and live loads. The IBC-prescribed lateral forces generally are substantially
smaller than the expected peak forces that would be associated with a major earthquake. Therefore, when built according to IBC standards, structures are anticipated to
(1) resist minor earthquakes without damage; (2) resist moderate earthquakes without
structural damage but with some nonstructural damage; and (3) resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural as well as nonstructural damage.
Conformance to the current building code standards does not guarantee that significant structural damage will not occur in the event of a maximum magnitude earthquake; but it is reasonable to expect that a well-designed and well-constructed structure would not collapse or cause loss of life in a major earthquake.
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and, in severe instances, result in injuries or loss of life. This is considered to
be a significant impact.
Impact GEO-1: Large earthquakes could generate strong to violent ground
shaking at the site and could cause damage to buildings and infrastructure and
threaten public safety. This is considered to be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prepare and submit geotechnical reports
prior to the construction of infrastructure, buildings and bridges. The
improvement plans shall incorporate all design and construction criteria
specified in the report(s). The geotechnical engineer shall sign the improvement plans and approve them as conforming to their recommendations prior to parcel/final map approval. The project geotechnical engineer shall provide geotechnical observation during the construction,
which will allow the geotechnical engineer to compare the actual with
the anticipated soil conditions and to check that the contractors’ work
conforms to the geotechnical aspects of the plans and specifications. The
geotechnical engineer of record will prepare letters and as-built documents, to be submitted to the County, to document their observances
during constructions and to document that the work performed is in accordance with the project plans and specifications.
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of this mitigation measure
would reduce potential ground shaking impacts to a less-than-significant
level because the project would comply with seismic safety regulations of
the IBC and CBC, as required by the County of Napa.
2. Liquefaction
Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose, saturated, non-cohesive soils such
as clean sands and gravels undergo a sudden loss of strength during earthquake
shaking. The test borings performed at the site by the applicant’s soil engineer (T&R) locally encountered potentially liquefiable sands and silts within
the alluvial sediments. These materials are intermixed with clays that would
not normally be subject to liquefaction. Because the site is located in a seismically active region, future earthquakes are likely during the life of the project and the risk of liquefaction is significant. The principal effects of lique4.9-19
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faction at the site would likely be settlement of the ground surface and the
localized expulsion of sand and water onto the ground surface. Liquefaction
could also result in excessive settlement of improperly designed foundations.
Depending on the amount of ground or foundation settlement, damage to the
planned buildings could be moderate. Other areas such as parking lots and
landscaped areas could also undergo settlement and ground deformation as a
result of liquefaction. This is considered to be a significant impact.
Impact GEO-2: The proposed project facilities could be damaged by liquefaction. This is considered to be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: The recommendations for both special
foundations and other geotechnical engineering measures specified in the
applicant’s geotechnical reports (prepared by T&R, dated January 23,
2007 and May 21, 2007) shall be implemented during design and construction. These measures include engineering and compaction of new
fills, removal or improvement of potentially liquefiable soils and compressible soils, and use of deep foundations. Documentation of the methods used shall be provided in the required design-level geotechnical report(s).
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of this mitigation measure
would reduce potential liquefaction impacts to a less-than-significant level
because these engineering mitigations will either eliminate the liquefaction hazard or protect facilities and people from significant damage or injury.
3. Lateral Spreading
Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which relatively flat land areas undergo
sudden lateral movement generally toward a slope or channel margin during
an earthquake. Lateral spreading occurs most frequently where liquefiable
layers are present at depth and a slope such as a riverbank is located nearby.
The Napa River is adjacent to the west side of the site. Engineering studies
performed for the project indicate that the areas at risk of lateral spreading are
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not widespread, but exist locally along the west side of the site.18 This is considered to be a significant impact.
Impact GEO-3: Lateral spreading during future earthquakes could cause
severe damage to structures and threaten public safety. This is considered to
be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Lateral spreading shall be mitigated by correcting the liquefaction hazard to which it is related. Corrective measures, which shall be included in the required design-level geotechnical report(s), should include:
♦ Engineering and compaction of new fills.
♦ Removal or densification of liquefiable soils.
♦ Use of relatively rigid foundations.
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce potential lateral spreading impacts to a less-thansignificant level because these engineering mitigations will either eliminate the lateral spreading hazard or protect facilities and people from
significant damage or injury.
4. Settlement
The project site is blanketed by a layer of man-made fill up to about 13 feet in
thickness and plans call for the importation of an average of 4 to 7 feet of additional fill. The fill is expected to consist of materials from excavations in
the Napa area, or if barged, from the Bay Area or the Sacramento Delta..
Analysis preformed by T&R indicates that total long-term settlement would
vary depending on the soil conditions and amount of additional fill. The estuarine sediments that underlie the western and central portions of the site are
likely to undergo settlement of up to approximately 7½ inches in response to
placement of up to 7 feet of additional fill. The alluvial soils that underlie the

18

Geotechnical investigation reports prepared by Treadwell & Rollo, dated

January 23, 2007, and May 21, 2007.
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fill throughout the site are likely to undergo less than 1.5 inches of settlement
in response to placement of up to 7 feet of additional fill.
The applicant’s geotechnical reports provide recommendations for placement
and compaction of fills. If not properly engineered, additional fills could undergo excessive settlement. This is considered to be a significant impact.
Impact GEO-4: The existing fill and native marine sediments could undergo
settlement that could cause damage to foundations and pavements. Settlements of the estuarine deposit could have adverse effects on site drainage,
hardscape improvements, shallow foundations and transitions between ongrade and pile-supported structures. This is considered to be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure GEO-4: Poorly compacted fills shall be mitigated by
excavation and/or additional compaction. Options to mitigate these effects include implementing a surcharge program, supporting structures
with deep foundations that include drilled or driven piles and installing
flexible connections for utilities. The geotechnical recommendations for
mitigation of existing and proposed fills, and for settlement of native
soils, that are contained in the applicant’s geotechnical reports should be
implemented. These measures include removal and recompaction of preexisting loose fills, and proper engineering and compaction of all new
fills.
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of this mitigation measure
would reduce potential settlement impacts to a less-than-significant level
because these engineering mitigations would protect facilities and people
from significant damage or injury.
5. Expansive Soils
The fill and native soils that cover the project site contain areas of clay soils
that are moderately expansive. Expansive soils undergo a significant volume
change as a result of wetting or drying. This volume change can cause damage to improperly designed foundations and pavements. This is considered to
be a significant impact.
4.9-22

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
G E O L O G Y , S O I L S , A N D S E I S M I C I T Y

Where buildings are constructed in areas containing expansive soils this impact can be effectively mitigated through the use of appropriate foundations,
by capping expansive soils with a layer of non-expansive fill, or by lime
treatment. Typical mitigation measures for pavements include special pavement design and/or subexcavation of expansive soils.
Impact GEO-5: Expansive soils could cause damage to foundations and
pavements. This is considered to be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure GEO-5: As a part of final design, the project geotechnical engineer shall make specific recommendations for mitigation of
expansive soils under pavements and structures. These recommendations
shall be based on testing of the in-site fill materials. The recommendations shall be submitted to the County as a part of building and/or paving plan submittal.
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of this mitigation measure
would reduce potential expansive soil impacts to a less-than-significant
level because the recommended engineering mitigations would minimize
or eliminate expansive soil movement and therefore would protect project facilities from expansive soil damage.
6. Substantial Soil Erosion or Loss of Top Soil
Proper drainage and control of runoff is important in controlling erosion and
flooding. Surface v-ditches and storm drains must be regularly maintained to
continue functioning as designed. In addition, proper drainage and erosion
control during grading is necessary to control erosion and avoid downstream
sedimentation. Typically, erosion impacts are greatest in the first two years
after construction, the time generally required to reestablish a good vegetation cover on areas of disturbed soil.
As discussed in Chapter 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, implementation of the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) would involve substantial excavation
of soils on-site. While the majority of the 122,000 cubic yards of soil requiring clean up could be reused on-site, approximately 6,700 to 48,000 cubic
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yards would require transport and treatment off-site. As a result there would
be a notable loss of existing fill from the site. However, this would not be a
significant impact because the fill to be removed is not considered topsoil,
which is generally defined as a native soil or a fertile soil used for agricultural
purposes. Removal and replacement of fill under the RAP would therefore
not result in the loss of topsoil. No impact would occur in relation to the loss
of topsoil.
New and existing fills and native soils could be subject to erosion. The potential for erosion would increase during excavation phases of the RAP when
large areas of soil may be exposed to wind and rainfall. However, consistent
with Napa County requirements, the applicant will prepare and submit a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to County Public Works for
review and approval prior to construction. The SWPPP will include a site
map that identifies all potential pollutants and incorporates Best Management
Practices (BMPs) appropriate for site conditions. In addition, all storm drainage improvements will conform to the IBC and the County storm drainage
ordinance. Erosion impacts would therefore be less than significant.
7. Ground Rupture
During large earthquakes, ground rupture can occur along fault traces.
Ground rupture associated with earthquakes generally occurs along faults that
have been recently active. Active faults are not known to be present at the
site. The Soda Creek fault, which may cross the site, is considered inactive.
Therefore, ground rupture associated with fault movement is considered very
unlikely at the site. This is considered to be a less-than-significant impact.
8. Landslides
The project site and its surrounding parcels are essentially flat so would not
expose people or structures to risk from landslides. Thus there would be no
impact associated with landslide risk.
9. Soils Supportive of Septic Tanks
The project would not employ septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. However, the project may include the construction and operation
of a water and wastewater treatment plant in the southeast portion of the site.
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There are no soil conditions that would prohibit or unnecessarily complicate
construction, operation or maintenance of the plant.19 Thus, there would be
no impact related to soils incapable of adequately supporting such facilities.

E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
Because impacts related to geology and soils tend to be site-specific, this section analyzes potential impacts relating to geology and soils that could occur
from a combination of the proposed project with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the project vicinity.
The proposed project will bring more people into a zone of high seismic hazard than would have been the case without the project or other development
projects in the vicinity of the site. However, application of relevant engineering standards is considered sufficient to reduce risks to residents and occupants of the respective project sites to less-than-significant levels. The proposed project in combination with other development projects in the site’s
vicinity would therefore not cause any significant cumulative impacts.

19

James Joyce, Joyce Associates, project geologist, email communication

with DC&E, September 14, 2009.
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section describes the potential direct and cumulative impacts that implementation of the project may have on the hydrology and water quality of
the site, and summarizes the environmental setting, applicable regulatory
framework, and appropriate mitigation measures.

A.

Existing Conditions

1. Physical Condition and Land Use
The 154-acre project site is currently underutilized industrial land with wetland areas along the southern boundary. The site has historically served as a
shipyard and a pipe fabrication facility. It was first developed by the Basalt
Rock Company as a shipyard shortly before World War II. After the war,
the site was converted to a pipe mill which operated until 2004. A Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of-way bisects the site from north to southwest. There are four dry docks along the Napa River in the northwest quadrant of the site.
Approximately 67 percent of the site is covered by impervious materials
(pavement and buildings) and another 20 percent by semi-impervious materials -- mostly compacted gravel. Pervious areas, with the exception of the
southern wetlands, are also degraded and compacted due to the industrial history of the site.
2. Climate
The southern portion of the Napa Valley has a climate that is influenced by a
combination of coastal bay weather and the inland valleys. Summer temperatures range from the low fifties to the mid-eighties, while the winter range is
from the mid-thirties to the mid-fifties. Distribution of rainfall is strongly
influenced by the topography of the valley, with areas of highest rainfall occurring along the valley ridges. The Mean Annual Precipitation (MAP) at the
project site is approximately 23 inches.1 The California Irrigation ManagePhilip Williams & Associates, Ltd., March 2008. Napa Pipe Redevelopment
Preliminary Stormwater Quality Management Plan.
1
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ment Information System (CIMIS) Station #109, Carneros Station, is located
roughly 4.6 miles southwest of the project site. Average monthly rainfall,
evapotranspiration, and temperature data for the station are presented in Table 4.10-1 for Water Year 1993 (WY1993) through WY2006, the most current
information available from CIMIS.2 The majority of precipitation falls during the November to March period. Summers are essentially dry with
evapotranspiration exceeding precipitation in all months except November
through February. Average temperature at the Carneros Station is 56.1 degrees F over the entire year, with a summer (May through September) average
of 62.6 degrees F and a winter (November through March) average of 49.5
degrees F.
3. Soils
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey identifies three soil types found at the site: Reyes silty clay loam, Haire loam and
Coombs gravelly loam. These cover roughly 63 percent, 23 percent and 13
percent of the site, respectively, as shown in Figure 4.10-1. While all three
soil types are classified as CL under the Unified Soil Classification System
(Surface), the three are in different Hydrologic Soil Groups (HGS); Reyes
loam is a D-type soil, Haire loam is a C-type soil and Coombs gravelly loam
is a B-type soil.3,4,5 Table 4.10-2 provides additional information regarding soil
The water year runs from October to September of the named year and is a
common reporting basis for rainfall in California. For example, water year 1993 ran
from October 1992 through September 1993.
3
CL soils are fine-grained soils characterized as “inorganic clays of low to
medium plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy clays, silty clays, lean clays.
4
The NRCS hydrologic soil groups divide all soil types into four categories
on the basis of potential to produce runoff. Type A soils, typically sands or gravels,
have the lowest runoff potential and typically have high infiltration rates. Type D
soils have the highest runoff potential and typically have low infiltration rates. Type
D soils are generally heavy clays or are very shallow.
5
Figure 4.10-1 is an NRCS map. Soils shown in Figure 4.10-1 are developed
on top of surface geologic units, including fill. Figure 4.9-2 is a geologic map based on
interpolations between outcrops, and usually ignore areas of artificial fill. Variations
between the two do not represent an inconsistency.
2
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TABLE 4.10-1

MEAN MONTHLY
TRANSPIRATION
CARNEROSA

RAINFALL, TEMPERATURE, AND EVAPOVALUES FOR CIMIS STATION #109,

Precipitationb
(Inches)
0.71

Temperatureb
(Degrees F)
58.1

Evapotranspirationb
(Inches)
3.3

Net
Precipitation
(Inches)
-2.60

November

2.76

51.2

1.7

1.10

December

4.50

46.9

0.9

3.60

January

4.11

47.1

1.2

2.90

February

4.18

49.7

1.8

2.41

March

2.51

52.7

3.3

-0.74

April

1.49

54.3

4.4

-2.92

May

1.08

58.8

5.8

-4.69

June

0.89

62.9

6.8

-5.91

July

0.00

64.2

6.9

-6.90

August

0.06

64.2

6.0

-5.93

September

0.06

62.7

4.8

-4.74

Total

22.36

46.8

-24.43

Month
October

The Carneros Station is located approximately 4.6 miles southwest of the project site roughly
along the same isohyet according to the Normal Annual Precipitation figure included in the
Adopted Road & Street Standards for Napa County, revised August 31, 2004.
b
Period of record for this analysis is March 1993 through April 2007
Source: CIMIS.
a

characteristics. The data in Table 4.10-2 indicates that the Reyes silty clay
loam has a much lower permeability than the other soils and is poorly
drained. It is found in relatively flat environments and has a fluctuating water
table.
The existing and historical land uses have covered much of the native soils
such that surface characteristics at the project site may not be representative
4.10-3
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TABLE 4.10-2

SOIL CHARACTERISTICS AT THE NAPA PIPE PROJECT SITEa,b
Coombs

Haire

Reyes

Terraces, alluvial
fans

Terraces, alluvial
fans

Basin floors, tidal
flats

B

C

D

CL

CL

CL

0 – 14
14 – 54
54 – 60

0 – 22
22 – 27
27 – 45
45 - 60

0 – 14
14 - 60

Soil texture by depth
zone

Gravelly loam,
Gravelly clay
loam, Very gravelly clay loam

Loam, Sandy clay
loam, Clay, Sandy
clay

Silty clay loam
Silty clay loam

Permeability by depth
zone, inches/hour

0.6 – 2.0
0.2 – 0.6
> 6.0

Land form
Hydrologic soil group
USCS (Surface)c
Depth zone, inches

Available water capacity,
inch per inch of soild

0.14 – 0.20
0.14 – 0.20
0.03 – 0.05

Slope percent

2–5

Drainage class

Well drained

Reaction, pH

5.1 – 6.0
5.1 – 6.0
5.6 – 6.0

Remarks

Clay subsoil may
limit water intake

0.2 – 0.6
0.2 – 0.6
< 0.6
< 0.6
0.15 – 0.20
0.15 – 0.20
0.04 – 0.06
0.04 – 0.06
2-9
Moderately
well drained
5.1 – 6.0
5.1 – 6.0
4.5 – 5.5
4.5 – 5.5
Heavy subsoil

0.06 – 0.2
0.06 – 0.2

0.13 – 0.20
0.13 – 0.20
0–2
Poorly drained
< 5.0
< 5.0
Fluctuating
water table

Information taken from the most-recent USDA soil surveys for the area and from NRCS WSS
Web Soil Survey data.
b
The soil survey generally does not distinguish areas smaller than about 20 to 40 acres, so that
wetlands, alluvium, or swale fills smaller than 10 to 20 acres will not be mapped.
c
USCS = Unified Soils Classification System, commonly used in geotechnical or soil-foundation
investigations, and in routine engineering geologic logging.
d
Available water capacity is the held water available for use by most plants, usually defined as
the difference between the amount of soil water at field capacity (one day of drainage after a rain
or recharge event) and the amount at the wilting point.
Sources: Soil Survey of Napa County, California, Lambert, G. and Kashiwagi, J., United States
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, August 1978. Web Soil Survey
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/.
a
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of the soil properties presented in the NRCS survey. Nevertheless, the character of the underlying soils is relevant to the discussions in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity,
and to interrelated water quality issues.
4. Hydrology and Surface Water Drainage
The receiving waters for runoff from the project site are the Napa River,
which flows from north to south along the west boundary of the site and
Bedford Slough, which forms the south boundary of the site and drains to the
Napa River. Runoff from the site either drains west to the Napa River or east
and south into Bedford Slough. There are 13 existing drainage outfalls from
the project site as shown in Figure 4.10-2.6 Four outfalls, including the wetland outfall, drain roughly 51 acres of the site directly to the Napa River
along the west side of the site. Six outfalls along the east side of the site discharge runoff from about 45 acres into a storm drain that flows along the
eastern boundary, discharging to Bedford Slough just south of the site. Two
additional outfalls discharge runoff from roughly 44 acres to Bedford Slough;
one at the south boundary discharging from a ditch which crosses the site
diagonally then drains to Bedford Slough, and one into a small ditch along the
east side of the UPRR line draining to Bedford Slough. Roughly 10 acres of
the site drain to an outfall at the eastern side of the southwest wetland then to
the Napa River. The narrow strip at the southeast edge of the site discharges
directly into Bedford Slough.
Run-on to the project site is minimal because Basalt Road and the Napa
Vallejo Highway, passing north/south, and a large area of developed land lie
between the site and the upper watershed to the east. Drainage from these
areas is captured and routed around the project site with the possible exception of an unidentified storm drain outlet that supplies water to the diagonal
ditch at the eastern project boundary. It appears that some stormwater from
areas to the east of the site is routed into a poorly defined ditch that lies east
of the project site along the same trace as the storm drain described above.
Riechers & Spence Associates, April 20, 2009. Preliminary Calculations for
Hydrology for Napa Pipe Redevelopment.
6
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Several areas designated as jurisdictional wetlands are present on the project
site and are identified as Areas A, B, C, D, and G in the Biological Assessment.7 These areas are shown in Figure 4.4-1 of this EIR. Area A is a 2.4-acre
wetland in the southwest corner of the site separated from the Napa River to
the west by a perimeter levee and from the railroad to the east and south by
an earthen berm. It was created as mitigation for wetland impacts associated
with a railroad spur extension permitted in 1982. The water supply for this
wetland appears to be rainfall and, more importantly, connection to the Napa
River where a culvert allows high tides to enter the wetland.. The area appears to be ponded/saturated year-round.
The drainage ditch along the east side of the railroad is designated as Area B.
This wetland area appears to be hydrologically supported by local runoff
which is discharged during storm periods to Bedford Slough at its confluence
with the Napa River. Some water remains ponded in the ditch creating a seasonal wetland.
The diagonal ditch draining to Bedford Slough is designated as Area C and is
described in the Biological Assessment as a 20- to 25-foot-wide man-made
drainage channel draining directly to Bedford Slough through a culvert. To
the east, in direct line with the head of the ditch is a small wetland area designated as Area D. Hydrologic support for these wetland areas appears to be at
least partially attributable to an unidentified discharge/storm drain outfall.
However, during high tides, especially if coincident with storm events, water
levels in the ditch nearly reach the top of bank possibly overtopping on the
southeast (lower) side. Adjacent to the ditch on the southeasterly side is a
seasonal wetland area designated as Area G. This area appears to maintain
near surface saturated conditions well into the growing season. In addition to
local precipitation, this area likely receives overflow from the drainage ditch
during high tides coincident with storm events.

7

Project.
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On the riverward side of the perimeter levee between Area A and the Napa
River, there is a periodically inundated river terrace designated as Area M.
Though not included in the October 2007 jurisdictional determination, this
would likely be considered a jurisdictional wetland.8 The hydrologic support
of this wetland is clearly from periods of elevated stage in the Napa River.
5. Flooding
The project site has been known to be partially flooded during large storm
events. Water backs up onto the site from Bedford Slough and the Napa
River at the south end of the site and at a location adjacent to the dry docks
where the floodwall is damaged. The flooding at the dry docks will occur
when stage in the Napa River reaches about 7.3 feet referenced to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD29).9 Specific occurrences of
flooding were noted during the New Year’s storm of December 31, 2005 to
January 1, 2006 and the January 4, 2008 storm. The Army Corps of Engineers estimated the recurrence interval of the New Year’s storm to be approximately 25 years.
The currently effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the project
area show that much of the project is located in a Special Flood Hazard Area
(SFHA). The site is located in a SFHA adjacent to the Napa River, which is
the source of flooding. The currently effective Flood Insurance Study (FIS)
for Napa County is dated September 26, 2008. This study is based on previous studies completed for unincorporated Napa County and incorporated
communities within Napa County. The previously effective FIS for Napa
County unincorporated areas is dated September 28, 1990. The currently
effective mapping and FIS do not represent additional studies; rather they are
a compilation of the previously effective documents digitized and adjusted to
the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88). Napa County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (NCFCWCD) has submitted
8

Zander Associates, March 2008. Biological Resources Assessment Napa Pipe

Project.
Philip Williams & Associates, Responses to Comments Related to the
PWA Flood Hazard Analysis, dated January 27, 2008, revised May 28, 2009.
9
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a request for a Letter of Map Revision to FEMA that is expected to become
effective in the second half of 2009.
According to the currently effective FIS, the base flood elevations (BFE) in
the Napa River along the project site range from 10.1 to 11.4 feet NAVD88.
The NCFCWCD Letter of Map Revision (LOMR), if approved would
change the BFE at the upstream end of the project site from 11.4 feet
NAVD88 to 11.2 feet NAVD88. The LOMR does not affect the BFE at the
downstream end of the project site.
The project area lies almost entirely within the 100-year floodplain, with the
exception of a small area along the far northern perimeter. The NCFCWCD
LOMR would modify the floodplain boundary to include nearly all of the
northeastern corner of the project site. The project site is outside of the designated floodway. A 100-year floodplain is defined as those land areas susceptible to being inundated to a minimum depth of 1-foot during the one-percent
chance flood event. A designated or “regulatory” floodway is the channel of a
river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved
in order to discharge the base (100-year) flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height (1-foot in the
case of the Napa River).10 The Flood Hazard Analysis (FHA) prepared by
Philip Williams & Associates establishes a concern that the FEMA BFEs may
be underestimated by approximately 1 foot.11
The Flood Hazard Analysis was written before the recent adoption of digital
mapping for Napa County.12 Consequently, the FIRMs and FIS referenced in
that report are no longer currently effective for the site. The currently effective digital mapping has split the site between the following three FIRMs:
Title 44—Emergency Management and Assistance, Federal Emergency
Management Agency, revised October 1, 2002.
11
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., January 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment Project: Flood Hazard Analysis.
12
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., January 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment Project: Flood Hazard Analysis.
10
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06055C0518E, 06055C0519E, and 06055C0610E, all with the effective date of
September 26, 2008. Elevations in the previously effective maps and FIS are
referenced to NGVD29, whereas the new digital maps are referenced to the
North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88). The new FIS states
that the conversion factor from NGVD29 to NAVD88 on the Napa River
below the confluence with Conn Creek is 2.55 feet. This should be added to
elevations referencing NGVD29 to arrive at comparable elevations referencing NAVD88; or, conversely, subtracted from elevations referencing
NAVD88 to arrive at comparable elevations referencing NGVD29. For instance, the BFEs for this stretch of the Napa River would be approximately
7.6 to 8.9 feet NGVD29. Due to this datum conversion, care must be taken
when comparing the various reports and documents regarding this project
especially with respect to base flood elevations.
6. Groundwater
The following section generally describes the groundwater occurrence and
condition at the Napa Pipe project site. A more detailed discussion of the
groundwater aquifers, proximity to neighboring users, tests conducted, and
anticipated usage is included in the project groundwater report.1314
The predominant water-bearing geologic unit in the Suscol area is the Tertiary-aged Sonoma Volcanics, approximately three to six million years in age.15
This unit is composed of numerous layers of andesite, tuff, rhyolite, pumice,
and volcanic breccia – lava and ash-flow deposits that were the product of

Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
13

14

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) conducted an inde-

pendent peer review of Stetson’s Draft Groundwater Report. LSCE’s final technical
memorandum, which explains the peer review process and documents their conclusions, is included in Appendix I.
15
Farrar, C.D. and Metzker, 2003, Ground-water resources in the lower Milliken-Sarco-Tulucay Creeks area, southeastern Napa County, California, 2000-2002.
U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 03-4229.
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several different volcanic vents in the area.16 Due to the multiple sources of
the flows, as well as later faulting and folding of the units, the distribution of
individual layers is complicated and often difficult to correlate over long distances.
Near the Napa Pipe project site, the Sonoma Volcanics layers are predominately basalt and basaltic andesite flows, interbedded with ash-flows (tuff) and
volcanic breccia.17,18 These are stratigraphically near the bottom of the Sonoma Volcanics unit, being among the oldest of the flow deposits.
Groundwater occurs primarily in the tuffs and brecciated (fractured) andesite
units of the Sonoma Volcanics.19 These units are confined above and below
by less permeable volcanic units and the overlying thick clay unit, and many
wells screened in the Sonoma Volcanics in the area are or have been artesian.20
The volcanic units are overlain by alluvial sediment deposited by the Napa
River and Suscol Creek. The project site directly overlies approximately 50
feet of younger alluvium, which is separated from the older alluvial deposits
Farrar, C.D. and Metzker, 2003, Ground-water resources in the lower Milliken-Sarco-Tulucay Creeks area, southeastern Napa County, California, 2000-2002.
U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 03-4229.
17
Clahan, K.B., Wagner, D.L., Saucedo, G.J., Randolph-Loar, C.E., and
Sowers, J.M., 2004, Geologic map of the Napa 7.5’ quadrangle, Napa County, California: A digital database. Preliminary geologic map prepared for the California Geological Survey.
18
Bezore, S.P., Sowers, J.M., and Witter, R.C., 2004, Geologic map of the
Mt. George 7.5’ quadrangle, Napa and Solano Counties, California: A digital database.
Preliminary geologic map prepared for the California Geological Survey.
19
Hecht, B., 1979. Carneros-Suscol-American Canyon Study Area Characteristics: Chapter 3, in Brown and Caldwell’s Napa-American Canyon Wastewater
Reuse Program, Project No. C-06-1437: Consulting report prepared for Napa Sanitation District and the American Canyon County Water District. Multi-paged.
20
Water in confined aquifers is held under pressure by the overlying lowpermeability unit. In wells screened in such aquifers, the water level will rise above
the level of the capping unit—called ‘artesian’ conditions.
16
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(present at 50 to 85 feet depth) by a semi-permeable layer of clay. Below the
older alluvium, a thick layer of clay separates (both physically and hydrologically) the alluvial deposits from the underlying Sonoma Volcanics, which are
present at a depth of about 50 to 130 feet.21 The Soda Creek fault runs parallel to the Napa River, and alluvial deposits are even deeper on the west side of
the river.. 22
Groundwater is also present within the alluvial deposits of the Napa River,
although the water is typically brackish near the tidal sections of the river.23
The alluvial deposits have a relatively low permeability compared to the volcanic aquifers, and although some wells have been drilled in the alluvium in
the region, they have generally been of low yield and poor water quality in
the area near the project site.24 At the project site, a portion of these alluvial
deposits (and the associated groundwater) have been contaminated by past
industrial uses. Monitoring well data indicate that alluvial groundwater is
generally within 5 or 6 feet of the existing surface of the project site, though
partially confining conditions within the aquifer may be inducing slightly
elevated water levels within the monitoring wells.25

Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report former, Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
22
See discussion in Chapter 4.9—Geology.
23
Hecht, B., 1979, Carneros-Suscol-American Canyon Study Area Characteristics: Chapter 3 in Brown and Caldwell’s Napa-American Canyon Wastewater
Reuse Program, Project No. C-06-1437: Consulting report prepared for Napa Sanitation District and the American Canyon County Water District. Multi-paged.
24
Kunkel, F. and Upson, J.E., 1960, Geology and Groundwater in Napa and
Sonoma Valleys, Napa and Sonoma Counties, California. U.S. Geological Survey
Water Supply Paper 1496.
25
Thomas, G., Creps, R.S. and Michelsen, C.J., 2007, Summary of remedial
investigations, feasibility study and remedial action plan, Napa Pipe Facility, 1025
Kaiser Road, Napa, California, Volume 1, Executive Summary: Consulting report
prepared by PES Environmental, Inc. for California Regional Water Quality Control
Board San Francisco Bay Region.
21
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Montgomery Watson conducted an extensive study of the volcanic aquifer at
the Napa Pipe site.25 Part of this study assessed the potential connection between the Sonoma Volcanics and alluvial aquifers beneath the site, as well as
the connection to the Napa River. Based on water quality testing and water
level monitoring, they concluded that there is no communication between
the upper (alluvial) and lower (volcanic) aquifers at the site. Stetson Engineers
conducted additional tests at the project site and confirmed the earlier findings.26
Due to the confined nature of the groundwater within the Sonoma Volcanics,
water levels in wells were likely at or above the land surface in the early
1900s.27 Even in the 1930s, when water levels had already begun to decline in
many parts of the Napa Valley, several wells drawing from this aquifer within
Suscol Canyon (approximately 0.7 miles upstream from Highway 29) flowed
at the ground surface.28
Existing water levels in the alluvial aquifer at the project site range from less
than 1-foot above mean sea level near the Napa River to over 5 feet above
mean sea level in the northeast corner of the site.29,30 Groundwater generally

Montgomery Waston, 1993, Final Report: Suscol Production Well and
Deep Aquifer Characterization Report; Napa Pipe Corporation, Napa, California.
October 1993.
26
Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
27
Water in confined aquifers is held under pressure by the overlying lowpermeability unit. The water in a well screened within the aquifer will rise to a level
at which the pressure is equalized. In some aquifers the pressure is great enough that
the water will rise to or above the level of the ground surface. If not capped, water
will flow freely from the well at the ground surface.
28
Kunkel, F. and Upson, J.E., 1960, Geology and Groundwater in Napa and
Sonoma Valleys, Napa and Sonoma Counties, California. U.S. Geological Survey
Water Supply Paper 1496.
29
PES based their elevations on the site survey, which is based on NGVD29,
so the reference to “mean sea level” is to NGVD29...
25
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flows from the northeast corner of the site southwestward toward Bedford
Slough and the Napa River, though more locally flows directly south and
eastward toward these features. Seasonally, water levels fluctuate by approximately 1-foot, though fluctuations are less near Bedford Slough and the
Napa River.31
Folding of the volcanic layers exposes portions of the various aquifer units at
the surface, where they are recharged by rainfall, typically along the upland
ridges east of Highway 29. Rainfall in this area is approximately 25 inches per
year, though somewhat higher along the ridgetops. Recharged water generally flows from the ridges in the east toward the west. After heavy pumping
in the Suscol area was curtailed in 1950, water levels recovered to near prepumping levels within two years, indicating the strong recharge capability of
the aquifer units.32
Groundwater recharge to the alluvial aquifer predominantly occurs to the
east (up-gradient) of the project area as result of infiltration of rainfall and
applied irrigation water. Due to the high imperviousness of the existing site,
little water infiltrates on-site. Alluvial groundwater is also somewhat connected to the Napa River and is therefore also prone to exchange with the
River during tidal cycles.
7. Water Quality
a. Groundwater Quality
Soil and shallow groundwater quality at the project site has been affected by
past industrial operations, resulting in hazardous concentrations of petroleum
hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic comPES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County.
31
PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County.
32
Kunkel, F. and Upson, J.E., 1960, Geology and Groundwater in Napa and
Sonoma Valleys, Napa and Sonoma Counties, California. U.S. Geological Survey
Water Supply Paper 1496.
30
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pounds, PCBs, and metals. Environmental investigations to identify the
sources and extent of the contamination on the site began in 1979. Some of
the sources include oils, fuel spills, welding byproducts, metals, wood treatment chemicals, and exposed storage of equipment or materials. Cleanup
activities have been conducted in areas that did not interfere with active industrial operations. Currently, two cleanup and abatement orders issued by
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) that
are focused on seven areas at the project site are being implemented.33 Remedial investigations, feasibility studies, and remedial action plan reports
(RI/FS/RAP), include results of the site characterization, including maps of
the extent of soil and groundwater contamination, and methods evaluated for
cleanup.34,35 Remedial actions will likely require excavation of approximately
122,000 cubic yards of soil and extraction and treatment of groundwater to
levels consistent with Regional Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs).
ESLs are conservative indicators considered safe for human and environmental exposure. The remedial investigation and proposed cleanup are discussed in greater detail in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
There is no indication that deeper ground water zones, on-site surface waters,
or the adjacent Napa River and Bedford Slough are currently being affected
by industrial contamination above ESLs. However, it could be conservatively assumed that contaminants may be present throughout the site at levels
at or below the ESLs.36

Orders No. 90-147 and R2-2005-0012.
PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County.
35
Thomas, G., Creps, R.S. and Michelsen, C.J., 2007, Summary of remedial
investigations, feasibility study and remedial action plan, Napa Pipe Facility, 1025
Kaiser Road, Napa, California, volume 1, executive summary: Consulting report prepared by PES Environmental, Inc. for California Regional Water Quality Control
Board San Francisco Bay Region.
36
Thomas, G., Creps, R.S., and Michelsen, C.J., 2007, Summary of remedial
investigations, feasibility study and remedial action plan, Napa Pipe Facility, 1025
Kaiser Road, Napa, California, volumes 2-5.
33
34
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The deeper Tertiary-age Sonoma Volcanics aquifer, which is separated from
the Napa River and from the shallow groundwater by the presence of a thick
clayey confining layer, is of excellent quality and is suitable for drinking water use.37,38 The project Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study reports well
sampling data for several Title 22 metals and nitrate from a July 12, 2007
laboratory report of the Suscol well. Water quality data from March 1992
and May 2007 is reported in the project Groundwater Report. Where the
two lists of sampling constituents overlap, concentrations listed in the two
reports are in agreement. Additionally, groundwater data do not exceed primary drinking water standards. However, the groundwater does contain
concentrations of iron and manganese that exceed secondary drinking water
standards and may have objectionable color and taste effects. These constituents do not prevent residential use of the water and can be treated if desired.39
Intrusion of high-salinity water from the tidal reach of the Napa River, while
identified for some wells within the alluvial deposits on the Napa River plain,
has not been reported within the Sonoma Volcanics aquifers.40 Even during
heavy pumping in the Suscol region during the late 1940s, when the pressure

Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
38
HydroScience Engineers, Inc., 2009, Napa Pipe Project, Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study: Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC.
39
Hecht, B., 1979, Carneros-Suscol-American Canyon Study Area Characteristics: Chapter 3, in Brown and Caldwell’s Napa-American Canyon Wastewater
Reuse Program, Project No. C-06-1437: Consulting report prepared for Napa Sanitation District and the American Canyon County Water District, multi-paged.
40
There were a limited number of wells screened in the Sonoma Volcanics
that have shown localized increases in salinity under past pumping regimes (Kunkel
and Upson, 1960), but this has been attributed to individual deep wells with leaky
casings rather than general intrusion of brackish water into the aquifer.
37
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gradient of the aquifer was drawn down as much as 50 feet below sea level, no
decline in water quality was noted.41
b. Surface Water Quality
No surface water quality data were available for on-site resources or Bedford
Slough and very little data was available for the adjacent Napa River. Near
the site, the Napa River is tidally influenced with a total dissolved solids
(TDS) concentration of 8,110 mg/L measured in May 2007.42 This concentration is higher than the range found in local fresh water streams (100 mg/L to
2,000 mg/L) yet lower than ocean waters (about 32,000 mg/L).43 TDS levels
in the Napa River and Bedford Slough near the site likely fluctuate in response to tides.
Runoff from residential development typically contains petroleum products,
heavy metals, pesticides, fertilizers and other pollutants. The resources most
vulnerable to potential impacts from the proposed project would be sensitive
aquatic and wetland species and habitats on the project site and downstream
in the Napa River, San Pablo Bay and the adjacent tidal wetlands.
Impairment by sediment, pathogens, and nutrients is a major concern in the
Napa River, to which the project site ultimately drains. Widespread erosion
(both instream and throughout the watershed) and related sediment deposition are a likely cause of the significant decline in the distribution and abundance of steelhead and coho salmon in the Napa River and its tributaries.44

This fact supports the good separation between the Suscol Volcanics and
the overlying alluvial aquifer, as described by Stetson (2009).
42
Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
43
Hem, J.D., 1985, Study and interpretation of the chemical characteristics
of natural water, U.S. Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 2254.
44
Napolitano, M., Potter, S. and Whyte, D., 2008, Napa River watershed
sediment TMDL and habitat enhancement plan: California Regional Water Quality
Control Board San Francisco Bay Region Staff Report.
41
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As a result, the RWQCB has designated the Napa River and its tributaries as
“impaired” because of too much sediment, pursuant to Section 303(d) of the
CWA. The RWQCB has also established a total maximum daily load
(TMDL) and Habitat Enhancement Plan for sediment in the Napa River.
Fecal contamination is the primary mechanism for the spread of water-born
illness. Potential sources include septic and sanitary sewer systems, municipal
runoff, livestock, and wildlife. Since 1969, water quality studies have found
excessive densities of fecal coliform and other bacteria in the Napa River. For
example, recent fecal coliform sampling conducted by Napa County Department of Environmental Management at Kennedy Park, located just north of
the project site, found 90th percentile values exceeding the Basin Plan objective
of 400 CFU/100 ml during the wet season of 2002 to 2003 and the dry season
of 2004.45 In response to these observations, the RWQCB designated the
Napa River and its tributaries as “impaired” by pathogens pursuant to Section
303(d) of the CWA. The Napa River Pathogen TMDL examines this water
quality problem, identifies sources of pathogen contamination, and specifies
actions to create solutions.
c. Non-Regulated Chemicals
Non-regulated chemicals include potential endocrine disrupting compounds
(EDCs), and other chemicals foreign to living organisms, such as: pharmaceutically active compounds, personal care products including drugs (e.g. pain
relievers and antibiotics), insect repellents, alkylphenols (degradation products of household cleaners and shampoo), and caffeine. Potential EDCs are
exogenous substances or mixtures that possess properties that may alter the
function(s) of the endocrine system and consequently cause adverse health
effects in an organism, its progeny, or local population. The group includes
natural and synthetic hormones, chlorine-based chemicals, pesticides, and
heavy metals.
California Regional Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region, (no
date), Pathogens in the Napa River watershed, total maximum daily load (TMDL):
California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region Staff
Report.
45
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The World Health Organization (WHO) reports that it is plausible that exposure to EDCs could damage certain reproductive and developing systems in
humans,46 however uncertainty exists in establishing links between exposure
to EDCs at very low environmental concentrations and specific adverse human health effects. In addition, insufficient data exist to evaluate effects of
mixtures of potential EDCs.
Studies have shown adverse effects due to exposure to EDCs in wildlife and
laboratory animals. Evidence of adverse outcomes in wildlife and laboratory
animals exposed to EDCs warrants concern for human exposures.47 The pattern of observable effects reported in numerous animal studies varies among
species and among compounds. The studies suggest:
♦ Chemicals of concern may have entirely different effects on the embryo,
fetus, or perinatal organism than on the adult.
♦ Effects are most often manifested in offspring, not in the exposed parent.
♦ Timing of exposure in the developing organism is crucial in determining
its character and future potential.
♦ Although critical exposure occurs during embryonic development, obvious manifestations may not occur until maturity.48

World Health Organization (WHO), 2002, Global Assessment of the Stateof-the-Science of Endocrine Disruptors, International Programme on Chemical Safety,
eds. T. Damstra, S. Barlow, A. Bergman, R. Kavlock, and G. Van der Kraak
(www.who.int/pcs).
47
World Health Organization (WHO), 2002, Global Assessment of the Stateof-the-Science of Endocrine Disruptors, International Programme on Chemical Safety,
eds. T. Damstra, S. Barlow, A. Bergman, R. Kavlock, and G. Van der Kraak
(www.who.int/pcs).
48
Colborn, T. and C. Clement (Eds.), 1992, Advances in Modern Environmental Toxicology. Chemically-Induced Alterations in Sexual and Functional Development: The Wildlife/Human Connection, Princeton Scientific Publishing Co., Inc.,
Princeton, New Jersey.
46
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An increasing body of evidence exists confirming that common drugs, components of consumer products and other non-regulated chemicals are present
at detectable concentrations in wastewater and in receiving water bodies.
Although studies have indicated that agriculture and industrial activities are
the most important source of surface water contamination by these nonregulated chemicals,49 particularly EDCs, there is additional concern over
non-regulated chemicals discharged to surface water bodies by Wastewater
Treatment Plants (WWTPs).
In a recent study, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) collected and
analyzed water samples from 139 streams considered susceptible to contamination by non-regulated chemicals from various wastewater sources.50 The
USGS analyzed for 95 chemicals and found that one or more of pharmaceuticals, hormones or other organic wastewater contaminants were detected in 80
percent of the streams sampled. Mixtures of chemicals were common. The
most frequently detected chemicals were cholesterol, coprostanol (a fecal
sterol), N-N-diethyltoluamide (insect repellent), caffeine, triclosan (disinfectant), tri(2-chlorethyl)phosphate (fire retardant), and 4-nonylphenol (detergent metabolite).
Non-regulated chemicals are usually present at very low environmental concentrations requiring sophisticated analytical techniques for detection. For
example environmental levels of natural and synthetic estrogens are typically
reported in nanograms per liter (parts per trillion) and below. Standard analytical methods are unavailable for most of these compounds. However, for
detectable compounds, the ability to detect non-regulated chemicals at very
low concentrations has outpaced the scientific and regulatory communities’
abilities to determine whether typical concentrations in receiving waters are a
health hazard for humans and wildlife. The significance of non-regulated
Wandan, E.N. and M.J. Zabik, 1996, Pesticides, food contaminants, and agricultural wastes. J. environ. sci. health, Part B . Abstract available online.
50
Kolpin et al., 2002, Pharmaceuticals, hormones, and other organic wastewater contaminants in U.S. streams, 1999-2000: a national surveillance, Environmental
Science and Technology 36:1202-1211.
49
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chemicals in water is an ongoing area of research by the EPA and other regulatory agencies. Regulatory agencies have not developed standards or adjusted
existing standards to address non-regulated chemicals due to insufficient data
to evaluate potential effects of exposure to humans or the environment. Any
regulation of these chemicals will likely not occur for several years, if at all.
The effects on aquatic ecosystems from small concentrations of pharmaceuticals in streams and rivers are not completely understood. Federal and state
agencies do not routinely monitor these compounds, and accurate measurements at very low detection concentrations are difficult. Currently, nonregulated chemicals such as personal care products, pharmaceuticals, and most
household chemicals are not monitored in recycled water. The effect, if any,
of WWTP discharges of these chemicals on the Napa River is not known.
Research conducted on the Santa Ana River in southern California provides
insight into the fate of these chemicals once they enter the aquatic environment. A study by Gross et al.51 evaluated the occurrence and fate of chemicals having endocrine-disrupting properties to the Santa Ana River. Environmental conditions are generally similar to those associated with the Napa
River, in that recycled water from a WWTP is discharged to a shallow,
unlined river near the coast of California. The contaminants studied included
pharmaceuticals, their metabolites, and hormones.
While ibuprofen and its metabolites were regularly detected at concentrations
in the parts per billion range, hormones were not detected in WWTP recycled water samples above the detection limit of 2 ng/L (parts per trillion).
Notably, transport in the Santa Ana River for 11 kilometers resulted in significant attenuation of all contaminants. Attenuation is expected to be significant in shallow, unlined rivers similar to the Santa Ana River and the
Napa River. It should also be noted that WWTPs utilizing tertiary treatment
Gross, B., J. Montgomery-Brown, A. Naumann, and M. Reinhard, 2004, Occurrence and Fate of Pharmaceuticals and Alkylphenol Ethoxylate Metabolites in an
Effluent-dominated River and Wetland. Portuguese (Brazil) Enviro Toxicol Chem
23:9, pp. 2074-2083.
51
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were generally associated with concentrations of pharmaceuticals below those
found in recycled waters from WWTPs using secondary (biological) treatment only.
In a second study conducted on the Santa Ana River by Lin and Reinhard,
photodegradation rates for five pharmaceuticals and four estrogenic compounds were investigated.52 Half-lives in river water ranged from 1.1 minutes
to 15 hours. Half-lives from photolysis (breakdown by light) in Santa Ana
River water were comparable to less than two days of continuing California
midday sunlight for all target chemicals. Results are most applicable to shallow clear water with minimal sunlight attenuation. The study also suggested
that biological degradation (microbial) is likely contributing to short half-lives
under natural conditions.
While the evaluation of ecological risks from exposure to these compounds is
still in its infancy, several studies were located that can help interpret the effects of estrogens in surface water on trout. In a study by Matthiessen et al.53
in England estrogenic activity in rainbow trout was surveyed by measuring
the induction of the female yolk protein vitellogenin (Vtg) in male rainbow
trout held in cages (in a river) for three weeks. Almost all treated sewage discharges studied in England were found to be strongly estrogenic to fish. The
largest increases in Vtg synthesis were accompanied by reductions in testicular
growth and increases in liver weight. Effects in fish are less evident in winter.
A second study by Sheahan et al.54 reported a no-observed effects concentra-

Lin, Y.A. and M. Reinhard, 2005, Photodegradation of Common Environmental Pharmaceuticals and Estrogens in River Water. Enviro Toxicol Chem 24:6, pp.
1303-1309.
53
Matthiessen, P., Effects on Fish of Estrogenic Substances in English Rivers.
In Kendall, R.J., Dickerson R.L., Giesy JP, Suk W.A., 1998, Principles and Processes
for Evaluating Endocrine Disruption in Wildlife; March 1996. Kiawah Island SC. Pensacola FL: Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC), p. 515.
54
Sheahan D.A., Bucke D., Matthiessen P., Sumpter J.P., Kirby M.F., Neall P.,
Waldock M., 1994, The Effects of Low Levels of 17α-ethinylestradiol upon Plasma
Vitellogenin Levels in Male and Female Rainbow Trout, Oncorhynchus mykiss Held
52
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tion (NOEC) of 0.1 to 0.3 ng/L for vitellogenesis in chronic tests on trout
exposed to 17α-ethinylestradiol. It is apparent from studies in England and
others that hormone concentrations below the detection limit can affect
trout. However, reliable measurement of hormones below 2.0 ng/L is problematic.
No monitoring data on non-regulated chemicals in the Napa River has been
found. Based on studies at other WWTPs, non-regulated chemicals present in
recycled water at the Napa Pipe WWTP are expected to be present only at
very low concentrations and concentrations are expected to be reduced or
possibly eliminated through tertiary treatment. Although concern about the
possible health effects of non-regulated chemicals in the environment exists,
thus far no firm evidence links typical environmental concentrations of these
chemicals to adverse human health effects. Existing standards and/or regulatory agency risk assessment methodology cannot quantitatively evaluate risk
to humans potentially exposed to non-regulated chemicals that may be present at very low concentrations in recycled water due to lack of information
about effects at such low levels. Available information regarding nonregulated chemicals is therefore considered too speculative to determine the
significance of impacts.
B. Regulatory Setting
Federal, State and local agencies maintain jurisdiction over the hydrologic and
water quality components of the project. This section summarizes the applicable policies and regulations.
1. Federal Laws and Regulations
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is responsible for water quality management and administers the federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972 and 1987 known as the Clean Water Act
at Two Acclimation Temperatures. In: Muller R, Llyod R, editors. Sublethal and
Chronic Effects of Pollutants on Freshwater Fish. Oxford, UK: Fishing News Books,
Blackwell Science, pp. 99-112.
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(CWA). The 1972 amendment established regulations for discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States from point sources. The 1987 amendment
added Section 402(p), which established a framework for regulating non-point
source stormwater discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). U.S. EPA is authorized to delegate implementation
of these regulations to state agencies.
CWA Section 404 designates the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) as the permitting authority for discharge of dredge and fill materials
into waters of the U.S., defined as waters historically, presently or potentially
used for interstate or foreign commerce; waters subject to the ebb and flow of
tides; and territorial seas and tributaries to such waters.
The Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899 prohibits the unauthorized alteration or obstruction of navigable waters of the U.S. Section 10 of the RHA
covers construction of structures in, under, or over navigable waters; deposition or excavation of materials in navigable waters; and all work affecting the
location, condition, course, or capacity of navigable waters. Section 10 is coordinated with CWA Section 404 for regulation and implementation. The
USACE administers both of these under a single permitting process when a
project falls under both regulations.
The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is administered by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Compliance with the NFIP is
regulated in the County of Napa by the Department of Public Works.
2. State Laws and Regulations
The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Board or RWQCB) have
the authority in California to protect and enhance water quality, both
through their designation as the lead agencies in implementing the Section
319 nonpoint source program of the federal Clean Water Act, and from the
State’s primary water-pollution control legislation, the Porter-Cologne Act.
The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFB
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RWQCB) guides and regulates water quality in streams and aquifers of the
San Francisco Bay area through designation of beneficial uses, establishment
of water-quality objectives, and administration of the NPDES permit program for stormwater and construction site runoff. The RWQCB is also responsible for Section 401 water-quality certification where development results in fill of jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the U.S. under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act.
a. San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)
The SFB RWQCB regulates water quality in the Bay area in accordance with
the Water Quality Control Plan or Basin Plan.56 The Basin Plan presents the
beneficial uses that the RWQCB has designated for local aquifers, streams,
marshes, rivers, and the Bay, as well as the water-quality objectives and criteria that must be met to protect these uses. Existing beneficial uses have been
identified for the Napa River and for the downstream receiving waters of San
Pablo Bay. State policy is that the beneficial uses for a specific water body
generally apply to its tributaries (i.e. Bedford Slough). The Napa River existing beneficial uses include: agricultural and municipal/domestic supply; cold
and warm fresh water habitat; fish spawning; migration of aquatic organisms;
threatened, rare and endangered species; wildlife habitat; contact and noncontact aquatic recreation; and navigation. San Pablo Bay existing beneficial
uses include all of the above except agricultural and municipal/domestic supply and cold and warm fresh water habitat. In addition, existing beneficial
uses for San Pablo Bay include shellfish harvesting; commercial and sport
fishing; industrial service supply; and estuarine habitat.
Water quality objectives established in the Basin Plan to protect the beneficial
uses from the types of potential pollutants that could be generated by the project are included in Table 4.10-3.

Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2007. San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan).
56
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TABLE 4.10-3

BASIN PLAN WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES
BENEFICIAL USES

Parameter

TO

PROTECT

Water Quality Objective
E. coli density: Geometric mean <126 CFU/100 mL; 90th percentile <409 CFU/100 mL

Bacteria

Fecal coliform density: Geometric mean <200 CFU/100 mL;
90th percentile <400 CFU/100 mL
(Basin Plan amendment for the Napa River approved Nov. 2006)
5.0 mg/L minimum in tidal waters downstream of Carquinez
Bridge
7.0 mg/L minimum in Cold water habitat

Dissolved Oxygen

5.0 mg/L minimum in Warm water habitat
The median concentration for any three consecutive months
shall not be less than 80% of the dissolved oxygen content at
saturation.

Salinity

Controllable water quality factors shall not increase the total
dissolved solids or salinity of waters so as to adversely affect
beneficial uses.
The suspended sediment load and suspended sediment discharge
rate of surface waters shall not be altered in such a manner as to
cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.

Sediment

Controllable water quality factors shall not cause a detrimental
increase in concentrations of toxic pollutants in sediments or
aquatic life.
Proposed TMDL targets for the Napa River and its tributaries:
♦ Spawning gravel permeability: median value >/= 700 cm/hr

♦ Streambed scour: mean depth of scour </= 15 cm

Turbidity

Waters shall be free of changes in turbidity that cause nuisance or
adversely affect beneficial uses. Increases from normal background light penetration or turbidity relatable to waste discharge
shall not be greater than 10% in areas where natural turbidity is
greater than 50 NTU.

pH

The pH shall not be depressed below 6.5 nor raised above 8.5.
Controllable water quality factors shall not cause changes greater
than 0.5 unit in normal ambient pH levels.
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BASIN PLAN WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES
BENEFICIAL USES (CONTINUED)

TO

PROTECT

Parameter

Water Quality Objective

Oil and Grease

Waters shall not contain oils, greases, waxes, or other materials
in concentrations that result in visible film or coating on the
surface of the water or on objects in the water, that cause nuisance, or that otherwise adversely affect beneficial uses.

Floating Material

Waters shall not contain floating material, including solids, liquids, foams, and scum, in concentrations that cause nuisance or
adversely affect beneficial uses.

Temperature

The natural receiving water temperature of inland surface waters
shall not be altered unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the RWQCB that such alteration in temperature does not
adversely affect beneficial uses.
The temperature of any cold or warm freshwater habitat shall
not be increased by more than 5ºF (2.8ºC) above natural receiving water temperature.

Toxic Pollutants

All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are lethal to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms. Detrimental responses include, but
are not limited to, decreased growth rate and decreased reproductive success of resident or indicator species. There shall be no
acute toxicity in ambient waters. Acute toxicity is defined as a
median of less than 90% survival or less than 70% survival, 10%
of the time, of test organisms in a 96-hour static or continuous
flow test.
There shall be no chronic toxicity in ambient waters. Chronic
toxicity is a detrimental biological effect on growth rate, reproduction, fertilization success, larval development, population
abundance, community composition, or any other relevant
measure of the health of an organism, population, or community.
Numeral objectives for arsenic, cadmium, chromium III, chromium VI, copper, cyanide, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, tributyltin, zinc, and PAHs are provided in the Basin Plan.

Diazinon
Source: RWQCB 2009.

4.10-28

Diazinon concentrations in urban creeks shall not exceed 100
ng/L as a one-hour average.

C O U N T Y O F N A P A
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H Y D R O L O G Y A N D W A T E R Q U A L I T Y

On May 18, 2000, the U.S. EPA published the California Toxics Rule (CTR)
in the Federal Register, adding Section 131.38 to Title 40 of the CFR and establishing new water quality objectives for some constituents in the Basin
Plans. On May 22, 2000, the Office of Administrative Law approved, with
modifications, the Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland
Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (Phase 1 of the
Inland Surface Waters Plan and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan). The Policy establishes implementation procedures for three categories of priority
pollutant criteria or water quality objectives. These are: (1) criteria promulgated by the U.S. EPA in the National Toxics Rule that apply in California,
(2) criteria proposed by the U.S. EPA in the California Toxics Rule, and (3)
water quality objectives contained in RWQCB Basin Plans.
b. Total Maximum Daily Load – Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act
The State of California is required by Section 303(d) of the CWA to provide
the U.S. EPA with a list of water bodies considered by the State to be impaired (i.e. not meeting water quality standards and not supporting their
beneficial uses). The list also identifies the pollutant or stressor causing impairment, and establishes a schedule for developing a control plan to address
the impairment, typically a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The
TMDL specifies the amount of the target pollutant that the water body can
sustain on a daily or annual basis and allocates loads among the various contributing sources. The TMDLs are prepared by the RWQCBs for incorporation into the Basin Plan. The amended Plan including the TMDL must then
be approved by the U.S. EPA. The 303(d) list is used by the U.S. EPA to
prepare the biennial federal CWA Section 305(b) Report on Water Quality.
The Napa River is listed as impaired by nutrients from agriculture; pathogens
from agriculture and urban runoff/storm sewers; and sedimentation/siltation
from agriculture, construction/land development, and urban runoff/storm
sewers. A TMDL for pathogens in the Napa River and its tributaries was
approved by the SFB RWQCB and is now part of the Basin Plan. A TMDL
for sediment in the Napa River is currently under review. A TMDL for nutrients in the Napa River is being developed.
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c. NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit
The 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act [Section 402(p)] provided for
U.S. EPA regulation of several new categories of nonpoint pollution sources
within the existing NPDES. In Phase I, NPDES permits were issued for urban runoff discharges from municipalities of over 100,000 people, from plants
in industries recognized by the U.S. EPA as being likely sources of stormwater pollutants, and from construction activities that disturb more than five
acres. Phase II implementation, effective March 10, 2003, extended NPDES
urban runoff discharge permitting to urban areas, and to construction sites
that disturb as small as one acre. (The previous minimum was 5 acres.) The
SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ, adopted April 30, 2003,
established the Phase II NPDES General Permit No. CAS000004 to cover
Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4). Napa County is designated as a Small MS4 and falls under this NPDES General Permit. Enforcement of permit conditions is the responsibility of RWQCB staff assisted
by county staff.
d.

NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity
Project applicants for development that would disturb more than one acre of
land are required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Board and
apply for coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. Administration of these permits remains with the State Board. Enforcement of permit conditions, however, is the responsibility of RWQCB staff. A Notice of
Intent must be submitted to the State Board prior to beginning construction
in order to enroll. The General Construction Permit requires that projects
then develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), identifying potential sources of pollution and specifying runoff
controls (best management practices [BMPs]) during construction for the
purpose of minimizing the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from the
construction area. The General Permit requires that the SWPPP contain a
visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring program for “non-visible”
pollutants, to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a sediment
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monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the
303(d) list for sediment. It is the responsibility of dischargers to evaluate the
construction project and, where required, to develop and implement a sitespecific sampling and analysis strategy in compliance with the General Permit. The SFB RWQCB can assist in developing the plan and identifying applicable water quality standards. The SWPPP should also contain a summary
of the structural and non-structural BMPs to be implemented during the postconstruction period, pursuant to the nonpoint source practices and procedures outlined in the Napa County Post-Construction Runoff Management
Requirements adopted June 3, 2008 under the direction of the Napa County
Department of Public Works.
The State Board has recently revised the Construction General Permit. The
revisions were approved by the SWRCB on September 2, 2009, but will not
take effect until July, 2010.57 The new permit establishes technology-based
numeric action levels (NALs) for pH and turbidity that, if exceeded, would
trigger the need for further action. In addition, depending on the level of risk
assigned to the project, technology-based numeric effluent levels (NELs) for
pH and turbidity discharges would be required. The new permit requires
effluent monitoring and reporting for pH and turbidity in storm water discharges to determine whether NALs have been exceeded and whether the
project complies with NELs. All projects that submit an NOI after September 2, 2009 will be required to comply with the provisions in the revised
permit.
e. Recycled Water Policy
On May 14, 2009, in support of the State’s Strategic Plan priority to Promote
Sustainable Local Water Supplies, the State Board adopted a policy for water
quality control for recycled water (State Board Resolution No. 2009-0011).
The Recycled Water Policy encourages beneficial use of, rather than solely
disposal of, recycled water. In response to this new policy, the State Board is
The full, final version of the revised permit was not yet available as of the
writing of this document. While the new permit has been approved by the SWRCB,
it still has to go through the EPA approval process before it can be considered final.
57
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in the process of developing a Statewide General Permit for Landscape Irrigation Uses of Recycled Water and issued a Draft General Permit on May 7,
2009. The Draft General Permit applies to disinfected tertiary recycled water
produced by a public entity at a municipal WWTP. Although the proposed
immersed Membrane Bioreactor wastewater treatment system for the Project
is not a municipal WWTP, the provisions of the Draft General Permit should
be considered. The Draft General Permit recommends submittal of a Notice
of Intent (NOI) form and establishes terms and conditions of discharge to
ensure that the discharge does not unreasonably affect present and anticipated
beneficial uses of groundwater and surface water. Requirements in the Draft
General Permit include: application of recycled water at agronomic rates to
prevent infiltration to groundwater, prohibitions against direct or indirect
discharge to surface waters, a minimum 50-foot buffer zone around domestic
wells, and development of a Monitoring and Reporting Program.
3. Local Regulations and Policies
a. Napa General Plan
The 2007 Napa County General Plan contains the following provisions that
relate to hydrology and water quality and are relevant to the proposed project
(Table 4.10-4). (Please note portions of some policies that do not relate to
hydrology or water quality, or do not apply to the proposed project, have
been omitted.)
b. Napa County Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance
To comply with requirements of the NPDES Phase II General Permit, Napa
County adopted the Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 1240) on June 22, 2004. This ordinance applies to projects in unincorporated Napa County. The Napa County Post-Construction
Runoff Management Requirements, adopted on June 3, 2008, provide information on how to comply with the Post-Construction Runoff Management
BMP requirements established in the ordinance.
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Q U A L I T Y

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Goals and Policies

Conservation Element

Policy CON-11

Goal CON-8

Goal CON-9

Goal CON-10

Goal CON-11

Policy CON-42

Policy CON-44

The County shall maintain and improve fisheries habitat
through a variety of appropriate measures, including the following as well as best management practices developed over
time:
h) Encourage the use of effective vegetated buffers between
urban runoff and local storm drains.
Reduce or eliminate groundwater and surface water contamination from known sources (e.g., underground tanks, chemical spills,
landfills, livestock grazing, and other dispersed sources such as septic systems).
Control urban and rural storm water runoff and related nonpoint source pollutants, reducing to acceptable levels pollutant
discharges from land-based activities throughout the county.
Conserve, enhance and manage water resources on a sustainable
basis to attempt to ensure that sufficient amounts of water will be
available for the uses allowed by this General Plan, for the natural
environment, and for future generations.
Prioritize the use of available groundwater for agricultural and
rural residential uses rather than for urbanized areas and ensure
that land use decisions recognize the long-term availability and
value of water resources in Napa County.
The County shall work to improve and maintain the vitality
and health of its watersheds and tributaries. Specifically, the
County shall:
e) Promote and support the use of recycled water wherever
feasible, including the use of tertiary treated water, to help
preserve and recharge groundwater aquifers.
f) Support completion of the federal, state, and local government flood control projects that contribute to the health of
Napa County’s watersheds.
The County shall identify, improve, and conserve Napa
County’s surface water resources through the following measures:
b) Encourage public agencies and private individuals to explore
environmentally sensitive ways to store winter runoff in consultation with the State Department of Water Resources and
other regulatory agencies.
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Policy or
Goal No.

Policy CON-46

Policy CON-47

Policy CON-48

Policy CON-50

4.10-34

Q U A L I T Y

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
d) Work with other agencies to develop a comprehensive understanding of potential deficiencies in surface water supplies,
and coordinate with private property owners on a voluntary
basis to collect additional surface water data and implement an
expanded voluntary monitoring effort to ensure development
of effective water management and conservation strategies
where appropriate.
Napa County’s past, present, and future are intertwined with
that of the Napa River; therefore, the County is committed to
improving and sustaining the health of the river, through attaining water quality and habitat enhancement goals, supporting public access to the river for visual appreciation and recreational purposes, and completing federal, state, and local flood
control projects that are consistent with “living rivers” principles.
The County shall comply with applicable Water Quality Control/Basin Plans as amended through the Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) process to improve water quality. In its
efforts to comply, the following may be undertaken:
a) Monitoring water quality in impaired waterbodies identified
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board(s).
d) Supporting voluntary habitat restoration and bank stabilization efforts, with particular focus on the main stem and main
tributaries of the Napa River.
e) Ensuring continued effectiveness of the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program and storm
water pollution prevention.
Proposed developments shall implement project-specific sediment and erosion control measures (e.g., erosion control plans
and/or stormwater pollution prevention plans) that maintain
pre-development sediment erosion conditions or at minimum
comply with state water quality pollution control (i.e., Basin
Plan) requirements and are protective of the County’s sensitive
domestic supply watersheds. Technical reports and/or erosion
control plans that recommend site-specific erosion control
measures shall meet the requirements of the County Code and
provide detailed information regarding site-specific geologic,
soil, and hydrologic conditions and how the proposed measure
will function.
The County will take appropriate steps to protect surface wa-
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Q U A L I T Y

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
ter quality and quantity, including the following:
a) Preserve riparian areas through adequate buffering and pursue retention, maintenance, and enhancement of existing native
vegetation along all intermittent and perennial streams (also see
Policy CON-27 which retains existing stream setback requirements).
b) Encourage flood control reduction projects to give full consideration to scenic, fish, wildlife, and other environmental
benefits when computing costs of alternative methods of flood
control.
c) The County shall require discretionary projects to meet performance standards designed to ensure peak runoff following
development is not greater than predevelopment conditions.
d) Maintain minimum lot sizes of not less than 160 acres in
Agriculture, Watershed, and Open Space (AWOS) designated
areas to reflect desirable densities based on access, slope, productive capabilities for agriculture and forestry, sewage disposal, water supply, wildlife habitat, and other environmental
considerations.
e) In conformance with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, prohibit grading and excavation unless it can be demonstrated that such activities will
not result in significant soil erosion, silting of lower slopes or
waterways, slide damage, flooding problems, or damage to
wildlife and fishery habitats.
f) Adopt development standards, in conformance with NPDES
Phase II requirements, for post-construction storm water control.
g) Address potential soil erosion by maintaining sections of the
County Code that require all construction-related activities to
have protective measures in place or installed by the grading
deadlines established in the Conservation Regulations. In addition, the County shall ensure enforceable fines are levied upon
code violators and shall require violators to perform all necessary remediation activities.

4.10-35

C O U N T Y O F N A P A
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
H Y D R O L O G Y A N D W A T E R

TABLE 4.10-4

Policy or
Goal No.

Policy CON-51

Policy CON-52

Policy CON-53

Policy CON-54

Policy CON-55

Policy CON-56
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
Recognizing that groundwater best supports agricultural and
rural uses, the County discourages urbanization requiring net
increases in groundwater use and discourages incorporated
jurisdictions from using groundwater except in emergencies or
as part of conjunctive-use programs that do not cause or exacerbate conditions of overdraft or otherwise adversely affect the
County’s groundwater resources.
Groundwater is a valuable resource in Napa County. The
County encourages responsible use and conservation of
groundwater and regulates groundwater resources by way of its
groundwater ordinances.
Protect groundwater and other water supplies by requiring all
discretionary projects demonstrate the availability of adequate
water supply prior to approval. Adequate demonstration may
include evidence or calculation of groundwater availability and
may be satisfied as part of compliance with County Code “fairshare” provisions and state requirements, or coordination with
applicable cities and public and private water purveyors to
verify water supply adequacy.
The County shall maintain or enhance infiltration and recharge
of groundwater aquifers by requiring all projects in designated
groundwater deficient areas as identified in the County’s
groundwater ordinance (County Code Chapter 13.15) be designed (at minimum) to maintain a site’s predevelopment
groundwater recharge potential, to the extent feasible, by
minimizing impervious surfaces and promoting recharge (e.g.,
via the use of water retention/detention structures, use of permeable paving materials, bioswales, water gardens, cisterns, and
other best management practices).
Curtail the installation of any new wells where hydrogeologic
studies have shown significant adverse well interference or
substantial reductions in groundwater discharge to surface waters that would alter critical flows to sustain riparian habitat
and fisheries.
Discourage the drilling or operation of any new wells in
known areas of saltwater intrusion until such time as a program has been approved and funded which will minimize or
avoid expansion of salt water intrusion into useable groundwater supplies.
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Policy CON-57

Policy CON-62

Q U A L I T Y

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
The County shall work with appropriate agencies and districts
to develop an understanding of potential groundwater deficiencies and coordinate with private property owners to voluntarily collect groundwater data, including implementing effective
water management and conservation strategies and encouraging
exploration and use of alternative (e.g., non-groundwater) water supplies where feasible to further conserve existing
groundwater resources.
The County shall identify and support ways to utilize recycled
water for irrigation and non-potable uses to offset dependency
on groundwater and surface waters and ensure adequate wastewater treatment capacity through the following measures:
b) Use the most advanced wastewater treatment and reuse facilities feasible to reclaim, reuse, and deliver treated wastewater
for irrigation and possible potable use depending on wastewater treatment standards.

Safety Element

Policy SAF-3

Policy SAF-23

Policy SAF-25

The County shall evaluate potential safety hazards related
when considering General Plan Amendments, re-zonings, or
other project approvals (including but not limited to new residential developments, roads or highways, and all structures
proposed to be open to the public and serving 50 persons or
more) in areas characterized by:
1) Slopes over 15 percent,
2) Identified landslides,
3) Floodplains,
4) Medium or high fire hazard severity,
5) Former marshlands, or
6) Fault zones.
New construction in flood plains shall be placed above the
established flood elevation or flood-proofed to provide protection to the same level.
The review of new proposed projects in a floodway shall include an evaluation of the potential flood impacts that may
result from the project. This review shall include an evaluation
of the project’s potential to affect flood levels on the Napa
River; the County shall seek to mitigate any such effects to
ensure that freeboard on the Napa River in the area of the
Napa River Flood Protection Project is maintained.
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(CONTINUED)

Policy or
Goal No.
Policy SAF-26

Policy SAF-31

Action Item SAF31.1

Goals and Policies
Development proposals shall be reviewed with reference to the
dam failure inundation maps in order to determine evacuation
routes.
All development projects proposed on sites that are suspected
or known to be contaminated by hazardous materials and/or
are identified in a hazardous material/waste search shall be
reviewed, tested, and remediated for potential hazardous materials in accordance with all local, state, and federal regulations.
The County shall require written confirmation from applicable
local, regional, state, and federal agencies that known contaminated sites have been deemed remediated to a level appropriate
for land uses proposed prior to the County approving site development or require an approved remediation plan that demonstrates how contamination will be remediated prior to site
occupancy. This documentation will specify the extent of development allowed on the remediated site as well as any special
conditions and/or restrictions on future land uses.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

c. Napa County Floodplain Permit
A Floodplain Permit is required for any construction performed within the
floodplain of a stream or river. The Napa County Department of Public
Works provides and processes permit applications.

C. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe project would have a significant impact with regard to hydrology and water quality if it would:
1.

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

2.

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
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would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted).
3.

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.

4.

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.

5.

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.

6.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

7.

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.

8.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede
or redirect flood flows.

9.

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.

D. Impact Analysis
The project would result in several potentially significant impacts related to
hydrology and water quality. These potential impacts are discussed in order
and with reference to the standards of significance listed above in Section C.
As explained in Chapters 3, Project Description and Section 4.13, Utilities,
the project may include operation of either on-site WWTP or connect to the
Napa Sanitation District sewage system, which currently services the industrial uses on the site. The analysis of potential effects on water quality
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through operation of the WWTP are analyzed in this section. Potential effects on waste water treatment requirements associated with the NSD option
are examined in the Utilities chapter.
1A. Groundwater: Would the project violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements?
Some tertiary treated effluent would be pumped to a recycled water storage
tank, which would provide storage for irrigation water. The irrigation supply would be dosed with chlorine and allowed residence time adequate to
meet California Code of Regulations, Environmental Health (Title 22) requirements for unrestricted reuse. Potential impacts of effluent irrigation as
proposed on local groundwater quality are discussed under Standard of Significance 6.
1B. Surface Water: Would the project violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements?
This section analyzes potential surface water impacts resulting from discharge
from the on-site treatment plant and/or storage ponds for the following water
bodies:
♦ The Constructed Wetland (pages 4.10-41 to 4.10-45)
♦ Bedford Slough and Napa River (pages 4.10-52to 4.10-58)
Water quality impacts related to stormwater and non-stormwater runoff from
impervious surfaces are discussed under Impacts 5 and 6. Potential impacts to
water quality standards or requirements resulting from the possible transmission of discharge to the Napa Sanitation District plant are discussed in Chapter 4.13, Utilities.
Discharge to surface waters must meet water quality standards and other requirements established by the following regulations (see Regulatory Framework above):
♦ San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)
♦ California Toxics Rule (CTR) (USEPA 2000)
♦ Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
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Impacts to Bedford Slough were evaluated at point of discharge and in the
dilution field within Bedford Slough. Water quality impacts in the Napa
River would be less than in Bedford Slough because of greater dilution.
Whether the SFB RWQCB would determine the constructed wetland is part
of the treatment process or a Water of the United States is not known at this
time. As a worst case scenario, the wetland was assumed to be a Water of the
United States and impacts to the wetland were also evaluated as such.
a. Impacts to the Constructed Wetland
This section analyzes potential impacts to the constructed wetland associated
with the following types of pollutants:
i. Priority pollutants
ii. 303(d) listed constituents
iii. Other regulated constituents
Impacts to water quality in the wetland are identified and compared to water
quality criteria in these three categories. If the project would cause a water
quality criterion to be exceeded, then the impact would be considered significant.
i. Priority Pollutants (Basin Plan and CTR Numeric Criteria)
This section uses Basin Plan and CTR numeric criteria to analyze potential
impacts to the constructed wetland associated with priority pollutants. Under
one option, the project would include construction and operation of an onsite water and waste water treatment plant. Because the project treatment
plant has not been built, the quality of the effluent is not known. For the
purposes of this evaluation, the quality of project effluent was estimated using
the quality of effluent from the American Canyon Wastewater Treatment
Facility (American Canyon) as described in their NPDES permit.57 American Canyon’s effluent is considered to be a representative of project effluent
quality because, like the proposed project treatment plant, American Canyon
SFBRWQCB. Order R2-2006. NPDES Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements for the City of American Canyon, American Canyon Wastewater Treatment Facility.
57
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uses biological aeration with membranes facilities and ultraviolet (UV) disinfection. Because the American Canyon plant has experienced a wide variation
in performance with respect to some regulated constituents, its use as an indicator of project effluent quality is considered conservative. Effluent from
other nearby plants (e.g. Napa Sanitation District) are considered less representative because effluent is produced using different treatment processes.
For the evaluation of project discharge on the constructed wetland, applicable
criteria were determined using two assumptions as follows:
♦ The wetland would not be a source of drinking water, but could provide
habitat for organisms suitable for human consumption. Thus the CTR
human health criteria for consumption of organisms only (HH criteria)
would be applicable.
♦ The wetland would not receive water from outside sources and thus
would consist entirely of effluent from the treatment plant or effluent
storage. Although the wetland would receive some water through rainfall, the assumption of no dilution with rainwater is conservative. The
CTR and Basin Plan freshwater criteria for the protection of aquatic organisms (freshwater criteria) would be applicable.
The evaluation was conducted by comparing the maximum concentration of
detectable constituents in undiluted effluent (as estimated by American Canyon’s effluent) to their respective applicable criteria.
Table 4.10-5 presents the estimated maximum effluent concentration for all
detectable constituents with numeric criteria. Only those constituents that
were found in detectable concentrations in American Canyon’s effluent were
evaluated. Also shown are the lowest of the CTR HH criteria, CTR or Basin
Plan freshwater chronic criteria, or CTR or Basin Plan freshwater acute criteria.
Of the 128 CTR and/or Basin Plan regulated constituents, only chromium
III, asbestos, 1,3-dichloropropylene, methyl bromide, and methyl chloride
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PREDICTED CONCENTRATIONS OF CONSTITUENTS IN THE
CONSTRUCTED WETLAND AS A RESULT OF PROJECT
DISCHARGE AND APPLICABLE CRITERIA (ALL CONCENTRATIONS IN µG/L)
Estimated
Maximum
Effluent
Concentration

Lowest
Applicable
Criterion

Antimony

0.6

4,300

Arsenic

4.5

150

CTR, BP chronic

Cadmiumb

0.08

0.22

EPA recommended
and proposed State
criterion

1

11

CTR, BP chronic

Copperb

7.5

10.5

CTR, BP chronic

Lead

0.42

3.1

CTR, BP chronic

Mercury

0.0058

0.025

BP chronic

Nickelb

15

60.7

CTR, BP chronic

Selenium

2

5

Thallium

0.09

6.3

CTR HH

Zinc

130

137

CTR, BP acute

8

5.2

CTR, BP chronic

3.68×10-9

1.4×10-8

BP narrative, CTR
HH

Constituent

Chromium VI

b

b

Cyanide
TCDD TEQc
Bromoform

Basisa
CTR HH

NTR chronic

0.5

360

CTR HH

Chlorodibromomethane

4

34

CTR HH

Chloroform

63

Dichlorobromomethane
Methylene
Chloride
Toluene

No Criteria

–

12

46

CTR HH

1

1,600

CTR HH

0.06

200,000

CTR HH
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PREDICTED CONCENTRATIONS OF CONSTITUENTS IN THE
CONSTRUCTED WETLAND AS A RESULT OF PROJECT
DISCHARGE AND APPLICABLE CRITERIA (ALL CONCENTRATIONS IN µG/L) (CONTINUED)
Estimated
Maximum
Effluent
Concentration

Lowest
Applicable
Criterion

Trichloroethylene

0.07

81

CTR HH

1,4-Dichloro-benzene

0.3

2,600

CTR HH

Constituent

Basisa

BP = Basin Plan; CTR = California Toxics Rule; NTR=National Toxics Rule (as cited in
the BP and CTR); HH= human health
b
The criteria for these constituents are dependent hardness. Since the evaluation assumes 100
percent effluent in the constructed wetland, the appropriate hardness is the hardness of the
project effluent which is not known. However, most of the effluent will be from domestic use
and so will originate from drinking water. Hydroscience Engineers (2009) assumes most or all
of the drinking water will be from groundwater which, as stated in the Hydroscience Engineers
(2009) “contains higher levels of minerals, particularly calcium and magnesium, which contribute to water hardness.” Therefore, a hardness of 120 mg/L as CaCO3 was used for this evaluation. This hardness is on the low side of hard water (Wilkes University Center for Environmental Quality http://www.water-research.net/hardness.htm) and so is a conservative estimate. This is also a conservative estimate since hardness is likely to increase in the conversion
from drinking water to effluent.
c
TCDD TEQ = tetrachlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin toxicity equivalent
Source: SFB RWQCB 2006, Basin Plan, CTR.
a

were not analyzed in American Canyon effluent. Therefore, these constituents cannot be evaluated. However, professional judgment indicates that
these constituents are not expected to occur in municipal effluent in concentrations that exceed their respective criteria and thus project discharge is not
expected to result in a significant impact relative to these constituents. Storage is not expected to affect the concentration of CTR constituents.
Of all the priority pollutants predicted to be detectable in project effluent
only the maximum effluent concentration of cyanide is predicted at levels
that exceed water quality standards and expected waste discharge requirements, resulting in a significant impact for discharge to the wetland.
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Impact HYDRO-1: The Feasibility Analysis appended to the Napa Sanitation District NPDES Permit contains a statement from the SFBRWQCB58
that: “Cyanide is a regional problem associated with the analytical protocol
for cyanide analysis due to matrix interferences. A body of evidence exists to
show that cyanide measurements in effluent may be an artifact of the analytical method.” Studies by LA County Sanitation District59 and the City of
Santa Rosa60 indicate that the preservation step in the cyanide analysis artificially creates cyanide. The project has the potential to violate water quality
standards for cyanide.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Prior to the operation of the WWTP, a
monitoring plan shall be developed for cyanide to determine if cyanide is
present in project effluent samples. If cyanide is present in project effluent samples at levels in excess of the lowest applicable criterion (5.2
ug/L), then studies shall be conducted to determine if the cyanide is being
created by sample preservation. If this is the case, the project proponents
should go through the regulatory processes to allow analysis of cyanide
without effluent sample preservation. If the cyanide is not a result of the
sample preservation analytical method, source control shall be implemented. Source control could include identifying and controlling industrial sources of cyanide or precursors that favor formation of cyanide in
the treatment plant. Authority for treatment plant owners to establish
58

SFBRWQCB. Order R2-2005-0008. NPDES Permit and Waste Discharge

Requirements for the Napa Sanitation .
59
LACOSAN, 2005. Khoury, J., Pang, M, Young, C., Pandit, A., Carr, S.,
and Fischer, D. “Cyanide Generation During Preservation of Chlorinated Wastewater
Effluent Samples for Total Cyanide Analysis,” Conference Proceedings WEFTEC
2005, Water Environment Federation, Washington DC; LACOSAN, 2006. Pandit,
A., Pang, M., Young, C., Khoury, J., Carr, S., Fischer, D., and Stahl, J. “Factors Affecting Cyanide Generation in Chlorinated Wastewater Effluent Matrix” Conference
presentation in WEFTEC 2006, Dallas, Texas.
60
Merritt Smith Consulting. 2007. Cyanide Compliance Schedule Report
and Reasonable Potential Analysis. Memorandum from Marcie Commins, Ph.D. to
Lynn Small, Deputy Director Environmental Compliance, City of Santa Rosa. 10
September 2007.
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and enforce limits on the quality of sewage discharged to the collection
system from industrial is established in the federal Clean Water Act.
Significance After Mitigation: Further investigation of the presence of
cyanide in site runoff and controls on the source would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
ii. 303(d) Listed Constituents
This section analyzes potential impacts to the constructed wetland associated
with 303(d) listed constituents contained on the State’s list of impaired water
bodies (303(d) list) developed as required by the Clean Water Act Section
303(d). The 303(d) listing of the Napa River and San Pablo Bay are based on
impairment of beneficial uses. A constructed wetland would have far different beneficial uses. Therefore, impacts to the constructed wetland relative to
loadings for 303(d) listed constituents were not evaluated. See below for the
evaluation of discharge to Bedford Slough.
iii. Other Regulated Constituents
This section analyzes potential impacts to the constructed wetland associated
with other regulated constituents. This section addresses the following areas
of concern:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Bioaccumulation
Biostimulatory substances
Dissolved oxygen
Population and community ecology
Salinity
Temperature
Toxicity
Un-ionized ammonia
Constituents of concern for municipal and agricultural water supplies

In addition to criteria for priority pollutants, the Basin Plan contains narrative and numeric objectives for surface waters that are applicable to project
discharge. Most of these constituents are either not typically found in mu-
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nicipal effluent or are effectively controlled or eliminated by the treatment
process. These include bacteria, color, floating material, oil and grease, pH,
radioactivity, sediment, settleable material, suspended material, sulfide, tastes
and odors, turbidity. The impact of project discharge to the wetland relative
to these constituents will result in a less-than-significant impact. Other regulated constituents are evaluated below. For each constituent, the Basin Plan
objective is summarized or quoted and is in italic typeface.
1. Bioaccumulation
Many pollutants can accumulate on particles, in sediment, or bioaccumulate in
fish and other aquatic organisms. Controllable water quality factors shall not
cause a detrimental increase in concentrations of toxic substances found in bottom
sediments or aquatic life. Effects on aquatic organisms, wildlife, and human
health will be considered.
Bioaccumulation is an accumulation or buildup of potentially toxic compounds in organisms. This necessitates repeated exposure to the constituent
in question. Constituents with concentrations that are below detection make
evaluation of bioaccumulation risk highly speculative. Therefore wastewater
constituents that were below detection were eliminated from further evaluation.
Potential bioaccumulation of metals and organic compounds discharged to
the created wetland was evaluated using CTR chronic and human health criteria and bioconcentration factors. CTR chronic and human health criteria
are developed using toxicity tests and also bioaccumulation information. If
the maximum concentration in effluent does not exceed the CTR chronic or
human health criterion, bioaccumulation is unlikely and the impact on bioaccumulation is less than significant. If the maximum concentration in effluent
exceeds the chronic or human health criterion, further evaluation was conducted. The concentration of cyanide is predicted at levels that exceed its
chronic criterion. However, cyanide has a bioconcentration factor of three
which suggests the potential for bioconcentration in aquatic organisms is
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low.61 In addition, cyanide is not accumulated or stored in any mammalian
species that have been studied.62 Chloroform does not have a CTR criterion.
However, it has bioconcentration factors ranging from 2.9 to 10.4 indicating a
low potential for bioaccumulation. The impact of project discharge to the
wetland relative to bioaccumulation will result in a less-than-significant impact.
2. Biostimulatory Substances
Waters shall not contain biostimulatory substances in concentrations that promote
aquatic growths to the extent that such growths cause nuisance or adversely affect
beneficial uses.
The project will use a membrane bioreactor (MBR) for wastewater treatment.
MBR provides both nitrification (conversion of ammonia to nitrate) and denitrification (conversion of nitrate to nitrogen gas). Predicted effluent concentrations (as nitrogen) of ammonia and nitrate are 0.2 mg/L – 0.8 mg/L and 5.0
mg/L, respectively.63 The concentration of phosphorus, the other major biostimulatory substance in effluent, is not known. However, wetlands are generally very productive and some nutrients are a benefit to plant growth.
Therefore project discharge to the wetland will result in a less-than-significant
impact for biostimulatory substances.
3. Dissolved Oxygen
For non-tidal waters, the following objectives shall apply:
Waters designated as:

Cold water habitat 7.0 mg/L minimum
Warm water habitat 5.0 mg/L minimum

National Library of Medicine Hazardous Substances Data Bank (NLM
HSDB) http://toxnet.nlm.nih.gov/cgi-bin/sis/search/f?./temp/~4YcX0c:1:bioc.
62 USEPA. 1980. Ambient Water Quality Criteria Doc: Cyanide. EPA
440/5-80-037.
63
Napa Pipe Project Water and Waste Water Feasibility Study, HydroScience, August 2009.
61
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The median dissolved oxygen concentration for any three consecutive
months shall not be less than 80 percent of the dissolved oxygen content at
saturation. Dissolved oxygen is a general index of the state of the health of
receiving waters. Although minimum concentrations of 5.0 mg/l and 7.0
mg/l are frequently used as objectives to protect fish life, higher concentrations are generally desirable to protect sensitive aquatic forms. In areas unaffected by waste discharges, a level of about 85 percent of oxygen saturation
exists. A three-month median objective of 80 percent of oxygen saturation
allows for some degradation from this level, but still requires a consistently
high oxygen content in the receiving water.
The constructed wetland does not have a specific designation of warm or cold
water habitat. However, because of its shallow nature, the wetland will likely
have warm water much of the time and thus would be considered a warm
water habitat. The effluent is estimated to be well oxygenated based on the
low estimated BOD of <1.0 to 3.0 mg/L.64 Therefore project discharge to the
wetland will result in a less-than-significant impact for dissolved oxygen.
4. Population and Community Ecology
All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are
lethal to or that produce significant alterations in population or community ecology or receiving water biota. In addition, the health and life history characteristics
of aquatic organisms in waters affected by controllable water quality factors shall
not differ significantly from those for the same waters in areas unaffected by controllable water quality factors.
Toxicity and other controllable water quality factors such as temperature,
dissolved oxygen, and salinity are evaluated under the specific constituents.

64

HydroScience Engineers, Inc., 2009, Napa Pipe Project, Water and Waste-

water Feasibility Study: Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC.
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5. Salinity
Controllable water quality factors shall not increase the total dissolved solids or
salinity of waters of the state so as to adversely affect beneficial uses, particularly
fish migration and estuarine habitat.
The water in the wetland will be entirely fresh effluent and discharge will not
increase the TDS or salinity in the wetland. Therefore, the impact of project
discharge to the wetland relative to salinity will result in a less-than-significant
impact.
6. Temperature
Temperature objectives for enclosed bays and estuaries are as specified in the "Water Quality Control Plan for Control of Temperature in the Coastal and Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays of California," including any revisions to the
plan. In addition, the following temperature objectives apply to surface waters:
♦ The natural receiving water temperature of inland surface waters shall not be
altered unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional Board
that such alteration in temperature does not adversely affect beneficial uses.
♦ The temperature of any cold or warm freshwater habitat shall not be increased by more than 5°F (2.8°C) above natural receiving water temperature.
The water in the wetland would be fairly shallow and thus susceptible to
large daily fluctuations in temperature. The temperature of the plant or
stored effluent is expected to be within the range of normal wetland temperatures and will equilibrate to atmospheric conditions rapidly. In addition, the
primary beneficial use impacted by an increase in temperature is salmonid
habitat. The wetland will not be suitable salmonid habitat.
Therefore, the impact of project discharge to the wetland relative to temperature will result in a less-than-significant impact.
7. Toxicity
All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are
lethal to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms. Detri-
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mental responses include, but are not limited to, decreased growth rate and decreased reproductive success of resident or indicator species. There shall be no acute
toxicity in ambient waters. Acute toxicity is defined as a median of less than 90
percent survival, or less than 70 percent survival, 10 percent of the time, of test
organisms in a 96-hour static or continuous flow test. There shall be no chronic
toxicity in ambient waters.
Chronic toxicity is a detrimental biological effect on growth rate, reproduction, fertilization success, larval development, population abundance, community composition, or any other relevant measure of the health of an organism, population, or community. Attainment of this objective will be determined by analyses of indicator organisms, species diversity, population density, growth anomalies, or toxicity tests or other methods selected by the
RWQCB (Water Board). The Water Board will also consider other relevant
information and numeric criteria and guidelines for toxic substances developed by other agencies as appropriate. The health and life history characteristics of aquatic organisms in waters affected by controllable water quality
factors shall not differ significantly from those for the same waters in areas
unaffected by controllable water quality factors.
Toxicity is generally evaluated through acute and chronic toxicity tests.
These have not been conducted with project effluent. However, as stated in
the objective, the Water Board can also consider numeric criteria to determine toxicity. Project effluent was evaluated above relative to numeric criteria for the protection of aquatic organisms. Undiluted effluent was not predicted to exceed any aquatic life criteria with the exception of cyanide. The
concentration of cyanide is predicted to exceed the applicable chronic criterion, resulting in a significant impact with respect to the narrative objective
for toxicity. This is addressed in the “Priority Pollutants (Basin Plan and
CTR numeric criteria) section above and in the description of Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1.
8. Un-Ionized Ammonia
The discharge of wastes shall not cause receiving waters to contain concentrations
of un-ionized ammonia in excess of the following limits (in mg/L as N):
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Annual Median 0.025
Maximum, Central Bay and upstream 0.16
The MBR effluent treatment includes nitrification which greatly reduces the
concentration of ammonia in effluent. Predicted total ammonia concentrations (as nitrogen) range from 0.2 to 0.8 mg/L.65 The fraction of total ammonia that is un-ionized is dependent on temperature, pH, and salinity or TDS.
These factors will vary and are not known at this time. Therefore, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine the potential of project discharge to
the wetland to exceed the un-ionized ammonia objective. For evaluation of
the annual median, moderate ambient conditions were assumed as follows:
temperature = 20°C, TDS = 500 mg/L, and pH = 7.5 (the higher the pH
and temperature and the lower the TDS/salinity, the greater the fraction of
un-ionized ammonia).66 Under these conditions, 0.8 mg/L total ammonia
would result in 0.009 mg/L un-ionized ammonia which does not exceed the
annual median objective. The evaluation relative to the maximum objective
assumed the following: temperature = 30°C, TDS = 250, and pH = 8.5.
Under these conditions, 0.8 mg/L total ammonia would result in 0.15 mg/L
un-ionized ammonia which does not exceed the maximum objective. Therefore, the impact of project discharge to the wetland relative to un-ionized
ammonia will result in a less-than-significant impact.
9. Constituents of Concern for Municipal and Agricultural Water Supplies
The Basin Plan specifies that water used for municipal and agricultural water
supply should meet Title 22 maximum and secondary contaminant levels.
It is assumed that the constructed wetland will not be used for municipal or
agricultural water supply. Therefore, the impact of project discharge to the
wetland relative to constituents of concern for municipal and agricultural
supplies will result in a less-than-significant impact.
65

HydroScience Engineers, Inc., 2009, Napa Pipe Project, Water and Waste-

water Feasibility Study: Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC.
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b. Impacts to Bedford Slough and Napa River
This section analyzes potential impacts to Bedford Slough and Napa River
associated with the following types of pollutants:
i. Priority pollutants
ii. 303(d) listed constituents
iii. Other regulated constituents
Impacts to water quality in Bedford Slough are identified and compared to
water quality criteria in these three categories. If the project would cause a
water quality criterion to be exceeded, then the impact would be considered
significant. Impacts on the constituent concentrations in Napa River will be
less than those in Bedford Slough due to dilution.
i. Priority Pollutants (Basin Plan and CTR numeric criteria)
This section uses Basin Plan and CTR numeric criteria to analyze potential
impacts to Bedford Slough associated with priority pollutants. Where impacts have been identified, impact statements and mitigation measures are
included in the corresponding discussion. This section addresses the following areas of concern:
1. Constituent screening
2. Quality of project effluent discharge from the constructed wetland
3. Impacts at the point of discharge
4. Impacts in the dilution field
1. Constituent Screening
Because discharge to Bedford Slough will be through a constructed wetland
and some removal of metals and organics can potentially occur, the removal
of constituents by the constructed wetland was evaluated. Constituents were
first screened to determine those that may result in a significant impact. Constituents that did not exceed their respective fresh or saltwater acute or
chronic criteria in undiluted effluent were not evaluated further. Estimated
detectable priority pollutants in project effluent and their respective criteria
for discharge to Bedford Slough are shown in Table 4.10-6. Antimony,
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PREDICTED CONCENTRATIONS OF CONSTITUENTS IN
PROJECT EFFLUENT AND THEIR RESPECTIVE CRITERIA FOR
DISCHARGE TO BEDFORD SLOUGH (ALL CONCENTRATIONS
IN µG/L)

Estimated
Maximum
Effluent
Concentration

Lowest
Applicable
Acute
Criterion
(Basis)a

Lowest
Applicable
Chronic
Criterion
(Basis)a

Antimony

0.6

4300 (HH)

4300 (HH)

Arsenic

4.5

69 (CTR, BP sw)

36 (CTR, BP sw)

0.08

2.9 (EPA
recommended and
proposed state
criterion)

0.32 (EPA
recommended and
proposed state criterion)

1

16 (CTR, BP fw)

11 (CTR, BP fw)

Copper

7.5

9.4 (BP sw)

6 (BP sw)

Leadb

0.42

79 (CTR, BP fw)

3.8 (CTR, BP fw)

Mercury

0.0058

2.1 (BP sw)

0.025 (BP sw)

Nickelb

15

74 (CTR, BP sw)

8.2 (CTR, BP sw)

Selenium

2

20 (NTR)

5 (NTR)

Thallium

0.09

6.3 (HH)

6.3 (HH)

Zincb

130

90 (CTR, BP sw)

81 (CTR, BP sw)

8

9.4 (BP sw)

2.9 (CTR, BP sw)

3.68×10-9

1.4×10-8 (HH)

1.4×10-8 (BP
narrative, HH)

0.5

360 (HH)

360 (HH)

Chlorodibromomethane

4

34 (HH)

34 (HH)

Chloroform

63

No Criteria

No Criteria

Dichlorobromomethane

12

46 (HH)

46 (HH)

Constituent

Cadmiumb

Chromium VI
b

Cyanide
TCDD TEQc
Bromoform
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TABLE 4.10-6

PREDICTED CONCENTRATIONS OF CONSTITUENTS IN
PROJECT EFFLUENT AND THEIR RESPECTIVE CRITERIA FOR
DISCHARGE TO BEDFORD SLOUGH (ALL CONCENTRATIONS
IN µG/L) (CONTINUED)

Estimated
Maximum
Effluent
Concentration

Lowest
Applicable
Acute
Criterion
(Basis)a

Lowest
Applicable
Chronic
Criterion
(Basis)a

1

1,600 (HH)

1,600 (HH)

Toluene

0.06

200,000 (HH)

200,000 (HH)

Trichloro-ethylene

0.07

81 (HH)

81 (HH)

1,4-Dichlorobenzene

0.3

2,600 (HH)

2,600 (HH)

Constituent
Methylene
Chloride

BP = Basin Plan; CTR = California Toxics Rule; NTR=National Toxics Rule (as cited in the BP
and CTR); HH= human health
b
The criteria for these constituents are dependent hardness. For evaluations with respect to acute
criteria, undiluted effluent is assumed, so a hardness of 120 mg/L as described in Table 4.10-5 was
used. For chronic criteria, ambient receiving water hardness is the appropriate basis for evaluation.
Napa Sanitation District (NSD) discharges within about a mile of the project location. Therefore,
the hardness value used by the SFBRWQCB in the NDS NPDES permit (SFBRWQCB 2005) for
their reasonable potential analysis was used for this analysis. This hardness is 147 mg/L.
c
TCDD TEQ = tetrachlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin toxicity equivalent
Data source: SFB RWQCB 2006, Basin Plan, CTR
a

arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, selenium, thallium, TCDD,
bromoform, chlorodibromomethane, chloroform, dichlorobromomethane,
methylene chloride, toluene, trichloroethylene, and 1,4-dichlorobenzene in
undiluted effluent are not predicted to exceed applicable criteria for discharge
to Bedford Slough and thus were not further evaluated.
Copper, nickel, zinc, and cyanide may exceed their respective criteria with
discharge to Bedford Slough and so were evaluated further.
2. Quality of Project Effluent Discharge from the Constructed Wetland
Wetlands have the ability to remove metals and organic compounds, as well
as nutrients from effluent. However, the effectiveness of the removal depends
on the design of the wetland and the initial concentration entering the wet4.10-55
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land. This section summarizes wetland removal rates and evaluates the concentration of key constituents in effluent at the point of discharge into Bedford Slough assuming a wetland design as described by Hydroscience Engineers (2009).67
♦ Copper. Wetlands designed as treatment wetlands have a fairly high removal rate for copper.68 In a Bay Area treatment wetland, Horne and
Sedlak (2009) obtained a copper removal rate of 73 percent in the summer. Winter removal rates in the Horne Sedlak wetland were somewhat
lower but are expected to increase 41 percent as the wetland matures.69
Murray-Gulde, et al. (2005) obtained a copper removal rate of 78 percent
in a specifically designed wetland. Bachand and Bachand (1999) in a literature survey found wetland copper removal rates of 33 percent to 96
percent. However, wetlands with one or more deep channels and a short
residence time may exhibit little or no removal. 70 Since the project constructed wetland is not necessarily designed for metals removal, no copper removal was assumed. Metals “removal” refers to a phenomenon in
nature in which the chemical state of a metal is altered such that it is not
toxic and is not available to aquatic life. This typically occurs as a result

67

HydroScience Engineers, Inc., 2009, Napa Pipe Project, Water and Waste-

water Feasibility Study: Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC.
68
Horne, Alexander and David Sedlak. 2009. Appendix A: Progress Report
on 2007-08 Work to Date. Appendix to “Continuation of Pilot-Scale Tests of Natural
Treatment System (NTS) & Periphyton-Enhanced Oxidative Photo-Degradation
(Pop) Wetlands as a Green Solution to Reduce Copper, Aluminum, Pharmaceuticals
& TDS in Discovery Bay’s Effluent”, a proposal to the Town of Discovery Bay;
Murray-Gulde, Cynthia L., Jonathan Bearr, and John H. Rodgers. 2005. Evaluation
of a Constructed Wetland Treatment System Specifically Designed to Decrease
Bioavailable Copper in a Wastestream. Ecotoxicology and Environmental Safety 61:
60–73.
69
Personal communication, Professor Emeritus Alex Horne, University of
California Berkeley to Marcie Commins, Merritt Smith Consulting 2009.
70
Personal communication, Professor Emeritus Alex Horne, University of
California Berkeley to Marcie Commins, Merritt Smith Consulting 2009.
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of conversion of a dissolved metal to a solid, insoluble form through a
process known as precipitation.
♦ Nickel. Nickel is usually not substantially removed by wetlands.71
♦ Zinc. Zinc removal rates appear to be somewhat variable with values
ranging from no removal to 85 percent removal.72 The Horne and Sedlak
treatment wetland got removal rates of 82 percent in the summer73 and 41
percent in winter. However, since the project constructed wetland is not
necessarily designed for metals removal, no zinc removal was assumed.
3. Impacts at the Point of Discharge
Impacts at the point of discharge were evaluated using treatment plant effluent concentrations unchanged by the passage through the constructed wetland and no mixing with ambient Bedford Slough water relative to their lowest acute or human health criteria. As shown in Table 4.10-6, the concentrations of zinc is predicted at levels that exceed water quality standards and expected waste discharge requirements, resulting in a potentially significant impact.

Horne, Alexander and David Sedlak. 2009. Appendix A: Progress Report on 2007-08 Work to Date. Appendix to “Continuation of Pilot-Scale Tests of
Natural Treatment System (NTS) & Periphyton-Enhanced Oxidative PhotoDegradation (Pop) Wetlands as a Green Solution to Reduce Copper, Aluminum,
Pharmaceuticals & TDS in Discovery Bay’s Effluent”, a proposal to the Town of Discovery Bay. CH2M Hill and Winzler & Kelly 2003. Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program EIR Technical Memorandum No. 17: Water Quality Improvement Technologies.
71

72

Bachand, Philip and Sandra Bachand. 1999. An Assessment of Metal Re-

moval in Wetlands and Implications on the Design of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater
Treatment Plant Wetland for Meeting NTR/CTR Requirements. Under contract to
Corollo Engineers.
Horne, Alexander and David Sedlak. 2009. Appendix A: Progress Report
on 2007-08 Work to Date. Appendix to “Continuation of Pilot-Scale Tests of Natural
Treatment System (NTS) & Periphyton-Enhanced Oxidative Photo-Degradation
(Pop) Wetlands as a Green Solution to Reduce Copper, Aluminum, Pharmaceuticals
& TDS in Discovery Bay’s Effluent”, a proposal to the Town of Discovery Bay.
73
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Impact HYDRO-2: Waste discharge into Bedford Slough might exceed water quality standards for zinc.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2: Zinc in effluent shall be reduced
through source control or by wetland design to achieve sufficient zinc
removal in the wetland. Source control includes identifying and controlling industrial sources of zinc in the project area. Authority for treatment plant owners to establish and enforce limits on the quality of sewage discharged to the collection system from industrial users is established
in the federal Clean Water Act.
Significance after Mitigation: Controls on the source, and/or treatment
at the wetland, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
4. Impacts in the Dilution Field
The dilution field is the region downstream of the discharge in which ambient water mixes with effluent resulting in increasing dilution until effluent is
fully mixed with ambient water. Impacts in the dilution field were evaluated
by comparing chronic and human health criteria to the concentration of constituents estimated with dilution of project effluent with Bedford Slough water. For this evaluation, the geometry of Bedford Slough was estimated with
measurements taken with Google Earth. The daily tidal excursions at Napa
indicate a fairly high daily tidal excursion.74 Therefore, it was assumed once a
day that a two-foot tidal excursion enters Bedford Slough resulting in a 2.5
million gallon (MG) inflow. Complete mixing of effluent with river water in
Bedford Slough was also assumed based on the shallow slough depth, strong
local winds and lack of wind sheltering. In addition, influent water temperatures from the wetland will be near ambient conditions, and tidal inflows will
impart considerable volume and energy to the system. As a worst case condition, peak day design flow of 0.72 mgd was assumed to mix with the 2.5 mg
74

Mobile Geographics website, Napa, Napa River, Carquinez Strait, Califor-

nia,
available
at
http://www.mobilegeographics.com:81/locations/
4043.html?y=2009&m=7&d=20, accessed September 3, 2009.
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resulting in an effluent concentration in Bedford Slough of 22 percent. Dilution in the Napa River will be much greater.
Bedford Slough water quality was assumed to be similar to that in the Napa
River to which it is connected. Priority pollutant data were collected in the
Napa River upstream of the Napa Sanitation District in 2002 for the Collaborative Napa River Receiving Water Study. The Napa Sanitation District suspected that the 2002 results were subject to salinity interference for some
metals and selenium. Therefore, additional sampling was conducted by the
Napa Sanitation District in 2008 for selenium, copper and nickel.
As shown in Table 4.10-7 copper, nickel, zinc, and cyanide exceed their respective chronic or human health criteria in undiluted effluent. Therefore
these constituents were evaluated in the dilution field. Table 4.10-7 shows the
predicted concentration for these constituents in the dilution field and their
lowest applicable criteria. As shown in Table 4.10-7, the concentrations of
copper, nickel, zinc, and cyanide are predicted at levels that do not exceed
water quality standards and expected waste discharge requirements, resulting
in less-than-significant impacts in Bedford Slough and Napa River.
ii. 303(d) Listed Constituents
This section analyzes potential impacts to Bedford Slough and Napa River
associated with 303(d) listed constituents. This section addresses the following areas of concern:
1. Nutrients
2. Pathogens
3. Sedimentation/siltation (Napa River)
4. Chlordane (San Pablo Bay)
5. DDT (San Pablo Bay)
6. Dieldrin (San Pablo Bay)
7. Dioxin compounds (San Pablo Bay)
8. Exotic species (San Pablo Bay)
9. Furan compounds (San Pablo Bay)
10. Mercury (San Pablo Bay)
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Constituent

Q U A L I T Y

PREDICTED CONCENTRATIONS OF CONSTITUENTS IN
PROJECT EFFLUENT, IN BEDFORD SLOUGH, AND IN
DILUTION FIELD IN MICROGRAMS PER LITER
Estimated
Concentration
in Bedford
Estimated
Estimated
Concentration
Maximum
Slough
Effluent
in the
Without
Discharge
Concentration
Dilution Field

Lowest
Applicable
Chronic
Criterion
(Basis)a
6
(BP sw)

(μg/L)

(μg/L)

(μg/L)

Copperb

7.5

3.7

4.5

Nickelb

15

6.4

8.3

8.2
(CTR, BP sw)

Zincb

130

9.0

36

81
(CTR, BP sw)

8

0.2

1.9

2.9
(CTR, BP sw)

Cyanide

BP = Basin Plan; CTR = California Toxics Rule; HH= human health
The criteria for these constituents are dependent hardness. The hardness value used by the
SFBRWQCB in the NDS NPDES permit (SFBRWQCB 2005) for their reasonable potential analysis was used for this analysis. This hardness is 147 mg/L.
Source: SFB RWQCB, 2006; Basin Plan, CTR, 2002 Collaborative Napa River Receiving Water
Study and supplemental receiving water data collected by the Napa Sanitation District in 2008 for
selenium, copper, and nickel.

a

b

11.
12.
13.
14.

Nickel (San Pablo Bay)
PCBs (San Pablo Bay)
PCBs – dioxin-like (San Pablo Bay)
Selenium (San Pablo Bay)

Because of the Tributary Rule, 303(d) listings for both San Pablo Bay and the
Napa River are applicable to Bedford Slough. This section evaluates potential
project discharge impacts on constituents that are on the 303(d) list for either
the Napa River or San Pablo Bay.
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1. Nutrients (Napa River)
The TMDL document for nutrients is in development (SFBRWQCB website). However, Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) have not been determined.
Therefore, potential impacts of project discharge on nutrient loads cannot be
evaluated.
2. Pathogens (Napa River)
The TMDL document for pathogens has been completed (SFBRWQCB website). Because of the disinfection system, it is not expected that project discharge will be a source of pathogens to Bedford Slough. Therefore, the impact of project discharge to Bedford Slough and Napa River relative to pathogens would result in a less-than-significant impact.
3. Sedimentation/Siltation (Napa River)
The TMDL document for sedimentation/siltation is in development
(SFBRWQCB website). Municipal discharge is generally not a significant
source of sediment. In addition, the constructed wetland would act as a sedimentation basin. Therefore, the project discharge is not expected to be a
source of sediment to Bedford Slough. Please refer to the hydrology discussion in this chapter for a discussion of other potential impacts of the project
on sedimentation/siltation.
4. Chlordane (San Pablo Bay)
Chlordane was not found in detectable concentrations in American Canyon’s
wastewater and so it is assumed it will be below detection in project effluent.
The TMDL for chlordane is not yet under development. Therefore, potential
impacts of project discharge on chlordane loads cannot be evaluated.
5. DDT (San Pablo Bay)
DDT was not found in detectable concentrations in American Canyon’s
wastewater and so it is assumed it will be below detection in project effluent.
The TMDL for DDT is not yet under development. Therefore, potential
impacts of project discharge on DDT loads cannot be evaluated.
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6. Dieldrin (San Pablo Bay)
Dieldrin was not found in detectable concentrations in American Canyon’s
wastewater and so it is assumed it will be below detection in project effluent.
The TMDL for dieldrin is not yet under development. Therefore, potential
impacts of project discharge on dieldrin loads were not evaluated.
7. Dioxin Compounds (San Pablo Bay)
The TMDL for dioxin compounds is not yet under development. Therefore,
potential impacts of project discharge on dioxin compounds loads cannot be
evaluated.
8. Exotic Species (San Pablo Bay)
Treatment plant effluent is not a source of exotic species. Although the
TMDL for exotic species is not yet under development it is not expected that
project discharge will contribute to exotic species loads.
9. Furan Compounds (San Pablo Bay)
The TMDL for furan is not yet under development. Therefore, potential
impacts of project discharge on furans were not evaluated.
10. Mercury (San Pablo Bay)
A TMDL has been developed for San Francisco Bay. The final WLA for
mercury for American Canyon Municipal Wastewater Discharge was set at
0.095 kg/year. American Canyon peak wet weather discharge (5.0 mgd) is
approximately seven times greater than peak design flow for project discharge
(0.7 mgd). Assuming a WLA for the project would be proportional to the
volume of discharge, an estimated WLA for the project is 0.014 kg/year. The
concentration of mercury in project effluent is predicted to be a maximum of
0.0058 μg/L. This concentration (0.0058 μg/L) would result in an annual
load of 0.0058 kg which does not exceed the estimated WLA. Therefore, the
impact of project discharge to Bedford Slough and Napa River relative to
mercury would be less-than-significant impact.
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11. Nickel (San Pablo Bay)
The SFBWQCB Staff Report for the 2008 303(d) list (SFB RWQCB 2009)
recommends removing nickel from the 303(d) list for San Pablo Bay. Therefore, impacts of project discharge on nickel loads were not evaluated.
12. PCBs (San Pablo Bay)
The TMDL document for PCBs has been developed and is awaiting approval
of the Water Boards and USEPA. The proposed Basin Plan Amendment has
a WLA for municipal dischargers of 2.0 kg/year. The concentration of PCBs
in project effluent is predicted to be below detection with a minimum
method detection limit of 0.07μg/L. This concentration (0.07μg/L) would
result in an annual load of 0.070 kg which does not exceed the proposed
WLA. Therefore, the impact of project discharge to Bedford Slough and
Napa River relative to PCBs would result in a less-than-significant impact.
13. PCBs – Dioxin-Like (San Pablo Bay)
Dioxin-like PCBs were not found in detectable concentrations in American
Canyon’s wastewater and so it is assumed it will be below detection in project
effluent. The TMDL for dioxin-like PCBs is not yet under development.
Therefore, potential impacts of project discharge on dioxin-like PCBs loads
cannot be evaluated.
14. Selenium (San Pablo Bay)
The TMDL for selenium in North San Francisco Bay is in development
(SFBRWQCB web site). No WLA have been proposed, so impacts of project
discharge on selenium loads cannot be evaluated.
iii. Other Regulated Constituents
This section analyzes potential impacts to Bedford Slough and the Napa River
associated with other regulated constituents. Where impacts have been identified, impact statements and mitigation measures are included in the corresponding discussion. This section addresses the following areas of concern:
1. Bioaccumulation
2. Biostimulatory substances
3. Dissolved oxygen
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Q U A L I T Y

Population and community ecology
Salinity
Temperature
Toxicity
Un-ionized ammonia
Constituents of concern for municipal and agricultural water supplies

In addition to objectives for priority pollutants, the Basin Plan contains narrative and numeric objectives for surface waters that are applicable to project
discharge. Most of them are either not typically found in municipal effluent
or are effectively controlled or eliminated by the treatment process. These
include bacteria, color, floating material, oil and grease, pH, radioactivity,
sediment, settleable material, suspended material, sulfide, tastes and odors,
turbidity. The impact of project discharge to Bedford Slough and the Napa
River relative to these constituents will result in a less-than-significant impact.
Other regulated constituents are evaluated below. For each constituent, the
Basin Plan objective is summarized or quoted and is in italic typeface
1. Bioaccumulation
Many pollutants can accumulate on particles, in sediment, or bioaccumulate in
fish and other aquatic organisms. Controllable water quality factors shall not
cause a detrimental increase in concentrations of toxic substances found in bottom
sediments or aquatic life. Effects on aquatic organisms, wildlife, and human
health will be considered.
Bioaccumulation is an accumulation or build up of potentially toxic compounds in organisms. This necessitates repeated exposure to the constituent
in question. Constituents with concentrations that are below detection make
evaluation of bioaccumulation risk highly speculative. Therefore wastewater
constituents that were below detection were eliminated from further evaluation.
Potential bioaccumulation of metals and organic compounds discharge to
Bedford Slough was evaluated using CTR chronic and human health criteria
and bioconcentration factors. CTR chronic and human health criteria are
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developed using toxicity tests and also bioaccumulation information. It was
concluded that if the predicted concentration in Bedford Slough does not exceed the CTR chronic or human health criterion, bioaccumulation is unlikely
and the impact on bioaccumulation is less than significant. If the estimated
concentration in Bedford Slough with project discharge exceeds the chronic
or human health criterion, bioaccumulation is possible and the impact on
bioaccumulation is significant. None of the concentrations of metals or organic compounds in Bedford Slough are predicted to exceed their respective
CTR chronic or human health criteria as a result of project discharge (Table
4.7-MLC2 and 4.7-MLC3). Therefore, the impact of project discharge to the
Bedford Slough and Napa River relative to bioaccumulation will result in a
less-than-significant impact.
Chloroform does not have a CTR criterion; however, it has bioconcentration
factors ranging from 2.9 to 10.4 indicating a low potential for bioaccumulation in aquatic organisms.75 Therefore, the potential of chloroform to bioaccumulate is low and the project discharge to Bedford Slough will result in a
less-than-significant impact for bioaccumulation of chloroform.
2. Biostimulatory Substances
Waters shall not contain biostimulatory substances in concentrations that promote
aquatic growths to the extent that such growths cause nuisance or adversely affect
beneficial uses.
The project will use a membrane bioreactor (MBR) for wastewater treatment.
MBR, a process which includes both nitrification (conversion of ammonia to
nitrate) and denitrification (conversion of nitrate to nitrogen gas) are every
effective at removing nutrients. Predicted effluent concentrations of ammonia and nitrate are 0.2 mg/L to 0.8 mg/L and 5.0 mg/L, respectively. In addition, some nutrient removal by the constructed wetland may occur. The
concentration of phosphorus in project effluent is unknown. No standards
are available to evaluate potential project discharge on biostimulation in Bed(National Library of Medicine Hazardous Substances Data Bank http://toxnet.nlm.nih.gov/cgi-bin/sis/search/f?./temp/~aIii97:1:bioc)
75
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ford Slough. However, a minor increase in biostimulatory substances in Bedford Slough such as may occur with project discharge is not expected to significantly impact beneficial uses of Bedford Slough. Therefore project discharge to Bedford Slough and Napa River would result in a less-thansignificant impact for biostimulatory substances.
3. Dissolved Oxygen
For all tidal waters, the following objectives shall apply. In the Bay, upstream of
Carquinez Bridge, 7.0 mg/L minimum. The median dissolved oxygen concentration for any three consecutive months shall not be less than 80 percent of the dissolved oxygen content at saturation.
Dissolved oxygen is a general index of the state of the health of receiving waters. Although minimum concentrations of 5.0 mg/l and 7.0 mg/l are frequently used as objectives to protect fish life, higher concentrations are generally desirable to protect sensitive aquatic forms. In areas unaffected by waste
discharges, a level of about 85 percent of oxygen saturation exists. A threemonth median objective of 80 percent of oxygen saturation allows for some
degradation from this level, but still requires a consistently high oxygen content in the receiving water.
Although the dissolved oxygen concentration in treatment plant effluent is
expected to be oxygenated, the exact concentration is not known. In addition, some reduction in dissolved oxygen may occur in the constructed wetland. Therefore the possibility exists that dissolved oxygen entering Bedford
Slough will at times be lower than 7.0 mg/L or 80 percent of saturation.
Therefore project discharge to Bedford Slough will result in a significant impact for dissolved oxygen.
Impact HYDRO-3: Discharge to Bedford Slough will result in a significant
impact for dissolved oxygen.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3: Dissolved oxygen concentrations in the
discharge to Bedford Slough shall be monitored and, when needed, be increased by mechanical aeration, air injection, oxygen injection, or other
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means. This could occur in the wetland or between the wetland and Bedford Slough.
Significance After Mitigation: Oxygenation or aeration as needed would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
4. Population and Community Ecology
All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are
lethal to or that produce significant alterations in population or community ecology or receiving water biota. In addition, the health and life history characteristics
of aquatic organisms in waters affected by controllable water quality factors shall
not differ significantly from those for the same waters in areas unaffected by controllable water quality factors.
Toxicity and other controllable water quality factors such as temperature,
dissolved oxygen, and salinity are evaluated under the specific constituents.
5. Salinity
Controllable water quality factors shall not increase the total dissolved solids or
salinity of waters of the state so as to adversely affect beneficial uses, particularly
fish migration and estuarine habitat.
The water in Bedford Slough is assumed to be of a similar salinity to Napa
River. The Napa River in the vicinity of the NSD discharge (approximately a
mile downstream from the project) is tidally influenced with salinities that
range from less than one ppt to over 10 ppt.76 The water leaving the constructed wetland will have originated from fresh effluent. Therefore, the discharge will not have a higher TDS/salinity that normally found in Bedford
Slough. The impact of project discharge to Bedford Slough and Napa River
relative to salinity will result in a less-than-significant impact.

76

SFBRWQCB in the NDS NPDES permit (SFBRWQCB 2005).
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6. Temperature
Temperature objectives for enclosed bays and estuaries are as specified in the "Water Quality Control Plan for Control of Temperature in the Coastal and Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays of California," including any revisions to the
plan. In addition, the following temperature objectives apply to surface waters:
♦ The natural receiving water temperature of inland surface waters shall not be
altered unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional Board
that such alteration in temperature does not adversely affect beneficial uses.
♦ The temperature of any cold or warm freshwater habitat shall not be increased by more than 5°F (2.8°C) above natural receiving water temperature.
The water in Bedford Slough appears to be fairly shallow and thus susceptible
to large daily fluctuations in temperature. In addition, the primary beneficial
use impacted by an increase in temperature is salmonid habitat. Bedford
Slough is not considered salmonid habitat.
Therefore, the impact of project discharge to the Bedford Slough and the
Napa River relative to temperature will result in a less-than-significant impact.
7. Toxicity
All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are
lethal to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms. Detrimental responses include, but are not limited to, decreased growth rate and decreased reproductive success of resident or indicator species. There shall be no acute
toxicity in ambient waters. Acute toxicity is defined as a median of less than 90
percent survival, or less than 70 percent survival, 10 percent of the time, of test
organisms in a 96-hour static or continuous flow test. There shall be no chronic
toxicity in ambient waters.
Chronic toxicity is a detrimental biological effect on growth rate, reproduction, fertilization success, larval development, population abundance, community composition, or any other relevant measure of the health of an organism, population, or community. Attainment of this objective will be determined by analyses of indicator organisms, species diversity, population den-
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sity, growth anomalies, or toxicity tests (including those described in Chapter
4), or other methods selected by the SFB RWQCB. The SFB RWQCB will
also consider other relevant information and numeric criteria and guidelines
for toxic substances developed by other agencies as appropriate. The health
and life history characteristics of aquatic organisms in waters affected by controllable water quality factors shall not differ significantly from those for the
same waters in areas unaffected by controllable water quality factors.
Toxicity is generally evaluated through acute and chronic toxicity tests.
These have not been conducted with project effluent. However, as stated in
the objective, the SFB RWQCB can also consider numeric criteria to determine toxicity. Project effluent was evaluated relative to numeric criteria for
the protection of aquatic organisms above. Discharge to Bedford Slough was
predicted to result in zinc concentrations that exceed its acute criterion and
resulting in a significant impact with respect to the narrative objective for
toxicity.
Impact HYDRO-4: Discharge of zinc in surface water to Bedford Slough
could exceed levels for chronic toxicity.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4: Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2 shall
apply. Zinc in effluent will be reduced through source control or by wetland design to achieve sufficient zinc removal in the wetland. Source
control would include identifying and controlling industrial sources of
zinc in the project area. Authority for treatment plant owners to establish and enforce limits on the quality of sewage discharged to the collection system from industrial is established in the federal Clean Water Act.
Significance after Mitigation: Application of Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-2 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
8. Un-Ionized Ammonia
The discharge of wastes shall not cause receiving waters to contain concentrations of un-ionized ammonia in excess of the following limits (in mg/L as N):
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Annual Median 0.025
Maximum, Central Bay and upstream 0.16
The concentration of un-ionized ammonia in undiluted project effluent was
evaluated above for the constructed wetland and no significant impacts were
identified. The concentration of un-ionized ammonia in Bedford Slough resulting from discharge would be excepted to be less than in undiluted effluent
because the concentration of total ammonia would likely be less and the TDS
or salinity greater. Therefore, the impact of project discharge to Bedford
Slough and Napa River relative to un-ionized ammonia would be less-thansignificant.
9. Constituents of Concern for Municipal and Agricultural Water Supplies
The Basin Plan specifies that water used for municipal and agricultural water
supply should meet Title 22 maximum and secondary contaminant levels.
As discussed under salinity, Bedford Slough likely experiences a wide range of
salinities and is thus unsuitable for municipal or agricultural water supply.
Therefore, the impact of project discharge to Bedford Slough and Napa River
relative to constituents of concern for municipal and agricultural water supplies would be less than significant.
c. Waste Discharge Requirements
As described in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study, the project proposes to treat sewage from the residential and commercial development to
tertiary standards using an on-site immersed membrane bioreactor (MBR)
wastewater treatment facility. The treatment plant components and processes
involved are described in more detail in Section 4.13, Utilities, of this document. All effluent will be conveyed through an ultraviolet (UV) disinfection
train prior to discharge to a 1.1-acre constructed wetland that overflows to
Bedford Slough. As part of the NPDES permitting process, design of the
proposed MBR plant and constructed wetland would be evaluated by the SFB
RWQCB prior to the issuance of a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) for
the plant. The NPDES permit is expected to define discharge prohibitions,
effluent limitations, receiving water limitations, and monitoring and reporting requirements. Compliance with regulatory criteria would require treat4.10-70
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ment plant operations to maintain effluent concentrations for constituents of
concern such as nitrogen and total dissolved solids at levels below those established in the NPDES permit. Therefore, the impact of the project on compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements is expected to be less than significant.
2.

Would the project 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 level?
Potable water for the proposed project would be supplied by at least two new
water supply wells that draw water from an underlying aquifer within the
Sonoma Volcanics.77 Expected water use for the proposed project is 620 acrefeet per year at full build-out, compared to an average use of 146 acre-feet per
year at the site since 1989. Withdrawal of additional water from the on-site
wells could potentially affect water levels in nearby wells that also draw water
from this aquifer, such as the vineyards located to the east of the project site,
the Syar Quarry approximately one mile northeast of the project, or water
users within the MST Basin about two miles to the northeast. The Cities of
Napa and American Canyon, as well as the adjacent Kennedy Park Golf
Course, do not rely on groundwater supply, and therefore they would not be
impacted by groundwater withdrawal for the proposed project. Please refer
to the cumulative impacts discussion in Section E for a discussion of potential
impacts stemming from changes to General Plan policies related to groundwater use.
Stetson Engineers conducted a detailed study of the potential groundwater
impacts associated with planned groundwater extraction rates associated with
the proposed project.78 During a 50-hour pump test at over 1,000 gallons per
Water Supply Assessment for the Napa Pipe Project, Napa County, California. Administrative Review Draft, September 17, 2009.
78
Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
77
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minute (gpm) (well above the estimated average pumping rate required for
project supply79) they observed no drawdown at a distance of about 2,700 feet
south of the test well, and drawdown of 3.4 feet approximately 1,200 feet
west of the test well. In addition, as discussed in Section 6 above, the Stetson
analysis as well as several past studies have shown no connection between the
Sonoma Volcanics and alluvial aquifers at the project site.
To assess potential impacts due to pumping, Stetson estimated drawdown at
neighboring sites using conservative aquifer parameters (parameters that yield
a conservatively high drawdown). They estimated that pumping at the rate of
620 acre-feet per year would induce drawdown of up to 2.6 feet in neighboring areas (the vineyards less than one mile to the east and the Kennedy Links
Golf Course to the north).80 Because of the confined and artesian nature of
the aquifer, however (see discussion above in Section A), this drawdown is
only that of the aquifer pressure, and would not necessarily represent dewatering of the aquifer itself. Given that recharge rates within the aquifer are
high, long-term effects of the relatively small amount of drawdown are likely
to be minimal.81 The project WSA provides additional discussion of the longterm reliability and resiliency of the aquifer.82
For these reasons the potential impact to neighboring groundwater supply
wells is considered less-than-significant. The project is not expected to subTotal potable water demand for the project is estimated to be 620 afy, or
an average continuous pumping rate of 385 gpm (Water Supply Assessment for the
Napa Pipe Project, Napa County, California. Administrative Review Draft, September 17, 2009).
80
Stetson (2009) summarizes potential drawdown estimates at specific locations. The Kennedy Links Golf Course does not use groundwater, but the location
was still used in the analysis to highlight the magnitude and extent of potential impacts
near the project site.
81
Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
82
Water Supply Assessment for the Napa Pipe Project, Napa County, California. Preliminary Review Draft dated March 11, 2009.
79
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stantially deplete groundwater supplies. See Section E for discussion of cumulative groundwater impacts.
Recharge to the Sonoma Volcanics aquifer occurs where the units are exposed
to the surface in the hills east of the project site, and therefore the project
would not interfere with groundwater recharge. Because the project is reducing the total impervious area and proposing irrigation of landscape areas, additional recharge to the alluvial aquifer is expected. The alluvial aquifer is not
used for water supply, and the aquifer is hydrologically separated from the
underlying aquifer, so the additional infiltration would not affect groundwater within the Sonoma Volcanics.
For the reasons discussed above the potential project impacts to groundwater
supplies and groundwater recharge would be less than significant. However,
due to the lack of historic monitoring and observational data to document the
variability in aquifer characteristics over time, and in acknowledgement of the
fact that groundwater resources in this area are of extremely high value and
should be protected (see Napa County General Plan Policy CON-52), Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 is proposed to confirm the assumptions in groundwater usage, to document the water level response in the aquifer, and to best
manage the aquifer consistent with County goals.83 In addition to further
documenting aquifer conditions, the mitigation measure requires accounting
procedures to make sure actual water demand does not exceed estimated demand.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5: Prior to approval of the final grading
plan, the project applicant shall prepare a Groundwater Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan (GMMP) to allow for adaptive management of the aquifer. The GMMP shall be submitted for comment and approval by the
County. The GMMP shall contain the following elements:

See Stetson (2009) groundwater report for full discussion of analysis and
assumptions, as well as recommendations for groundwater monitoring.
83
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♦ Monitoring and reporting of extraction rate and water usage within
the project area,
♦ Monitoring of groundwater levels in existing wells within the project
area,
♦ Coordination with the County to collectively share water level data
with neighboring users to evaluate regional groundwater trends,
♦ Identification of specific ‘trigger points’ at which water level response is deemed greater than expected in the Stetson analysis, and
an outline of an action plan if those trigger points are exceeded; and,
♦ Additional aquifer testing as new wells are drilled.
Prior to each new phase of the project, and prior to discretionary approval of water users in the industrial area the results of the monitoring
program will be summarized for review and approval by the County. If
water usage in previously-approved phases exceeds estimated demand and
if water level response in the aquifer due to project-related pumping is
greater than anticipated, additional study will be performed to evaluate
whether groundwater pumping from the project is causing or contributing to an adverse impact on the aquifer. If so, additional conservation
measures will be implemented to reduce water use. Conservation measures may include reduction in irrigation with domestic water, increased
use of treated wastewater, car washing bans, or other measures consistent
with typical drought-related water rationing.
3.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area in a manner which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site?
The proposed drainage pattern for the Project would utilize the existing outfalls shown in Figure 4.10-2.84 The project proposes to add an outfall discharging into the on-site dry dock as shown in Figure 4.10-3. The drainage
Riechers & Spence Associates, April 20, 2009, Hydraulics Report for the
Proposed Storm Drain Network, Napa Pipe Redevelopment Project.
84
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area directed to each existing outfall would change, as shown in Table 4.10-8,
with the majority of stormwater runoff from the site being directed to the
new outfall. Impervious area at the project site would decrease from roughly
103 acres impervious and 31 acres semi-pervious to roughly 83 acres impervious; a decrease of roughly 38 percent, resulting in a site with roughly 54 percent impervious and 46 percent pervious surface area. Figures 4.10-4 and
4.10-5 show the pre- and post-development impervious areas at the project
site.
The change in drainage area along with the change in the impervious ratio
would result in a change of 100-year peak flows to each outfall and to the receiving water bodies. Table 4.10-9 shows a comparison of existing and proposed condition 100-year peak flow for each discharge location. Note that
discharge at outfalls #4 through #9 is collected in a storm drain running north
to south just east of the site discharging into Bedford Slough. The existing
storm drain would remain with slight modifications at the northern end to
accommodate the proposed drainage. Stormwater discharge to the diagonal
ditch (Wetland C in Figure 4.10-1) would be reduced as would discharge to
the eastern storm drain, thus discharge to Bedford Slough would be substantially reduced. Discharge directly to the Napa River through existing outfalls
#1 through #3 would also be substantially reduced. Discharge to the wetland
(Wetland A in Figure 4.4-1) would be slightly reduced. These reductions are
attributable to the loss of drainage area as well as to the increase in pervious
area over the site. The majority of the site runoff would discharge through
the new outfall in the dry dock area.
Decrease in discharge at the existing outfalls would diminish any potential for
erosion offsite. The lower rates of discharge would not substantially promote
siltation off-site. The dry dock would be concrete lined which would eliminate erosion and/or siltation concerns at this outfall where the majority of
the discharge would be directed. During construction of the new outfall in
the dry dock, standard construction BMPs would be employed.
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TABLE 4.10-8

DRAINAGE AREA COMPARISON

Receiving
Water Body

Drainage Area
(Acres)
Outfall #

Existing

Proposed

Change

Ex-1

21.4

1.3

<20.1>

Ex-2

21.8

5.6

<16.2>

Ex-3

7.9

2.9

<5.0>

Ex-4

10.3

6.6

<3.7>

Ex-5

4.9

3.8

<1.1>

Ex-6

16.0

4.8

<11.2>

Ex-7

7.4

5.7

<1.7>

Ex-8

4.8

8.1

3.3

Ex-9

2.0

1.3

<0.7>

Ex-10

36.4

17.7

<18.7>

Ex-11

7.9

12.4

4.5

Wetland/Napa River

Ex-12

9.6

13.0

3.4

Dry Dock/Napa River

P-13

--

78.6

78.6

150.4a

161.8b

11.4

Napa River

Bedford Slough

Total

Acreage is taken from Figure 4.10-2, drainage from roughly 4 acres of the site is undesignated
on the figure.
b
Total acreage includes the roadways along the north and east boundaries that are not included
in the existing condition acreage, nor in the project site acreage.
Source: Preliminary Calculations for Hydrology for Napa Pipe Redevelopment, Riechers &
Spence, April 20, 2009, (Appendix A exhibits).
a
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100-YEAR EVENT PEAK FLOW COMPARISON

Receiving
Water Body

Peak Flow
(Cubic Feet/Second (cfs))
Outfall #

Existing

Proposed

Change

Ex-1

27.1

1.4

<25.7>

Ex-2

25.8

6.5

<19.3>

Ex-3

10.1

3.3

<6.8>

Ex-4

12.6

7.6

<5.0>

Ex-5

6.3

4.4

<1.9>

Ex-6

19.9

5.5

<14.4>

Ex-7

9.4

6.6

<2.8>

Ex-8

6.1

9.2

3.1

Ex-9

2.6

1.5

<1.1>

Ex-10

41.2

16.9

<24.3>

Ex-11

9.0

10.4

1.4

Wetland/Napa River

Ex-12

12.3

11.6

<0.7>

Dry Dock/Napa River

P-13

--

87.7

87.7

182.4

172.6

<9.8>

Napa River

Bedford Slough

Totala

Arithmetic total, timing of peaks not taken into account, actual total peak discharge would be
less.
Source: Preliminary Calculations for Hydrology for Napa Pipe Redevelopment, Riechers &
Spence, April 20, 2009, (Appendix A exhibits).

a

The RWQCB is in the process of developing new regulations regarding hydromodification. The potential for hydromodification is understood to occur
where increases in impervious area, typically associated with development,
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lead to an increase in rate and volume of stormwater runoff.85 The magnitude
of the impacts is often directly related to the nature of the receiving waters
into which the runoff is discharged. Natural aquatic systems located in upper
watershed areas are generally more susceptible to negative impacts since the
changes in runoff rates are proportionately greater.86 Discharges into tidally
influenced waters are generally excluded from hydromodification controls.
The project site is located on a tidally influenced section of the Napa River
and additionally has a decrease in impervious area resulting in a decrease in
peak flows and volumes. For these several reasons, hydromodification would
not be a concern for this project.
With lower discharge rates at the existing outfalls and the majority of discharge directed to the new outfall within the concrete-lined dry dock, the
impact on erosion or siltation due to changes in the drainage pattern would
be less than significant.
Potential erosion and sedimentation impacts during the construction phase is
discussed under Standard of Significance # 6.
4.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite?
The shift of stormwater runoff discharge from Bedford Slough to the dry
dock on the Napa River would reduce the potential for flooding from Bedford Slough for the surrounding properties. Bedford Slough discharges into
the Napa River immediately south of the project site. Under the proposed
conditions, the majority of site runoff would be shifted roughly 0.6 miles upRantz, S.E., 1971. Suggested criteria for hydrologic design of storm-drainage
facilities in the San Francisco Bay region, California. US Geological Survey Open File
Report, Menlo Park, CA.
86
Bledsoe, B.P., and C.C. Watson, 2001, Effects of urbanization on channel instability. Journal of the American Water Resources Association 37:255-270.
85
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stream, discharging through the dry dock area. This offset would not cause
flooding off-site due to the presence of the restored South Wetlands area, including Horseshoe Bend immediately opposite the project site, which enhances flood conveyance at this location in the river.
Due to the off-set of the majority of site runoff, and the decrease in total runoff from the site impacts related to flooding on- or off-site would be less than
significant.
5.

Would the project 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?
The Hydraulics Report describes the proposed storm drain network and provides modeling results demonstrating that the proposed system is adequate
and in all cases provides excess conveyance capacity for both the 10-year and
the 100-year storm events.87 The drainage plan for the project would decrease
flows to all existing storm drains and outfalls that will remain. Selected 15inch pipes at the north end of the existing east storm drain would be replaced
with 18-inch pipes to accommodate additional flows at that location.
Along the UPRR line, site elevations would not be increased thus the drainage analysis shows that in the 10 and 100-year events, runoff could overflow
at the manhole and drain inlets (rim elevations 4.4 feet) located along the railroad. The hydraulic grade line (HGL) at that manhole is shown to be 5.69
feet NGVD29 and 6.14 feet NGVD29 for the 10- and 100-year events, respectively. This is within the central park area where basins and swales are designed to handle runoff. However, the 100-year flood in the Napa River is
estimated to be at least 8.8 feet NGVD29 which would cause backwater flooding of the railroad tracks, thus likely preventing the manhole from lifting off
due to water pressure in the pipes.88 If the tracks are flooded, the storm drain
Riechers & Spence Associates, April 20, 2009, Hydraulics Report for the Proposed Storm Drain Network, Napa Pipe Redevelopment Project.
88
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., January 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment Project: Flood Hazard Analysis.
87
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would experience a localized backwater effect in the central park area. Adjacent residential areas would not be subject to flooding from this source as the
manhole rims and drain inlets outside the central park area would be elevated
above flood level.
The addition of pervious area on the site would reduce overall site runoff. In
addition, the proposed drainage infrastructure, including the retained portions of existing storm drains, would have sufficient capacity for site runoff.
See the response to Standard of Significance 6 for discussion of stormwater
quality issues and impacts.
Detailed drainage plans are not available for the commercial and industrial
phases of the project. In the absence of final drainage plans, it is assumed that
impacts would be significant.
Impact HYDRO-6: The rerouting of drainage in the project area would potentially exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-6: Before the approval of grading plans
and building permits, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall
submit final drainage plans to the County demonstrating that off-site upstream runoff would be appropriately conveyed through the project site,
and that project-related on-site runoff would be appropriately detained to
reduce flooding impacts. The plans shall adhere to the guidelines and requirements set forth for drainage in the Napa County Road & Street
Standards.89 Design of BMPs for flood control shall comply with all
regulations and be approved by the County.
Significance After Mitigation: Design and construction of drainage facilities to County standards would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.
Napa County Department of Public Works, Revised August 31, 2004.
Adopted Road & Street Standards.
89
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6. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
During the construction-phase of development, sediment is typically of greatest potential concern. After a project has been constructed and the landscaping has been installed, erosion and sedimentation from residential and commercial development sites are usually minimal. Pollutants other than sediment which might typically degrade surface-water quality during project construction include petroleum products (gasoline, diesel, kerosene, oil, and
grease), hydrocarbons from asphalt paving, paints, solvents, detergents, nutrients (fertilizers), pesticides (insecticides, fungicides, herbicides, rodenticides),
and litter. 90 Once the structures and roadways have been constructed, typical
urban runoff contaminants might include all of the above constituents, as well
as trace metals from pavement runoff, nutrients, and pathogens from pet
wastes, and landscape maintenance debris. Many of these constituents are
probably already found in runoff from the project site as a result of its current and former use as an industrial facility with associated roads and parking
areas. Stormwater runoff currently drains to receiving waters with little to
no treatment. Since the site drains to Napa River and Bedford Slough, these
pollutants may affect aquatic and wetland habitats and sensitive species.
Potential construction-phase and post-construction pollutant impacts from
redevelopment can be controlled below the level of significance through
preparation and implementation of an erosion control plan and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) consistent with recommended design
criteria, in accordance with the NPDES permitting requirements enforced by
Napa County and the State Water Quality Control Board. The erosion control plan forms a significant portion of the construction-phase controls required in a SWPPP. The SWPPP also details the construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of contaminants other than sediment. The
SWPPP also sets forth a BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule and
identifies the responsible entities during the construction and postconstruction phases.

See groundwater quality section below for discussion of impacts related to
groundwater contamination.
90
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Submittal of a project erosion control plan and SWPPP to Napa County for
review would be required as part of the Final Map application. The erosion
control plan would include components for erosion control, such as phasing
of grading, limiting areas of disturbance, designation of restricted-entry zones,
diversion of runoff away from disturbed areas, protective measures for sensitive areas, outlet protection, and provision for revegetation or mulching.91
The plan would also prescribe treatment measures to trap sediment once it
has been mobilized, at a scale and density appropriate to the size and slope of
the catchment. These measures typically include dust control, inlet protection, straw bale barriers, straw mulching, straw wattles, silt fencing, check
dams, and siltation or sediment ponds.
The SWPPP also typically includes post-construction water quality BMPs
that control pollutant levels to pre-development levels, or to the maximum
extent practicable. To confirm that structural BMPs (e.g. biofiltration areas,
vegetated swales, flow-through planters) will function as intended, design
must be consistent with engineering criteria, as set forth in guidance such as
the Napa County Manual for Post-Construction Runoff Management Requirements and the California Storm Water BMP Handbook for New and
Redevelopment.92,93 These types of structural BMPs are intended to supplement other storm water management program measures, such as street sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding appropriate fertilizer and pesticide
use practices, and managed disposal of hazardous and household wastes.
Neither an erosion control plan nor a SWPPP has yet been prepared for the
project site, however, a Preliminary Stormwater Quality Management Plan
(SQMP) has been prepared that describes post-construction water quality control measures. The SQMP proposes measures to reduce the amount of runoff
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), 1995, Manual of Standards
for Erosion and Sediment Control Measures, 2nd Edition, May 1995.
92
Napa County Manual for Post-Construction Runoff Management Requirements, adopted June 3, 2008.
93
California Storm Water Quality Task Force, 2003, California Storm Water
Best Management Practices Handbooks, 3 volumes.
91
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from the project site through limited imperviousness (narrow street widths,
green roofs, and pervious pavement) and recommends pollution control
measures (stormdrain signage, street sweeping, and hazardous waste collection
and recycling). Proposed treatment control BMPs described in the SQMP
include bioretention areas, flow-through planters, and vegetated swales.
Bioretention areas treat stormwater through a combination of vegetative uptake, chemical treatment, adsorption, and infiltration. At the project site,
they will typically consist of a grass buffer strip, ponding area, mulch layer,
and native vegetation. Flow-through planters are areas constructed with a
specific mix of porous media (typically topsoil underlain by gravel) that contain landscaping. They are usually sited next to building structures to receive
and detain stormwater runoff from roof downspouts. Vegetated swales are
shallow, open channels lined with grass that treat stormwater through filtration, infiltration, and temporary storage. The SQMP states that all BMPs at
the project site will be sized using flow-based sizing criteria set forth by the
Napa County Department of Public Works. If necessary, to achieve the correct amount of infiltration and to protect groundwater resources, BMPs will
be underdrained using perforated pipes that discharge to the storm drain system.
The SQMP identifies BMPs for the residential portion of the site (approximately the northern two-thirds) as well as major streets within the remainder
of the site which is proposed for commercial, retail and light industrial development. Figure 4.10-6 illustrates the proposed locations of BMPs. Roof run
off will either be treated through installation of green roofs or by flowthrough planters which will be underdrained to the storm drain system.
Most streets will be drained to low points within parking lanes and traffic
calming bulb-outs where bioretention areas will be constructed. Streets that
do not drain to bioretention areas will drain to one of three proposed vegetated swales: along Street A at the eastern boundary of the site; along the eastern boundary of the railroad park; and along the southern boundary of the
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commercial zone. Alleyways, expected to have reduced runoff due to pervious pavement, will presumably drain to the street system. BMPs have not
been identified for parking areas; however, it is likely that they will either
drain to the street system or will be constructed underground.
No site layout plan has been developed yet for the light industrial area, however, the SQMP states that runoff from this area will be treated by a combination of bioretention, vegetated swales, flow-through planters and green roofs.
The NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity requires development of an erosion control plan and
SWPPP that identifies construction and post-construction phase BMPs. Additionally, Napa County requires preparation of a Stormwater Runoff Management Plan (SRMP) that establishes a more detailed plan for postconstruction BMPs. Should the project fail to comply with these requirements, impacts on water quality would be potentially significant.
Impact HYDRO-7: The project may result in significant impacts to water
quality for both the construction and post-construction phases if appropriate
measures are not taken to control pollutants. The following mitigation
measure has been included to guide the preparation of the appropriate documents, and would result in a less-than-significant impact to surface water quality when implemented.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-7: Prior to approval of grading permits
and improvement plans (for each project phase), the project applicant
shall prepare and submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP)
for review and approval by the County. The ESCP shall include the locations and descriptions of control measures (BMPs), such as straw bale
barriers, straw mulching, straw wattles, silt fencing, and temporary sediment ponds to be used at the project site to control and manage erosion
and sediment, control and treat runoff, and promote infiltration of runoff
from new impervious surfaces. The Applicant shall also submit a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board for coverage
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under the NPDES Construction General Permit and prepare and submit
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for review and approval by the County prior to issuance of a grading permit. The SWPPP
shall incorporate the ESCP and describe construction-phase housekeeping measures, such as spill prevention and cleanup measures, means of
waste disposal, and best management practices training for on-site workers. The SWPPP shall incorporate the monitoring requirements and
other provisions in the recently updated SWRCB General Permit for
Construction Activities (approved September 2, 2009).
A Stormwater Runoff Management Plan (SRMP) shall also be prepared
for review and approval by the County, as specified in the Napa County
Post-Construction Runoff Management Requirements.94 The SRMP
shall include descriptions and designs of the post-construction BMPs to
be implemented, such as bioswales, biofiltration features and stormwater
retention basins, as well as non-structural BMPs, such as street sweeping
and covered waste disposal areas. The SRMP shall also prescribe monitoring and maintenance practices for the BMPs to maintain treatment effectiveness. Where applicable, these BMPs shall be designed based on
specific criteria from recognized BMP design guidance manuals, such as
the California BMP Handbooks (available at www.napastormwater.org).
Significance After Mitigation: Implementation of the ESCP, SWPPP and
SRMP and the educational, operational and structural BMPs contained
therein would reduce the project impacts to a less-than-significant level.
i. Degradation of Groundwater Quality
Under existing conditions hazardous materials (petroleum hydrocarbons,
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds, PCBs,
and metals) associated with past industrial operations are the primary
groundwater pollutants of potential concern. However, the approved Remedial Action Plan (RAP) describes measures that will be implemented to reNapa County Department of Public Works: June 3, 2008, Napa County
Post-Construction Runoff Management Requirements.
94
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move and/or treat all contaminated soil and groundwater that exceeds
RWQCB Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). Potential impacts associated with cleanup of hazardous materials are discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials. Increased infiltration of fresh water resulting from
proposed irrigation and increases in pervious surfaces will serve to further
dilute the concentrations of these compounds.
Without appropriate controls, the project could potentially degrade groundwater quality due to contractor activities during construction, residents’ activities following occupation, contamination of unused wells, and from irrigation with treated effluent as proposed. Potential pollutants from the first two
sources are the same as described above for surface waters and are addressed
by Mitigation Measure HYDRO-7. To protect drinking water, the County
requires a horizontal distance of 100 feet between the base of any infiltration
structural BMP and any water supply well. Additionally, the County may
require installation of a BMP underdrain system where the base of infiltration
BMPs are within 10 feet of the seasonal high groundwater mark to protect
beneficial uses of the underlying aquifer. However, it is unlikely that the
County will require this measure at the project site, as the alluvial aquifer at
the project site is not of suitable quality for drinking or irrigation water supply, and the underlying Sonoma Volcanics aquifer is hydrologically separated
from the alluvial groundwater.95 Therefore, no further mitigation is required.
Kunkel and Upson (1960) identified some pockets of localized contamination
within the Sonoma Volcanics aquifer that they attributed to high pumping
rates and poorly sealed wells.96,97 While these conditions have not been
documented at the project site, nor is contamination likely given the current
See Section A, above, and Stetson (2009) for additional discussion of the
separation of the alluvial and volcanic aquifers.
96
Kunkel, F. and Upson, J.E., 1960, Geology and Groundwater in Napa and
Sonoma Valleys, Napa and Sonoma Counties, California. U.S. Geological Survey
Water Supply Paper 1496.
97
Before 1960, pumping rates from the Sonoma Volcanics aquifer were much
higher than under current conditions, causing a downward groundwater gradient.
95
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upward gradient of the groundwater, the potential exists for non-active wells
to act as groundwater conduits from the alluvial to the underlying aquifer. If
not properly destroyed, unused wells could pose a potentially significant impact to groundwater quality as pollutants entering the well may be conveyed
to the underlying volcanic aquifers.
Without mitigation, this crosscontamination could be a significant impact to groundwater quality.
Although disinfected tertiary treated recycled water produced at the WWTP
will meet all Title 22 water quality requirements, some constituents found in
recycled water may potentially have a negative impact on groundwater quality. The primary potential pollutants of concern that would be introduced
by irrigation with treated effluent are salts and nitrate. The alluvial aquifer is
already relatively high in salts due to its interaction with brackish water from
the Napa River. However, nitrates are a concern because the Napa River is
impaired due to nutrients and there is a potential that proposed irrigation will
increase seepage from the alluvial aquifer into the river. Treated effluent
from the WWTP will reportedly contain 5.0 mg/L nitrate-nitrogen, which is
known to be extremely mobile and susceptible to leaching. The likely discharge limitation will be 10 mg/L nitrate-nitrogen which is consistent with
the primary standard (Maximum Contaminant Level) for nitrate in drinking
water in the U.S. Given that the existing concentration of nitrate in the alluvial aquifer is not known, effluent application in excess of landscape irrigation
needs could increase nitrate concentrations in the alluvial aquifer and increase
groundwater discharge to the Napa River. However, expected concentrations
of nitrate in effluent discharge are well below the threshold of regulatory
concern and resultant concentrations in groundwater would not exceed 10
mg/L nitrate-nitrogen. The potential impact is therefore less than significant
and no mitigation is required.
Another group of pollutants that are of potential concern and which may be
introduced by irrigation with treated effluent are constituents of emerging
concern (CECs). This group of chemicals includes pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs), endocrine disrupting compounds (EDCs), and
N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA). While most of these compounds are re-
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moved by traditional wastewater treatment processes, they are being detected
in the environment at very low concentrations.98 However, the state of
knowledge regarding CECs is incomplete and the potential environmental
and public health impacts are unknown. The State of California is currently
reviewing the scientific literature and expects to recommend actions to protect public health and the environment in the year 2011. As no standards yet
exist for these chemicals, there is insufficient information from which to conclude an impact.
Impact HYDRO-8: Improperly-decommissioned, unused wells may provide
a conduit for poor-quality water in the alluvial aquifer to enter the underlying
Sonoma Volcanics aquifer.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-8: Prior to beginning of construction of
the project, the applicant shall abandon all existing wells on the project
site that are not planned for water supply or groundwater monitoring
consistent with Napa County Environmental Health standards and the
standards described in State of California Bulletin 74-81 (Water Well Standards).
Significance After Mitigation: Application of Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-8 will reduce this impact to less-than-significant levels.
7.

Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal flood hazard delineation map?
The project is almost entirely within a 100-year flood hazard area as shown
on the currently effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps 06055C0518E,
06055C0519E, and 06055C0610E. The Flood Hazard Analysis indicates that
the project plans to raise the entire site, with exception of the wetlands and

Barnes, K.K., Kolpin, D.W., Meyer, M.T., Thurman, E.M., Furlong, E.T.,
Zaugg, S.D., and Barber, L.B., 2002, Water-Quality Data for Pharmaceuticals, Hormones, and Other Organic Wastewater Contaminants in U.S. Streams, 1999-2000:
U.S. Geological Survey Open File Report 02-94.
98
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the railroad, to a typical minimum elevation of 12 feet, with most residential
finished floors at a minimum elevation of 15.5 feet.99
The proposed ground elevations at the site would make the raised portions,
where all housing would be located, eligible for removal from the regulatory
floodplain. The minimum finished floor elevations would be at least three
feet above the 100-year flood elevations even with sea level rise taken into
account. Key information from the Flood Hazard Analysis is summarized in
Figure 4.10-7. As shown in the figure, river flooding is the controlling factor
up to the point where sea level rise exceeds approximately 2.6 feet, at which
point tidal flooding would become the controlling factor. The modeling presented in the FHA covers a range of estimated sea level rise up to 1.5 meters
(4.9 feet) that is consistent with the range suggested for the year 2100 for use
in Delta planning.100,101,102
The project would place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as currently mapped on federal flood hazard delineation maps and as shown on the
proposed LOMR prepared by Napa County. Therefore impacts would be
significant
Impact HYDRO-9: The project would place housing within a 100-year
flood hazard area as currently mapped on federal flood hazard delineation
maps.

Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., January 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment Project: Flood Hazard Analysis.
100
Delta Risk Management Strategy (Duffy), 2007. Technical Memorandum:
Delta Risk Management Strategy Phase 1. Topical Area: Climate Change Draft 2.
101
CALFED Independent Science Board (Mount), 2007. Sea Level Rise and
Delta Planning. Letter to Michael Healey, Lead Scientist of the CALFED Bay-Delta
Program, September 6, 2007.
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Delta Risk Management Strategy (URS Corporation, Jack R Benjamin &
Associates, Inc.), 2008. Technical Memorandum: Delta Risk Management Strategy
(DRMS) Phase 1. Topical Area: Climate Change Final.
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Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9: Prior to approval of the final grading
plan, the project shall submit a request for a Conditional Letter of Map
Revision (CLOMR) for review and action by FEMA and/or their designated representative in order to remove the elevated parcels from the
SFHA.103 With the approved CLOMR and placement of fill as described,
the project shall submit a request for a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR).
Significance After Mitigation: With FEMA approval and issuance of the
LOMR, all homes within the project would be out of the SFHA, and this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
8.

Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
The Flood Hazard Analysis evaluated the currently effective flood hazard
mapping (at the time of the report) and extended the analysis to include updated sea level rise for both the pre- and post-project conditions.104 Further
modeling was carried out, subsequent to publication of the FHA, to investigate the effect construction of the project would have on the 200-year flood
event. The results of the analyses show minimal increases in flood elevations
upstream of the project site due to the addition of fill at the site. The FHA
results indicate an increase in 100-year flood elevation at Maxwell Bridge on
Imola Avenue, two miles upstream of the site, of 0.6 inches under current sea
level conditions and 0.7 inches with a 2-foot sea level rise attributable to
placement of fill at the project site. This increase in water surface has been
factored into the Napa River Flood Protection Project (NRFPP) as the
USACE analyses, performed in support of that project, assumed no flood
conveyance through the Napa Pipe site.105,106

A CLOMR is not strictly required, however it would be advisable. The
LOMR or other separate determination by FEMA is necessary.
104
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment
Project: Flood Hazard Analysis, January, 2008.
105
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment
Project: Flood Hazard Analysis, January, 2008.
103
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The project proposes to install floodgates to protect the railroad right-of-way
(ROW) from the 100-year flood event as described in a memorandum from
Philip Williams & Associates (PWA) dated August 4, 2009.107 The floodgates
would have no significant effect on river flow, but would largely eliminate
the potential for inundation in the ROW. The PWA analysis shows that
flow from the upstream (north) end of the ROW would be negligible with or
without the project absent sea level rise. With two feet of sea level rise, flows
would reach flood depths of 0.5 to 0.7 feet. The southern end of the ROW is
several feet below the 100-year flood elevation suggesting that it would experience flooding as backwater from the river with or without the project.
The PWA Flood Hazard Analysis did not assume storage or conveyance in
the ROW, so no increase in flood level would result from the added assumption of floodgates at either end of the ROW. For these reasons, impacts associated with placement of structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows would be less than significant.
9.

Would the project 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?
The project site is located within the mapped dam failure inundation area for
three dams, Milliken, Conn Creek and Rector Creek Dams as shown on the
Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for Napa provided by the Association
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).108 Milliken Dam is located over 11 river
miles upstream, Rector Creek Damover 17 miles upstream and Conn Creek
Dam (on Lake Hennessey) over 22 miles upstream. These dams are all under

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 1998, Napa
River/Napa Creek Flood Protection Project: Final Supplemental General Design
Memorandum. Napa, California, Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
107
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd, 2009, Railroad track flooding hazards,
August 4, 2009.
108
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), 1995. The map is available at http://quake.abag.ca.gov.
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the jurisdiction of the California Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) within
the Department of Water Resources. As such, they are subject to supervision
by the DSOD with regard to operations, maintenance and repairs.
Napa River is lined with levees in the vicinity of the project site. Floodcontrol modifications along the River are being phased in as part of the
NRFPP. Levee failure in the vicinity of the Napa Pipe site would not present
a significant risk at the site due to the placement of fill that will raise the site
well above river elevations.
Given the distance from the dams, supervision by the DSOD, and the addition of five to seven feet of fill at the site, impacts associated with the risk of
loss, injury or death due to flooding from dam or levee failure at the project
site would be less-than-significant over the raised areas of the project site.
There would be, however, a risk of exposure to flooding in the railroad
ROW, along the central park and in the nature area and wetland at the south
end of the site where the site would not be raised. Flood elevations in the
Napa River would cause inundation in these low lying areas and expose people to significant risk particularly at the at-grade railroad crossings. Therefore
the project impacts would be potentially significant.
Impact HYDRO-10: The project would expose people to a potentially significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding in the low lying central parkway, at-grade crossings, and the wetland/nature area due to backwater flooding from the Napa River at 100-year flood stage.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-10a: The project proponents shall construct floodgates at either end of the railroad ROW as described in the
PWA memorandum.109 Operation and maintenance of the floodgates
shall be established in an agreement authorized and approved by the
Napa County Office of Emergency Services, (NCOES) and shall be the
Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd, 2009, Railroad Track Flooding Hazards, August 4, 2009.
109
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responsibility of the Home Owners Association (HOA) or such other responsible legal entity as determined in agreement with the NCOES.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-10b: While the floodgates will provide
protection for the area between them, the wetland area to the south and
the adjacent park areas would remain vulnerable. The project proponents shall provide adequate public signage in the nature area and wetland, warning park patrons of the potential flood hazard.
Significance After Mitigation: With incorporation of the floodgates and
signage into the project, the impact would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level.

E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
The potential hydrologic cumulative issues of concern relate primarily to offsite flooding, off-site water quality from stormwater runoff, groundwater
pumping, and discharge of treated wastewater.
1. Stormwater Runoff
The project site has been heavily used for industrial purposes with corresponding urban stormwater contaminants. The proposed project will incorporate appropriate stormwater quality treatment measures that are not currently present on the project site (See Mitigation Measure HYDRO-7) resulting in a less-than-significant impact to groundwater and surface water quality.
This, combined with an expected decrease in the volume of stormwater runoff would result in improved stormwater runoff quality compared to existing
uses, and therefore the cumulative impacts are also considered less-thansignificant. In addition, prior to construction of the proposed project contaminated areas will be cleaned up to residential ESLs, as described in the
RAP.110 Under the no project alternative, treatment would be consistent with
PES Environmental, Inc., 2007, Summary of Remedial Investigations, Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan, Napa County.
110
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industrial ESLs, which are typically higher than for residential. This would
result in reduced background concentrations of industrial contaminants discharging to the Napa River and adjacent sloughs compared to existing conditions and the associated cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
2. Flooding
The increase in pervious surfaces under the proposed project would result in a
net decrease in the amount of runoff from the site, and therefore cumulative
stormwater runoff volume effects are considered less than significant. However, the slight increase in flood levels associated with filling in much of the
flood zone at the project site, while less than significant on a individual project basis, may cumulatively impact flooding within the Napa River when
combined with other planned projects in the area. Given that modeling for
the NRFPP assumed no flood conveyance through the Napa Pipe site, it appears that cumulative impacts associated with fill at the Napa Pipe site have
already been incorporated into flood planning for the Napa River, and thus
the potential impact is less than significant.111, 112
3. Groundwater
As stated in section D above, groundwater pumping is not expected to substantially deplete groundwater supplies within the underlying Sonoma Volcanics aquifer. The project groundwater report also included detailed analysis
of potential cumulative effects of groundwater pumping, and concluded that
the cumulative impact on groundwater levels would be small.113

Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., 2008, Napa Pipe Site Redevelopment
Project: Flood Hazard Analysis, January.
112
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 1998, Napa
River/Napa Creek Flood Protection Project: Final Supplemental General Design
Memorandum. Napa, California, Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
113
Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
111
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They estimated total future groundwater pumping in the vicinity of the project site (including the project and neighboring users) to be 1,657 acre-feet per
year. Total pumping in the area is significantly less than the estimated 3,100
acre-feet per year of net inflow of groundwater to the site vicinity. Pumping
from the aquifer has been as high as 1,123 acre-feet per year in the past (19491950), and groundwater levels have recovered quickly after periods of heavy
pumping, an indication of the high recharge rates where the volcanic aquifer
is exposed to the surface in the hills east of the project site.114
To assess potential cumulative impacts, Stetson also calculated that after five
years of continuous pumping by all users in the area, water pressure levels
near the southern end of the MST basin (approximately 4,700 feet north of
the project site) would decline by as much as four feet. Of this, approximately one to two feet would be due to the proposed project’s incremental
increase in pumping above recent pumping at the site. Because of differences
in recharge mechanisms between the aquifer at the site and at the MST basin
as well as differences in lithology and in the direction of groundwater flow,
Stetson concluded that the drawdown south of the MST basin does not represent a reduction in recharge to that area, and would not cause a measurable
impact to groundwater users.
Given the likely increased demand for groundwater in the project area and
the unknowns in conducting a groundwater supply study, however, cumulative impacts associated with groundwater withdrawal may occur. As recommended by Stetson (2009) and included as Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5, a
monitoring program will be incorporated into the project to more fully
document background conditions, track groundwater levels within the aquifer during the initial and post-construction phases of the project and, if
needed, to establish a pumping schedule that optimizes the use of the aquifer.
Project water demand will also be tracked, and if demand exceeds that expected in the groundwater analysis additional water conservation measures
Kunkel, F. and Upson, J.E., 1960, Geology and Groundwater in Napa
and Sonoma Valleys, Napa and Sonoma Counties, California. U.S. Geological Survey
Water Supply Paper 1496.
114
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will be implemented to curb water demand. Adaptive management as a result
of this mitigation measure will reduce potential cumulative groundwater impacts to a less-than-significant level.
4. Consistency with the General Plan
As noted earlier in the project description, the proposed project would include a general plan amendment that would adjust the wording of one goal
and one policy related to ground water use in the Napa County General Plan.
Specifically, the proposed general plan amendment would change Goal CON11 and Policy CON-51 as shown below (additions are underlined):
Goal CON-11:

Prioritize the use of available groundwater for agricultural
and rural residential uses rather than for urbanized areas,
with the exception of previously urbanized areas with a
history of groundwater usage, and ensure that land use decisions recognize the long-term availability and value of
water resources in Napa County.

Policy CON-51:

Recognizing that groundwater best supports agricultural
and rural uses, the County discourages urbanization requiring net increases in groundwater use and discourages
incorporated jurisdictions from using groundwater except
in emergencies or as part of conjunctive-use programs that
do not cause or exacerbate conditions of overdraft or otherwise adversely affect the County’s groundwater resources.
Permitted development at the Napa Pipe site under the
Napa Pipe Mixed Use designation would involve reuse of
an existing urbanized area that historically has used
groundwater. Therefore, within the Napa Pipe site,
groundwater may either: a) be made available to the City
of Napa for use in emergencies or as part of a conjunctiveuse program wherein the City of Napa provides munici-
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pal supplies to all Napa Pipe customers; or b) be used as a
source of water for the Napa Pipe site provided that a water supply assessment demonstrates the long term reliability of this water source in accordance with all applicable
laws.”115
These policy changes would increase the likelihood that County decision
makers would find the proposed project’s use of ground water consistent with
the County’s General Plan, although this finding is by no means inconceivable with the existing General Plan language, given the already urbanized nature of the site (i.e. decision makers could find that the project does not constitute “urbanization” in that the site is already urbanized and is thus consistent with Policy CON-51), and given the historic use of groundwater on the
site of up to 1,123 acre-feet per year.116
As discussed earlier in this chapter, the proposed project’s use of groundwater
is not expected to have direct significant impacts on surrounding neighborhoods, agricultural users, or others. Nor is the use of groundwater on the
project site expected to be growth inducing (see Chapter 6, CEQA Required
Assessment Conclusions), except insofar that it may ultimately facilitate development in the 19-acre reserve area (“white space”) which could support
some type of non-residential development in the future (development that
would be subject to later, separate environmental review and entitlements).
Nonetheless, the City of Napa has suggested that the proposed policy changes
and the project’s use of ground water will “set a precedent for the use of
groundwater as a primary source for residential development” and make
groundwater “fair game” for other residential development, potentially leadFor the full text of the proposed General Plan Amendment, please see the
Comprehensive Development Application being circulated for public review concurrent with this Draft EIR
116
See discussion of historic groundwater use in Stetson Engineers, August
2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa Pipe Corporation. Consulting report
prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC.
115
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ing to significant growth, impacts to existing neighborhoods, impacts to agriculture and to the local economy.117
This suggestion that the proposed policy change will inevitably lead to future
cumulative development based on groundwater, and other negative consequences fails to consider a number of factors. First, the use of groundwater at
the Napa Pipe site will not constitute a “precedent” germane to other sites
because of its unique characteristics: groundwater has historically been used
at the Napa Pipe site, more information is available about this historic use of
groundwater and groundwater conditions generally at the site than at other
sites in the County, and the site is already urbanized. In addition, the project
Groundwater Report has shown that ample water exists to support the proposed development without adversely affecting the aquifer or adjacent (existing and potential) groundwater users.118
Overall, the proposed General Plan amendments represent clarifications
rather than a wholesale change in the County’s longstanding policy framework related to urban-centered growth, agricultural preservation, and natural
resources conservation. With the proposed General Plan amendment,
County decision-makers would explicitly not be making groundwater “fair
game” for residential development in any new or different way than groundwater has historically supported residences in the unincorporated area.
Namely, if a developer or homeowner has groundwater available to them,
they have been entitled to use it.119

117

Mayor Jill Techel in the Napa Valley Marketplace Magazine, September

2009, p. 27.
Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa
Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
119
Where discretionary approvals are required from the County, a developer
must show that there is an ample long term supply, and that the use of groundwater
will not have adverse consequences on the environment or other users.
118
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Whether the City views the proposed policy changes as a “precedent” and
elects to pursue groundwater for future development is a policy decision that
rests with City leaders, and is quite independent of the proposed project.
This Draft EIR cannot speculate regarding potential future actions by the
City; however, as the Mayor points out, use of groundwater for new development within the City would be inconsistent with the City’s past practices.120
For all of the reasons articulated here (the uniqueness of situation, the clarifying rather than wholesale nature of the policy changes, the absence of precedential effect in the County context and the speculative nature of that precedent in the city context), the potential cumulative effects of the proposed policy changes are considered less than significant.

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, this Draft
EIR considers an alternative to the use of groundwater at the Napa Pipe site. The
alternative would involve (a) exclusive use of City water; or (b) a ‘conjunctive use’
arrangement wherein the City would provide water to the site in exchange for access
to the site’s groundwater for use in dry years (i.e. to improve reliability). County
decision-makers could adopt this alternative and address the City’s stated concerns
regarding the use of groundwater if the City were to agree to serve the proposed development with City water. Note that the City has served the site with municipal
water for industrial uses since the 1950s, and does so to this day.
120
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This section describes the cultural and paleontological resources setting, as
well as project-level and cumulative impacts and mitigation measures for the
proposed Napa Pipe project. Resources used to develop this chapter include
historical research of various archives, research at the Northwest Information
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma
State University and a field survey of the project area. More detail of study
methods and results is presented in Appendix J.1

A. Existing Conditions
This section first describes the cultural setting for the site and its vicinity,
then describes archival research results, and concludes with a summary of
potential cultural and paleontological resources on the Napa Pipe site.
1. Cultural Setting
At the time of European settlement, the Napa Pipe property was included in
territory controlled by the Southern Patwin.2 The Patwin were huntergatherers who lived in rich environments that allowed for dense populations
with complex social structures.3 They settled in large, permanent villages
about which were distributed seasonal camps and task-specific sites. Primary
village sites were occupied year-round, and other sites were visited in order to
procure particular resources that were especially abundant or available only
during certain seasons. Sites often were situated near fresh water sources and
in ecotones where plant life and animal life were diverse and abundant.

1

Because the project would include a General Plan amendment, SB 18 con-

sultation has been initiated concurrent with preparation of this Draft EIR.
2

P. Johnson, 1978, “Patwin,” in California, edited by R. Heizer, Handbook

of North American Indians, Vol. 8, Sturtevant, general editor, Washington, D.C.:
Smithsonian Institution, pages 350-360W.
3

A. Kroeber, 1932, The Patwin and Their Neighbors, University of California

Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology Vol. 29, No. 4, Berkeley: University of California Press, pages 253-423.
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During the 1830s and 1840s, large tracts of land were given to Spanish (later
Mexican) settlers by their government. These land grants generally included
much of California’s prime valley lands, including several along the Napa
River. The study area is within the Tulucay Rancho grant made to Cayetano
Juares in 1840 and confirmed to him by the United States Land Commission
in 1859, after the United States took possession of the area. Historical maps
show that the Napa Pipe property was primarily marshlands in the 1850s
(Figure 4.11-1), with just the northern and southeastern portions of the 154acre property above sea level.4
2. Archival Research: Paleontological, Prehistoric and Historic Periods
Archival research included examination of the files of Tom Origer & Associates (TOA) and pertinent materials housed at the Northwest Information
Center. This archival research found that there were no cultural resources
recorded within the project site. However, eleven archaeological resources
have been recorded within 1 mile of the project site. In addition to the typical archival research mentioned above, boring logs provided by PES Environmental, Inc. from core samples across the property were examined to see
if they revealed evidence of buried archaeological or paleonotological deposits.
The area of the project site is known to have been inhabited in prehistoric
times because there are several recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity.
Many of these sites are located along drainages, at the base of hills where
streams enter the flatlands, and in transition areas between two or more plant
communities (such as grasslands, forests and marshlands) where plant and
animal life is abundant and diverse. In addition, many sites in this area are on
topographic highs that protruded above the marsh during prehistoric times.
These areas are depicted on historical maps drawn before the marsh was

4

Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C., General Land Office

(GLO) 1859 Plat of the Tulucay Rancho finally confirmed to Cayetano Juares.
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Source: adapted from the USCS 1858 Napa Creek and Napa City 1:10,000-scale map, 2009
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reclaimed to its current extent. A review of historical maps found that portions of the Napa Pipe property rose also above the marsh.
Prehistoric resources have not previously been recorded from the project site,
and none were identified during the study. However, the presence of fill material prevented inspection of the native soil surfaces over most of the project
site.
A record of the underlying deposits is available in boring logs from locations
over the project site. Logs for 197 bores were provided. Of those, approximately 50 bores, from the northern property boundary and the southeastern
quadrant of the property, show organic material at depths of 5 to 11 feet.
These coincide with areas shown on the 1858 map shown in Figure 4.11-1 as
being above the marsh. These would have been favorable locations for prehistoric inhabitants to live and/or gather marsh resources. Therefore, there is
a moderate potential for the Napa Pipe property to contain archaeological
resources. The remaining bores had no organic materials observed at any
depth.
A paleontological records search was conducted on October 23, 2007 using
the University of California Museum of Paleontology database to identify
previous paleontological resources and fossil localities within or near the project site. This broad search included Cenozoic microfossil, plant, vertebrate
and invertebrate fossil locality searches. No fossils of Pleistocene age were
reported from or near the project site. Review of previous geologic work
found that there are Pleistocene deposits mapped in the north-central, northeast and southeast portions of the Napa Pipe property. While boundaries
between geologic areas are somewhat generalized in this work, areas of fill are
distinguished from areas of native geology. Elsewhere on the property, there
are Pleistocene deposits overlain by artificial fill and Holocene deposits of
unknown depth. Pleistocene deposits could contain vertebrate fossils that
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could be considered important.5 In conclusion therefore, the project site is
defined as having moderate potential to contain paleontological deposits that
could be important.
3.

Field Survey Results: Paleontological, Prehistoric and Historic Periods
An archaeological and historical resources survey of the Napa Pipe property
was completed by Vicki R. Beard, M.A. on October 16, 2007.6 All exposed
areas of native soil were examined for the presence of prehistoric and historicperiod archaeological deposits, and buildings were examined for their potential historical significance. No prehistoric or historic archaeological materials
were found during the survey, but the presence of fill material prevented the
inspection of the native soil surfaces over most of the project site. Buildings
associated with the former Basalt Shipyard and Napa Pipe facility were recorded as a resource that might be eligible for inclusion on the California
Register. In 2008, an evaluation was completed to determine if the building
met California Register eligibility criteria as an important historical resource.
The results of the evaluation are presented below.
The Napa Pipe site was surveyed on foot by geologist James R. Allen on October 21, 2007.7 At that time, most of the site was covered by industrial operations. Some areas were defined by soils and vegetation, but because they
were in close proximity to either active or once-active industrial areas they
were somewhat disturbed by previous activities. Pleistocene outcrops were
observed but are in a disturbed context, and are surrounded by artificial fill
that potentially covers the Pleistocene surfaces mapped for this area. No fossil-bearing deposits were found during the survey.
5

As vertebrate fossils are relatively large but sparsely distributed, it is not

likely that a boring would encounter one, but this does not mean that they are not
likely to be present.
6

V. Beard, 2007, A Cultural Resources Survey of the Napa Pipe Property, 1025
Kaiser Road, Napa County, California.
7

J. Allen, 2007, Letter report regarding the Assessment of The Paleontologi-

cal Sensitivity of the Proposed Napa Pipe Project, Napa County, California.
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4. Historical Resources
The Napa Pipe site encompasses the Basalt Shipyard, which dates to the late1930s and 1940s. The shipyard was built shortly after 1938 by the nearby
Basalt Rock Company. As it needed barges to haul quarried stone to the San
Francisco Bay area, the company opened its own shipyard to build steel
barges, and later was contracted by the United States Navy to build oceangoing barges.
In the years leading up to and during World War II, 15 emergency shipyards
were created in California. Of these shipyards, eleven were in the San Francisco Bay Area, including six on San Francisco Bay, four on the San Joaquin
River in Stockton and the Basalt Shipyard on the Napa River.8 They were
established at facilities where shipbuilding was not the primary activity;
rather they tended to be manufacturing and construction companies whose
work forces could be redirected quickly into ship production. Basalt Shipyard was unique in that it had to hire and train workers, most of whom had
no manufacturing or construction background. Basalt eventually built several
self-propelled ships for the Navy, primarily minelayers and salvage ships.9
After the end of World War II, many of the emergency shipyards were dismantled to make room for modern facilities, and as a result Northern California has few remaining examples of the private shipyards pressed into service for the war. In addition to the Basalt Shipyard, the San Francisco Bay
Area has two yards where some of the buildings have been preserved: Kaiser's
Richmond Shipyard No. 3 and Marinship in Sausalito.

8

M. Lindberg and D. Todd, 2004, Anglo-American Shipbuilding in World

War II: A Geographical Perspective, Praeger, Westport; U.S. Shipbuilding History,
2009, available at http://shipbuildinghistory.com/history/shipyards/4emergency.
htm#WWII_Emergency_Shipbuilders_(84), accessed on September 18, 2009.
9

J. Akerman, The Basalt ARS, April 2006, Towline, National Association of

Fleet Tug Sailors, available at http://nafts.org/towline/Apr06towline.pdf, accessed on
September 18, 2009.
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An evaluation of extant buildings found that those associated with the Basalt
Rock Company’s tenure contribute to a historic district that appeared eligible
for inclusion in the California Register. The district was found eligible because it represents the type of small-scale civilian shipyard pressed into service
during World War II, and the subsequent importance of these facilities to
local economies through their long-lasting effects.10 In other words, the period of significance includes the site’s transition from military to civilian endeavors, not just shipbuilding. Public Resources Code 5021.1(h) defines a
historic district as: “a definable unified geographic entity that possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or
objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.”
Individual properties within a district might not be significant individually
but may still contribute to the significance of a historic district. The Basalt
Shipyard buildings and features meet the definition not only because of their
geographic proximity but also because of their historical linkage to the shipyard and its later transition to a civilian facility.
Existing shipyard features include several large industrial buildings, four dry
docks, the seawall, craneways, a section of the Southern Pacific Railroad and
several railroad spurs. Figure 4.11-2 shows the buildings considered to be onsite historical resources. Table 4.11-1 lists the buildings and structures that
remain from Basalt Rock Company’s tenure. Together, they form the Basalt
Shipyard District, which meets California Register Criterion 1 and National
Register Criterion A and has the potential to be listed on these registers.
District boundaries are shown in Figure 4.11.2. The eastern edge of the district runs parallel to and just east of the Southern Pacific Railroad grade, and
the northern boundary is roughly a westward extension of Kaiser Road.
From the point where the northern boundary intersects with the Napa River,
the western edge runs along the top of the riverbank and extends into the
river channel to take in the seawall and docking area. It then continues south

10
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TABLE 4.11-1 FEATURES ASSOCIATED WITH THE BASALT ROCK COMPANY
ERA

Feature

Map
Number

Date

Mold Loft

1

c. 1941

Prefabrication Bay

2

c. 1941

Storage Office

3

1943

Plate Burning

4

c. 1947

Plumbing and Electrical Shop

5

c. 1945

Warehouse

6

c. 1942

Building 25

7

c. 1945

Seawall

F1

c. 1941

Craneway

F2

c. 1941

Railroad Spurs

F3

c. 1941

Southern Pacific Railroad

F4

1865

Dry Docks 1-4

F5

c. 1941

Source: TOA, 2009.

to intercept the riverbank. The southern boundary begins about 200 feet
south of the southwest corner of the southern-most dry dock, and extends
east to intersect with the eastern boundary. The following buildings and features contribute to the district:
i. Mold Loft
The Basalt Shipyard mold loft (#1 on Figure 4.11-2) is a two-story, steelframed building with two one-story wings of similar construction and a twostory concrete-block wing (added after 1955). It was one of the first buildings
erected at the shipyard. The mold loft is clad primarily with metal sheeting.
4.11-9

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
C U L T U R A L R E S O U R C E S

Typical of industrial shops, both the upper and lower levels have windows
along the entire length of the building to help light the interior and to allow
ventilation.
The upper floor of the loft and the concrete wing are open on the interior
with smooth plywood floor where loft workers created full-sized templates
out of thin wood. Some of the equipment used by loft workers is still in
place. The lower level has a concrete floor and is relatively open except for
support beams and work stanchions. It articulates with the prefabrication
bay on the east end.
ii. Prefabrication Bay
The prefabrication bay (#2 on Figure 4.11-2) was constructed in 1941 along
with the adjacent mold loft. It is a tall, rectangular, steel-framed building clad
with metal sheeting. Circa 1956, an addition was made at the north end of
the building and overhead craneways were added. The interior has a concrete
floor, and is open except for support beams and work stanchions. There are
several concrete troughs and stands for mounting machinery, and railroad
spurs run through the prefabrication bay.
iii. Storage Office
The storage office building (#3 on Figure 4.11-2) is situated adjacent to the
Southern Pacific Railroad, east of the prefabrication bay and north of the
plate burning building. It was constructed in 1943. This flat-roofed building
has concrete block walls, and sits on a tall, concrete slab foundation. Both the
east and west elevations have four large doorways with wooden doors
mounted on rollers. There is also a large door on the north end. This building is referred to as the storage office on a 1967 plan of the facility. It is unknown what use it had during the shipyard era, but it clearly articulates with
the railroad and spur and might have been a shipping office.
iv. Plate Burning Building
The plate burning building (#4 on Figure 4.11-2) was constructed circa 1947,
and lies east of the prefabrication bay. The main structure of this building is
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steel with concrete columns in place to support a craneway. The building has
a gabled roof and is clad with metal sheeting. The west end is open and faces
the prefabrication bay. Templates from the mold loft would have been
brought to this building and used to create the steel plates needed to build the
ship.
v. Plumbing and Electrical Building
This plumbing and electrical building (#5 on Figure 4.11-2) consists of two
adjacent shed roof buildings clad with metal sheeting. It was once freestanding but now attaches to a fabrication bay built in 1956. There are ribbons of
windows high on the east and west elevations, and two large doorways with
roller-mounted wooden doors on the east elevation.
vi. Warehouse
The warehouse (#6 on Figure 4.11-2) is a flat-roofed, concrete-block structure
located west of the maintenance building. On the west elevation, there are
two large doorways, one with an overhead door and one with a rollermounted door, and ramps leading out of the building. Windows are vinyl
slider replacement windows. The warehouse has a 1965 metal-clad addition
on the south side.
vii. Building 25 (Small Office)
Building 25 (#7 on Figure 4.11-2) is a small, wood-framed, gable-roofed office
that lies just west of the mold loft. This building has aluminum, horizontal
slider windows.
viii. Seawall
The seawall (#F1 on Figure 4.11-2) was constructed in 1941 and the river was
dredge adjacent to the seawall so that ships could be floated from the dry
docks and moored to the seawall for partial outfitting. Full outfitting was not
possible because the weight of the ships would have been too great for them
the sail the relatively shallow (about 10 feet) Napa River. The ships were
sailed to Alameda where outfitting was completed. The reinforced concrete
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seawall is 945 feet long and runs north-northeast from just south of dry
dock 4.
ix. Craneway
The craneway (#F2 on Figure 4.11-2) consists of a set of parallel rails spaced
20 feet apart, and a narrow trough outward from and parallel to the west rail.
The crane’s electrical cord fits into the trough so that it is flush to the ground.
The craneway runs from dry dock 1 toward the mold loft and prefabrication
bay, a distance of about 600 feet.
x. Railroad Spurs
There are two clusters of railroad spurs (#F3 on Figure 4.11-2) associated with
the Basalt Shipyard. At the north end of the shipyard, spurs leave the Southern Pacific line going to the prefabrication bay and to the plate blast building.
A longer spur goes toward the dry docks where it then branches into four
additional spurs. A second set of spurs leaves the Southern Pacific line farther
south and heads toward dry dock 4 splitting into two spurs before it reaches
the dock.
xi. Southern Pacific Railroad
A section of the Southern Pacific Railroad runs through the shipyard (#F4 on
Figure 4.11-2). The original line was constructed in 1865 as the Napa Valley
Railroad. This line gave the valley better access to the San Francisco Bay
Area, and to the Sacramento Valley via the California Pacific Railroad. Basalt’s position on the line is noted on USGS topographic maps as Rocktram,
in reference to an overhead tram that once carried rock from the east side of
Highway 29 to the west side. Trains brought materials into the shipyard, and
later were an important means of shipping products from the plant.
xii. Dry Docks
Basalt Shipyard has four dry docks, all of which were built in 1941 after Basalt was awarded its first Navy contract. Basalt employees built the dry docks
themselves using the company’s quarrying machinery to excavate soils to 15
feet below the normal tidewater level. These narrow basins allowed ships to
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be constructed or repaired in a dry environment, and then were flooded so
that the ships could be floated out. Prior to building the dry docks, Basalt
had constructed barges on skids, sliding them into the Napa River.
Dry docks 1, 2, and 3 have the same dimensions (300 x 50 feet), and are
shorter than Dry dock 4 (380 x 50 feet). At present there is a gantry crane
over dry dock 4 that was added during the Kaiser Steel era. Each of the dry
docks has formed concrete walls and floors, and water-tight gates at the west
end. Metal bars are bolted into the sides of each dry dock with chains strung
between them to form a railing. Double-bit bollards are located at intervals
along the tops of the dry docks for tying down ships.
The National Register program provides guidance for assessing a district’s
integrity. For a district to retain integrity as a whole, the majority of the
components that make up the district's historic character must possess integrity, even if they are individually undistinguished. In addition, the relationships among the district’s components must be substantially unchanged since
the period of significance. Because all properties change over time, it is not
necessary for a property to retain all its historic physical features or characteristics; however, the property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity.
The Basalt Shipyard meets this standard. In addition to retaining integrity of
location and setting, buildings and features that contribute to the Basalt Shipyard retain enough integrity of design, workmanship and materials that they
are readily recognizable in historic photographs taken in the 1950s.
The Napa Pipe site also contained buildings constructed after the Basalt Rock
Company era. In 2008, all of the buildings and structures on the site were
evaluated for eligibility to the California Register.11 Dates of construction,
function and historical associations were determined for each resource, and it
was concluded that only the buildings and structures associated with the Ba-
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salt Rock Company were important historical resources. Subsequently, the
applicant implemented a Napa County demolition permit for buildings that
were not contributors to the Basalt Shipyard District. The non-contributing
buildings have been demolished, leaving intact those associated with the historic district.

B. Regulatory Setting
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that cultural
resources be considered during the environmental review process. This is
accomplished by completing an inventory of resources within a study area
and by assessing the potential that cultural resources could be affected by development.
1. State Laws and Regulations
CEQA Guidelines §21083.2 requires agencies to determine whether a project
may have a significant effect on archaeological resources. Potential impacts to
historical resources must also be identified (CEQA Guidelines §21084.1). For
the purposes of CEQA a historical resource is one which:
♦ Meets criteria for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) (California Code of Regulations Title 14
Chapter 11.5 §4852);
♦ Is included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in
§5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, or identified as significant in an
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of §5024.1(g) of the
Public Resources Code;
♦ Is any object, building, site, area, place, record or manuscript that a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military or cultural annals of California, provided the lead
11
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agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of
the whole record.
When a project might affect a cultural resource, the project proponent is required to conduct an assessment to determine whether the effect may be one
that is significant. Consequently, it is necessary to determine the importance
of resources that could be affected. The importance of a resource is measured
in terms of criteria for inclusion on the California Register listed below. A
resource may be important if it meets any one of the criteria below, or if it is
already listed on the California Register or a local register of historical resources.
An important historical resource is one which:
♦ Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history or cultural heritage.
♦ Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.
♦ Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values.
♦ Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Historical resources may be designated as such through three different processes:
♦ Official designation or recognition by a local government pursuant to local ordinance or resolution (Public Resources Code 5020.1(k)).
♦ A local survey conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code 5024.1(g)
♦ The property being listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register
of Historic Places (Public Resources Code 5024.1(d)(1)).
The criteria for listing historical resources in the California Register are consistent with those developed by the National Park Service for listing historical
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resources in the National Register, but have been modified for State use in
order to include a range of historical resources which better reflect the history
of California (California Code of Regulations Title 14 4852). The California
Register criteria are very similar to those used by the National Register program. The National Register criteria are provided below for comparative
purposes.
a.

Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.

b. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
c.

Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses
high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components lack individual distinction.

d.

Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

To be considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA, the resource must also have integrity, which is the authenticity of a resource’s historic identity evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed
during the resources’ period of significance. Resources, therefore, must retain
enough of their historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for their significance. Integrity is
evaluated through the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. It must be judged with reference to the particular criteria under which a resource is eligible for listing in the California
Register.
Under CEQA, if an archaeological site does not meet any of the above criteria it should be evaluated under the criteria of Public Resources Code 21083.2
to determine if it is a “unique archaeological resource.” A unique archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object or site about which it can
be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of

4.11-16

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
C U L T U R A L R E S O U R C E S

knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
♦ Contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions and there exists is a demonstrable public interest in that information.
♦ Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or
the best available example of its type.
♦ Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person.
In most situations, resources that meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource also meet the definition of a historical resource. As a result, it is
current professional practice to evaluate cultural resources for significance
based on their eligibility for listing on the California Register. For the purposes of this analysis, a resource is considered significant if it meets the California Register criteria and retains integrity. Individual resource assessments
of eligibility are provided in this report.
Additionally, the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) advocates that all
historical resources over 45 years old be recorded for inclusion in the OHP
filing system (OHP 1995:2), although professional judgment is urged in determining whether a resource warrants documentation.
2. Napa County General Plan
The Napa County General Plan contains goals and policies pertinent to the
Napa Pipe site in regards to cultural resources. These General Plan goals and
policies are listed in Table 4.11-2.
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TABLE 4.11-2 NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO CULTURAL RESOURCES
Policy or
Goal No.

Goals and Policies

Goal CC-4

Identify and preserve Napa County’s irreplaceable cultural and historic resources for present and future generations to appreciate and
enjoy.

Policy CC-19

The County supports the identification and preservation of resources from the County’s historic and prehistoric periods.

Policy CC-23

The County supports continued research into and documentation
of the county’s history and prehistory, and shall protect significant
cultural resources from inadvertent damage during grading, excavation, and construction activities.

Action Item
CC-23.1

In areas identified in the Baseline Data Report as having a significant potential for containing significant archaeological resources,
require completion of an archival study and, if warranted by the
archival study, a detailed on-site survey or other work as part of
the environmental review process for discretionary projects.

Action Item
CC-23.2

4.11-18

Impose the following conditions on all discretionary projects in
areas which do not have a significant potential for containing archaeological or paleontological resources:
♦ “The Planning Department shall be notified immediately if
any prehistoric, archaeological, or paleontologic artifact is uncovered during construction. All construction must stop and
an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical
archaeology shall be retained to evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate action.”
♦ “All construction must stop if any human remains are uncovered, and the County Coroner must be notified according to
Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5 (d) and (e) shall be
followed.”
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TABLE 4.11-2 NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO CULTURAL RESOURCES (CONTINUED)
Policy or
Goal No.

Policy CC-26.5

Goals and Policies
When discretionary projects involve potential historic architectural resources, the County shall require an evaluation of the eligibility of the potential resources for inclusion in the NRHP [National Register of Historic Places] and the CRHR [California Register of Historic Resources] by a qualified architectural historian.
When historic architectural resources that are either listed in or
determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR are
proposed for demolition or modification, the County shall require
an evaluation of the proposal by a qualified preservation architect
to determine whether it complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation Projects. In the event that the
proposal is determined not to comply with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards, the preservation architect shall recommend
modifications to the project design for consideration by the
County and for consideration and possible implementation by the
project proponent. These recommendations may include modification of the design, re-use of the structure, or avoidance of the
structure.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

C. Standards of Significance
The proposed project would have a significant impact on cultural resources if
it would:
1.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.

2.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource as pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.

3.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature.
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4.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

D. Impact Analysis
Four potential impacts to cultural resources are identified for the proposed
project.
1.

Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of a Historical Resource
The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. The
Basalt Shipyard District appears eligible for inclusion on the California Register within the context of wartime mobilization and civilian populations, 1940
to 1955. The proposed project would demolish most of the buildings and
structures associated with the Basalt Shipyard District. The project will retain
the four dry docks and the railroad grade. The dry docks were an integral part
of the shipyard and their continued presence will offer a glimpse of the property’s history, especially if coupled with a photographic display that shows
them in their original context. Despite retention of these district features,
demolition of the other buildings and structures associated with the Basalt
Shipyard District would eliminate the ability of this industrial complex to
convey its importance. This loss of integrity would make the complex ineligible for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources and National Register of Historic Places. The proposed project requires the space
currently occupied by the shipyard. Demolition of a historical resource is
considered an adverse change to the significance of a resource. Therefore this
is considered a significant impact.
Impact CULT-1: Demolition of Basalt Shipyard buildings and structures
would alter the significance of an historic resource. The project would retain
the four dry docks and the railroad grade. The dry docks were an integral
part of the shipyard and their continued presence would offer a glimpse of the
property’s history. However, by removing the majority of historical build4.11-20
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ings and structures, the shipyard’s ability to convey its importance to local
and national history is virtually eliminated, and the resource could no longer
meet criteria for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources
or the National Register of Historic Places.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1a: Prior to the demolition of buildings and
structures comprising the district, the Basalt Shipyard shall be documented to the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) documentation level III, as follows:
Documentation Level III
1. Drawings: sketch plan.
2. Photographs: photographs with large-format negatives of exterior and interior views.
3. Written data: architectural data form.
Documentation shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian
and shall include large-format photography and historical documentation. These documents shall be provided to the Napa County Historical
Society and to the Napa County Library, assuring that the public has access to the record of this historic resource.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1b: An interpretive display featuring the
shipyard’s history shall be incorporated into the project. This display
shall be located in an area accessible to the public and shall provide information regarding the historical contributions of the Basalt Shipyard.
The display will help to place the dry docks in context for the public.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and unavoidable. HABS documentation and interpretive display would lessen the impact to the Basalt
Shipyard by preserving construction information, providing a photographic record of the district and its contributors, and providing archival
access to the public. It should be noted that the project applicant has already undertaken several preservation-related activities, including photo-
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graph archiving and documented interviews, in an attempt to minimize
the impact. However, demolition of a historical resource cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
2.

Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of an Archaeological Resource
There are no known archaeological resources at the project site; however, due
to the presence of fill, the historical ground surface could not be examined.
Historical maps (see Figure 4.11-1) show that portions of the Napa Pipe property were above sea level prior to extensive reclamation of marshlands.
Therefore, there is the possibility of buried archaeological deposits, which
could be significant resources. Ground disturbance brought about by activities such as excavating, trenching and boring has the potential to impact buried archaeological resources. This impact would only occur if such buried
deposits are present and ground disturbing construction activities cut through
the deposits.
Because the project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5, this is considered a significant impact.
Impact CULT-2: Ground disturbing activities could damage buried archaeological deposits.
Mitigation Measure CULT-2: Prior to any excavation on-site, an archaeologist should review excavation plans in areas identified as archaeologically/geologically sensitive and should develop a monitoring plan based
on depth of the excavation and data from boring logs. The plan shall include observation of ground disturbing activities (such as grading, trenching and boring) to be focused in areas that are most likely to contain buried resources (see Figure 4.11-1). The archaeologist shall limit on-site
monitoring to only areas where depth of excavation and information
from boring logs suggests that sensitive resources may be encountered.
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In addition, project personnel shall be made aware of the types of materials that denote possible archaeological sites. If archaeological materials
are discovered accidentally during the course of construction, all work
within 50 feet of the find shall stop while an assessment of the find is
made by an archaeologist who is called in. If needed, a treatment plan
shall be developed that takes into account the nature and scope of the
find. This could range in complexity from a relatively brief investigation
of a scatter of lithic materials, to a far more extensive recovery of human
remains.
Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. Having an archaeologist on-site during excavation of areas most likely to contain buried resources allows for timely intervention if archaeological materials are unearthed. The archaeologist would be able to provide immediate feedback
regarding the potential importance of the find and provide direction regarding the actions that should be taken.
3.

Directly or Indirectly Destroy a Unique Paleontological Resource or
Site or Unique Geologic Feature
There are no known paleontological resources at the project site; however,
due to the presence of fill, the historical ground surface could not be examined and there is the possibility of buried resources. Research found that
there are Pleistocene deposits mapped at the surface in the north-central,
northeast and southeast portions of the Napa Pipe property. These deposits
are largely overlain by artificial fill and Holocene deposits of unknown depth.
Pleistocene deposits could contain vertebrate fossils that could be considered
important. Ground disturbance brought about by activities such as excavating, trenching and boring has the potential to impact buried paleontological
resources. This impact would only occur if such buried deposits are present
and ground disturbing construction activities cut through the deposits.
Because the project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a paleontological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5, this is considered a significant impact.
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Impact CULT-3: Ground disturbing activities could damage buried Pleistocene fossil deposits.
Mitigation Measure CULT-3: If paleontological deposits are discovered,
all work within 50 feet of the find shall stop until a geologist who is
called in can determine its significance. Specific recommendations for the
treatment of paleontological materials would depend on the nature of the
discovery and could range from brief investigation of a limited deposit of
invertebrate remains to more extensive exposure and removal of large
vertebrate fossils.
Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. Stopping work and
notifying a geologist if paleontological materials are encountered will allow the importance of the find to be evaluated importance. Completion
of recommended treatment will reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level.
4.

Disturb any Human Remains, Including Those Interred Outside of
Formal Cemeteries
There is a remote possibility that human remains could be present within
buried archaeological deposits, and that the project has the potential to disturb human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries. This impact is
considered unlikely for this project, however, because site-types that are
likely to contain burials do not generally occur in marsh environments.
This impact would only occur if such buried deposits are present and ground
disturbing construction activities cut through the deposits. Due to the potential for such a disturbance to occur, this is considered a significant impact.
Impact CULT-4: Ground disturbing activities could disturb human remains
interred outside of formal cemeteries.
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Mitigation Measure CULT-4: Project personnel shall be briefed in the
proper procedures to follow in the event that human remains are encountered during construction and an archaeologist is not on-site. If human
remains are discovered by an archaeologist or by project personnel, all
work shall stop within 50 feet of the find and the Napa County Coroner
shall be notified. If it is determined that the remains are those of a prehistoric Native American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American
Heritage Commission, which will identify the Most Likely Descendent
to provide tribal recommendations regarding the disposition of the remains. To the extent feasible and reasonable, recommendations of the
Most Likely Descendent shall be implemented.
Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. These mitigation
measures ensure that any human remains that might be encountered will
be treated in an appropriate manner.

E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
There are no other projects in the area that would result in the demolition of
historic resources similar to the Basalt Shipyard and civilian. In addition,
there is the possibility of encountering buried archaeological and paleontological deposits and human remains; however, impacts to those resources
would need to be assessed on a case-by-case basis and cannot be confirmed at
this time. Furthermore, provisional mitigation measures identified in Section
E below would serve to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level. As a result, the project would not substantially contribute to a significant cumulative impact on such resources.
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4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION

This chapter provides a discussion of the existing conditions and potential
impacts relating to law enforcement, fire, emergency medical response,
schools, libraries, park and recreation services, and facilities.

A. Existing Conditions
The following describes current conditions of public and recreational service
provision in Napa County.
1. Law Enforcement
Napa County Sheriff’s Department (NCSD) is the main provider of law enforcement services for the Napa Pipe site. Mutual aid between neighboring
law enforcement agencies is provided on an as-needed basis, and also by the
California Highway Patrol and the California Department of Fish and Game.
Napa County is located within California’s Law Enforcement Mutual Aid
Region II, which extends from Monterey to the Oregon border.1 Napa
County’s Office of Emergency Services Mutual Aid Law Enforcement services coordinator is the Alameda County Sheriff’s Department.2 NCSD provides law enforcement services to the unincorporated parts of Napa County
and to the incorporated City of American Canyon and Town of Yountville
through contractual arrangements.3
The NCSD’s main facility is located near the Napa County Airport at 1535
Airport Boulevard, about three miles from the project site. There are several
substations located throughout the county, including facilities in the Cities of
Napa, American Canyon and St. Helena, the Town of Yountville and the
unincorporated areas of Lake Berryessa and Angwin. The approved budget
1

California Emergency Management Agency website, available at

http://www.oes.ca.gov/WebPage/oeswebsite.nsf/Content/966374F539384D98882574
6B00733F7C?OpenDocument, accessed on June 30, 2009.
2

Alameda

County

Sheriff’s

Department

website,

available

at

http://www.alamedacountysheriff.org/CWS/oes.htm, accessed on May 4, 2009.
3

County of Napa, 2008, Napa County General Plan, page 4.13-9.
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for fiscal year 2009-2010 is $24.4 million.4 The sworn personnel consists of
one sheriff, one under sheriff, five lieutenants, three captains, fifteen sergeants
and 77 patrol officers.5
The NCSD is made up of three divisions: the Administration Division, the
Civil/Coroner Division and the Field Operations Division.6
Currently, the Napa County sworn law enforcement has an approximate
ratio of 1.5 officers per 1,000 residents.7 The NCSD does not have an established policy for response times for law enforcement services.
The NCSD does not have any deficiencies in regards to facilities or equipment. It currently has three deputy openings. The County is allowing the
NCSD to fill these positions and there are approximately 60 to 80 applicants
for each opening.
2. Fire8
Operating under a County Fire Plan, the Napa County Fire Department
(NCFD) coordinates with nine volunteer fire departments and the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) for fire protection
services, with support from the County. The position of the County’s Fire
Chief is filled by the CAL FIRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit Chief, who is re4

Napa

County

Budgets

and

Finance

website,

available

at

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/10200/Forms/20092010RecommendedBudget.pdf, accessed on September 2, 2009, page 282.
5

Captain John Robertson, Napa County Sheriff’s Department, personal

communication with Stephen Samuels, May 14, 2009.
6

Napa

County’s

website,

available

at

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/

GOV/Departments/ DeptPage.asp?DID=23500&LID=769, accessed on May 4, 2009.
7

Captain John Robertson, Napa County Sheriff’s Department, personal

communication with Stephen Samuels, May 14, 2009.
8

Unless otherwise noted, the information for this section is derived from

Pete Munoa. Fire Marshal, Napa County Fire Department. Personal e-mail communication with Stephen Samuels, DC&E, May 19, 2009.
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sponsible for the direction and coordination of fire protection services for the
entire county.
The NCFD contracts with nearby agencies to provide fire protection services
in unincorporated areas adjoining the jurisdictions of the cities of St. Helena
and Calistoga, the Napa State Hospital and the Schell-Vista Fire Protection
District. The NCFD also provides fire services in the jurisdictions of the
California Veterans Home and the Town of Yountville, and provides dispatching services for the American Canyon Fire Protection District and Napa
State Hospital Fire Department. 9 In addition, the NCFD has a mutual aid
agreement with the City of Napa Fire Department and the American Canyon
Fire District to provide fire protection services on an as-needed basis.
The coverage area for the NCFD is approximately 550 square miles, covering
an estimated population of 30,000 residents. The ISO rating for the NCFD is
Class 6 in areas with hydrants and Class 8B in rural areas where a “1” is considered the best and a “10” being worst.10 The airport area is served with hydrants and could meet Class 3 rating.11
The NCFD is comprised of both paid and volunteer personnel, including 58
paid staff among four stations and 192 volunteers among nine stations.12 The

9

Napa

County

Fire

Department’s

website,

available

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/DeptDefault.asp?DID=25800,
cessed May 4, 2009.
10

at
ac-

The ISO rating of a community has a direct effect on the insurance premi-

ums that individuals pay on their homes and especially on commercial buildings.
Generally, the lower the ISO rating on a scale of 1 to 10, the better the insurance rates
are. The ISO reviews three areas primarily, which are the Fire Department; the City
water main and hydrant capabilities and 9-1-1 dispatch services.
11

Munoa, Pete, Fire Marshal, Napa County Fire Department. Personal e-

mail communication with Stephen Samuels, DC&E, May 19, 2009.
12

Napa

County

Budgets

and

Finance

website,

available

at

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/10200/Forms/20092010RecommendedBudget.pdf, accessed on September 2, 2009, page 300.
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County also funds an additional three engines during the winter, with 22 additional paid personnel through an Amador agreement with CAL FIRE.
Calls from the project area would be initially responded to by the Greenwood Ranch Station located at 1555 Airport Boulevard in unincorporated
Napa County. Greenwood Ranch is currently staffed with a minimum of
four personnel.
The NCFD is primarily funded through property taxes. There are two main
sources of tax revenue for County fire service, and both are special revenue
funds that can be used only for the specific purpose collected. The nonstructural fire protection tax (Fund 108) is collected on all parcels in the entire
county and the structural fire protection tax (Fund 117) is collected in the
unincorporated areas of the county and the Town of Yountville. The total
budget for fiscal year 2009-2010 is $12.3 million.13
The NCFD has recently completed a draft Service Level Review of the fire
department, which provides an evaluation of the NCFD’s existing service
level. However, given the unique jurisdiction of the NCFD, these response
time standards are not expected to be formally adopted by the County.14
According to the NCFD, there are no existing deficiencies in facilities,
equipment or personnel.
3. Emergency Medical Response
Piner’s Ambulance Service Inc., a private entity under contract with Napa
County, is the central provider of advanced life support in Napa County.
The Napa County Fire Department provides basic life support services. The
Department’s trucks and engines are all emergency service equipped. The

13

Napa

County

Budgets

and

Finance

website,

available

at

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/10200/Forms/20092010RecommendedBudget.pdf, accessed on September 2, 2009, page 301.
14

Pete Muñoa, Fire Marshal, Napa County Fire Department. Personal e-

mail communication with Stephen Samuels, DC&E, May 19, 2009.
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Napa County Sheriff’s Office, California Highway Patrol, Cal Fire, Napa
County Fire Department and the cities of St. Helena, American Canyon and
Calistoga operate under a centralized ground ambulance dispatch agreement.
Paramedic services in the County are provided by Piner’s Ambulance Service.
As such, all medical emergency calls in the City and the County are dispatched to Piner’s for transport purposes. Piner’s relies on three ambulance
stations in Napa County to store ambulances, including a facility at company
headquarters on Pueblo Avenue. According to the company, approximately
one ambulance is needed per 15,000 residents.15 As a private company,
Piner’s collects fees on a fee-for-service basis. The nearest station to the project site is approximately one mile away on Imola Avenue and contains an
ambulance sub-station.
4. Schools
The Napa Valley Unified School District (NVUSD) is the public school district serving the City of Napa and its surrounding unincorporated areas, including the project area. The NVUSD encompasses 259 square miles and
serves 87 percent of the public school population in Napa County.16 The
District operates 23 elementary, five middle and four high schools.17 Over
200 square miles of the NVUSD’s service area is outside the city limits of
Napa. The total enrollment for the NVUSD was 17,217 students for the
2007-2008 school year.18

15

Stewart Slipiec, Piner’s Ambulance service General Manager. Personal

communication with Kyle Simpson, DC&E. February 4, 2009.
16

Napa

Chamber

of

Commerce

website,

available

at

http://www.napachamber.com/business_directory.html?ID=2091, accessed on May
20, 2009.
17

Napa

Valley

Unified

School

District

website,

available

at

http://www2.nvusd.k12.ca.us/apps/page.asp?Q=OurSchoolsMain&menu=public,
accessed on May 12, 2009.
18

February

Napa Valley Unified School District website, Enrollment by Grade as of
8,

2008,

School

Year

2007/2008,

available

at
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Twenty-seven of the 32 NVUSD schools are located in the City of Napa. In
addition to the 19 elementary schools, the City of Napa has four high
schools, four middle schools and several private schools.19 Local higher education facilities include Napa Valley College, which has a 180-acre campus
serving 9,000 students and is located just north of the project site,20 and Pacific
Union College, which is located in Angwin.21
In January 2008, the NVUSD published two demographic studies for the
NVUSD which assess projected school enrollment and capacity of the District’s K-12 facilities. Presently within the NVUSD, with the exception of
schools in American Canyon, enrollment at elementary schools is slowly
growing and expected to exceed capacity by 2015-2016. In the City of Napa,
Silverado Middle School is among the schools with declining enrollment;
however, population trends indicate that capacity could be reached by 20182019.22 Already, the NVUSD has acquired land along Big Ranch Road for a
future middle school and is considering acquiring land at the end of Saratoga
Drive in Napa for an elementary school site.23
All of the NVUSD’s high schools are growing, particularly Napa High,
which has reached its capacity and has placed modular classrooms in the
school’s parking lot. A new high school in American Canyon will be built

http://www2.nvusd.k12.ca.us/Projects/9/ENROLLMENT/20072008_Enrollment/6th_Month_Enrollment.pdf, accessed on May 20, 2009.
19

Napa

Valley

Unified

School

District

website,

available

at

http://www2.nvusd.k12.ca.us/apps/page.asp?Q=OurSchoolsMain&menu=public,
accessed on May 12, 2009.
20

Napa

Valley

College

website,

available

at

http://www.nvc.cc.ca.us/dsps/catalog/introduction.html, accessed on May 20, 2009.
21

Pacific Union College website, available at http://www.puc.edu/, accessed

on May 20, 2009.
22

Jack Schreder & Associates, January 2008, Demographic Study Update: Key

Facility Issues, prepared for Napa Valley Unified School District.
23

Jack Schreder & Associates, January 2008, Demographic Study Update: Key

Facility Issues, prepared for Napa Valley Unified School District.
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and opened in 2010 at which time the enrollment at Napa High will decrease
as the attendance area for the two high schools is adjusted.24
5. Library25
The Napa City-County Library is a department of the County of Napa. It is
a special funding district covering the entire county except for the City of St.
Helena, which operates its own municipal library. The Library receives a
dedicated portion of County tax revenues each year. Each of the cities served
by the Library contributes funding to uphold or increase the number of
hours of operation. Additional funding support for the Library is provided
by the Library Foundation and the Friends of the Library, which are local
groups with the mission to help the Library in various ways, including
fundraising, organizing and assisting with special events and developing
library services and programs for the community.
The Napa City-County Library provides a wide range of library services,
from collection and reference services to literacy tutoring. The City-County
Library operates four branches:
♦ American Canyon Branch is an approximately 3,100-square-foot facility
in a storefront retail space leased by the City of American Canyon. It has
a current collection of 22,200 volumes26 and is open five days per week,

24

Napa Valley Unified School District website, New High School at American

Canyon:
Project
Overview,
available
at
http://www2.nvusd.k12.ca.us/
Projects/56/New_High_School_at_American_Canyon/The_New_High_School_
Campus_At_American_Canyon/ACHS_Project_Overview.ppt, accessed May 14,
2009.
25

Unless otherwise noted, the information for this section is derived from

the following source: Group 4 Architecture, Research + Planning, Inc., 2006, Napa
City-County Library Facilities Master Plan, City of Napa. (http://www.co.napa.
ca.us/Library/Uploads/Files/Planning/Facilities%20Master%20Plan%20finalsmall2.
pdf)
26

Danis Kreimeier, Napa City-County Library, personal communication

with Helene Franchi, Napa County, September 3, 2009.
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with funding for one day of operation provided by the City of American
Canyon.
♦ Calistoga Branch is an approximately 2,900-square-foot facility in a building constructed in 1924. It has a current collection of 18,930 volumes and
is currently open five days per week. The Calistoga Branch of the CityCounty Library receives partial funding from a special property tax assessment.27
♦ Yountville Branch is an approximately 800-square-foot facility, located
within a single room in Town Hall. It has a current collection of 8,662
volumes28 and is open three days per week, with funding for one day of
operation provided by the Town of Yountville. The Town of Yountville
is currently planning a new community center that will include space for
an expanded Yountville Library.
♦ Napa Main Branch is an approximately 37,000-square-foot facility, which
makes it the biggest library branch in the County, in downtown Napa.
It was originally constructed in 1974, and expanded in the 1990s. It has a
current collection of 155,590 volumes.29 This branch is open seven days a
week, with expanded hours Monday through Thursday.
The City-County Library serves a geographically and culturally diverse
population that has increased by more than 25 percent in the last 30 years.
The Library attempts to serve this population through various means,
including offering resources electronically and by mail. With only four
branches, however, the Library is severely limited in its ability to provide all
of the services that Napa County residents need. For example, the square
footage of library space throughout the County has only increased by 16

27

Danis Kreimeier, Napa City-County Library, personal communication

with Helene Franchi, Napa County, September 3, 2009.
28

Danis Kreimeier, Napa City-County Library, personal communication

with Helene Franchi, Napa County, September 3, 2009.
29

Danis Kreimeier, Napa City-County Library, personal communication

with Helene Franchi, Napa County, September 3, 2009.
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percent in the last 30 years. According to the Napa City-County Library
Facilities Master Plan, the existing branches are particularly lacking in (1)
space for groups to meet to interact, discuss and learn together (no meeting
space exists in the three smaller branches); (2) space to provide an adequate
number of computers to meet customer demands for access to electronic
resources and the Internet; and (3) space to provide an adequate number of
materials in the collection. Onsite assessment of the current facilities also
revealed a need for adequate workspace for library staff.
Based on standards adopted by the Library through its Facilities Master Plan,
Table 4.12-1 shows the levels of key library service components needed for
the Napa library service area through the year 2030. The Napa library service
area, served by the Napa Main Branch, encompasses the City of Napa and the
immediate surrounding unincorporated areas. To maintain these standards
based on anticipated growth, the Facilities Master Plan suggests that a second
library be built in the northern portion of the City of Napa to supplement
service for the community of Napa, while providing more amenities and
slightly expanding the number of volumes within the current Downtown
Branch. If all suggested improvements are completed, Napa libraries would
provide a combined 0.56 to 0.58 square feet of library area per capita.
Presently, individual branch and Library deficiencies are partially offset by
the fact that the Library participates in the Solano-Napa and Partners Library
Consortium (SNAP). Through SNAP, Napa County residents have access to
the City libraries of Benicia, Dixon and St. Helena, the County libraries of
Solano and the academic libraries of Napa Valley College and Solano
Community College. The partner libraries share a common electronic
catalog of all items in all of the libraries. The Napa City-County Library’s
participation in SNAP therefore gives Napa County residents access to an
extended collection of more than 1.1 million books and audio-visual
materials, in that their library cards are valid at any SNAP partner library.
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6. Parks and Recreation30
The Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District was established in
November 2006 when Napa County voters approved Measure I. The jurisdiction of the District includes all of Napa County. The District plans, improves and operates a system of public parks, trails, outdoor recreational facilities and outdoor science and conservation education programs. The District also protects and preserves natural areas, wildlife habitat and other open
space resources.31
Currently, the District operates with a staff of 2.5 full-time equivalent personnel.32 The District is governed by a Napa County Board of Directors,
whose members are directly elected by the public in each of five wards. Ward
boundaries align with the County’s Board of Supervisors’ districts. The District has no power to regulate private land use, is subject to all applicable City
and County regulations and may only acquire property from willing sellers.33
The County allocated $594,054 to the District from its General Fund for the
fiscal year of 2009-2010.34 The District is empowered to obtain grants, accept

30

Unless otherwise noted, the information for this section is derived from

the following source: John Woodbury, General Manager, Napa County Regional
Park and Open Space District, personal communication with Stephen Samuels,
DC&E, May 13, 2009.
31

Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District website, available at

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/DeptDefault.asp?DID=4, accessed on
May 12, 2009.
32

John Woodbury, General Manager, Napa County Regional Park and

Open Space District, personal communication with Stephen Samuels, DC&E, May 13,
2009.*
33

Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District website, available at

http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/DeptDefault.asp?DID=4, accessed on
May 12, 2009.
34

Napa County Parks and Open Space District, Budget for 2008-9 and 2009-

10 (adopted 5/11/09), available at http://napaoutdoors.org/documents/Budget final
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gifts and collect fees for services provided. Subject to voter approval, the District is authorized to raise revenues through some types of property assessments and taxes.
The District owns and/or operates the following four facilities.
♦ Napa River/Yountville Ecological Reserve. Located northeast of
Yountville, adjacent to the Napa River, the 73-acres reserve is owned by
the California Department of Fish and Game and maintained by the District. Amenities on-site include a parking lot, portable toilet, and a loop
trail.
♦ Oat Hill Mine Trail. The District manages this 8.2 mile recreational
trail for hikers, mountain bicyclists and equestrians under an agreement
with the County of Napa. The trail utilizes an easement for a former
mining road.
♦ Berryessa Vista Wilderness Park. The District owns and maintains this
224-acre wilderness park. The only access to the park is by boat via Lake
Berryessa. There are a variety of hiking trails, but no improvements.
♦ Moore Creek Open Space Park. The District acquired 673 acres along
Moore Creek adjacent to Lake Hennessey in December of 2008, and is in
the process of turning the area into a regional park.
In addition to these resources, Napa County and/or affiliated non-profit organizations operate the following facilities:
♦ Cuttings Wharf. Located in the City of Napa at the end of Cuttings
Wharf Road, along the Napa River, is a public boat launch area approximately one-acre in size. It is about ½ mile south of the project area. This
facility is owned by the County and maintained by the Napa County
Department of Public Works. The site is primarily used as a launch site
for fishing, pleasure boating, water-skiing and personal watercrafts.

adjusted 2008-09 adopted 2009-10 090511.xls/at_download/file, accessed on September
17, 2009.
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♦ Skyline Wilderness Park. This park is located at 2201 Imola Avenue,
southeast of the City of Napa in unincorporated Napa County. This regional park, which encompasses approximately 850-acres, is owned by
the State who leases it to Napa County, who in turn sub-leases it to the
members of Skyline Park Citizens Association, a private non-profit organization. This non-profit group is responsible for the planning and operations of the park, which includes the following amenities: parking areas, 16-miles of hiking, biking and horse trails, an RV camp area, a tent
camping area, a picnic area, the Martha Walker Gardens, a 42 target National Field Archery Association approved field archery range, an 18-hole
Disc Golf course and a social center.
♦ Solano Avenue Bike Rest. Located off Highway 29 between the City of
Napa and the Town of Yountville, this facility is approximately ¼-acre
in size and owned and maintained by the County. It provides a shaded
rest area for bicyclists and includes an arbor, picnic benches, a bike rack,
bulletin board and trash receptacles.
The River to Ridge Trail connects Kennedy Park to the Bay Area Ridge Trail
in Skyline Park. Additionally, there are three regional trails planned within
Napa County, including additional segments of the Bay Area Ridge Trail, San
Francisco Bay Trail and Blue Ridge/Berryessa Natural Area Trails. Of these,
only a proposed portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail is within the
boundaries of the proposed project site.
The park nearest the project site is Kennedy Park, a City of Napa facility
located to the immediate north of the site. Kennedy Park includes an 18-hole
golf course and offers picnic and barbeque sites, three ball fields, a community
garden, a model airplane field, hiking and biking trails and a building available
for event rentals.35

35

City of Napa website, available at http://www.cityofnapa.org/

index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=374&Itemid=476, accessed on May
15, 2009.
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B. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing policies and plans that apply to the public
services analyzed in this chapter.
1. Law Enforcement36
a. Emergency Response/Evacuation Plans
Under legislation passed by the State of California, Napa County in cooperation with the cities of Napa, American Canyon, St. Helena and Calistoga, the
Town of Yountville and special districts, prepared the Emergency Operations
Plan (EOP). This EOP details how the County coordinates emergency disasters under the guidelines set forth in the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) program, a product of the California Office of Emergency Services (OES). Non-compliance with the SEMS could result in the
State withholding disaster relief from a non-complying jurisdiction in the
event of an emergency disaster. Napa County’s EOP establishes the emergency network, specifies policies and general procedures, and establishes
guidelines for coordination of planning efforts of the various emergency staff,
including staff assignments. The EOP’s objective is to set a sufficient level of
coordination between facilities and personnel of the County and Operational
Area member jurisdictions in order to respond to emergencies effectively.
b. Napa County General Plan
The Safety Element of the Napa County General Plan contains the policies
that address the protection of Napa County residents. These policies are presented in Table 4.12-2.

36

Unless otherwise noted, the information for this section is derived from

Napa
County’s
website,
available
at
http://www.co.napa.ca.us/Gov/
Departments/DeptDefault.asp?DID=23500, accessed on May 4, 2009.
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN SAFETY ELEMENT GOALS
AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES

Goals and Policies
Encourage intergovernmental and regional cooperation directed
toward providing for a continuing high level of public services and
coordination of services during a disaster.
All new commercial and multi-family development shall be referred to the Sheriff’s Department for review of public safety issues. If the proposed project is adjacent to or within an incorporated city/town, consultation with their law enforcement agency
shall also be required.
The County will prepare for and respond to emergencies related to
terrorism and civil unrest in the same way as natural and manmade disasters.

2. Fire37
a. State Agencies and Regulations
i. Cal/OSHA
The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA),
in accordance with Title 8 Sections 1270 “Fire Prevention” and 6773 “Fire
Protection and Fire Equipment” of the California Code of Regulations, has
established minimum standards for fire suppression and emergency medical
services. These standards include guidelines for handling highly combustible
materials, fire hose sizing requirements, restrictions on the use of compressed
air and access roads, and the necessary testing and maintenance of all fire
fighting emergency medical equipment.
ii. Office of Emergency Services
A description of the Office of Emergency Services is provided in Section B.1.a
of this chapter.

37

Unless otherwise noted, regulatory information is from the Napa County

General Plan Draft EIR, 2008.
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iii. State Public Resources Code
The California Public Resources Code requires the designation of State Responsibility Areas (SRAs), which are identified based on cover, beneficial water uses, probable erosion damage, fire risks and hazards. The State assumes
primary responsibility of confronting wildfires in an SRA. Generally, when
development density exceeds one dwelling unit per acre within an SRA, the
land is no longer classified as an SRA and becomes the responsibility of the
local jurisdiction.
iv. State Board of Forestry
The California Board of Forestry establishes minimum standards that pertain
to defensible space, a cornerstone of fire safety regulations. These standards
reduce the intensity of a wildland fire by minimizing the volume and density
of fuels (e.g. vegetation), increasing safety for fire equipment and the evacuation of civilians, and providing a point of attack or defense from a fire. Defensible space includes the consideration of emergency vehicle access, emergency water reserves, street names, building identification, and fuel modification measures.
The California Fire Plan was developed by the California Board of Forestry
and the CALFIRE to reduce the overall costs and losses from wildfires in
California. The Plan defines measurement standards for service, at risk assets,
cooperative relationships of fire protection providers, and public stakeholder
involvement. A key component of the Plan is the identification of wildfire
safety zones to reduce risks from potential future fires. Using the process
presented in the Plan, a fire department can be assessed in terms of its ability
to protect sites with similar land types. This knowledge helps define the risk
of wildfire damage faced by public and private assets.
b. Local Agencies, Policies and Regulations
i. Napa County Fire Department
The Napa County Fire Department (NCFD) implemented a five-year strategic plan in November 2005. This plan includes goals and objectives for the
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NCFD to improve the quality of service and reduce the risks associated with
the loss of life, property and environment of Napa County.
ii. Hazard Mitigation Plan
The Napa Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan (OAHMP) was developed to plan for the most efficient allocation of resources for protection of
people and property prior to any fire disasters. The OAHMP identifies Napa
County’s potential hazards and establishes various mitigation measures to
address the risks involved.
iii. International Fire Code
Section 15.32.010 of the Napa County Code adopts by reference the 2006
International Fire Code (IFC). The IFC sets standards for fire department
systems, fire hazards safety and many other provisions intended to protect
and assist fire responders.
iv. Napa County General Plan
The Safety Element of the Napa County General Plan contains goals and
policies related to fire protection and management of fire hazards in the
County. Relevant goals and policies are contained in Table 4.12-3.
v. Napa County Code
The Napa County Code contains the following ordinances related to fire protection:
♦ Title 8 (Health and Safety), Division III (Fire Protection) sets regulations
for burning and fireworks.
♦ Chapter 15.32, Fire Code, regulates building and construction fire safety.
♦ Chapter 18.84, Fire Risk Combination District, establishes zoning district classifications to minimize the potential for wildfires and loss of assets.
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TABLE 4.12-3
Policy or
Goal No.
Policy
SAF-2

Policy
SAF-3

Goal SAF-3
Policy
SAF-14
Policy
SAF-15
Policy
SAF-37

Policy
SAF-38
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN SAFETY ELEMENT GOALS
AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO FIRE PROTECTION
Goals and Policies
Individuals and businesses should have access to up-to-date information and be able to make informed decisions about potential safety
hazards and the level of risk they are willing to accept. Action Item
SAF-2.1: Participate in local, regional, and state education programs
regarding fire, flood, and geologic hazards.
The County shall evaluate potential safety hazards related when
considering General Plan Amendments, rezonings, or other project
approvals (including but not limited to new residential developments, roads or highways, and all structures proposed to be open to
the public and serving 50 persons or more) in areas characterized by:
1) slopes over 15 percent, 2) identified landslides, 3) floodplains, 4)
medium or high fire hazard severity, 5) former marshlands, or 6)
fault zones.
It is the goal of Napa County to effectively manage forests and watersheds, and to protect homes and businesses from fire and wildfire and
minimize potential losses of life and property.
The County will prepare a fire management plan and will continue,
enhance, and implement programs seeking to reduce losses and costs
associated with catastrophic fires.
The County shall coordinate with CAL FIRE and fire agencies in
neighboring counties to plan for future fire prevention and suppression needs.
The County will seek to coordinate with state and federal agencies
for use of land and facilities to reduce risks and avoid unreimbursed
costs related to emergency preparedness and response.
The County will continue to implement the Napa Operational Area
Hazard Mitigation Plan (NOAHMP), which is incorporated here by
reference, in the planning and operations of the County to achieve
the goals, objectives, and actions of the NOAHMP, including:
♦ Promoting a flood safer community.
♦ Promoting an earthquake safer community.
♦ Promoting a fire safe community.
♦ Promoting a technological and biological safer community.
♦ Reducing impacts from flooding.
♦ Reducing impacts of earthquakes.
♦ Minimizing the risk of wildfire at the urban interface.
♦ Improving the County’s ability to mitigate technological hazards and agricultural threats.
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3. Emergency Medical Response38
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) response in Napa County is coordinated
through the Coastal Valley EMS Agency, which operates under State authority as established in Division 2.5 of the California Health and Safety Code,
and Title 22, Division 9 of the California Code of Regulations. Sonoma
County is contracted as the lead county for the Coastal Valleys EMS
(CVEMS) Region and provides administrative and regulatory oversight for
the regional EMS system. The CVEMS Region includes Mendocino, Napa
and Sonoma counties.
a. EMS Policies and Procedures Manual
The Coastal Valley EMS Agency’s Policies and Procedures Manual outlines
policies and protocols related to successful emergency response. The manual
contains protocol for systems organization, EMS staffing and training, effective communications, response and transportation, facilities, and data collection.
b. EMS System Plan
California State law requires EMS agencies to develop plans for the delivery
of emergency medical support services. The EMS System Plan contains policies and strategies that are consistent with State standards pertaining to response time, communications, training and emergency response facilities.
4. Schools
a. Senate Bill 50 (1998)
The regulatory framework for schools is determined at the school district and
State level. Senate Bill 50 (SB 50) limits the power of cities and counties to
require home developers to develop or dedicate land for schools as a condition of approving new development, and instead provides for a standardized
developer fee.

38

Unless otherwise noted, information in this section from Coastal Valleys

EMS Agency website. http://www.sonoma-county.org/cvrems/about.htm. Accessed
July 8, 2009.
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SB 50 also provides for three levels of statutory impact fees. The application
level depends on whether State funding is available, whether the school district is eligible for State funding and whether the school district meets certain
additional criteria involving bonding capacity, year round school and the percentage of moveable classrooms in use.
b. California Government Code, Section 65995(b), and Education Code
Section 17620
SB 50 adopted California Government Code Section 65995, which contains
limitations on Education Code Section 17620, the statute which authorizes
school districts to assess development fees within school district boundaries.
Government Code Section 65995(b)(3) requires the maximum square footage
assessment for development to be increased every two years, according to
inflation adjustments. In January 2008, the State Allocation Board (SAB) approved an increase in developer fee rates, pursuant to Education Code Section
17620, to $2.97 per square foot for residential construction of 500 square feet
or more and $0.47 per square foot from new commercial development.39
NVUSD’s school fees are currently established as a Level I fee structure of
$2.63 per square foot of residential development and $0.42 per square foot of
commercial development. According to NVUSD, the District may implement a Level II fee structure in the next year, which would double residential
impact fees and increase commercial fees by 25 percent.40

39

State Allocation Board, January 30, 2008, Report of the Executive Officer,

available at http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Resources/Index_Adj_Dev.pdf,
accessed on May 14, 2009.
40

Don Evans, Napa Valley Unified School District. Personal communica-

tion with Alexis Lynch, DC&E. May 15, 2009.
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c. Napa County General Plan
The Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element of the General Plan
contain goals and policies related to schools. Relevant goals and policies are
contained in Table 4.12-4.
d. Napa County Code
Chapter 17.58 of the Napa County Code contains provisions pertaining to
residential development exactions for school facilities that pre-date adoption
of SB 50. Under Section 17.58.110, the Board of Supervisors may require
residential developers to dedicate land or pay in lieu fees for classroom and
related facilities for elementary or high schools. In practice, Napa County
requires developers to pay the school fees established by the applicable school
district and show proof of payment prior to issuance of a building permit.41
5. Library
In 2005, the Napa City-County Library began a planning process to determine standards for library services. A level of service standard is currently
being developed for the Board of Supervisor’s consideration.
6. Parks and Recreation
a. The Quimby Act
Cities and counties have been authorized since the passage of the 1975
Quimby Act (California Government Code §66477) to pass ordinances requiring that developers set aside land, donate conservation easements or pay
fees for park improvements. Revenues generated through the Quimby Act

41

Chapter 17.58 is based on Government Code 65970, and is an alternative form of

exaction, in lieu of SB 50 fees. However, the land donation/fees under 17.58 can only
be used to fund/provide interim school facilities, and only can apply after both the
school district and the County make specific findings of overcrowded school conditions. It’s the “practice” of the County to impose SB 50 fees and only consider exacting Chapter 17.58 fees if applicable conditions have been met.
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TABLE 4.12-4
Policy or
Goal No.
Policy
AG/LU-120

Policy
AG/LU-121

Policy
AG/LU-122

Policy
AG/LU-123
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO SCHOOLS

Goals and Policies
The County shall work with the school districts serving students
in the County to coordinate the provision of school facilities in
conjunction with demographic changes and student population.
The County shall also encourage incorporated jurisdictions to
reserve school sites within their boundaries.
The County shall coordinate an exchange of information with the
school districts regarding school needs and new residential developments in the unincorporated area.
The County shall consider school districts’ proposed school sites
in relation to:
a) General Plan designations.
b) Geology and seismic considerations, topography, drainage,
soils.
c) Location and general utility of land; population distribution.
d) Access, transportation facilities, utilities.
e) Conflicting or hazardous conditions (e.g., noise, traffic).
f) Protection of agricultural lands.
The results of the review are to be forwarded to the appropriate
school district board within 30 days from the receipt of the referral.
The County shall establish general school site location criteria
such as:
a) New school facilities shall not be located within two miles of
an airport unless approved by the State Department of Education.
b) School facilities shall, whenever practical, be located in areas
designated in the appropriate general plan for urban development.
c) Coordinate County plans and ordinances to be supportive of
school use and to minimize the need for busing students.
d) Ensure that proposals for multi-family housing or multiple-lot
subdivisions within the unincorporated area are evaluated to
determine their impact on schools and are modified to address
potential impacts, including the need for new facilities, if any.
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cannot be used for the operation and maintenance of park facilities.42 A 1982
amendment (AB 1600) requires agencies to show a reasonable relationship
between the public need for the recreation facility or park land and the type
of development project upon which the fee is imposed. Cities and counties
with a high ratio of park space to inhabitants can set a standard of up to 5
acres per thousand persons for new development. Cities or counties with a
lower ratio can only require the provision of up to 3 acres of park space per
thousand population.
b. Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District Service Standards
The Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District’s service standards
are not based on the amount of acres offered but on amenities provided and
proximity to County residents. Accordingly, the District has adopted the
goal of providing recreational opportunities within a 15-minute drive for all
County residents. This is based on the District’s primary goal of operation,
which seeks to provide Napa County residents with access to open
space/recreational areas.
c. Napa County General Plan
Relevant Napa County General Plan goals and policies of the Recreation and
Open Space Element are contained in Table 4.12-5.
d. City of Napa Parks and Recreation
The City of Napa has included Kennedy Park in its planning processes for its
parks and recreational facilities. In August 2008, the City updated its Americans with Disabilities (ADA) Parks Assessment and Self Evaluation Transition Plan, which identifies barriers to accessibility and prioritizes accessibility

42

Westrup, Laura, 2002, Quimby Act 101: An Abbreviated Overview, Sacra-

mento:
California Department of Parks and Recreation, available at
http://www.cprs.org/membersonly/Sum02_Quimby.htm, accessed May 14, 2009.
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TABLE 4.12-5

Policy or
Goal No.

Policy ROS-1

Policy ROS-2

Policy ROS-8

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN RECREATION AND OPEN
SPACE ELEMENT GOALS AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO
PARKS AND RECREATION

Goals and Policies
The County encourages the acquisition, location, design, management, and operation of recreational open space and facilities, in
ways that protect natural resources, enhance natural habitats, conserve agricultural lands, maintain agricultural productivity, and
respect private property. The County shall coordinate with and
support the Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District
in implementing this policy.
The regulatory review process and criteria for recreational facilities
and activities should be tailored to reflect the intensity, location,
and potential impact of the type of recreation proposed.
Minimize potential negative impacts of proposed open space improvements and uses through appropriate design and by requiring
mitigation for any remaining significant impacts.

improvements. In the plan, Kennedy Park received one of the highest priorities for improvements.43
The City of Napa also includes Kennedy Park in its 2005 River Parkway Master Plan. In the River Parkway Master Plan, the City envisions a 7-mile recreational corridor along the Napa River. The trail would go through Kennedy Park, along the eastern waterfront of the Napa River.44

43

City of Napa, September 2008, Draft Planning Context Summary Memo

for the Parks and Facilities Master Plan, page 6, available at
http://www.napaparksmasterplan.org/docManager/1000000062/Napa_Planning_Co
ntext_DRAFT.pdf, accessed June 22, 2009.
44

available
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C. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe project would have a significant impact on public services if it
would:
Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental or public facilities, or result in the
need for new or physically altered police facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:
1. Law Enforcement
2. Fire
3. Emergency Medical Response
4. Schools
5. Library
6. Parks and Recreation
The standard of significance is based on Appendix G, paragraphs XIII and
XIV, of the State CEQA Guidelines. In addressing impacts to public services
and recreation, Appendix G focuses on the potential for significant impacts
on the physical environment due to the need to construct new or expanded
facilities, or due to increased demand resulting in the physical deterioration of
existing facilities.
Under the Guidelines, a project’s impact on service ratios, response times, or
other performance criteria for public services is not, in itself, a physical impact on the environment within the purview of CEQA. Rather, a project’s
impact on such matters is instead a potential causal link that could culminate
in physical environmental effects.

http://www.napaparksmasterplan.org/docManager/1000000059/napariverparkwaym
asterplanjanuary2005.pdf, accessed June 22, 2009.
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The analysis that follows goes beyond the analysis required by the CEQA
Guidelines, and beyond the significance thresholds set forth above. The
analysis considers the proposed project’s effect on service ratios, response
times, or other performance criteria for public services. The reason for this
approach is that the project’s effect on such matters is of significant public
concern, regardless of whether such effects culminate in substantial impacts
on the physical environment. The ability of service providers to respond
adequately to service calls or to meet the demands of the service population
under project conditions is an important factor in the decision-making process. This issue is also of substantial concern to other public agencies and
members of the public. The EIR represents an appropriate means of providing an analysis of these issues because the EIR is broadly disseminated to
those interested in the project.

D. Impact Analysis
This section discusses the potential impacts from the implementation of the
project on Napa County public services. This impact analysis is based on
both consultation with service providers and a fiscal analysis prepared by
Economic Research Associates in October 2008.45 An updated fiscal analysis
will need to be prepared to inform negotiations between the County and the
applicant prior to execution of a Development Agreement for the proposed
project.

45

Economic Research Associates, Napa Fiscal Impacts Analysis, Service Plan

and Infrastructure Financing Plan, October 21, 2008. This fiscal analysis assessed a
larger project than currently proposed (i.e. 3,200 dwelling units) and was prepared
prior to the current economic recession. A copy is available for review in the project
file at the Napa County Conservation, Development and Planning Department, 1195
Third Street in Napa.
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1. Project Impacts
a. Law Enforcement
Upon completion, the project would consist of 2,580 residential units, resulting in approximately 5,901 residents, and non-residential development resulting in approximately 721 jobs (see Appendix D). This growth would result in
increased demand for law enforcement services. As a part of the project, a
public safety building would be constructed by the applicant along Kaiser
Road at the northern edge of the project site, adjacent to the railroad right of
way, and is proposed to be approximately 2,700 square feet in building area.
The proposed public safety building would include one room allocated to the
Sheriff’s Office. Along with the resources provided by the NCSD main office, this room would accommodate the increase of seven officers at the project site.46 This building would be constructed as a component of the project
and would therefore be subject to the project’s construction standards and
mitigation measures. Construction and operation of this facility, in particular, would not result in any significant environmental impacts beyond those
already identified and analyzed in other sections of the EIR.
The Napa County Sheriff’s Department (NCSD) strives to maintain a ratio of
approximately one officer per one thousand residents. For this ratio to be
maintained, the NCSD would need to increase personnel by one sergeant and
six officers, and acquire the necessary equipment, including vehicles. Based
on consultation with the NCSD, with the addition of seven sworn personnel,
the construction and operation of a substation would be required. The
NCSD main office is within three miles of the project and could provide
shared resources.47 However, funding for new personnel and equipment has
not been identified. Typical General Fund sources for police protection—
primarily property and sales taxes---are considered inadequate to cover the
new costs. This is considered a significant impact.

46

Captain John Robertson, Napa County Sheriff’s Department, personal

communication with Stephen Samuels, May 14, 2009.
47

Captain John Robertson, Napa County Sheriff’s Department, personal

communication with Stephen Samuels, May 14, 2009.
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In addition, officials at the City of Napa Police Department have expressed
concern that calls generated by the proposed project could impact the City of
Napa Police Department.48 As noted in the Existing Conditions section, an
automatic mutual aid agreement is in place between the Napa County Sheriff
and City of Napa Police Department. Under the terms of this agreement,
first response is the duty of the closest unit. Given the proximity of the project to the City of Napa and the urban level of police service that the project
would demand, the responsiveness of the City of Napa Police Department
would be substantially stressed by the project under the terms of the existing
mutual aid agreement. This is considered a significant impact.
Impact PS-1: Public Safety. The project would place personnel and equipment demands on the Napa County Sheriff, for which adequate funding has
not been identified. The project could also place unanticipated demands on
the Napa City Police Department as a result of an existing mutual aid agreement. This is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure PS-1: In order to ensure adequate law enforcement
staff and equipment, the County and the applicant shall complete the following based on an updated fiscal analysis at the time of project approval:
1)

The County shall establish a Napa Pipe Community Facilities District (CFD) or use an alternative financing method if necessary to
supplement expected property tax revenues and fund ongoing costs
associated with law enforcement services at the Napa Pipe site. The
County shall also require the applicant to provide an adequate level
of interim financing for law enforcement services between project
approval and when funding becomes available from the CFD (or
other method) and property taxes.

48

Economics Research Associates, Napa Pipe Fiscal Impact Analysis, Service

Plan and Infrastructure Financing Plan. August 25, 2008, p. III-2.

4.12-28

P U B L I C

2)

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
S E R V I C E S A N D R E C R E A T I O N

The County shall consult with law enforcement personnel within the
City of Napa as provided for by General Plan Policy SAF-34, and
shall seek to renegotiate the terms the automatic Mutual Aid Agreement between NCPD and NCSD to address concerns of each agency
regarding potential increases in service calls.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. The above measure
would ensure that the proposed project is self-sufficient, and that adequate, long-term funding for the expansion of policing services would be
made available.
b. Fire
Upon completion, the proposed project would consist of 2,580 residential
units, resulting in approximately 5,901 residents and non-residential space
accommodating approximately 721 employees (see Appendix D). This
growth would result in increased demand for fire services. As explained
above under the discussion of police services, the applicant has proposed to
construct an approximately 2,700-square foot public safety building on Kaiser
Road at the northern edge of the project site, as a component of the project.
Potential impacts associated with the building’s construction are examined in
other sections of this EIR. Construction and operation of this facility, in particular, would not result in any significant environmental impacts beyond
those already identified under other topics in this DEIR.
The NCFD anticipates the proposed project would generate 500-700 service
calls per year and that the department’s station locations, apparatus and staffing would not be able to meet the project’s demand.49 In particular, the
NCFD would need to acquire a Type I fire apparatus and an Aerial Fire Apparatus to respond to proposed mid- and high-rise buildings, as well as personnel for both apparatus. The NCFD Fire Marshal has identified three op-

49

Munoa, Pete, Fire Marshal, Napa County Fire Department. Memoran-

dum to Greg Goodfellow at DC&E, August 20, 2009.
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tions for providing adequate fire protection services to the proposed project.
Each of these options is discussed below.
Under one option, the NCFD would utilize the public safety building proposed as part of the project and would purchase a fully equipped Pierce Velocity Type I Fire Engine. The Aerial Fire Apparatus required to serve taller
buildings would be provided by the City of Napa via a contractual agreement,
and the NCFD would be responsible for annual fees paid to the City’s Fire
Department.
The NCFD would need to hire 10 firefighters to staff the on-site facility (two
fire captains + eight fire apparatus engineers), at an annual operating and salary cost of $1,355,000. The cost of the Type I fire apparatus would be
$650,000, plus $25,000 for annual maintenance and replacement costs. The
annual fees for the Aerial Fire Apparatus have not yet been identified. This
option would have an initial one-time expense of approximately $2,030,000
and annual costs of approximately $1,380,000, plus annual fees to the City of
Napa Fire Department that have not yet been identified.
Under the second option, the NCFD would utilize the public safety building
proposed as part of the project and would purchase a fully equipped Pierce
Arrow XT 105’ Quint aerial apparatus. The NCFD would need to hire 10
firefighters (two fire captains + eight fire apparatus engineers), at an annual
personnel salary cost of $1,355,000. The cost of the Aerial Fire Apparatus
would be $850,000, plus $25,000 for annual maintenance and replacement
costs. This option would have an initial one-time expense of approximately
$2,230,000 and annual costs of approximately $1,380,000.
Under the third option, the NCFD would utilize the existing Greenwood
Ranch Fire Station, which is located approximately three miles away from
the proposed Anselmo Court access road at the southern end of the project
site. Under this option, the NCFD would use an existing Type I fire apparatus that is currently housed in the Greenwood Ranch Fire Station and is
funded by County Service Area 3 and Napa County. The NCFD would pur-
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chase a fully equipped Pierce Arrow XT 105’ Quint aerial apparatus and
would need to hire 10 firefighters (two fire captains + eight fire apparatus
engineers), at an annual operating and salary cost of $1,335,000. Utilization
of the Greenwood Ranch Fire Station to house the new Aerial Fire Apparatus
may cause the need for additional sleeping quarters, and these costs have not
yet been identified. The cost of the Aerial Fire Apparatus would be $850,000,
plus $25,000 for annual maintenance and replacement costs. This option
would have an initial one-time expense of approximately $2,210,000 and annual costs of approximately $1,360,000, plus costs that have not yet been
identified for remodeling the Greenwood station.
The station remodel is not proposed as part of this project and the scope of
the remodel is not known at this time. As such, potential impacts associated
with remodeling the station would be subject to future environmental review.
While it is anticipated that primary impacts would relate to construction period air quality and noise levels, and possibly operational noise, the significance of impacts and the need for mitigation would be addressed through future environmental review.
According to the NCFD Fire Marshal, the current NCFD budget would not
support these costs and therefore a funding strategy would need to be identified prior to approval of the project. This is considered a significant impact.
(Note: Wildfire hazards and emergency evacuation are addressed separately
in Section 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.)
Impact PS-2: Fire Services. The proposed project would result in demand
for 10 additional Department staff members, a new Type I Fire Engine and an
Aerial Fire Apparatus, for which funding is not currently available and new
funding sources are not identified. This is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure PS-2: In order to ensure adequate staff and equipment for fire services, the County and the applicant shall complete the
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following based on an updated fiscal analysis at the time of project approval:
1)

The County shall establish a Napa Pipe Community Facilities District (CFD) or use an alternative financing method if necessary to
supplement expected property tax revenues and fund increased fire
protection services provided by the NCFD at the Napa Pipe site.
The County shall also require the applicant to provide an adequate
level of interim financing for law enforcement services between project approval and when funding becomes available from the CFD (or
other method) and property taxes.

2)

The County shall seek to renegotiate the terms of the automatic Mutual Aid Agreement between NCFD and the City of Napa Fire Department to address concerns of each agency regarding increases in
service calls.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. The above measure
would ensure that the Napa Pipe project is self-sufficient, and that adequate, long-term funding for the expansion of fire protection services
would be made available.
c. Emergency Medical Response
As noted under Existing Conditions, paramedic services in Napa County are
provided by a private company, Piner’s Ambulance Service, Inc., which is
under contract with the County. Because Piner’s collect fees from each customer on a fee-for-service basis, it would demand no additional public revenues to fund services to the Napa Pipe Project. In addition, given the company’s estimate that one ambulance is needed per approximately 15,000 residents, the equipment demands resulting from operation of the proposed project (approximately 6,000 residents) would not be significant. As a result,
impacts related to the provision of EMS would be less than significant.
d. Schools
Presently, the NVUSD indicates that students generated from residences in
the project vicinity would be assigned to attend the following schools:
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♦ Alta Heights Elementary School in Napa
♦ Silverado Middle School in Napa
♦ Napa High School in Napa
The capacity of these schools is limited due to existing and projected enrollment, as shown in Table 4.12-6, necessitating a more detailed assessment of
the project’s projected number of school age children, when compared to
NVUSD’s overall capacity.
At buildout, it is estimated that the project would generate approximately
1,105 new students to attend the Napa Valley Unified School District. This
number is derived from City of Napa and NVUSD-wide student generation
rates, as prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and are specific to the project’s residential building types as shown in Table 4.12-7.50 Of these 1,105
students, 484 would attend elementary school (grades K-5), 266 would attend
middle school (grades 6-8) and 355 would attend high school (grades 9-12).
Because the development is proposed in three phases, student generation
would gradually increase to the total expected at build-out. Table 4.12-8
shows the number and percentage of students that would likely be generated
during each phase of project build-out. Capacity at NVUSD’s elementary
facilities would reach capacity at the end of Phase I of the project, which is
generally consistent with NVUSD’s projections. Capacity at middle school
facility would be reached in 2016-2017, two years prior to the NVUSD’s projections. Due to the construction of the new American Canyon High School,
the capacity at high school facilities would not be exceeded.

50

Jack Schreder & Associates, December, 2007, Demographic Study Update,

prepared for Napa Valley Unified School District. NVUSD-wide student generation
rates were used to project school age children associated with studio and one bedroom
units. City of Napa student generation rates were used to project school age children
associated with larger units.
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TABLE 4.12-6

ENROLLMENT AND CAPACITY AT SCHOOLS SERVING THE
PROJECT SITE
Enrollment
(Students)

Available Capacity
(Students)a

Alta Heights Elementary

378

50-65

Silverado Middle School

772

130

2,404

0

School

Napa High School

Capacity is calculated based on increased classroom sizes.
Source: Don Evans, Director of School Planning & Construction, NVUSD, personal e-mail
communication with Alexis Lynch, DC&E, May 15, 2009.

a

Based on NVUSD’s current fee structure, the proposed development program, and an average dwelling unit size of 1,200 square feet, the proposed
project would pay an estimated $3,192,600 in school fees during buildout of
the project.51 If the NVUSD were to implement a Level II fee structure under
State law, these school fees would almost double.
As noted above, California Government Code Section 65995 provides for the
collection of school impact fees to mitigate the impacts of new development
on school districts like the NVUSD, and prevents local cities and counties
from imposing additional fees or requiring additional mitigation measures.
State authorized school fees from development are used to supplement other
funding sources and expand existing school facilities as needed. For these reasons, the project’s impact on schools is considered less than significant.

51

School fees were calculated using a fee of $2.63 per square foot of residen-

tial development (2,580 housing units x 1,200 square feet per unit), plus $0.42 per
square foot of commercial development (40,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space
+ 50,000 square feet of office space + 140,000 square feet of R&D/light industrial/warehousing space).
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ESTIMATED STUDENT GENERATION
Housing
Units

Student
Generation

Estimated
New Students

Market Rate
Studio (5% total)

104

K-5

0.067

7

6-8

0.041

4

9-12

0.026

3

K-5

0.067

28

6-8

0.041

17

0.026

11

0.132

116

1-bedroom (20% total)

412

9-12
2-bedroom (45% total)

878

K-5
6-8

0.067

59

9-12

0.117

103

3-bedroom (30% total)

670

K-5

0.132

88

6-8

0.067

45

9-12

0.117

78

Total Market Rate

2,064

589

Affordable
Studio

25

K-5

0.198

5

6-8

0.114

3

9-12

0.13

3

K-5

0.198

21

6-8

0.114

12

0.13

14

K-5

0.565

160

6-8

0.326

92

9-12

0.37

105

1-bedroom

104

9-12
2-bedroom

283
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TABLE 4.12-7 ESTIMATED STUDENT GENERATION (CONTINUED)
Housing
Units
3-bedroom

Student
Generation

Estimated
New Students

104

K-5

0.565

59

6-8

0.326

34

9-12

0.37

38

Total Affordable

516

546

Summary
K-5

484

6-8

266

9-12

355

Grand Total

2,580

1,105

Jack Schreder & Associates, December, 2007, Demographic Study Update, prepared for Napa
Valley Unified School District. To provide a conservative analysis, City of Napa generation
rates are used for large housing units and NVUSD-wide generation rates are used for smaller
units.
a

Nonetheless, the developer has offered to provide a five acre elementary
school site to NVUSD in the vicinity of the project, if the NVUSD wishes to
construct a school at that location.52 The applicant has also agreed to discuss
partial pre-payment of school fees associated with later phases of development
if it would facilitate NVUSD’s construction of an elementary school during
development of Phase 1, and if pre-payment is feasible given the costs of required mitigation.
Despite the possible construction a school at that location, the specifics of
such a facility, such as site design and building scale, are not yet known.

52

The site in question is located on the North side of Kaiser Way, in the En-

terprise Way industrial park and is large enough to accommodate a school and buffer
areas between the school and adjacent uses. School construction would involve a decision by the NVUSD and would be subject to separate environmental review under
CEQA.
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PHASED STUDENT GENERATION

Phase I (33%)
K-5

160

6-8

88

9-12

117

Total Phase I

365

Phase II (34%)
K-5

165

6-8

90

9-12

121

Total Phase II

376

Phase III (33%)
K-5

160

6-8

88

9-12

117

Total Phase III

365

Grand TotalB

1,106

Phased student generations are estimates based upon current
development scenarios. These percentages are a result of the
estimated number of housing units to be developed during
each phase of the project, as per Napa Redevelopment Partners, June, 2009.
b
Total does not equal non-phased student generation total,
due to rounding.
a

Nevertheless, based on the site identified above, it can be expected that potential impacts could include air quality and noise impacts associated with siting
sensitive receptors near industrial uses. It would be speculative to make conclusions in this EIR as to whether the construction and operation of a school
facility would result in a significant impact. As such, potential impacts would
be evaluated and disclosed under future environmental review.
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e. Library
The increase in population associated with full buildout of the proposed project would increase the demand on Napa City-County Library branch facilities. As stated, the project would add approximately 2,580 new residential
units with an estimated buildout population of 5,901. This increase in population could adversely affect the provision of adequate library facilities, depending on the level of usage by the project population.
Independent of the proposed project, Napa City-County Library’s four
branch facilities are considered severely limited in their capacity to provide
adequate services to County residents.53 In the 2007 Napa City-County Library Facilities Master Plan, the need for a new 28,000- to 31,000- square foot
branch library in the northern section of the City of Napa was identified.
This conclusion was made independent of the status of the proposed project;
therefore construction of the library in northern Napa would occur independent of the proposed project and would require independent environmental review. The potential impacts associated with construction of the
library are therefore not analyzed in this EIR.
However, given the potential population increase associated with the Proposed project, the existing needs of the library system and the fact that a
northern Napa location identified for a new branch, the Proposed Project
would likely strain library services. Therefore, impacts related to the project
would be significant.
Impact PS-3: Library Services. The population increase associated with the
proposed project could hinder adequate provision of services, given the current needs of the library system. This is a significant impact.

53

Group 4 Architecture, Research + Planning, Inc., 2006, Napa City-County Library

Facilities Master Plan, City of Napa, page 4.
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Mitigation Measure PS-3: In order to ensure that adequate library services are provided, the County and the applicant shall complete the following based on an updated fiscal analysis at the time of project approval:
1)

The County shall establish a Napa Pipe Community Facilities District (CFD) or alternative financing structure if necessary to supplement expected property tax revenues and fund increased library services needed to serve Napa Pipe residents. The County shall also require the applicant to provide an adequate level of interim financing,
if necessary, between project approval and when funding becomes
available from the CFD (or other method) and property taxes.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. The measure would
ensure that long-term funding for library services would be made available.
f. Parks and Recreation
The project would add approximately 2,580 new residential units with an
estimated buildout population of approximately 5,901 residents. This increase in population is likely to increase the demand for parks and recreation
facilities, and an increase in demand may in turn affect the physical condition
of existing parks and recreation facilities due to increased wear and tear.
The project proposes to meet the demand for parks and recreation facilities
by including approximately 36 acres of dedicated parkland within the project
site. The project would also include a playground/tot lot, a drydock theatre,
an interpretive nature center, a community garden and other community
facilities to provide recreational opportunities for residents. The project also
proposes an 0.8-mile-long waterfront park along the Napa River on the site’s
western edge to accommodate the regional Bay Trail and connect to an
emerging countywide trail system.
In that these amenities are part of the project, potential impacts from their
construction have been identified in the context of other issues analyzed in
this EIR. Furthermore, construction of park facilities onsite would be subject
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to the set of mitigation measures that are adopted as part of the proposed project. These include, but are not limited to, development of a Storm Water
Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would serve to control erosion and sedimentation during the grading and planting required for park
development. Based on the amount of parkland proposed on-site, the project
would be consistent with the District’s goal of providing recreational opportunities within a 15-minute drive for all County residents.
Two features of the proposed project are considered likely to increase the
potential for parks-related impacts. The first is the group of proposed improvements to the San Francisco Bay Trail (Bay Trail), including pedestrian/bicycle connections to existing sections of the Trail at the northwestern
and southwestern corners of the site and the 0.8-mile-long waterfront park
along the site’s western edge that would accommodate the Bay Trail itself.
Second, the project proposes a connection between the Napa Pipe site and the
City of Napa’s Kennedy Park, in the form of either a path around, or bridge
over, Asylum Slough. The latter connection would be considered part of the
Bay Trail itself, and would thereby increase access to existing recreational
facilities at adjacent Kennedy Park.
That the proposed project would provide for connectivity, improvement and
expansion of the Bay Trail could be considered a beneficial parks-related impact. Development of the regional Bay Trail is guided by the Association of
Bay Area Governments’ Bay Trail Plan, pursuant to California State Senate
Bill 100. As such, trail segments must adhere to a detailed policy structure
targeting trail alignment, design, environmental protection, transportation
access and implementation, each mandated by SB 100. The applicant is coordinating with Bay Trail project staff to ensure that proposed connections and
improvements to the Bay Trail and open space elements are consistent with
Bay Trail Plan trail design, development and implementation policies. As a
result, potential impacts to the Bay Trial would be less than significant.
At 195 acres, Kennedy Park comprises over 87 percent of the City of Napa’s
224 total acres of Community Park land. As a result, the provision of com-
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munity-oriented recreational services to citizens of the City of Napa is largely
dependent on Kennedy Park. Provision of such services is currently strained,
as the current Level of Service (LOS) of Community Parks in the City is 2.91
acres of park land per 1,000 residents.54 This is far below the National acceptable LOS standard of five to eight acres of Community Parks per 1,000 residents, as set by the National Recreation Park Association.
The majority of proposed Napa Pipe recreational amenities are either passive
or neighborhood-scaled spaces such as the riverfront, northwest and wetlands
parks, community garden, nature center and drydock amenities. However,
the project also includes park space and trails that would offer active recreational activities such as biking, jogging and walking. The project site plan
also includes two tot lots, which would serve as active recreational amenities
for families. Nevertheless, at full buildout, 5,901 residents would populate
the proposed project site and enjoy immediate, direct physical access to Kennedy Park. Therefore, the project would be expected to increase demand for
the facilities at Kennedy Park because Kennedy Park offers recreational elements that differ from those proposed by the project, such as the City’s only
public golf course, lit and unlit baseball/softball fields, a BMX track and a
model airplane flying facility. The increased demand for underutilized facilities that rely on user fees would be beneficial, whereas increased demand for
over-utilized or inadequately funded facilities would not. The City of Napa is
currently developing its 2009-2014 Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan,
in which future improvements to City parks will be identified, and in which
the issue of user fees can be addressed. The City employs user fees for certain
recreational amenities and could consider fees for other amenities or programs. For example, the BMX track and golf course in Kennedy Park both
require admission fees for facility use and the buildings in Kennedy Park are
available for rent on a fee-per-use basis. Through these fees, future residents
of the Napa Pipe project would directly pay for the use of many recreational
facilities in Kennedy Park.

54

City of Napa Parks and Facilities Master Plan, Existing Recreational l Re-

sources Summary Memo. December 29, 2008 Draft.
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Although the project would increase demand for Kennedy Park facilities, the
impacts would be less than significant due to the provision of open space and
park amenities on the project site, as well as funding mechanisms in place
whereby project residents would pay for recreation programs in the City of
Napa.
2. Cumulative Impacts
a. Law Enforcement
The Napa Pipe project, in combination with other cumulative projects identified in Chapter 4, would result in an increase in demand for law enforcement services in Napa County. A determination of whether the proposed
project would have a significant cumulative impact in relation to law enforcement services is based on whether combined demand would require
newly constructed or expanded facilities, the construction of which would
have significant impacts on the environment. As explained above, the project
includes the construction of a public safety building onsite that would contain
space to accommodate NCSD personnel. The parcel on which that facility is
planned will be available for development in the first phase of project buildout, and the joint-use building would be operational during the first phase.
Construction of the public safety building would be subject to all construction standards and mitigation measures that are ultimately adopted as part of
the proposed project. The significant physical impacts associated with construction of this facility would be mitigated through these standards and mitigation measures. For example, construction of the building would be subject
to construction-period noise reduction and dust control measures that are
identified in Section 4.2 4.8. As a result, construction of the building is not
expected to result in significant physical impacts. Rather, as indicated above,
project impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project would not have significant cumulative impacts related to the adequate
provision of police services. A less-than-significant cumulative impact would
occur.
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b. Fire
The Napa Pipe project, in combination with other cumulative projects identified in Chapter 4, would result in an increase on the demand for
fire protection services in Napa County. The project would have a significant
cumulative impact if it would result in the need for expanded or new facilities, the construction of which would have significant impacts on the environment. Because the fire station would be combined with the police substation facility, the conclusions related to cumulative impacts from police
services would apply. As stated above, construction of the fire station/public
safety building would be subject to all construction standards and mitigation
measures that are ultimately adopted as part of the project. The potentially
significant physical impacts associated with construction of this facility would
be mitigated through these standards and mitigations. For example, construction of the building would be subject to construction-period noise reduction
and dust control measures that are identified in Sections 4.2 and 4.8, respectively. As a result, construction of the building is not expected to result in
significant physical impacts. Rather, as indicated above, project impacts
would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would not have significant cumulative impacts related to the adequate provision of fire services. A
less-than-significant cumulative impact would occur.
c. Emergency Medical Response
As noted, the private ambulance contractor Piner’s collects fees on a fee-forservice basis, and thus would demand no additional public revenues to fund
services to the Napa Pipe Project. Piner’s provision of services has historically responded to cumulative growth in Napa County, and would continue
to do so. As a result, a less-than-significant cumulative impact would occur.
d. Schools
As discussed under the schools impact discussion above, student generation
resulting from the proposed project, combined with projected enrollment
from other sources will likely exceed the NVUSD’s elementary school and
middle school capacity during build-out of the proposed development. However, pursuant to State law, the levying of school impact fees is deemed to
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address the proposed project’s contribution to this cumulative impact, which
would therefore be considered less than significant
It is anticipated that construction of a new school would be required in the
future to adequately accommodate cumulative demand. The specifics of such
a facility, such as location and scale, are not yet known, although the developer has offered a site near Napa Pipe if NVUSD is interested. Potential impacts associated with construction and operation of a new school on this site
would be subject to future environmental review, but might result in cumulative impacts when combined with the proposed project. These may include,
but are not necessarily limited to air quality, noise, traffic operations, policy
consistency and utilities (e.g. water supply).
e. Libraries
The project does not propose nor would it require the construction of a new
library or the expansion of existing library facilities. Plans for a new library
in the northern section of the City of Napa have already been identified
through the City-County Library’s long-term planning process, but would be
implemented regardless of whether or not the proposed project occurs. As a
result, the project, in combination with the growth projections and development projects described in Chapter 4, would result in a less-than-significant
cumulative impact.
f. Parks and Recreation
The project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact related
to the creation or expansion of park and recreational facilities off-site since it
would not require such facilities. The construction of on-site facilities would
not result in any impacts that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level. In addition, the provision of 36 acres of parkland and plazas on-site
would satisfy the District’s goal related to the provision of recreational resources in the County. As a result, the project would not make a substantial
contribution to any cumulative impacts related to park construction. A lessthan-significant cumulative impact would occur.
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This section describes the existing water, wastewater, stormwater and solid
waste infrastructure and services in the project area and the potential environmental impacts from the implementation of the project on these facilities
and services. Storm drainage systems and groundwater are addressed below as
well as in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality.

A. Water Supply
The following describes current conditions and potential impacts of the project with regard to water services. In accordance with CEQA, the analysis
specifically examines the availability of adequate water supplies and whether
the provision of water would result in any significant, physical impacts due to
the construction, modification, or operation of supporting infrastructure.
The possible ownership and operation scenarios relating to water utility systems are discussed in detail in Appendix K. Upon construction of each project phase, ownership and operation of all water utility systems will be transferred to a qualified water purveyor. However, it is unknown at this time
who the water purveyor(s) would be. As explained in Appendix K, the possible options for water conveyance include an investor-owned public utility, a
mutual water company, and a public district. The type of water purveyor(s)
used would not have any significant impact on the availability of the water
resources described in this section. Each type of water purveyor would be
equally able to rely upon local groundwater and recycled water. Please refer
to Appendix K for additional information on the different purveyor options.
1. Existing Conditions
The existing industrial uses at the project site are served by the City of Napa
Water Department. Water from the Water Department is supplied through a
dedicated 18-inch water main and utilized for existing industrial uses. In addition, there are currently several groundwater wells on the site, one of which
currently provides water to the site. The site was connected to the potable
water distribution system of the City of Napa in 1955.
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Pumped groundwater has also been a source of water for the site in the past.
Beginning in 1919, two wells were drilled at the site, with two more wells
drilled in 1920 and up to 13 deep wells installed through the mid-1930s. Four
production wells, two with pumps, remain on-site.1 According to an August
2005 Feasibility Level Evaluation of the Groundwater Supply, the mean
groundwater extraction at the site between 1989 and 2005 was 146 AFY,
peaking at 228 AFY in 1991.2 There are no available, detailed records of the
historic groundwater use at the site that date further back than 1989.
As currently proposed, the project would use groundwater and would rely on
three new wells to meet groundwater demand. The project site is located
within the Napa-Sonoma Valley Groundwater Basin. Groundwater could be
extracted from the Sonoma Volcanics, a deep confined aquifer that is a formation of sedimentary rocks located between a layer of thick clay above and a
layer of bedrock below.3 The Sonoma Volcanics are recharged by subsurface
inflows, which originate from rainfall in the Howell Mountains. The Sonoma Volcanics are separated from the surface waters of the Napa River due
to a thick layer of clay between the aquifer and the alluvium formation across
which the Napa River flows.4 Although soil and shallow groundwater quality at the project site has been affected by past industrial operations, the
deeper Sonoma Volcanics aquifer is of excellent quality and is suitable for
drinking water use.5,6 However, the groundwater does contain concentra-

1
Stetson Engineers, Inc., August 31, 2009, Draft Groundwater Report – Former Napa Pipe Corporation, page 1-4.
2
West Yost Associates, 2005, Feasibility Level Evaluation of the Groundwater
Supply. Stetson Engineers, Inc., August 31, 2009, Draft Groundwater Report – Former
Napa Pipe Corporation, page 2-8.
3
Stetson Engineers, Inc., August 31, 2009, Draft Groundwater Report – Former Napa Pipe Corporation, pages 2-2 and 2-6.
4
Stetson Engineers, Inc., August 31, 2009, Draft Groundwater Report – Former Napa Pipe Corporation, page 2-2.
5
Stetson Engineers, Inc., August 31, 2009, Draft Groundwater Report – Former Napa Pipe Corporation, page 2-16.
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tions of iron and manganese that exceed secondary drinking water standards
and may have objectionable color, temperature and taste effects. These constituents do not prevent residential use of the water and can be treated.7 The
waste stream generated by the treatment for iron and manganese would need
to be appropriately disposed. Further discussion regarding groundwater aquifers and water quality is provided in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water
Quality.
2. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing federal, State and local laws, policies and
regulations that apply to water services being analyzed in this section. Additional federal and State regulations pertaining to drinking water and water
quality are contained in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality.
a. Federal and State Regulations and Agencies
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the federal agency assigned
to maintain safe air and water throughout the country. Napa County is in
EPA Region 9, which includes Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, the Pacific Islands and over 140 Tribal Nations. The State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) works with the EPA to control and reduce pollutants from
entering drinking water sources.
Recent Senate Bills also address water supply issues. Senate Bills (SB) 610 and
221 and Assembly Bill (AB) 901, Water Supply Planning, amend the Public
Resources and Water Codes as they pertain to consultation with water supply
agencies, urban water management plans, and water supply assessments. SB
610 requires water supply assessments (WSAs) for projects, as defined by Water Code §10912, that are subject to the California Environmental Quality
HydroScience Engineers, Inc., September 2009, Napa Pipe Project, Water
and Wastewater Feasibility Study, page 8.
7
Hecht, B., 1979, Carneros-Suscol-American Canyon Study Area Characteristics: Chapter 3, in Brown and Caldwell’s Napa-American Canyon Wastewater Reuse Program, Project No. C-06-1437: Consulting report prepared for Napa Sanitation
District and the American Canyon County Water District. Multi-paged.
6
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Act (CEQA). SB 221 establishes consultation and analysis requirements related to water supply planning for residential subdivisions including more
than 500 dwelling units.
The basic requirement of WSAs is that they include a discussion of whether
projected water supplies available during normal, single dry and multiple dry
water years during a 20-year projection will meet the projected demand of
existing and planned future uses, plus the demand of the proposed project. If
water demand is accounted for in an adopted Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP), the WSA may incorporate UWMP information. If, as with the
proposed project, the UWMP does not fully account for the project’s projected demand, the WSA must be based on the available evidentiary record. If
a project’s water supply includes groundwater, the WSA must include a review of UWMP information, a description of the relevant groundwater basin(s), a detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of
groundwater pumped by the public water system, a detailed description and
analysis of the amount and location of groundwater projected to be pumped
by the public water system and an analysis of whether groundwater is sufficient to supply projected water demand. The WSA for the Napa Pipe project
is included in Appendix I of this EIR.
b. Comprehensive Water Service Study
The Comprehensive Water Service Study, completed in 2004 by the Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Napa County, is a countywide
service review of all forms of publicly provided water service in Napa
County. The study evaluates service in terms of present and future capacities,
and identifies the relevant issues surrounding the supply and demand of water
for each of the 13 local agencies included in the report. The study provides an
overview of each agency’s development and an outline of their water systems
and services. This includes evaluating each agency’s supply, treatment, storage and distribution systems. Study sections within the document include the
following written determinations that were adopted by LAFCO and address
nine specific service factors enumerated in Government Code §56430:
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Infrastructure needs or deficiencies.
Growth and population projections for the affected areas.
Financing constraints and opportunities.
Cost avoidance opportunities.
Opportunities for rate restructuring.
Opportunities for shared facilities.
Government structure options.
Evaluation of management efficiencies.
Local accountability and governance.

c. Napa County Regulations and Agencies
i. Napa County Flood and Water Conservation District
The Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(NCFCWCD), through an agreement with the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR), is provided with an annual entitlement of water
from the State Water Project. The NCFCWCD subcontracts this entitlement
to local agencies. The NCFCWCD also has an agreement with the United
States Bureau of Reclamation for an annual entitlement of water drawn from
Lake Berryessa that it subcontracts to individual property owners and special
districts in the Napa County area.
ii. Napa County Code
A number of Napa County Code provisions are related to water supply, including public and individual water supply systems, wells and groundwater
conservation. These provisions can be found in Title 13, Water, Sewers and
Public Services, of the Napa County Code.
iii. Napa County General Plan
The Conservation Element of the Napa County General Plan contains several goals and policies relevant to this EIR’s analysis pertaining to water supply. The goals and policies most relevant to the proposed project are listed
below in Table 4.13-1.
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TABLE 4.13-1
Policy or
Goal No.
Goal CON-1

Policy CON-2

Goal CON-10

Goal CON-11

Goal CON-13

Policy CON-42

Policy CON-51

Policy CON-53
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION ELEMENT
GOALS AND POLICIES

Goals and Policies
The County of Napa will conserve resources by determining the
most appropriate use of land, matching land uses and activities to
the land’s natural suitability, and minimizing conflicts with the
natural environment and the agriculture it supports.
The County shall identify, improve, and conserve Napa
County’s agricultural land through the following measures:
d.
Encourage the use of recycled water, particularly within
groundwater deficient areas, for vegetation enhancement,
frost protection, and irrigation to enhance agriculture and
grazing.
Conserve, enhance and manage water resources on a sustainable
basis to attempt to ensure that sufficient amounts of water will be
available for the uses allowed by this General Plan, for the natural
environment, and for future generations.
Prioritize the use of available groundwater for agricultural and
rural residential uses rather than for urbanized areas and ensure
that land use decisions recognize the long-term availability and
value of water resources in Napa County.
Promote the development of additional water resources to improve
water supply reliability and sustainability in Napa County, including imported water supplies and recycled water projects.
The County shall work to improve and maintain the vitality
and health of its watersheds. Specifically, the County shall:
e. Promote and support the use of recycled water wherever
feasible, including the use of tertiary treated water, to help
improve supply reliability and enhance groundwater recharge.
Recognizing that groundwater best supports agricultural and
rural uses, the County discourages urbanization requiring net
increases in groundwater use and discourages incorporated jurisdictions from using groundwater except in emergencies or as
part of conjunctive-use programs that do not cause or exacerbate
conditions of overdraft or otherwise adversely affect the
County’s groundwater resources.
The County shall ensure that the intensity and timing of new
development are consistent with the capacity of water supplies
and protect groundwater and other water supplies by requiring
all applicants for discretionary projects to demonstrate the availability of an adequate water supply prior to approval. Depend-

C O U N T Y O F N A P A
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TABLE 4.13-1
Policy or
Goal No.

Policy CON-55

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION ELEMENT
GOALS AND POLICIES (CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
ing on the site location and the specific circumstances, adequate
demonstration of availability may include evidence or calculation of groundwater availability via an appropriate hydrogeologic analysis or may be satisfied by compliance with
County Code “fair-share” provisions or applicable State law. In
some areas, evidence may be provided through coordination
with applicable municipalities and public and private water purveyors to verify water supply sufficiency.
The County shall consider existing water uses during the review
of new water uses associated with discretionary projects, and
where hydrogeologic studies have shown that the new water
uses will cause significant adverse well interference or substantial reductions in groundwater discharge to surface waters that
would alter critical flows to sustain riparian habitat and fisheries
or exacerbate conditions of overdraft, the County shall curtail
those new or expanded water uses.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

d. City of Napa Regulations
Due to the City Water Alternative that is assessed as part of this environmental review (see Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project), City of
Napa water management policies are relevant to this analysis.
i. City of Napa General Plan
The City of Napa General Plan contains several goals and policies relevant to
this EIR’s analysis pertaining to water supply. The goals and policies most
relevant to the proposed project are listed below in Table 4.13-2.
ii. City of Napa Urban Water Management Plan
The City of Napa has adopted an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP),
in accordance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act (California
Water Code Sections 10610-10656). This policy document describes and
evaluates local sources of water supply, projects population and future water
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TABLE 4.13-2

CITY OF NAPA GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES

Policy or
Goal No.

Goals and Policies

Goal CS-9

Policy CS-9.3

To ensure adequate, reliable, and safe water supplies to the community,
even through drought periods of similar intensity as the 1986-1992
drought.
The City of Napa shall determine the firm yield available from existing and future SWP water supply sources and shall monitor and, if
necessary, limit growth (new water system hook-ups) in order to
guarantee drought year water supplies to existing and proposed development. Growth shall be monitored and, if necessary, limited as
follows:
1. The City shall not issue any building permits or similar ministerial entitlements for proposed structures that would increase net
potable water consumption in the City or its service area in the
absence of a letter from the Department of Public Works, stating that approval of the permit or other entitlement will not adversely affect the City’s ability to adequately serve the public
health and safety needs of all of its water customers during
drought conditions.
2. In addition, when conducting environmental review for proposed development projects requiring General Plan amendments, specific plans, use permits, tentative subdivision maps, or
similar discretionary approvals, the City shall include within the
environmental document, information assessing whether the
City and its water suppliers are likely to have sufficient water
supplies to adequately serve the proposed development and all
other City water customers during drought conditions. In approving any such discretionary project, the City shall require, as
a mitigation measure and condition of approval, that the applicant(s) may not receive a final subdivision map or, in the absence
of the need for such a map, may not receive building permits or
similar ministerial entitlements in the absence of a letter from
the Department of Public Works stating that approval of the
map, permit or other ministerial entitlement will not adversely
affect the City’s ability to adequately serve the health and safety
needs of all of its water customers during drought conditions
and that there will be sufficient water to serve the basic health,
hygiene, and fire suppression needs of the community.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.
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demand and outlines demand management measures and strategies for responding to water shortages.
3. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe project would have a significant impact with regard to water
services if it would:
a.

Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing and identified entitlements and resources.

b. Require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.
The analysis has also been prepared in light of the standards applicable to water quality analyses for development projects set forth in the California Supreme Court’s decision in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc.
v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412. In accordance with this decision, the EIR assesses the impacts of supplying the water the project would
need, focusing on whether the identified supplies “bear a likelihood of actually proving available.” The EIR also notes uncertainties associated with
identified supplies and, to the extent necessary in light of such uncertainties,
identifies and analyzes the availability of and impacts associated with alternative sources of supply.
4. Impact Analysis
a. Have Insufficient Water Supplies Available to Serve the Project
As discussed above, the proposed project would rely on groundwater for potable needs and recycled water for non-potable needs. The projected potable
water demand for the project is summarized below in Table 4.13-3. Water
demands are estimated to be 165 gallons per day (GPD) per unit for residential uses; 113 GPD per unit for senior housing units, 0.1 GPD per square foot
of restaurant, retail, office, R&D/light industrial and community facility uses;
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E I R

PROJECTED POTABLE WATER DEMAND

Land Use
Residential

Value

Unit

Potable
Water Use
Factor
(GPD/unit)

Potable
Water Use
(GPD)

Potable
Water Use
(AFY)

2,580

DU

165

425,700

477

Senior Housing

150

DU

113

16,900

19

Restaurant

15

KSF

100

1,500

2

Retail

25

KSF

100

2,500

3

Office

50

KSF

100

5,000

6

140

KSF

100

14,000

16

150

room

150

22,500

25

1

pool

1,200

1,200

1

15.6

KSF

100

1,600

2

0.46

acre

3,125

1,600

2

2.3

acre

3,1251

7,200

8

499,700

560

50,000

60

549,700

620

R&D/Light
Industrial
Condominium
Hotel
Community Pool
Community
Facilities
Community
Gardens
Rear Yards

Total Potable Water Demand
10% Unaccounted for Water (UAW)
Total Potable Water Demand and UAW

Community gardens and rear yards each use 3,125 GPD.
Note: KSF = thousand square feet.
Source: C. Wesley Strickland, September 17, 2009, Water Supply Assessment for the Napa Pipe
Project, page 29.
1
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150 GPD per room for the condominium hotel; 1,200 GPD for the community pool; and 3,125 GPD per acre for community gardens and rear yards.8 9
The water use factor for senior housing units, 113 GPD per unit, is based on
adjusting the multi-story residential water use factor by the relative numbers
of persons expected per dwelling, which is 1.5. The residential water use factor is based on City of Napa standards of 165 GPD per unit. Other indoor
water demands utilized in this analysis are intended to provide a conservative
environmental analysis and are based on standards previously used by the
City of Napa. Further details regarding water demand factors can be found in
Appendix I.
As stated above in Section A.2, the project would be served by groundwater
extracted from the Sonoma Volcanics aquifer. Groundwater supply at the
project site is calculated to be 3,100 AFY. As shown in Table 4.13-3, the project is expected to generate a demand of 620 AFY. Neighboring vineyards
and industries are estimated to generate a demand of 1,037 AFY, for a total
groundwater demand of 1,657 AFY for the project and other uses in the project site vicinity. Therefore, the groundwater supply of 3,100 AFY exceeds
projected demand by 1,443 AFY.10
As detailed in the discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 4.10, the
County has also considered the potential impacts of amending existing
groundwater policy in order to grant the proposed use of groundwater resources. It has been determined that this change to existing policy is a necessary step that would not set a precedent for an increase in groundwater use by
8

Water Supply Assessment for the Napa Pipe Project, September 17, 2009, page

9

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) conducted an inde-

29.
pendent peer review of the Water Supply Assessment mentioned in the preceding reference. LSCE’s final technical memorandum, which explains the peer review process
and documents their conclusions, is included in Appendix I.
10

Stetson Engineers, Inc., August 31, 2009, Draft Groundwater Report – For-

mer Napa Pipe Corporation, pages vii and 5-1.
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future development projects that could significantly impact the supply of the
resource.
In addition, resource maximization would be addressed primarily through the
use of recycled water for non-potable demands and increased water conservation measures. CalFED’s Water Use Efficiency Program Plan contains several methods for water conservation. The proposed project intends to meet
or exceed all of these water conservation methods, which include:
♦ Installing ultra-low flush toilets that use 1.6 gallons per flush.
♦ Using showerheads the use no more than 2.5 gallons per minute (GPM).
♦ Using faucets with a 2.2 GPM maximum flow.
♦ Using sensor-activated 2.2 GPM faucets in public restrooms.
♦ Using clothes washing machines with high efficiency washing machines.
♦ Detecting and controlling water leaks.
The project also proposes to meet or exceed California Plumbing Code provisions, as shown below in Table 4.13-4.
Withdrawal of water from the on-site wells could potentially affect water levels in nearby wells that also draw water from this aquifer, such as the vineyards located to the east of the project site, or the Syar Quarry approximately
one mile northeast of the proposed project. Stetson Engineers conducted a
detailed study of the potential groundwater impacts associated with planned
groundwater extraction rates associated with the proposed project. Based on
this study, which is discussed in detail in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water
Quality, the potential impact to neighboring groundwater supply wells is
considered minimal.11 This would be further ensured by adherence to the
groundwater confirmation monitoring program, which is identified as Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 in Section 4.10. The Napa Pipe project would not
cause or exacerbate conditions of overdraft or otherwise adversely affect the
County’s groundwater resources. With mitigation in place, impacts to
11

Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa

Pipe Corporation. Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
LLC.
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groundwater supply would be less than significant and identified water supplies would be sufficient to meet the potable water demand generated by the
Napa Pipe project.
b. Require or Result in the Construction of New Water Facilities
The project is proposed to include on-site water storage, treatment and distribution facilities. With the exception of well NRP-01, existing wells on the
project site will be decommissioned and new wells will need to be drilled. A
report prepared by Hydroscience Engineers for the project applicant in September 2009 recommends installing three new wells, each with a minimum
capacity of 200 gallons per minute (GPM), or two wells with a minimum capacity of 400 GPM each.12 Groundwater would be treated on-site with vertical pressure filters in a new 500 GPM water treatment facility and would be
distributed via a pump station. Water treatment, storage and pumping facilities would be located in the southeast quadrant of the project site in order to
reduce conflicts with adjacent uses, the Napa River and future on-site uses and
activities.13
Water storage requirements take into account daily average demand, fire flow
requirements and safety factors. The project would be required to store 1.81
million gallons (MG) to ensure adequate water storage. Table 4.13-5 below
shows the sub-totals that contribute to the 1.81 MG storage requirement.
These calculations assume that since all buildings would be outfitted with
sprinklers, the proposed design requirement for the project is 4,000 gpm for
four hours.
Based on standard welded steel tank sizes, water for the project would need to
be stored in either a 99-foot -diameter by 32-foot-high tank or an 88-foot diameter by 40-foot-high tank. The water could also be stored in two separate
tanks, should phasing plans require two separate storage tanks.
HydroScience Engineers, Inc., September 2009, Napa Pipe Project Water
and Wastewater Feasibility Study, page 8.
13
HydroScience Engineers, Inc., September 2009.Napa Pipe Project Water and
Wastewater Feasibility Study, pages 10, 20, 29 and 30.
12
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WATER USAGE FOR PLUMBING FIXTURES, PROPOSED PROJECT COMPARED TO CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE
2008 California
Plumbing Code
Requirement

Proposed
Project

Toilets

1.6 GPF

1.4 GPF

Urinals

1.0 GPF

0.5 GPF

Shower heads

2.5 GPM

2.5 GPM

Faucets

2.5 GPM

2.0 GPM

Plumbing Fixture

Notes:

GPF = gallons per flush
GPM = gallons per minute

TABLE 4.13-5

POTABLE WATER STORAGE REQUIREMENT

Parameter

Volume of Storage

Potable Water Demand

0.55 MG

Fire Flow Demand

0.96 MG

Factor of Safety (20%)

0.30 MG

Total Storage Requirement

1.81 MG

Source: HydroScience Engineers, Inc., September 2009, Napa Pipe Project Water and Wastewater
Feasibility Study, page 6.

Because the project site has historically been used for heavy industrial uses
and is already substantially developed and disturbed, the construction of new
water-supply and storage facilities is expected to have minimal environmental
effect. In addition, surrounding land uses are primarily industrial or open
space, which eliminates the potential for impacts to residences. The project
proposes to locate new facilities in the southeast quadrant of the project site
in order to reduce potential conflicts with adjacent uses and visual impacts to
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nearby open spaces and the Napa River. Therefore, impacts associated with
the construction of new facilities would be less than significant.
5. Cumulative Impact Analysis
The project would substantially increase demand for water supply on the site
in relation to baseline conditions. As explained above, the project would be
served by groundwater from the Sonoma Volcanics Aquifer that would be
treated on-site. The aquifer’s sustainable supply of 3,100 AFY exceeds the
demand of the proposed project plus neighboring uses by 1,443 AFY.
As discussed above and in Section 4.10, there is potential for the withdrawal
of water from the on-site wells to affect water levels in nearby wells that also
draw water from this aquifer, such as the vineyards located to the east of the
project site, or the Syar Quarry approximately 1 mile northeast of the project. However, according to detailed studies conducted by Stetson Engineers
the potential impact to neighboring groundwater supply wells is considered
minimal.13 Adherence to the groundwater confirmation monitoring program, see Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 in Section 4.10, would further
minimize the potential for adverse impacts to groundwater supply. As a result, a less-than-significant cumulative impact would occur.

B. Wastewater
The following describes current conditions and potential impacts of the proposed project with regard to wastewater services. The proposed project
would either include the construction of a new wastewater treatment plant
(WWTP) on the project site, or may connect to the Napa Sanitation District
(NSD) sewage system, which currently services the industrial uses on the project site. These two project options are analyzed in this section.

13

Stetson Engineers, August 2009, Draft Groundwater Report, former Napa

Pipe Corporation.
LLC.

Consulting report prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners,
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1. Existing Conditions
The existing industrial uses at the project site are served by the NSD. The
NSD currently operates the Soscol Water Recycling Facility (SWRF), which
services wastewater for southern unincorporated Napa County and the City
of Napa. The SWRF treats a mixture of industrial and domestic wastewater
through secondary and tertiary biological physical-chemical processes. The
SWRF has a permitted capacity of 15.4 MGD in dry weather.14 The facility
currently processes an average of 6.8 MGD during dry weather and 14 MGD
during wet weather.15
The proposed project may include the construction of a new wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP) on the project site. The WWTP would be subject
to San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFB RWQCB)
standards and procedures, and discharge from the WWTP would be subject to
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements.
2. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing State and local laws, policies and regulations
that apply to wastewater services being analyzed in this section.
a. Federal and State Regulations and Agencies
i. Clean Water Act
The Clean Water Act (CWA) is a federal regulation pertaining to the water
quality of discharges into the “waters of the United States.” The “waters of
the United States” include wetlands and perennial and intermittent stream
channels. Under Section 404 of the CWA, the State of California is authorized to set standards and issue permits relating to such discharges.

Napa Sanitation District Website, available at http://www.napasanitation
district.com/treatment/operations.html, accessed July 22, 2009.
15
Napa County, Napa County General Plan EIR, 2007, page 4.13-50.
14
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ii. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
The SFB RWQCB is the local division of the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB). The SWRCB is a State department that provides a definitive program of actions designed to preserve and enhance water quality and to
protect beneficial uses of water in California. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) issues NPDES permits. NPDES
permits allow the SFBRWQCB to collect information on where the waste is
disposed, what type of wastes are being disposed of and the entity depositing
the wastes. The SFBRWQCB is also charged with conducting inspections of
permitted discharges and monitoring permit compliance.
b. Local Regulations and Agencies
i. Napa County Sanitation District
The Napa County Sanitation District (NSD) provides wastewater collection,
treatment and disposal services in the City of Napa and surrounding unincorporated areas of Napa County. The NSD’s service area can be described, generally, as including all territory within the City of Napa’s Rural-Urban Limit
line, the Silverado Urban Area and the Airport Industrial Area (north of Fagan Creek). NSD provides wastewater collection, treatment and disposal services to the residents and businesses within this service area.
As the largest wastewater collection, treatment and reclamation agency in
Napa County, the NSD has served the public since it was organized under the
California Health and Safety Code in November 1945. The NSD currently
covers an area of approximately 20 square miles or 12,448 acres, however, the
adopted Sphere of Influence for the NSD is 23 square miles or about 14,699
acres. According to the District, the NSD currently serves approximately
78,000 residents.
The NSD Master Plan is based on the General Plans of the two land use authorities, the City of Napa and Napa County. NSD staff monitors land use
development proposals submitted to both agencies to ensure that the District’s system can meet the demands of growth.
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ii. Napa County Code
Napa County Code Title 13, “Water, Sewers, and Public Services,” regulates
sewage systems in unincorporated areas of Napa County. Title 13 addresses
connection requirements, permits and application fees, system location and
design and operation requirements.
iii. Napa County General Plan
The Conservation Element of the Napa County General Plan contains the
following policy relevant to this EIR’s analysis pertaining to wastewater.
Policy CON-62: As stated in Policy AG/LU-74, the County supports the
extension of recycled water to the Coombsville area to reduce reliance on
groundwater in the MST area and exploration of other alternatives. Also, the
County shall identify and support ways to utilize recycled water for irrigation
and non-potable uses to offset dependency on groundwater and surface waters
and ensure adequate wastewater treatment capacity through the following
measures:
a. Require (as part of continued implementation of County Code Title 13
Division 2 provisions associated with sewer systems) verification of adequate wastewater service for all development projects prior to their approvals. This requirement includes coordination with wastewater service
purveyors to verify adequate capacity and infrastructure either exists or
will be available prior to operation of the development project.
b. Use wastewater treatment and reuse facilities where feasible to reclaim,
reuse, and deliver treated wastewater for irrigation and possible potable
use depending on wastewater treatment standards.
c. Require proposals for non-residential construction in the Airport Industrial Area and lower Milliken-Sarco-Tulucay Creeks area to incorporate
dual plumbing to allow for the use of non-potable/recycled water when
such water becomes available.
d. Encourage the use of non-potable/recycled water wherever recycled water is available and require the use of recycled water for golf courses
where feasible.
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3. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe Project would have a significant impact with regard to wastewater services if it would:
a.

Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects.

b. Have insufficient wastewater treatment capacity available to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to existing demand.
c.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

4.
a.

Impact Analysis
Require or Result in the Construction of New Wastewater Treatment
Facilities
This analysis explores two options for wastewater treatment. The proposed
project would either connect to the existing NSD sewer system and transmit
wastewater to NSD’s SWRF, or would build a new WWTP on-site. As
shown in Table 4.13-6, average daily flows as a result of the project are expected to be 505,000 GPD; as such a new WWTP would require a maximum
design capacity of 720,000 GPD.16

If the proposed project were to connect to the NSD sewer system, it would
require an excess capacity of 720,000 GPD to be available to serve the project.
As stated in the Existing Conditions section, the NSD-operated SWRF has a
permitted capacity of 15.4 MGD in dry weather.17 The facility currently
processes an average of 6.8 MGD during dry weather and 14 MGD during

16

HydroScience Engineers, Inc., September 2009, Water and Wastewater Fea-

sibility Study, Page 13. Peak day flows were estimated to be approximately 1.3 times
the average daily flow.
17
Napa Sanitation District Website, available at http://www.napasanitation
district.com/treatment/operations.html, accessed July 22, 2009.
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TABLE 4.13-6

E I R

PROJECTED WASTEWATER FLOWS
Wastewater Flow
(GPD)

Land Use
Residential

405,200

Commercial

41,000

Inflow and Infiltrationa

59,000

Average Daily Flow

505,000

Peak Daily Flowb

660,000

Peak Daily Design Flowc

720,000

Note: All flows are rounded to the nearest 100 GPD.
a
Inflow and infiltration rates are based on 6.5 miles of collection system pipe at a rate of 1,000
GPD per inches per mile, with an average diameter of 12 inches.
b
Peak daily flows are estimated to be approximately 1.3 times the average daily flow.
c
Peak daily design flows are calculated as 1.1 times the peak daily flow to include a 10% factor
of safety.
Source: HydroScience Engineers, Inc., September 2009, Napa Pipe Project Water and Wastewater
Feasibility Study, page 13.

wet weather.18 However, the facility’s influent pump station is undersized to
handle future peak wet weather flows. Thus, although the permitted capacity
is great enough to service the proposed project, emergency storage facilities
for wastewater during large storm events may need to be developed. However, the District has indicated that the possible construction of emergency
storage facilities for storm events has not been considered within its long-term
planning.
Possible upgrades to the SWRF that may be required to accommodate flows
from the proposed project are not expected to result in significant physical
impacts to the environment. Construction of any such improvements would
take place either on the property of the facility or in close proximity to it. In
18
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either case, it is expected that improvements would take place within areas
already disturbed by original construction of the facility and any subsequent
upgrades. Furthermore, in the course of making any such improvements,
NSD would be required to adhere to applicable local, State, and federal laws
that serve to minimize the potential for environmental impacts. As a result,
the potential impact associated with the possible construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant. Potential
impacts specifically related to adequate treatment capacity are discussed below
in response to criteria b).
The option to include the construction of a new WWTP is included in the
Project Description. Under this scenario, wastewater would be treated by a
licensed operator with an advanced tertiary wastewater treatment system.
Treated wastewater would be discharged through a recycled water pump station to be used for public parks and landscape irrigation and into constructed
wetlands, which would overflow into Napa River. The construction of a new
WWTP would require a new Special District and a Sanitary Sewer Management Plan specific to the Special District. The construction and operation of
this facility is encompassed as part of the project description and as such, its
potential impacts are addressed in this environmental review. Its construction
and operation would not result in any additional adverse environmental impacts beyond those already identified in other sections of this document.
The proposed WWTP would operate with a year-round permit to discharge
into a constructed wetland, as is the case with the American Canyon WWTP.
As such, there is no plan to construct a storage facility of the typical scale
necessary to retain influent flows during the dry season. Although storage of
recycled water is proposed by the project, storage volume would be relatively
small—approximately 310,000 gallons--compared to a seasonal storage facility.19

Lam, Curtis. HydroScience Engineers, Inc., Technical Memorandum, September 9, 2009.
19
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As is possible with all new dischargers to surface waters in California, a new
WWTP may contribute at least to some degree to the cumulative degradation
of Napa River water quality, and thus work to lower the effluent limits of
proximate treatment facilities, including the NSD’s SWRF. Although the
degree of such an impact is speculative and difficult to quantify, it is assumed
that operators of the proposed Napa Pipe WWTP would work cooperatively
with other Napa River dischargers to monitor Napa River water quality, coordinate emergency operations and establish contingency plans.
For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project option to construct an
on-site WWTP would have a less-than-significant impact.
b. Have Insufficient Wastewater Treatment Capacity Available to Serve the
Project.
Project wastewater flows from the proposed project are shown above in Table 4.13-6. As shown in the table, average daily flows are expected to be
505,000 GPD and peak daily flows are expected to be 660,000 GPD. In order
to accommodate these flows safely either a new treatment plant would need a
design capacity of 720,000 GPD, or the existing NSD sewer system must accommodate an additional 720,000 GPD.
If the project were to include the construction of a new WWTP, the plant
would have an average day design capacity of 0.505 MGD, and a peak day
design capacity of 0.72 MGD, in accordance with Table 3-4 of the September
2009 Hydro Science Feasibility Study, which would be expandable by adding
additional membrane processes and additional pumps as needed over time.
Therefore, impacts associated with sufficient wastewater treatment capacity
would be less than significant.
If the proposed project were to connect to the existing NSD sewer system,
the treatment capacity of the NSD would need to be reevaluated. The
SWRF’s 15.4 MGD permitted capacity, cited above, is not the equivalent of
its design capacity. The facility’s permitted capacity was developed before the
implementation of current regulatory requirements. According to NSD, al-
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though the SWRF’s capacity has been periodically upgraded, the extent of
those upgrades was based on the demands of development anticipated in Napa
City and County General Plans of the time. Neither of those General Plans
projected a level of development for the project site that would occur under
the proposed project. The District has not fully evaluated the capacity of its
facilities to serve the proposed project. The existing excess capacity of the
facility cannot be identified as sufficient, and, as stated above, the facility’s
emergency storage capacity would be insufficient. As a result, the proposed
project would have a significant impact in relation to wastewater treatment
capacity if the SWRF is utilized.
Impact UTIL-1: The NSD has not fully evaluated the capacity of its facilities
to serve the proposed project. The existing excess capacity of the facility cannot be identified as sufficient, and the facility’s emergency storage capacity
would be insufficient.
Mitigation Measure UTIL-1: If the project requires sewer service by
NSD, the project applicant shall pay sewer service fees to the NSD in
compliance with the NSD’s Sewer Use Ordinance 67, at the time of
building permit issuance.
Significance After Mitigation: Payment of fees to the NSD would contribute to the District’s budget and ongoing planning activities. As described in Section 908 of District Ordinance 67, the District’s Board of
Directors may require connection fees over and above the standard fees
established in Ordinance 67. Payment of fees in compliance with Ordinance 67 would provide the District with a fair-share contribution toward the planning activities needed to adequately serve the project.
Therefore, payment of fees under Ordinance 67 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level.
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c. Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements
i. Operation of On-Site WWTP
If the proposed project were to include a wastewater treatment facility, the
project would propose to treat wastewater to tertiary standards, maximizing
available disposal options, as well as maximizing recycled water use on-site.
The construction, operation and maintenance of the WWTP would be subject
to all applicable federal, State and local regulations, including NPDES permit
application requirements. Compliance with these regulations would ensure
that the potential impacts associated with wastewater treatment requirements
would be avoided.
In particular, Napa County Code Title 13 regulates individual, public and
private sewage systems. Under County Code Section 13.24.040, issuance of
permits for the installation of any sewage disposal system is only after compliance with all other laws and regulations. In addition, to comply with Title
13, the new sewage system would not be able to take on new customers if the
system were to be in violation of its permit with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board.
Furthermore, with the exception of secondary treatment for wet-weather
overflows, the SFB RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) does
not mandate wastewater treatment levels.20 Therefore, the project would result in no impact relative to wastewater treatment requirements.
The project intends to obtain a year-round permit that would allow for discharge to a constructed wetland in a manner similar to the discharge permit
of the American Canyon WWTP. With a similar treatment process, receiving water, and conditions, it is expected that the project would be able to discharge in a similar manner.

Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2007. San Francisco Bay Basin
(Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan).
20
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ii. Use of Recycled Water for Irrigation
The RWQCB typically requires that a discharge permit applicant maximize
on-site reuse of recycled water to the extent feasible.21 As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would use recycled water for irrigation
purposes in public parks and landscaping. In order for this to be feasible, projected wastewater flows within the project site would need to be greater than
the projected demand for recycled water. A study prepared for the project
applicant in 2009 found that peak recycled water demand would be 259,000
GPD, as shown below in Table 4.13-7. Therefore, recycled water demands
are expected to be approximately 44 percent of the projected average daily
wastewater flow of 505,000 GPD, and wastewater flows would be sufficient
to provide recycled water for irrigation purposes. There would be on-site
storage of recycled water. The volume of the recycled water storage tank
would be equivalent to one peak day of recycled water demand with a 20%
factor of safety, or 310,000 gallons.
As stated in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, recycled wastewater
used for irrigation on-site would be dosed with chlorine and allowed residence time adequate to meet California Code of Regulations, Environmental
Health (Title 22) requirements for unrestricted reuse. Potential impacts of
effluent irrigation on local groundwater quality are discussed under Standard
of Significance 6 in Section 4.10. As concluded in Section 4.10, potential impacts would be less than significant.
iii. Connection to NSD System
If the proposed project were to connect to the existing NSD sewer system,
the wastewater would be subject to the treatment currently enacted on all
effluent in the NSD, which is regulated by the SFB RWQCB. Furthermore,
through the use of fees paid to NSD under Mitigation Measure UTIL-1, any
necessary upgrades would be made to the SWRF to ensure that it complies

HydroScience Engineers, Inc., prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC, September 2009, Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study, pages 21-25.
21

4.13-25

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T
U T I L I T I E S

TABLE 4.13-7

E I R

PROJECTED RECYCLED WATER DEMAND
Peak
Demand
(GPD)

Common Area

Acres

Water Use
Factor
(GPD/ac)

Native Plants and Trees

12.80

4,260

54,500

Turf

28.80

7,100

204,500

Total Demand

259,000

Source: HydroScience Engineers, Inc., prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC, September 2009, Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study, page 27.

with the RWQCB’s treatment requirements. A less-than-significant impact
would occur.
5. Cumulative Impact Analysis
As discussed above, the proposed project would either connect to the existing
NSD sewer system, or would build a new WWTP on-site.
a. Connecting to NSD System
Connecting to the NSD sewer system would require an excess capacity of
720,000 GPD to be available to serve the project. The NSD-operated SWRF
has a permitted capacity of 15.4 MGD in dry weather22 and currently processes an average of 6.8 MGD during dry weather and 14 MGD during wet
weather.23 Wastewater from the proposed project and other cumulative projects treated by NSD would be subject to the treatment currently enacted on
all effluent in the NSD, which is regulated by the SFB RWQCB.
However, permitted capacity is not the equivalent of design capacity. The
15.4 MGD limit cited above was developed before the implementation of curNapa Sanitation District Website, available at http://www.napasanitation
district.com/treatment/operations.html, accessed July 22, 2009.
23
Napa County, Napa County General Plan EIR, 2007, page 4.13-50.
22
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rent regulatory requirements. According to NSD, although the SWRF’s capacity has been periodically upgraded, the extent of those upgrades, as well
development of policy in the District’s Master Plan, was based on the demands of development anticipated in Napa City and County General Plans of
the time. Neither of those General Plans projected a level of development for
the project site that would occur under the proposed project.
In addition, emergency storage facilities for wastewater during large storm
events may need to be developed and NSD has yet to determine whether it
would or would not serve the Napa Pipe project. Therefore, the cumulative
impact of connecting to NSD is considered significant.
Impact UTIL-2: The NSD has not fully evaluated the capacity of its facilities
to serve the proposed project in combination with other cumulative projects.
If the proposed project were to connect to the existing NSD sewer system,
the treatment capacity of the NSD would need to be reevaluated. The existing excess capacity of the facility cannot be identified as sufficient to accommodate flows from this project in combination with other projects, and the
facility’s emergency storage capacity would be insufficient.
Mitigation Measure UTIL-2: Implement Mitigation Measure UTIL-1.
Significance After Mitigation: As explained above in the Significance After Mitigation statement above under Mitigation Measure UTIL-1, payment of fees to the NSD, as described in Section 908 of District Ordinance 67, would allow for District planning and improvements to receive
and treat increased, cumulative wastewater volumes over time. As a result, cumulative impacts related to wastewater treatment requirements
would be less than significant.
b. Operation of On-Site WWTP
Constructing a new WWTP on-site would require formation of a new private
sewer company or a new Special District and a Sanitary Sewer Management
Plan specific to the new entity. The new WWTP would treat all wastewater
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from the project on-site, and therefore would not affect the capacity of the
NSD facility or other off-site facilities. The facility would treat wastewater to
tertiary standards, maximizing available disposal options and maximizing
recycled water use on-site. In addition, the construction, operation and maintenance of the WWTP would be subject to all applicable federal, State and
local regulations, including NPDES permit application requirements. Since
the proposed new WWTP would treat all wastewater on-site and would comply with applicable regulations, cumulative impacts related to discharge requirements would be less-than-significant.

C. Stormwater
The following describes current conditions and potential impacts of the project with regard to stormwater services.
1. Existing Conditions
The County and City of Napa are member agencies of the Napa County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (NCFCWCD), and adhere
to the Napa County Stormwater Management Program (NCSWMP). In accordance with the program, both the city and county carry out their own
individual stormwater pollution prevention programs. NCSWMP provides
the coordination and consistency between the agencies. Federal and state
laws require counties and cities to implement measures for controlling pollutants from new development and redevelopment; these laws are discussed in
Section 4.6, Hydrology and Drainage.
The Department of Public Works for the City of Napa owns and operates 90
miles of storm drains.24 The Department of Public Works is responsible for
the design and construction of storm drainage system improvement, as well as

City of Napa, Bridges and Urban Runoff website, http://www.cityof
napa.org/Departments/Public_Works/WebPages/bridges/bridges.htm, accessed on
July 26, 2007.
24
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administering the Storm Water System Service Fee Program, reviewing drainage of proposed development projects and administering the Floodplain Management Program. In the immediate vicinity of the project site, City of Napa
storm drains are located on the east-west extensions of Kaiser Road and the
north-south extension of Syar Industrial Way. The storm drains empty into
the Napa River, north of the project site, and into Bedford Slough, south of
the project site, respectively.25
2. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing local regulations and policies that apply to
stormwater services being analyzed in this section.
a. County of Napa Stormwater Management Plan
The County of Napa implements measures to control pollutants from new
development and redevelopment with the Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (No. 1240, Chap. 26.28). In addition to prohibiting discharges of pollutants, the ordinance gives the director of Public Works
the authority to establish runoff control requirements for construction sites.
b. City of Napa Stormwater Management Program
The purpose of the program evaluation was to determine the City’s compliance with its NPDES permit (CAS 000004) and to determine the City’s overall success in implementing its Stormwater Program. The following program
areas are evaluated within the plan:
♦ Program Management
♦ Public Education/Public Involvement
♦ Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination
♦ Construction
♦ Post-Construction
♦ Municipal Operations

25

City of Napa, Department of Public Works Map H-24.
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c. Napa County General Plan
The Conservation Element of the Napa County General Plan contains policies relevant to this EIR’s analysis pertaining to stormwater (see Table 4.13-8).
3. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe Project would have a significant impact with regard to
stormwater services if it would:
a. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects.
4.
a.

Impact Analysis
Require or Result in the Construction of New Stormwater Drainage Facilities
In compliance with applicable State and local regulations, the proposed project would include storm water drainage utilities. As a result, the project
would result in the construction of new drainage facilities.

According to the Hydraulics Report prepared by Riechers & Spence Associates for the Napa Pipe project, the storm drain system network proposed for
the Napa Pipe project is adequate and in all cases provides excess conveyance
capacity for both the 10-year and the 100-year storm events.26 The drainage
plan retains portions of existing storm drains, and replaces selected 15-inch
pipes at the north end of the existing east storm drain with 18-inch pipes to
accommodate additional flows at that location. The drainage plan, which
includes increased pervious area, would decrease flows to all existing storm
drains and outfalls that would remain.
Actual construction and installation of new drainage facilities are included as
part of the project description and as such, potential impacts are addressed in

Riechers & Spence Associates, September 25, 2009, Hydraulics Report for
the Proposed Storm Drain Network, Napa Pipe Redevelopment Project.
26
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION ELEMENT
GOALS AND POLICIES

Policy or Goal
No.
Goal CON-9

Policy CON-48

Policy CON-50
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Goals and Policies
Control urban and rural storm water runoff and related non-point
source pollutants, reducing to acceptable levels pollutant discharges
from land-based activities throughout the county.
Proposed developments shall implement project-specific sediment and erosion control measures (e.g. erosion control plans
and/or stormwater pollution prevention plans) that maintain
pre-development sediment erosion conditions or at minimum
comply with state water quality pollution control (i.e., Basin
Plan) requirements and are protective of the County’s sensitive
domestic supply watersheds. Technical reports and/or erosion
control plans that recommend site-specific erosion control
measures shall meet the requirements of the County Code and
provide detailed information regarding site specific geologic,
soil, and hydrologic conditions and how the proposed measure
will function.
The County will take appropriate steps to protect surface water
quality and quantity, including the following:
f) Adopt development standards, in conformance with NPDES
Phase II requirements, for post-construction storm water
control.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

this environmental review. Furthermore, these activities would occur in portions of the site that have already been disturbed by existing development and
improvements. Therefore, construction and installation would not result in
any additional adverse environmental impacts beyond those already identified
and mitigated in other sections of this document.
Detailed drainage plans are available for the commercial and industrial phases
of the Project. When prepared, they will conform to County standards.
Since the drainage plan is considered part of the project and impacts are identified and mitigated in the context of other sections (e.g. construction-period
noise control), impacts would be less-than-significant.
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5. Cumulative Impact Analysis
As discussed above, the proposed drainage infrastructure, including the retained portions of existing storm drains, would have sufficient capacity for
site runoff. In addition, the addition of pervious area on the site would reduce overall runoff leaving the site and would provide treatment of stormwater prior to entering into natural drainages and wetlands. Since the overall
stormwater runoff will be reduced and there would be no significant impacts
associated with the minor upgrades to be made, the cumulative impacts would
be less than significant.

D. Solid Waste
The following describes current conditions and potential impacts of the project site with regard to solid waste services.
1. Existing Conditions
a. Solid Waste
Solid waste collection and disposal in Napa County is overseen by the
County Department of Environmental Management. The County is divided
into three waste zones. Zones 1 and 3 have separate waste management agencies, service providers and landfills, while Zone 2 is operated and regulated by
the Napa County Board of Supervisors. The project site is in Zone 1.
The Napa-Vallejo Waste Management Agency oversees solid waste disposal in
Zone 1, including the City of Napa and County of Napa.27 Garbage collection at the project site is provided by Napa County Recycling and Waste Services (NCRWS).

Environmental
Management,
County
of
Napa,
website,
http://www.co.napa.ca.us/Gov/Departments/DeptDefault.asp?DID=40500, accessed
on May 15, 2009.
27
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Waste is transported to the Napa-Vallejo waste transfer station located on
Devlin Road in American Canyon. The transfer station, operated by Northern Recycling Operations and Waste Services, has a permitted capacity to
process 1,440 tons per day, and currently processes approximately 800 tons
per day. The waste is then transported to the Keller Canyon Landfill in Contra Costa County for ultimate disposal.28 Keller Canyon Landfill is permitted
to receive up to 3,500 tons of waste per day and currently receives about 2,500
tons of waste per day.29 The California Integrated Waste Management Board
lists the expected closure date of the landfill to be December 31, 2030. The
landfill has a total capacity of 75.018 million cubic yards and a remaining capacity of over 68.408 million cubic yards.30
In 2005, approximately 99,600 disposal tons of solid waste originated in the
City of Napa, equaling roughly 273 tons per day. Another approximately
16,100 disposal tons originated in unincorporated areas of Napa County,
equaling roughly 44 tons per day.
b. Recycling
As of July 2007, NCRWS was responsible for providing curbside recycling
service for southern Napa County, including the project site. For residential
customers, NCRWS provides free recycling of both yardwaste and mixed
materials. Additionally, the City of Napa encourages and supports efforts to
recycle and reuse materials through “NapaMax,” which is a division of the
City of Napa assigned with the responsibility of coordinating the reduction
of waste materials being disposed of in the landfills in the area through a materials exchange program.31

Cave, Trent. Manager, Napa-Vallejo Waste Management Agency, personal
communication with Kyle Simpson, DC&E, July 26, 2007
29
Keller Canyon Landfill website, http://www.alliedwasteservices
ofcontracostacounty.com/facilities_keller_canyon.cfm, accessed on May 15, 2009.
30
SWIS Data File, available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/07-AA0032/Detail/, accessed May 15, 2009.
31
NapaMax’s website. http://www.napamax.org/default.asp, accessed on
May 15, 2009.
28
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On July 1, 2007, the Napa-Vallejo Waste Management Agency signed a contract with Northern Recycling Operations and Waste Services to require a 25
percent diversion rate per year at the Devlin Road Waste Transfer Station.
Upon the completion of station expansion, the required diversion rate will
increase to 30 percent per year and will increase 1 percent with each passing
year until a 35 percent diversion rate is achieved.32
2. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing federal, State and local regulations and policies that apply to solid waste services being analyzed in this section.
a. Federal and State Regulations
i. California Integrated Waste Management Act
California’s Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) set a requirement for cities and counties to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from
landfills by January 1, 2000 through source reduction, recycling and composting. AB 939 also established the goal for all California counties to provide at
least 15 years of ongoing landfill capacity. To help achieve this, the Act requires that each City and County prepare a Source Reduction and Recycling
Element to be submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management
Board. 33
ii. California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991
California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act requires areas to be
set aside for collecting and loading recyclable materials in development projects. The Act required the California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB) to develop a model ordinance for adoption by any local agency
relating to adequate areas for collection and loading of recyclable materials as
Trent Cave, Manager, Napa-Vallejo Waste Management Agency, personal
conversation with Kyle Simpson, DC&E, on July 26, 2007.
33
California
Integrated
Waste
Management
Board
website,
available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Statutes/Legislation/CalHist/1985to1989.htm,
accessed May 15, 2009.
32
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part of development projects. Local agencies are required to adopt the model,
or an ordinance of their own, governing adequate areas for collection and
loading of recyclable materials in development projects.34
iii. Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CoIWMP)
The CoIWMP is mandated by State law under AB 939. The purpose of the
CoIWMP is to describe local waste diversion and disposal conditions and lay
out realistic programs to achieve the waste diversion goals outlined in AB 939.
The CoIWMP serves as the primary tool for designing waste reduction programs that are countywide in scope. The Plan also addresses the county's
landfill needs in a comprehensive way.35 In Napa County, waste reduction
and disposal facilities that require Solid Waste Facility Permits must conform
with the policies contained in the CoIWMP.
b. Napa County General Plan
The Conservation Element of the Napa County General Plan contains several goals and policies relevant to this EIR’s analysis pertaining to solid waste.
The goals and policies most relevant to the proposed project are listed below
in Table 4.13-9.
3. Standards of Significance
The Napa Pipe project would have a significant impact with regard to solid
waste services if it would:
a.

Not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the buildout of the project’s solid waste disposal needs.

b. Not comply with federal, State and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste and recycling.

California
Integrated
Waste
Management
Board
website,
available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/lglibrary/LocalDocs/Policy.htm, accessed
May 15, 2009.
35
California
Integrated
Waste
Management
Board
website,
available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LgLibrary/Policy/5YrReview/, accessed May
15, 2009.
34
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TABLE 4.13-9
Policy or
Goal No.
Goal CON-18

Policy CON-87

Policy CON-90

E I R

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION ELEMENT
GOALS AND POLICIES

Goals and Policies
Provide sufficient long-term solid waste disposal capacity for the
County consistent with California Integrated Waste Management
Act (Public Resources Code section 40000, et seq.) requirements.
The County shall promote solid waste source reduction, reuse,
recycling, composting and environmentally-safe transformation
of waste. The County shall seek to comply with the requirements of AB 939 with regard to meeting state-mandated targets
for reductions in the amount of solid waste generated in Napa
County.
The County shall supports efforts to provide solid waste resource recovery facilities and household hazardous waste collection facilities convenient to residences, businesses and industries.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

4. Impact Analysis
a. Not be Served by a Landfill with Sufficient Permitted Capacity
The proposed project would rely on a dual strategy of solid waste disposal
wherein general solid waste disposal services would be contracted to outside
service providers and all hazardous waste would be disposed of at off-site facilities.
The County of Napa estimates that the average household size in the proposed project will be 2.2 persons per housing unit and 1.5 persons per senior
housing unit.36 This will result in approximately 5,901 residents within the
site (2,580 housing units x 2.2 persons per household + 150 seniors-only units
x 1.5 persons per unit). According to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), residents of unincorporated Napa County dispose

County household size estimates are based on the 2006 American Community Survey estimate of 2.0 persons per household, increased by 10 percent to account for variations in proposed project’s housing types and sizes.
36
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an average of 1 pound per person per day.37 With a daily average of 1 pound
per person, these residents would dispose of approximately 5,901 pounds of
solid waste per day.
A fiscal analysis conducted for the project applicant by Economics Research
Associates in August 2008 estimates that the proposed project would generate
three jobs per 1,000 square feet of office space, two jobs per 1,000 square feet
of research and development (R&D) space, two jobs per 1,000 square feet of
retail and 5 jobs per 1,000 square feet of restaurant space.38 With 50,000
square feet of office space, 140,000 square feet of R&D/Light Industrial,
25,000 square feet of retail and 15,000 square feet of restaurant space, the project would generate 721 jobs (150 office jobs + 280 R&D jobs + 50 retail jobs
+ 75 restaurant jobs + 16 senior housing jobs + 150 hotel jobs). The
CIWMB estimates that employees in unincorporated Napa County dispose of
2.6 pounds per day. 39 Therefore, it can be estimated that 721 new employees
would dispose of 1,875 pounds per day of solid waste.
The waste generated by residential and non-residential uses on the project site
would together generate 7,569 pounds per day, or approximately 3.8 tons. As
stated above, Keller Canyon Landfill is permitted to receive up to 3,500 tons
of waste per day and currently receives about 2,500 tons of waste per day,

California Integrated Waste Management Board website, “Jurisdiction Profile for Napa County (Unincorporated),” available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/
Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=U&JURID=332&JUR=Napa%2DUnincorporated,
accessed May 15, 2009.
38
Economics Research Associates, August 25, 2008, “Administrative Draft
Report, Napa Pipe Fiscal Impact Analysis, Service Plan and Infrastructure Financing
Plan,” prepared for Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC, page II-3.
39
California Integrated Waste Management Board website, “Jurisdiction Profile for Napa County (Unincorporated),” available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/
Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=U&JURID=332&JUR=Napa%2DUnincorp
orated, accessed May 15, 2009.
37
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leaving the landfill with a remaining capacity of 1,000 tons per day. 40 The 3.8
tons per day generated by the proposed project would constitute 0.38 percent
of this remaining capacity. Because the solid waste generated by proposed
project would not exceed the Keller Canyon Landfill’s capacity, impacts to
landfill capacity would be less than significant.
b. Not Comply with Applicable Regulations Related to Solid Waste and
Recycling
As described above, the proposed project would be serviced by NCRWS and
solid waste would ultimately be transferred to the Keller Canyon landfill.
NCRWS is currently operating in accordance with State and federal regulations, with the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan and meeting
the source reduction requirements of AB 939.41 The capacity of the Keller
Canyon landfills exceeds current and projected solid waste demand. In addition, the County’s Integrated Waste Management Plan would ensure continued compliance with AB 939 through the Source Reduction and Recycling
Element, Non-disposal Facility Element and Household Hazardous Waste
Element. Due to existing compliance with regulations and the ability of service providers to adequately service the proposed project, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on applicable regulations related
to solid waste.
5. Cumulative Impact Analysis
This section analyzes potential impacts to solid waste services that could occur from a combination of the proposed project with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the near vicinity. The Napa Pipe project would generate
approximately 3.8 tons of waste per day at buildout. Although this is more
waste than would be generated under baseline conditions, the Keller Canyon
Landfill has a permitted capacity of 3,500 tons per day yet currently only re-

Keller Canyon Landfill website, http://www.alliedwasteservicesofcontra
costacounty.com/facilities_keller_canyon.cfm, accessed on May 15, 2009.
41
Napa County General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report,
February 16 2007, page 4.13-59.
40
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ceives 2,500 tons per day. The facility has the unutilized permitted capacity to
accommodate the projected waste generated by the proposed project as well
as 996.2 tons of waste per day generated by other projects.
Existing compliance with regulations, the ability of service providers to adequately service the proposed project and the County’s Integrated Waste Management Plan suggest that the project would comply with applicable regulations, including AB 939. As a result of Keller Canyon’s remaining capacity
and the project’s compliance with regulations, the project would not make a
significant contribution to cumulative impacts relating to solid waste management or disposal. A less-than-significant impact would occur.

E. Energy Resources
The following describes current conditions and potential impacts of the project with regard to energy resources in a format consistent with Appendix F
of the CEQA Guidelines, and includes discussion of mitigation measures
adopted by the state agencies, including Title 24 energy efficiency standards
under the 2008 California Building Standards Code.
1. Existing Conditions
This section addresses State energy sources, as well as the energy resources of
Napa County and local efforts to conserve energy and use energy more efficiently.
California’s major sources of energy are petroleum products (i.e. gasoline,
diesel and oil), electricity, and natural gas. The California Energy Commission (CEC) indicates that California crude resources in 2006 came from instate (38.8 percent), foreign sources (45.0 percent), and Alaska (16.1 percent).
In 2006, natural gas resources in California came from the Southwest (40.3
percent), Canada (23.4 percent), in-state (13.5 percent), and the Rocky Mountains (27.7 percent). Sources of electricity production by resource type in
California in 2006 included natural gas (41.5 percent), coal (15.7 percent), hy4.13-39
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droelectric (19.0 percent), nuclear (12.9 percent) and renewable (10.9 percent).
Imported electricity from the northwest and southwest added 6.7 percent and
15.2 percent to California resources, respectively.42 Tables 4.13-10 to 4.13-12
describe state- and county-wide energy use.
In Napa County, Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) is the primary utility provider for residential, commercial, industrial and all other sectors. Energy
producing facilities in the county include three oil/gas facilities, a hydroelectric facility a landfill gas facility, an anaerobic digester facility at the Suscol
Water Recycling Facility, and a co-generation system at the NSD-WWTF.43
In addition, there are many smaller-scale generation systems within the
county. Napa County does not have any natural gas production. The county
consumes more electricity than it generates, with only 8 percent of peak energy demand met by energy produced within the county.44 Table 4.13-13
identifies electrical and natural gas consumption in Napa County for 2007.
2. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing federal, State and local laws, policies and
regulations that apply to energy conservation.
a. Federal Agencies and Regulations
Federal agencies regulate energy production, transmission and consumption
through various regulations and programs. Federal agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE), and the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) affect energy
consumption in the transportation sector through fuel economy standards,
funding for transportation infrastructure and funding for energy related research and development projects. The USDOT also promotes a diverse supply and delivery of reliable, affordable and environmentally sound energy.

California Energy Commission website, http://www.energy.ca.gov/
html/energysources.html, accessed on April 9, 2008.
43
Napa County Baseline Data Report, Version 1, November 2005.
44
Napa County Baseline Data Report, Version 1, November 2005.
42
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TABLE 4.13-10 AVERAGE MONTHLY ENERGY USAGE, CALIFORNIA (2007)
Use
Residential

Energy Usage
(kWh)
580

Commercial

5,772

Industrial

53,568

Source: http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/ask/electricity_faqs.asp, accessed May 26, 2008.

TABLE 4.13-11 CALIFORNIA UTILITY ELECTRICITY DELIVERIES FOR 2007
Residential
kWha
(million)

Non-Residential
kWh
(million)

Total
kWh
(million)

701

706

1,407

Sonoma

1,264

1,583

2,847

Solano

1,015

2,303

3,317

Napa

377

580

957

County
Marin

Kilowatt-hour (kWh): The most commonly-used unit of measure telling the amount of electricity consumed over time, which is one kilowatt (1,000 watts) of electricity supplied for one hour.
Source: California Energy Commission’s website. http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/ elecbycounty.asp, accessed on September 8, 2009.

a

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is an independent
agency that regulates the interstate transmission of electricity, natural gas, and
oil. FERC also reviews proposals to build liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals and interstate natural gas pipelines and licenses hydropower projects.45

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, website. http://www.ferc.gov/,
accessed on April 5, 2008.
45
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TABLE 4.13-12 CALIFORNIA NATURAL GAS DEMAND FOR 2005 (MILLION
CUBIC FEET PER DAY – MCFD)

PG&E

SoCal
Gas

SDG&E

Utility
Sum

Non
Utility

Total

Residential

532

659

82

1,286

0

1,286

Commercial

229

233

48

567

0

567

Industrial

430

404

10

844

630

1,474

Electric Gen

818

729

163

1,711

683

2,394

2,009

2,095

315

4,419

1,313

5,732

Sector

State Total

Source: California Energy Commission’s website. http://www.energy.ca.gov/naturalgas/
statistics/natural_gas_demand.html, accessed on April 5, 2008.

TABLE 4.13-13 ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION IN NAPA
COUNTY FOR 2007
Land Use

Electricity

Natural Gas

Residential

377 million kWh

21.91 therms

Non-Residential

580 million kWh

16.72 therms

Total

957 million kWh

38.63 therms

Source: http://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.asp#results.

i. Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975
This act was adopted to develop programs to serve the nation’s energy demand and promote energy conservation. Fuel economy goals for vehicles
were developed and this led to creation of the Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (CAFE) program.
ii. Energy Policy Act of 2005
The Energy Policy Act is intended to establish a comprehensive, long-range
energy policy, and the USDOT is responsible for its implementation. It pro-
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vides incentives for traditional energy production as well as newer, more efficient energy technologies and conservation. Those incentives come in the
form of various tax credits and deductions, which include automobile tax
credits, home energy efficiency improvement tax credits, energy efficient
commercial building deductions and business tax credits for businesses that
produce biodiesel/alternative fuels and manufacture or purchase energyefficient appliances.
b. State Agencies and Regulations
The California Energy Commission (CEC) is the State’s primary energy policy and planning agency. Created by the Legislature in 1974, the Commission
has five major responsibilities:
♦ forecasting future energy needs and keeping historical energy data;
♦ licensing thermal power plants 50 megawatts or larger;
♦ promoting energy efficiency through appliance and building standards;
♦ developing energy technologies and supporting renewable energy; and
♦ planning for and directing state response to energy emergency.
With the signing of the Electric Industry Deregulation Law in 1998 (Assembly Bill 1890), the Commission's role was expanded to include funding program oversight in support of energy research, development and demonstration. The Commission subsidizes renewable technologies.46
i. State of California Energy Action Plan (EAP)
Administered by the CEC, the EAP was initially created in 2003 and updated
in 2005. The EAP established shared goals and specific actions to ensure that
adequate, reliable, and reasonably-priced electrical power and natural gas supplies are achieved and provided through policies, strategies, and actions that
are cost-effective and environmentally sound for California's consumers and
taxpayers. Also incorporated in the EAP are specific actions reflecting the
importance of transportation fuels to California’s economy and the need to

California Energy Commission, April 2008, An Overview of Natural Gas
in California.
46
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mitigate the environmental impacts caused by their use, as well as the importance of taking actions in the near term to mitigate California’s contributions
to climate change from the electricity, natural gas and transportation sectors.47
ii. California's Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential
Buildings of 2005 (Title 24 Building Standards)48
Also administered by the CEC, Title 24 Building Standards were established
in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. Last updated in 2008, the standards are updated periodically to
allow for consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency
technologies and methods. Title 24 standards require that new construction
include a variety of energy conservation measures including ceiling, wall, and
concrete slab insulation; weather-stripping on doors and windows; vapor barriers; insulated heating and cooling ducts; water heater insulation blankets;
and certified energy-efficient appliances.49
iii. California Environmental Quality Act, Appendix F
Appendix F, Energy Conservation, of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) contains guidelines for considering the energy implications of a
proposed project.50 Appendix F does not contain specific thresholds or standards, but outlines possible energy impacts, such as project effects on local
energy supply and project compliance with existing energy standards. It also
provides potential energy conservation strategies, such as siting and designing
to increase energy efficiency and implementing various recycling efforts.

California Energy Commission website. http://www.energy.ca.gov/energy_action_plan/index.html, accessed on October 1, 2009.
48
California
Energy
Commission
website.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/, accessed on October1, 2009.
49
California
Energy
Commission
website.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/, accessed on October 1, 2009.
50
Section 15126.4 (a)(1) CEQA Guidelines.
47
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According to Appendix F of the Guidelines, energy conservation can be
achieved through reduced reliance on natural gas and oil, increased reliance
on renewable energy sources, and decreased overall per capita energy consumption. Energy can be reduced and cost efficiencies can be realized
through mitigation measures that:
♦ Reduce inefficient and wasteful energy consumption during the life of the
project;
♦ Include efficiencies in design and transportation related features of the
project;
♦ Reduce peak energy demand;
♦ Promote the use of alternative, renewable energy fuels; and
♦ Conserve nonrenewable resources through recycling.
iv. Local Agencies and Regulations
The Napa County General Plan contains goals and policies relevant to the use
and conservation of energy resources, which are listed in Table 4.13-14.
3. Standards of Significance
Appendix F does not include specific standards of significance by which to
measure impacts related to energy use and conservation. By contrast, the
Environmental Checklist Form in Appendix G of the Guidelines does include
specific standards, which are analyzed above and in other sections of this
document. In the absence of such standards, lead agencies are entitled to identify them for either project-specific or programmatic environmental review.
The County has determined that the project would have a significant impact
in relation to energy conservation if it would:
a.

Waste, or inefficiently or unnecessarily consume, energy,

b. Impede future energy conservation,
4. Impact Discussion
The Napa Pipe project would result in the construction of 2,580 residential
dwelling units, a 150-unit continuing care retirement complex, a 200,000square-foot condominium hotel with 150 suites, 140,000 square feet of
R&D/light industrial/warehouse space, 50,000 square feet of office space,
4.13-45
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TABLE 4.13-14 NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND GOALS
Policy or
Goal Number
Goal CON-16

Policy CON-67

Goals and Policies
Promote the economic and environmental health of Napa
County by conserving energy, increasing the efficiency of
energy use, and producing renewable energy locally.
The County shall promote and encourage “green building”
design, development, and construction through the achievement of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) standards set by the U.S. Green Building Council,
the Green Point Rated system standards set by Builditgreen.org, or equivalent programs.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

15.600 square feet of community facilities, and approximately 40,000 square
feet of neighborhood serving retail. Each of these uses would require energy,
for the initial construction as well as for the continued operation.
a. Waste, or Inefficiently or Unnecessarily Consume, Energy
The residential and non-residential land uses and supporting infrastructure,
such as street lighting, would require direct energy (electricity and natural gas)
for lifetime operation. Construction of the project would also require indirect energy consumption. Indirect energy is the energy required to build and
maintain the project, primarily in the form of vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
by construction trucks and service vehicles.
As explained below, a combination of proposed project features and recommended mitigations would reduce the project’s direct and indirect energy
demands both during and after construction.
i. LEED Gold Certification
The project would comply with Title 24 building standards, at a minimum,
and as explained in the Project Description, the project has been planned and
designed to attain a LEED Gold for Neighborhood Development certifica-
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tion.51 LEED encourages overall energy reduction through such techniques
as green building, sustainable design and the use of solar photovoltaic panels.
Proposed project features contributing to the pursuit of Gold certification
include, but are not limited to, a transit center located near the center of the
site, bicycle lanes, and a “walkable” neighborhood design that encompasses a
mix of housing and jobs in the immediate area (i.e. 1 mile). The LEED Gold
certification application submitted to the US Green Building Council
(USGBC) is available for review at the Napa County Department Conservation, Development, and Planning.
ii. Jobs/Housing Balance
All 2,580 housing units in the proposed project would be marketed to members of Napa County’s workforce. The proposed project includes housing for
moderate- and lower-income households. Up to all of the 2,064 market-rate
housing units would carry a “local preference restriction,” which would limit
eligible buyers, for a specified number of days, to qualified Napa residents and
employees of Napa businesses. This restriction would be imposed upon resale as well. Thus, housing growth under the proposed project could have
positive impacts in relation to energy usage by reducing the need for workers
to commute into the county, thereby reducing associated VMT and indirect
energy usage.
iii. Project Mitigations
Several project-specific mitigation measures that would, in part, conserve energy are identified in this EIR. These include the following and are described
in full in the referenced sections. In addition, a summary of these is included
in Section 4.7.
51

The project applicant has received confirmation from the US Green Build-

ing Council (USGBC) that all prerequisites have been met, and that the project has
been awarded State 1 (Pre-Entitlement) Gold Certification. State 3 (Completed
Neighborhood Development) Gold certification will be dependent on USGBC confirmation that all components of the LEED application have been implemented following project construction.
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Mitigation Measures TRA-1a and 1b (Section 4.3);
Mitigation Measures TRA-2– 13, 14, 16, and 17 (Section 4.3);
Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and AQ-3 (Section 4.6); and
Mitigation Measures GHG-1 – GHG-3 (Section 4.7).

iv. Conclusion
As stated above, construction, operation, and maintenance of the project over
its lifetime would require direct and indirect usage of energy. However,
through the inclusion of energy-conserving project features, adherence to
relevant General Plan policies, and implementation of the mitigation measures identified above, the impact would be less than significant. The project
would not waste, or inefficiently or unnecessarily consume, energy.
b. Impede Future Energy Conservation
In part, the impact of the proposed project on future energy conservation will
be offset by the Renewable Portfolio Standard that requires California electricity providers to expand their renewable energy portfolio to serve 33 percent of their load through renewable energy sources by 2020.52 The proposed
project would not obstruct, either local, state, or Federal initiatives or legislation designed to conserve future energy. Rather, through the construction
and operation of a planned community that has obtained LEED-ND Gold
certification, assuming this occurs, the project would benefit local and regional
efforts to conserve energy in the future.
c. Cumulative Impacts
Short-term and long-term cumulative development, including the project, is
expected to result in an increase in the demand for energy sources throughout
the County.
However, the demand specific to the proposed project is not expected to
make a substantial contribution to a cumulative impact. As explained above,
the proposed project has been planned and designed to attain a LEED Gold

52

4.13-48

State of California Executive Order S-14-08, 2008.

N A P A

N A P A C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
U T I L I T I E S

for Neighborhood Development certification. Second, the proposed project,
through its mix of uses on-site and proximity to several employers in southern Napa County, could eliminate the need of many workers to commute to
their jobs from outside the County. Third, the project includes several mitigation measures, as referenced above, that would serve to reduce the project’s
demand for energy both in the short and long-term. As a result, the project
would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact in relation to energy conservation.
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4.14 AESTHETICS

This chapter describes the existing aesthetic character of the Napa Pipe vicinity and evaluates the potential aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed
Napa Pipe project.

A. Existing Conditions
1. Visual Character of the Napa Pipe Site
The Napa Pipe site is an aging, industrial landscape that is currently undergoing a visual transition as old industrial buildings are demolished and the site is
prepared for future development. Images of existing site conditions contained
in this section reflect two sets of photographs, one taken in November, 2006
and the other in July, 2009 (see Figures 4.1-1 to 4.1-5). Although conditions
on the site have not been static since November 2006 and some of the visual
elements have changed, the figures have been selected to sufficiently demonstrate the prevailing visual character of the site.
Situated on an expansive concrete and asphalt slab abutting the Napa River,
the site is mainly vacant. Numerous large, boxy steel structures characteristic
of heavy industry and storage at the north end of the site will be demolished
either before the project starts or at the very beginning of the project. As
reflected in many of the following photos, the site is flat and expansive, and
partially defined by low-lying concrete infrastructure and the foundations of
buildings now removed. However, the eye is mainly drawn to the mounds of
metal and wood scrap, stockpiles of rusted, geometrical pre-cut steel sheets
(see Figure 4.14-3), stacks of steel beam sections, and rows of chest-high concrete pipe stands (see Figure 4.14-4) that are still in the process of being
cleared. There are also several unused storage containers and some derelict
rail track. Figures 4.14-1 through 4.14-5 show examples of the visual character within the site and various details of defining visual elements.
Many of the most prominent elements of the site’s visual character are associated with the sites’ past use as a shipyard and its relationship to the adjacent
Napa River. The river accentuates the western boundary of the site, a natural
feature that sharply contrasts the visual character of the site itself. Four large
4.14-1

Source: Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC; November, 2006
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dry docks are notched into the western edge of the site, framed by bent,
safety railings, toppled staircases and a towering, overhead gantry loading
structure, as evident in Figure 4.14-5. An approximately 150-foot crane is also
positioned at the rivers’ edge. There is a pipe storage yard on the southern
end of the site adjacent to Bedford Slough and wetlands bordering the river.
A second pipe storage yard is located on the northeast corner of the site along
Kaiser Road.
The site includes no scenic resources such as rock outcroppings. However,
the project area does have several potentially historic buildings, including the
Basalt Shipyard, which dates to the late-1930s and 1940s. Please refer to Section 4.11, Cultural Resources, for a description of these buildings.
Existing sources of light on the site include streetlamps, parking-lot lighting,
flood lights, vehicle and equipment lights, and interior lights. Daytime glare
is minimal, as the reflection of sunlight and artificial light off of existing windows and building surfaces is inhibited by mostly non-reflective surfaces.
There are some building and equipment surfaces throughout the site that generate glare when in direct contact with natural or artificial light, but the level
is generally low due to the types of materials and oxidized surfaces of existing
structures.
2. Visual Character of the Surrounding Area
Immediately north of the site, the visual landscape is similar to the flat industrial aesthetic that characterizes the site itself. This area contains an industrial
complex comprised of industrial and manufacturing similar to the site itself,
although exhibiting less disrepair. Uses in this complex include a sand and
gravel loading dock and yard owned and operated by Syar Industries; Bay
Area Reinforcing (a rebar bending company); a vacant parcel; and the Enterprise Industrial Park, which is located in the City of Napa and contains several light to medium industrial uses. Similar types of structures, equipment
and facilities are found towards the north as within the site. Further to the
north, the visual landscape abruptly shifts to the green, manicured environment of the public golf course at Kennedy Park.
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The eastern boundary of the site is lined with mature trees, behind which are
active, one- and two-story light industrial and warehouse-type buildings surrounded by mature landscaping, including lawns and trees. This area, the
Napa Valley Corporate Park, presents a visual shift from the site itself. Here,
the rear yards, parking, and storage areas of office and light industrial businesses are screened by planted berms of mature eucalyptus trees. It is a
shaded, restricted visual landscape, with large buildings, private parking lots
and decorative vegetation. Tenants of the corporate park include multiple
wineries, some of whose vineyards are located on dry, grassy hills that slope
upward immediately to the east. Just north of the vineyards, the hillsides
show the rugged scars of the Syar Industries, Inc., quarry.
As noted, the Napa River forms the western boundary of the site. The river
is also a boundary between two visual landscapes, as the area west of the river
is a green natural landscape. Here, grasses populate an expansive wetlands
vista, which is framed by grassy hills further west. Kennedy Park, northwest
of the site, is a visual open space containing tall grasses and low bushes, atgrade walking trails, and a sloping knoll. Kennedy Park lies adjacent to the
Asylum Slough, which is a body of water between the northern edge of the
project site and Kennedy Park.
The area southwest of the site on the other side of the river encompasses predominantly open space, although it is part of the Stanley Ranch Planning
Area which is planned for limited residential and visitor-serving uses. Further
south, particularly adjacent to the Napa River, lie wetlands and the Napa
County Airport, which is approximately 2 miles from the project site.
Directly south of Napa Pipe site, the paved, expansive industrial visual landscape quickly shifts to the green of the Bedford Slough. The low slough landscape meanders south through hills to the east and west, ultimately beneath
the Highway 29 bridge further south. The UPRR tracks run out south from
the site here, through the slough and under the Highway 29 bridge. A high
tension transmission tower and a series of large, white satellite dishes rise
above the wetlands vegetation immediately south of the site.
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3. Scenic Vistas Within and Across the Napa Pipe Site
Expansive views from and across the site are generally possible due to the
site’s flat topography and minimal tall, mature vegetation. However, as
noted, overhead utilities and highway infrastructure clutter view corridors to
the south and southeast, from the southern areas of the site. North of the
site, views outward capture the foothills of the Palisades, a chain of rocky
hills over 3,000 feet high. From the west side of the site, the view north up
the Napa River provides a scenic “open window” into those foothills.
In the northern portion of the site, views to the east are restricted due to the
row of tall, mature trees that lines Syar Road adjacent to the site. However,
toward the central and the southern portion of the site, the tree line to the
east is set back, facilitating wide views of the grassy, tree-marked Palisades to
the east. To the south, there are views across the Bedford Slough and through
the valley in which it located. Views to the Highway 29 Bridge are possible
in the south of the site.
West of the site, views of the Mayacamas Mountains are possible, as well as
the expansive open space area across the Napa River. Figures 4.14-6 through
4.14-8 show the scenic vistas available within and across the Napa Pipe site.
4. Views of the Project Site from Off-Site Locations
Due to the low, flat character of the existing site, the taller of the on-site
buildings, loading equipment and cranes are visible from several off-site viewpoint locations. Figure 4.14-9 marks the locations at which viewpoint photographs were taken to document existing views toward the site, and individual
photographs are shown in Figures 4.14-10 through 4.14-16.
Views of the project site from State Route 221 are non-existent due to the
existing corporate park between the highway and the project site. The project site is visible from closer distances, such as Kaiser Road and Industrial
Way, as shown in Figure 4.14-10. From this viewpoint at the northeast corner of the site, existing industrial buildings and mature vegetation are visible,
although the limited height of these elements does not dominate the view.

4.14-9

Source: Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC; November, 2006
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FIGURE 4.1-9
VIEWPOINT LOCATIONS

Source: Napa Redevelopment Partners, LLC; November, 2006
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Utility poles that line the site are the dominant vertical elements of this viewpoint. Because of the lack of elevation at this viewpoint, existing on-site
buildings and vegetation block views of the Napa River.
Figures 4.14-11 and 4.14-16 show northward views of the project site from
viewpoints to the south. Figure 4.14-11 shows that a wide, expansive view of
the project site is available from the State Route 12/Highway 29 Butler
Bridge. Although interrupted by a large utility tower, the foreground of this
elevated view contains the existing vegetation and trees surrounding the Bedford Slough, which lies at the southern edge of the project site. From this
view it is apparent that the southern portion of the site is mostly an open
expanse of asphalt, while the northern portion is more crowded by buildings
and large equipment.
Figure 4.14-16 is from Anselmo Court, immediately south of the project.
From this view, existing industrial buildings and paved areas of the site are
visible, as well as existing light poles and utilities infrastructure. While this
view lacks the elevated perspective of the view from the bridge, it illustrates
that the site is underutilized, transitional and industrial in character.
Views from the west, from Highways 29 and 121, offer views of the Napa
River and mature trees in the foreground and a ridgeline in the background.
Behind these trees, as shown in Figure 4.14-12, limited views of existing onsite industrial buildings are possible. The segments of Highways 29 and 121
from which the Napa Pipe site is visible are candidates for county-designated
scenic routes.
From the north, as shown in Figures 4.14-13, key waterfront elements of the
project site are visible from the extreme southern edge of the City of Napa’s
Kennedy Park, immediately across the River from the project site. From this
point within Kennedy Park, views are at an equivalent elevation. Although
views are not dominated by the existing site or site structures, the flat rooflines and box-like structure of the tallest dry dock buildings are fully visible,
as are on-site cranes. This degree of interface between river and project site is

4.14-21

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T
A E S T H E T I C S

E I R

not visible from the Kennedy Park pedestrian pathway because the pathway
is set back (to the north) of the viewpoint shown in Figure 4.14-13, although
the roofline of the tallest existing structure dominates the horizon from that
viewpoint. From further north at the Imola Bridge (Highway 121), as shown
in Figure 4.14-15, the project site is not easily viewed. Existing on-site buildings can be made out from this distance, although the flat, vacant nature of
the site and the buildings on it are largely hidden by surrounding vegetation.

B. Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes existing State and Napa County policies and regulations that apply to aesthetics of the Napa Pipe vicinity.
1. California Scenic Highway Program
California's Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963.
Its purpose is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from change
that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. The
State laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets
and Highways Code, Section 260 et seq.1
Portions of Highway 121 and all of Highway 29 are eligible for State Scenic
Highway designation; however there are no officially designated scenic highways in Napa County at this time.2 Despite the absence of officiallydesignated scenic highways, the Napa County General Plan includes ten candidate routes for scenic highway designation. Portions of Highway 121 and
the entirety of Highway 29 are designated County routes. As described
above, the project site is visible from both these Highway sections.

1

California Department of Transportation’s website.

http://www.dot.

ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/scpr.htm, accessed on July 20, 2007.
2

California Department of Transportation’s website, http://www.dot.ca.

gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed on May 12, 2009.
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2. Napa County General Plan
The County’s General Plan contains goals and policies pertinent to the Napa
Pipe site in regards to aesthetics. A selection of relevant General Plan goals
and policies is listed in Table 4.14-1.

C. Standards of Significance
Visual changes associated with the project would be considered significant if
the project would:
1.

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings.

2.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

3.

Substantially degrade the view from a scenic highway, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings.

4.

Expose people on- or off-site to substantial light or glare.

D. Impact Analysis
The following analysis is supported by simulations of the proposed project
from each viewpoint location identified in Figure 4.14-9. These simulations
are represented in Figures 4.14-17 through 4.14-23.
1.

Substantially Degrade the Existing Visual Character or Quality of
the Site and Its Surroundings
a. Project Operation
The proposed project would significantly alter the existing visual character of
the site. As described earlier in this chapter, the site is primarily vacant, defined by cluttered space and visually uncoordinated shipyard/industrial improvements. Through the process of remediation and construction, the proposed project would change these qualities, first clearing the site of visual debris and then, through the process of grading and construction, imposing an
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TABLE 4.14-1
Policy or
Goal No.
Policy CIR-7

Policy CIR-9

Goal CC-1
Goal CC-2
Policy CC-1

Policy CC-13

Policy CC-16
Policy CC-31
Policy CC-32

Policy CC-33

4.14-24
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO AESTHETICS

Goals and Policies
Roadway improvements shall be designed to conform to existing
landforms and shall include landscaping and/or other treatments to
ensure that aesthetics and rural character are preserved.
The County supports beautification programs for roadways in the
unincorporated area. Roadway beautification shall be consistent
with the character of the area in which the roadway is located and
with other County policies related to preserving the character of
the county including policies on signage as defined in the Community Character Element.
Preserve, improve and provide visual access to the beauty of Napa
County.
Continue to promote the diverse beauty of the entire county since this
beauty is intricately linked to the continued economic vitality of the
region and benefits residents, businesses and visitors
The County will retain the character and natural beauty of Napa
County through the preservation of open space.
The County’s roadway construction and maintenance standards
and other practices shall be designed to enhance the attractiveness
of all roadways and in particular scenic roadways. New roadway
construction or expansion shall retain the current landscape characteristics of County-designated scenic roadways, including retention of existing trees to the extent feasible and required revegetation and re-contouring of disturbed areas.
Adjacent to scenic roadways, utilities should be placed underground where possible.
The County considers nighttime darkness to be an integral part of
the character of the county’s rural areas.
Street lighting on county roadways shall be limited to the minimum amount needed for public safety and shall be designed to
focus light only where it is needed.
The design of buildings visible from the County’s designated scenic roadways shall avoid the use of reflective surfaces which could
cause glare.

N A P A
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Policy or
Goal No.

Policy CC-34
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NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
RELEVANT TO AESTHETICS (CONTINUED)

Goals and Policies
Consistent with Building Code requirements for new construction
in rural areas, nighttime lighting associated with new developments shall be designed to limit upward and sideways spillover of
light. Standards shall be as specified in the most recent update of
the “Nonresidential Compliance Manual for California’s 2005
Energy Efficiency Standards” or the “Residential Compliance Manual for California’s 2005 Energy Efficiency Standards” published
by the State of California. Light timers and motion sensors shall
be used wherever feasible.

Source: Napa County, Napa County General Plan, June, 2008.

orderly urban aesthetic onto the site. Ultimately, the intensely developed
portions of the proposed project would “fill in” the visual vacancy that currently defines much of the underutilized site. Proposed open spaces through
the center of the site and undeveloped space at the southern end of the site
would soften the visual impact, and respect the existing natural landscape of
the adjacent river and wetlands.
As a result of the proposed project, the site would no longer evoke its underutilized industrial aesthetic. As evidenced from the simulated view of the
project from Butler Bridge (Figure 4.14-18), the quantity of new structures
and their orientation around a grid-based street network would shift the visual quality of the site toward that of an ordered urban neighborhood of multiple building forms. The proposed project would take place under a Comprehensive Development Agreement, which would include a set of project
design guidelines. The guidelines would ensure that building construction
adheres to high quality design standards and incorporates high quality building materials. As a result, the overall color palette of the site would shift
from the harsh tones of steel, asphalt and oxidized metals to the brighter,
cleaner and more contrasting hues associated with well-maintained landscaping, articulated architectural surfaces and new physical infrastructure. In addition, the imposition of an orderly streetscape and central open space network would result in an active visual character representative of pedestrian
4.14-25

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -17

NA P A COUNTY
P I P E DRAFT EIR
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l at e d V i e w f r o m K a i s e r R o a d / I n d u s t r i a l Way I n t e r s e c t i o n

NA P A

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -18

N A PA C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l ated V ie w fro m B ut l er B rid g e / S tate R oute 1 2

N A PA

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -19

N A PA C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l ated v ie w fro m H i g h w ay 1 2 / H i g h w ay 2 9 I ntersection

N A PA

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -20

N A PA C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l ated v ie w fro m K ennedy P ark

N A PA

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -21

N A PA C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l ated V ie w fro m N apa R iver

N A PA

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -2 2

N A PA C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l ated V ie w fro m H i g h w ay 1 2 1 I m o l a B rid g e

N A PA

Source: Design, Community & Environment and William Rawn Architects, 2009

F I G U R E 4 .14 -2 3

N A PA C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A e s t h e t i c s

S i m u l ated V ie w F ro m A nse l m o C ourt

N A PA

N A P A

N A P A C O U N T Y
P I P E D R A F T E I R
A E S T H E T I C S

and personal uses, rather than one catering only to industrial activity. The
accessible, open visual character that would result from the proposed project
is evident in simulated views of the project from the edges of the project site
(Figures 4.14-17 and 4.14-23).
A defining element of the existing visual quality of the site is its shipyard aesthetic, and associated visual relationship to the Napa River. As discussed in
Section 4.11, Cultural Resources, existing elements of the project site are direct remnants of the site’s historic use as the Basalt Shipyard. The proposed
project would retain certain visually striking examples of these historic riverfront features and integrate them into new uses. These features include both
the large gantry and harbor cranes as well as the dry-docks (see Chapter 3,
Project Description). As a result of this strategy, the proposed project would
achieve a visual balance on the riverfront. It would retain key historic elements while effecting the general visual transformation described above. This
is evident in the riverfront area simulations of the proposed project. Figures
4.14-20 and 4.14-21 reveal an improved waterfront visual character in which
landscaping, tree plantings and pedestrian and visual amenities located at the
water’s edge would soften what is currently an abrupt visual transition from
water to concrete slab. At the same time, the industrial aesthetic of the retained cranes and structures would contrast the visual quality of new development, establishing an effective visual link between historic and proposed
uses.
b. Project Construction
As discussed earlier in this chapter, ongoing demolition and materials stockpiling combined with the presence of construction-oriented equipment, defines much of the site’s existing visual character. Views to and from the site
currently contain both historic waterfront loading equipment and utilities
infrastructure. Because of the existing visual character of the site, the degree
to which large-scale construction equipment would impact the visual quality
or character of the site and surroundings would be minimal. Although the
project would require the use of large-scale construction equipment such as
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cranes, involve on-site storage of large amounts of materials and involve grading and earth moving, these factors would not cause significant visual impacts.
Therefore, although the proposed project would alter the historic character of
the site, the alterations would not cause a significant adverse visual impact.
Some of the key historic elements would be retained and the overall visual
quality of the site and surroundings would be improved through the addition
of modern architecture, landscaping, parks, and multi-use trails. The proposed project would have a beneficial impact on the existing visual quality of
the site and immediate surroundings.
2. Have a Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista
There are no officially-designated scenic vistas identified in the Napa County
General Plan. However, the project would alter views from roadways identified as scenic in the County’s Viewshed Ordinance and General Plan. These
roadways include portions of Highway 121 and Highway 29. The primary
viewer groups would be motorists. Potential impacts to these scenic roadways are assessed in the analysis of scenic highways in the following section.
The nearest residential properties with views of the site are located on a ridge
approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the project site. Due to the elevation of
these homes and the distance from the project site, the proposed project
would comprise only a small portion of the wide, expansive views from these
homes. Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly impact those
views.
The view south from Kennedy Park would be also be affected by the proposed project. However, Figure 4.14-20 shows that from this perspective, the
proposed project would achieve a visual balance, improving the waterfront
character with new landscaping and amenities yet retaining the historic shipyard and industrial aesthetic. As seen from the Kennedy Park pedestrian
path, development associated with the proposed project would not significantly impact vistas beyond that of existing structures. As a result of this
visual balance, in combination with the lack of significant impacts on motor-
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ists and residences, the impact of the proposed project would be less than significant.
3. Substantially Degrade the View from a Scenic Highway
There are no designated State scenic highways in the vicinity of the Napa
Pipe site.3 However, portions of Highway 121 and the entirety of Highway
29 (State Route 12) are County-designated Scenic Roadways, as per the Community Character Element of the Napa County General Plan. These are
valuable community assets and both view sheds contain the proposed project
site.
Figure 4.14-18 is a simulation of the proposed project as seen from the Highway 29 Butler Bridge, which crosses the Napa River south of the project site.
The figure reveals that all scenic elements, which include the Napa River,
wetlands and slough, and expansive views of the foothills to the north, would
be fully retained following completion of the project. The primarily lowlying nature of proposed development would conform to the basin-like topography of the site. While the rooflines of the tallest proposed structures,
located to the east of the site, slightly inhibit views of the lower foothills, this
effect is insignificant. The vista still contains the stepped, rising nature of the
foothills and taller mountains further north, and remains an attractive perspective of a natural watershed basin surrounded by mountains. Moreover,
the figure reveals that regardless of proposed development, it would be the
existing utility tower in the foreground of the vista that would continue to
significantly impact scenic quality.
As noted earlier in this chapter, the proposed project would not dominate the
view from the Imola Bridge on Highway 121. While the mass and color of
the proposed project would be visible against the otherwise natural backdrop,
the project would be largely camouflaged by existing vegetation. As Figure
4.14-22 reveals, the proposed project would not inhibit views of the horizon

3

California Department of Transportation’s website, http://www.dot.ca.

gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed on May 12, 2009.
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or foothills to the south, and does not overwhelm the dominant scenic character of the view, that of an idyllic river valley. Similarly, the view east from
the intersection of State Route 12 and Highway 29 (Figure 4.14-19) reveals
that the proposed project would be dominated by existing scenic resources, as
opposed to overwhelming those resources. The mature treeline immediately
in front of the site would soften the visual impact of the proposed project,
and the proposed project would not inhibit views of the foothills rising above
it to the east.
In conclusion, the impact of the proposed project on scenic highways would
be less than significant.
4. Expose People On- or Off-Site to Substantial Light or Glare
The proposed project would introduce new sources of daytime glare and
nighttime illumination. The main source of daytime glare would be sunlight
reflecting from structures. However, this glare would be minimal because
none of the proposed buildings would have large, monolithic reflective surfaces such as glass-curtains. Rather, the primary materials used in surfaces
would be wood and stucco, punctuated by smaller areas of metal and glass.
The primary sources of nighttime glare would be outdoor lighting and vehicular headlights. However, the impact of these sources would not be significant as compared to existing outdoor lighting on-site, which consists of
industrial light poles of up to 80 feet in height and wall- and roof-mounted
light fixtures powerful enough to illuminate the site’s large yards and equipment. This existing nighttime illumination can be seen from Highway 29 to
the west.
All proposed residential and commercial development would have to conform to Building Code standards as well as Napa County zoning regulations
pertaining to the abatement of unreasonable glare. Under Chapter 18.80 of
the Napa County Code, exterior lighting in Airport Land Use Compatibility
Zones (including Zones D and E, within which the project site is located)
shall be directed or shielded to prevent glare to aircraft. Exterior lighting
must also meet approved Airport Land Use Commission lighting guidelines.
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In addition, the proposed exterior lighting strategy would adhere to the recently-updated standards set forth in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (effective January 1, 2010). Title 24, California’s Energy Efficiency
Standards, establishes regulation to reduce excess outdoor illumination in
various land use areas, via both wattage limits and positioning/shielding techniques.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect day and
nighttime views in the area. Compliance with these guidelines and with the
Napa County Code would prevent substantial amounts of light or glare from
occurring throughout the project site, and would prevent potential adverse,
glare-induced effects on public safety and quality of life. As such, a less-thansignificant impact would occur.

E. Cumulative Impact Analysis
The nature of the visual influence of physical development is such that multiple projects will contribute to a cumulative aesthetic impact only when located proximate to one another. In order to significantly and cumulatively
impact visual quality, projects must be contained in the same views and visually associated within similar perspectives. For this reason, the following
analysis accounts for the visual corridor of the Napa River, as it extends
through the area formed by Highway 121/Imola Avenue, Highway 221 and
Highway 29/State Route 12.
While the scope of the proposed Napa Pipe Project is such that it could potentially contribute to cumulative visual impacts, the geographic area identified does not facilitate the clustered development of multiple projects. Given
a series of constraints to development immediately surrounding the project
site, localized development restrictions resulting from the Napa Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan, and the lack of significant project-related aesthetic
impacts, the proposed project would not contribute to significant cumulative
aesthetic impacts.
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As noted in Section 4.1, Land Use, the entire project site and immediate surroundings are located in Zones C, D, and E of the Napa Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan. As a result development, particularly residential development, is greatly restricted in the southern portion of the site and the areas
further south. To the north, the presence of John F. Kennedy Memorial Park
and Napa Valley College are further constraints to development, as is the
Napa River and wetlands to the west. Because of these restrictions, other
development projects are sufficiently removed from the immediate area of the
proposed project site, such that the potential for cumulative aesthetic impacts,
which typically increases with proximity, is limited. The proposed project
would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts related to aesthetics.
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision makers of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project. The CEQA
Guidelines require that an EIR include the description and comparative
analysis of alternatives to the proposed project, including No Project Alternatives and a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly attain most of
the project’s objectives while reducing or eliminating significant impacts.
This chapter includes a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project and
also includes a discussion of alternatives that were considered for inclusion
but removed from further analysis for reasons specified. Each alternative
included for analysis is assessed using significance thresholds presented in
Chapter 4. Table 5-1 summarizes the results of this analysis.
Alternatives have been defined in terms of their physical, rather than political
characteristics, since the physical impacts of development on the project site
are unlikely to change depending on jurisdictional boundaries. Thus all alternatives assume that the project site remains in unincorporated Napa County,
and that implementation would require discretionary decisions by the Napa
County Planning Commission and/or the Napa County Board of Supervisors. In addition, all of the alternatives with the exception of the No Project
Alternatives and RHNA Transfer Alternative would reserve a 19-acre area of
the site for potential future uses. This “reserve” area could be used to accommodate some of the suggested uses of the site (e.g. Napa Expo, City corporation yard) that have been advanced in the media if the agencies involved
are interested and the proposed uses are financially feasible. (All potential
future uses of the “reserve” area would require separate environmental review.)

A. Summary of Alternatives Considered
Alternatives to the proposed project considered here fall into four categories:
No Project Alternatives, Reduced Development Alternatives, Project Variation Alternatives and Off-Site Alternatives. The No Project Alternatives consist of existing conditions on the site as of the date the County issued the
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Notice of Preparation, and of what reasonably would be expected to occur if
the project were not approved in light of existing zoning standards. The Reduced Development Alternatives consider alternative land use plans for the
site calling for different residential housing types and densities. Project Variation Alternatives involve land use plans that are the same as the plan for the
proposed project; these alternatives consider variations in other aspects of the
proposed project that may provide environmental benefits. The Off-Site Alternative considers alternative sites in Napa County where the residential uses
proposed by the project could be located. The eight alternatives to the proposed project are summarized below and described in more detailed descriptions later in this chapter.
No Project Alternatives
♦ Existing Uses Alternative. Under the Existing Uses Alternative, the
site would remain in its existing condition. This alternative includes reuse of the existing structures on the site but assumes that no new structures would be constructed. The project site would remain in its current
Study Area General Plan land use designation and would maintain its
current Industrial zoning with the Airport Compatibility Combination
District overlay zoning. The project site would be utilized for industrial
related uses or other uses that would not require the redevelopment of
the site, although some remediation of the site would occur consistent
with likely commercial and industrial uses. This alternative is not analyzed in detail in this chapter because it is generally represented by the
environmental setting (existing conditions) described in Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation.
♦ Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Under the Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternative, the project site would be redeveloped
under its current General Plan and zoning designations to include new
industrial and business park uses. The total amount of development onsite would be 2,000,000 square feet of office, R&D, light industrial, distribution center and warehousing uses. This alternative would also include a waterfront park area providing access to the Napa River. This
alternative assumes that the City of Napa would continue to provide po5-3
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table water and that the site would continue to rely in part on on-site
groundwater, and that the Napa Sanitation District would continue to
provide wastewater treatment. The Napa County Fire Department and
Napa County Sheriff would continue to provide public safety services.
Reduced Density Development Alternatives
♦ Low Density Development Alternative I. Under the Low Density
Development Alternative I, the Napa Pipe site would be redeveloped
with 650 housing units in a residential subdivision of single-family, detached housing units at a density of approximately 11 units per acre.
Twenty percent of the units would be affordable. This alternative
would also include 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing uses in ALUCP Zone D and 200,000 square feet in
ALUCP Zone E, a 215-unit senior housing facility, a 150-suite hotel
with associated uses and 38 acres of open space. As with the proposed
project, this alternative would include a 19-acre reserve area that would
be left undeveloped and reserved for future uses.
♦ Low Density Development Alternative II. Under the Low Density
Development Alternative II, the project site would be redeveloped with
950 housing units, primarily consisting of single-family detached houses,
with limited townhouses, at a density of approximately 14 units per
acre. This alternative would also include 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing uses in ALUCP Zone D, as well
as a 215-unit senior housing facility, a 150-suite hotel with associated
uses and 38 acres of open space. As with the proposed project, this alternative would include a 19-acre reserve area that would be left undeveloped and reserved for future uses.
♦ Mid-Range Density Alternative. Under the Mid-Range Density Alternative, the project site would be redeveloped with a mix of detached and
attached housing types at a density of approximately 41 units per acre.
This alternative would include 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light
industrial/warehousing uses in ALUCP Zone D and 2,050 housing
units. In addition, this alternative would include 40,000 square feet of
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retail and restaurants, a 150-unit senior housing facility, a 150-suite hotel
with associated uses and 53 acres of open space. As with the proposed
project, this alternative would include a 19-acre reserve area that would
be left undeveloped and reserved for future uses.
Project Variation Alternatives
The Project Variation Alternatives described below consist of similar project
components as the proposed project, and would be developed according to
the site plan included as Figure 3-6 in this EIR. These alternatives consider
variations in aspects of the proposed project that are intended to provide environmental benefits.
♦ Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative. Under the Reduced Carbon
Alternative, the project would be developed as proposed, but would include additional measures for reducing greenhouse gas outputs, with the
goal of reaching a carbon neutral status. Greenhouse gas emission reduction measures would include implementation of passenger rail service
between the site, Green Island Road (to the south) and Trancas Street (to
the north). Other measures would include alternative energy generation
on-site and carbon offsets, wherein the applicant would pay to improve
energy conservation in existing buildings to offset new energy that is
used on-site.
♦ City Water Alternative. Under the City Water Alternative, the project
would be developed as proposed, but would rely upon the City of
Napa’s water supply rather than groundwater. There are two options
for the City Water Alternative. Under City Water Alternative-A, the
project would rely exclusively on the City of Napa’s water supply rather
than groundwater. Under City Water Alternative-B, groundwater resources could be utilized to supplement City water during drought
years, under a “conjunctive use” arrangement that could be a benefit to
the City’s water system. Under a conjunctive use arrangement, surface
water and groundwater are utilized based on drought conditions. During wet years, surface water can be utilized, which allows for groundwater recharge; during dry years, groundwater can be utilized, thereby reducing strain on surface water supplies. By diversifying the water sup5-5
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ply, conjunctive use arrangements allow for a flexible approach to water
management.
Off-Site Alternative
♦ Regional Housing Needs Allocation Transfer Alternative. Under a
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) transfer, Napa County
would enter into an agreement or agreements with one or more incorporated jurisdictions wherein the County would transfer all of its
RHNA allocations for the next two (Option A) or three (Option B)
housing cycles to the cities.
Under Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, a 20-acre portion of
the project site would be re-zoned to allow for high-density multi-family
housing (up to 304 units), with associated open space. The remainder of
the site would be developed as described under the Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternatives. In addition, the County would negotiate one or more RHNA transfer agreements for approximately 1,000 to
1,200 housing units over two future housing cycles.
Under Option B of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, the County would
transfer approximately 1,300 to 1,500 units to cities in the county for the
current housing cycle as well as two future cycles. The project site would
be developed as described under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternatives.
Comparison of Alternatives
Table 5-1 contains a comparison of the proposed project and the alternatives
summarized above using the topics analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental
Evaluation. This comparison is instructive in highlighting some of the impacts and benefits associated with the project and alternatives. Specifically:
♦ The proposed project, the Mid-Range Density Alternative, Project
Variation Alternatives, and the RHNA Transfer Alternative (Option A)
would all be consistent with the County’s current Housing Element,
which calls on the County to rezone at least 20 acres of the Napa Pipe
site to allow development at a minimum density of 20 dwelling units per
5-6
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acre for at least 304 units with associated public open space and
neighborhood-serving retail. Other alternatives would require the
County to amend its Housing Element, identifying an alternative site(s)
for 304 units of high density multi-family housing.
♦ The No Project Alternatives (Existing Uses and Industrial Uses/Business
Park Alternatives) and the RHNA Transfer Alternatives would add substantial new employment to the Napa Pipe site, resulting in traffic impacts more severe than the proposed project. While these alternatives
would avoid population growth in excess of regional projections, they
would involve job growth in excess of those same projections.
♦ Only the Existing Uses Alternative would potentially avoid significant
air quality impacts associated with the proposed project, and only the
Existing Uses Alternative would avoid significant impacts to cultural resources. The Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would be the only
alternative that would eliminate the significant impact due to cumulative
GHG emissions.
These conclusions and the other comparisons contained in Table 5-1 illustrate
the complexity of choices before County decision-makers who will decide
whether to approve the applicant’s project, or to disapprove the project and
pursue an alternative. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091, 15092
and 15093, the County’s ultimate decision will include written findings and
must balance the economic, legal, social, or other benefits of the project
against unavoidable adverse impacts. At a policy level, the choice between a
new kind of “walkable” neighborhood and more traditional business park or
residential subdivision, is an exciting one that will necessarily involve substantial public input and thoughtful deliberations.

B. Alternatives Considered but Removed from Further Analysis
Several alternatives were considered for inclusion but were not selected for in
depth analysis. These alternatives were determined to be unsuitable for reasons described below.
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1. Off-Site Alternative: Alternative County Sites
Under this alternative, the residential component of the proposed project
would be transferred to other properties within the County, and the project
site would remain in its existing industrial use. Sites in the County that could
serve as potential housing sites include the BOCA/Pacific Coast and Monticello/Atlas Peak properties. No other sites have been identified in the unincorporated portion of the county of sufficient size to accommodate a substantial number of residential units. Other sites in the unincorporated portion of
the county either are agricultural land, are on steep slopes, contain undisturbed natural habitat, are remote or involve some combination of these constraints such that significant residential development would result in significant environmental impacts, would be contrary to County policy or would
be infeasible.
The BOCA/Pacific Coast site is comprised of two parcels located along Highway 221 that contain a total of approximately 84.5 acres. The parcels are designated in the Napa County General Plan as Study Area and are zoned as Industrial. The General Plan states that the Boca/Pacific Coast site is intended
to remain in industrial use until further site planning is conducted and sitespecific development standards are developed. Until such planning documents have been adopted, the site remains subject to the Industrial zoning
designation, which does not permit residential development.
The Monticello/Atlas Peak site is comprised of three parcels totaling 18.18
acres located at the intersection of Monticello and Atlas Peak Roads. The
parcels are designated in the Napa County General Plan as Rural Residential.
Two of the parcels are zoned as Residential County and the third site is zoned
as Planned Development, and all three sites were designated with an Affordable Housing Combination District (AHCD) overlay zoning designation until this designation was removed in June 2009.
The BOCA/Pacific Coast site immediately abuts the Syar Quarry. In general
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) suggests buffers
between permitted uses such as the quarry and residences. It would be diffi-
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cult to create a walkable neighborhood of residential uses without a significant land use conflict due to quarry noise, traffic and air emissions. The
Monticello/Atlas Peak Road sites are relatively small and discontiguous.
There is substantial community opposition to multi-family housing on these
sites, and land use compatibility issues would be expected with multi-family
housing on these sites.
In addition, development of the BOCA/Pacific Coast and Monticello/Atlas
Peak Road sites would not reduce the project’s potential land use, noise or air
quality impacts. The BOCA/Pacific Coast site is located along the same traffic corridor as the proposed project; thus, the traffic impacts of development
at this site would not offer any environmental advantages with respect to traffic impacts. Therefore, this EIR does not include an in-depth analysis of development of these sites as an alternative to the proposed project.
2. Historic Preservation Alternative
Under this alternative, the project site would be developed as proposed with
the exception of the portion of the site containing the historic Basalt shipyard
buildings, which would be preserved. The Basalt shipyard is in the northwest
corner of the project site and constitutes slightly less than one fourth of the
project site. There are approximately seven buildings in this area. Under the
proposed project, these buildings would be removed. Under this alternative,
buildings would be preserved. Preservation of the shipyard buildings would
preclude the applicant from performing the site preparation work needed to
implement the project as proposed unless the buildings were removed and
reconstructed following site remediation and filling of the site to the elevation
necessary to avoid flood hazards. Alternatively, this area of the project site
could be excluded from remediation and from the proposed elevation plan,
resulting in new impacts associated with hazardous materials, hydrology and
water quality, due to changes in stormwater runoff patterns and lack of remediation. In addition, the approved Remedial Action Plan precludes any residential development of the site unless and until the entire site, including this
area, is remediated. This area cannot be remediated if the buildings are preserved.
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In all likelihood, this alternative would involve a revised site plan. The shipyard buildings occupy a substantial portion of the waterfront portion of the
site within Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Zone E. Preservation of these buildings would reduce the residential unit capacity of the site,
or would require other portions of the site to be built to higher densities to
accommodate the units lost in this portion. The buildings that would be preserved under this scenario are located in close proximity to the proposed retail, restaurant and recreational uses in the dry dock area. Reducing the number of housing units adjacent to these mixed uses and recreational amenities
would result in a missed opportunity for these uses to complement each
other.
The proposed project includes the preservation and incorporation of a historic building and several historic structures. It would be infeasible to raise all
of the historic buildings out of the flood plain or remediate the land in the
historic portion of the site, and preservation of these buildings would result in
conflicts with the project objectives identified in Chapter 3. For these reasons, this alternative is not included for further analysis.

C. No Project Alternatives
Under the following alternatives, the project site would not be rezoned and
would remain in industrial use.
1. Existing Uses Alternative
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Existing Uses Alternative, the site would remain in the condition
existing at the release of the Notice of Preparation for the EIR. This alternative includes reuse of the existing structures on the site but assumes that no
new structures would be built. The project site would remain in its current
Study Area General Plan land use designation and would maintain its current
Industrial zoning with the Airport Compatibility Combination District overlay zoning.
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The project site would be utilized for industrial related uses or other uses that
would not require the redevelopment of the site, although some remediation
of the site would occur under the existing Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) clean-up order consistent with likely commercial and industrial uses. This alternative assumes that, unlike the proposed project, the site
would not be raised to the elevation needed to avoid flood hazards.
Possible uses under this alternative could include temporary or permanent
exterior storage, laydown for industrial or manufacturing businesses, surface
parking or other uses approved by the RWQCB.
b. Impact Discussion
Under the Existing Uses Alternative, the baseline conditions on-site would
remain in place. The environmental setting as it existed in January 2009, at
the time the County issued the Notice of Preparation for the proposed project, would remain in place. The site would involve a level of industrial activity consistent with existing operations. The same traffic volumes would be
generated. The site would continue to rely on City water at its historic usage
rates. As compared to the existing environmental setting, no change would
occur. Each chapter of this EIR includes a description of “existing conditions.” Under this alternative, those existing conditions would be maintained
and, as compared to those conditions, no impacts would occur. The project
objectives would not be achieved.
2. Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, the site would remain
in its current General Plan land use designation and zoning but would be redeveloped with industrial and business park uses. A conceptual site plan of
the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative is shown in Figure 5-1.
The site plan is intended to depict likely development under the site’s current
zoning. There would be some intensification of the site, but no housing
would be developed. The Industrial zoning district would provide an envi-
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ronment for the development and protection of a variety of industrial uses
that are to be located in areas suitable for industrial development. Industrial
uses include, but are not limited to, administrative facilities, research institutions and specialized manufacturing organizations. Given the project site’s
size, as well as its proximity to major roadways, other corporate and light
industrial development and the City of Napa, it can be reasonably expected
that the project site would build out with a mix of office, R&D, industrial
and warehousing uses, as well as limited public open space, as depicted in Figure 5-1.
The project site would be remediated under the existing RWQCB clean-up
order, but would not be remediated to the same level as under the proposed
project due to the different land uses assumed under this alternative.
The total amount of development on-site would be 2,000,000 square feet of
office, R&D, light industrial, distribution center and warehousing uses. This
alternative would also include a waterfront promenade providing public access to the Napa River. This alternative assumes that the City of Napa would
continue to provide potable water, and that the site would continue to reply
in part on on-site groundwater. This alternative assumes the Napa Sanitation
District would continue to provide wastewater treatment. The Napa County
Fire Department and Napa County Sheriff would continue to provide public
safety services.
b. Impact Discussion
i. Land Use and Public Policy
The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would involve further development of industrial uses on the project site, and would not allow any residential uses. No existing residential communities exist in the immediate vicinity of the Napa Pipe site and therefore no existing established communities
would be divided or encroached upon by either the proposed project or the
Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Therefore, this alternative would
be similar to the proposed project in that it would not physically divide an
established community.
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Since the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would not include the
construction of any residential development, it would be consistent with
Goal AG/LU-5 in the Land Use Element and Goal CC-8 and Policy CC-36 in
the Community Character Element of the Napa County General Plan. It
would also not conflict with any County policies and regulations, including
the Growth Management System. The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would develop according to the regulations in the General Plan, the
ALUCP and all other land use planning documents. However, because this
alternative would not include the construction of housing on the site, the
alternative would conflict with the County’s Housing Element, which allows
for up to 304 units on the site. This alternative would require approval from
the City of Napa for the use of City water and could require approval from
the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) if water service is
deemed to be “new or extended” despite the existing service on the site.
This alternative would not include residential development, therefore potentially significant impacts from land use conflicts between on-site residential
uses and surrounding industrial uses would not occur. However, because this
alternative would not include housing, the alternative would result in an inconsistency with the County’s Housing Element. Therefore, overall this alternative would be similar to the proposed project in terms of land use impacts.
ii. Population, Employment and Housing
The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would result in 2,000,000
square feet of R&D, light industrial, distribution center and warehousing
space. The Napa County General Plan EIR assumed continued industrial use
of the Napa Pipe site, and therefore, buildout of the site under the existing
General Plan designation and zoning would not exceed Napa County General
Plan. In addition, because this alternative would not include any housing, the
County’s Growth Management System would not be exceeded. Therefore,
this alternative would not result in the significant unavoidable impact associated with exceedance of Napa County General Plan projections and the Napa
County Growth Management System associated with as the proposed project.
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ABAG projects that unincorporated Napa County will add 4,000 jobs between 2010 and 2030. The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would
result in approximately 5,000 jobs and would therefore exceed ABAG projections for employment growth.1
Like the proposed project, the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative
would not displace any existing housing units and would result in the creation
of jobs on-site that would likely increase housing demand in the project vicinity. Because this alternative would involve more non-residential growth than
the proposed project, it can be expected that the employment opportunities
created on-site would result in more housing demand that the housing demand created by the project’s proposed employment opportunities. Unlike
the proposed project, this alternative would not offset increased housing demand from on-site employees by providing on-site housing. Therefore, the
housing demand generated by this alternative could result in a significant impact associated with population increase.
However, the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would substantially
alter the jobs to housing balance in the county. This alternative would result
in substantially more new jobs than the proposed project, resulting in the jobs
to housing balance shifting from the existing 2.3 jobs per household to a
higher ratio for the unincorporated area. A jobs to housing ratio of 1.0 jobs
per household is considered ideal, in that such a ratio represents a situation in
which there is a job available for every household. Whereas the proposed
project would decrease the existing jobs to housing ratio for both the unincorporated area of the county and the county as a whole, bringing the ratio
closer to the ideal balance, the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative
would increase the ratio. Therefore, the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would result in a new impact.

1

Jobs generated by the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative assume an

even split between industrial and office uses. Jobs are calculated using an employee
generation rate of 3 jobs per 1,000 square feet of office space and 2 jobs per 1,000
square feet of R&D/light industrial space.
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While the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would avoid the significant impact related to population growth in exceedance of Napa County
population projections, development under this alternative would create a
significant impact by further exacerbating the jobs to housing balance ratio.
Thus the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would be similar to the
proposed project.
iii. Traffic and Transportation
As shown in Figure 5-2, in comparison to the proposed project, the Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternative would generate substantially more trips during the AM and PM peak hours. The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would also result in unacceptable LOS at the same intersections as the
proposed project, and would also result in a worse LOS at six additional intersections. Therefore, while neither the proposed project nor this alternative
would result in significant unavoidable impacts to traffic, this alternative
would be a substantial deterioration compared to the proposed project.
iv. Biological Resources
Under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, the site would be built
out to a similar extent as under the proposed project, and potential impacts
on biological resources would be similar. However, the provisions for open
space preservation and enhancement would be considerably reduced under
this alternative, with a reduction in the width of the enhanced setback area
along the Napa River frontage, elimination of most of the open space enhancement in the southwestern portion of the site adjacent to the existing
marshland and a reduction in the amount of open space along the railroad
alignment. Collectively, this represents a severe reduction of the beneficial
aspects of the proposed project regarding habitat enhancement with native
plantings, controls and buffers on human access into sensitive areas, and adequate setback from wetlands and other important wildlife habitat areas. Mitigation recommended to address potential adverse impacts of the project on
sensitive resources would still apply under this alternative. Neither the proposed project nor this alternative would result in significant unavoidable impacts to biological resources, however this alternative would not include the
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same biological resource benefits that the project proposes. Therefore, this
alternative would result in a slight deterioration compared to the proposed
project.
v. Noise
This alternative represents an intensification of existing land use at the Napa
Pipe site. Proposed uses include R&D, light industrial, distribution center,
and warehousing. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts from permanent increase in ambient noise
levels, temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels and exposure of
people to excessive aircraft noise levels. Also similar to the proposed project,
this alternative would result in a significant impact resulting from the exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise,
but this could be mitigated by locating sensitive research and development
away from the rail line. This alternative would include no residential uses,
therefore no noise incompatibilities would result from construction or operation of this project, and no significant impact from the exposure of people or
sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standards would occur. Because the proposed project would also not result in any unavoidable
significant impacts related to noise, this alternative would be considered a
slight improvement when compared to the proposed project.
vi. Air Quality
This alternative represents an intensification of existing land use zoning at the
Napa Pipe site. Proposed uses include R&D, light industrial, distribution
center, and warehousing. These uses are not sensitive to air quality and
would be compatible with the existing air quality environment at the site.
This alternative would be more consistent with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone
Strategy when compared to the proposed project but would result in an increase in jobs in the unincorporated area of Napa County over levels projected by ABAG (Projections 2007). As under the proposed project development of this alternative would produce emissions from construction and operation of the land uses, however on-site emissions would likely be higher due
to the land use types and intensity involved in this alternative. Mitigation
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measures recommended to address potential adverse impacts related to construction-period air quality would nevertheless likely be similar to those recommended for the proposed project.
In addition, this alternative would worsen the jobs/housing balance in the
County, potentially increasing the number of employees who commute into
the County, and would increase the number of AM and PM peak auto trips,
as shown in Figure 5-2. The increased amount of vehicle trips would lead to
increased amounts of air pollution and would negatively affect air quality.
In conclusion, this alternative would be a slight improvement since it would
not create any new residences or sensitive receptors that could conflict with
the air quality environment, but would be a slight deterioration since it
would increase pollution due to on-site land uses and increased vehicle trips.
Since this alternative would be both a slight improvement and deterioration,
it is considered similar to the proposed project.
vii. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
As discussed above, the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would result in significantly higher AM and PM peak traffic volumes, compared to the
proposed project. In addition, because no residential development would
occur under this alternative it would further increase the jobs/housing imbalance in the County, which could result in an increase of in-commuting from
adjoining counties, and a regional increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
Quantifying the regional increase in VMT is speculative, because it is difficult
to estimate the commute distances of those who would work at the Napa
Pipe site under this alternative. Under this alternative, new buildings could
be constructed to meet LEED standards, and the waste stream could be diverted through aggressive recycling and waste reduction requirements. Since
the transportation sector is the largest generator of CO2e emissions, this alternative is considered a slight deterioration over the proposed project.

5-19

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
A L T E R N A T I V E S T O T H E P R O P O S E D

P R O J E C T

viii. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The proposed project would result in significant but mitigable impacts from
hazards and hazardous materials due to the past release of hazardous materials
on the project site. Under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, the
project site would be built out to a similar extent as under the proposed project. The site would still be remediated subject to the RQWCB’s clean-up
orders, although the thresholds required for industrial uses are lower than for
residential uses. Remediation is described under a RAP for which clean-up
goals have been chosen according to expected site uses and if an alternative to
the proposed project were chosen, the RAP would presumably be changed.
Under the Business Park alternative, regulations would therefore still be adhered to and this would be similar to the proposed project.
ix. Geology, Soils and Seismicity
The proposed project would result in significant impacts associated with
ground shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, settlement and expansion of
soils as a consequence of earthquakes near the site. However, these impacts
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels through design modifications. The project would also result in less-than-significant impacts due to soil
erosion and ground rupture.
Under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, the project site would
also be fully developed but would, on average, have fewer people on the site
and the risks to public safety would therefore be reduced. There would be a
slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
x. Hydrology and Water Quality
This alternative would impose essentially the same impedance to flood flows
from the Napa River as would occur with the proposed project, and would
have similar conditions and impacts in terms of drainage patterns and stormwater runoff. However, due to increased impervious areas, stormwater runoff would be higher in the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative than for
the proposed project. The increase would be minimal compared to existing
site conditions, and likely mitigable with appropriate flood control and con-
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veyance designs. Similarly, the lower standards for cleanup of past contamination may result in slightly higher levels of contaminants potentially discharging to the surface water, though still improved when compared to existing conditions.
Under this alternative, water would be supplied by the City of Napa and the
site would continue to rely in part on on-site groundwater. Because the proposed project would rely exclusively on groundwater, this would result in a
lesser potential for impacts to groundwater resources. However, neither this
alternative nor the proposed project would be expected to result in impacts to
groundwater resources that could not be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels. However, because this alternative would not utilize on-site groundwater resources, this alternative would be a slight improvement over the proposed project.
xi. Cultural Resources
Under the proposed project, significant impacts associated with buried archaeological deposits, buried Pleistocene fossil deposits and human remains
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, and impacts associated with
the demolition of the Basalt Shipyard would be significant and unavoidable.
Under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, the project site would
be developed beyond its existing intensity, and the Basalt Shipyard would be
demolished. Therefore, impacts related to cultural resources under this alternative would be similar to those under the proposed project.
xii. Public Services and Recreation
The proposed project would include 2,580 dwelling units housing approximately 5,901 new residents. As a result of the attendant increase in County
residents and students, demands on public services including law enforcement, fire protection, emergency medical response and libraries have been
identified as significant impacts. The population increase would also increase
the demand for school and park facilities in the area. However, the construc-
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tion of new facilities and payment of fees that could be used for facility improvements would mitigate these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative is defined by a development
plan without residential land uses or the accompanying park and recreational
improvements. With no resident population, this alternative would not result in the same increased public service demands as the proposed project,
including the potential strain on City of Napa parks. In this regard, it would
be an improvement over the proposed project. However, this alternative
would not include the construction of the additional recreational facilities,
such as new parks, that are included in the proposed project, and in this sense
it would be a slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed project. On
balance, because this alternative would not include residential development
and would reduce demands for all public services, it would be a slight improvement in comparison to the proposed project.
xiii. Utilities
Under this alternative, the City of Napa would continue to provide water
supply service and the site would rely in part on on-site groundwater, which
would decrease the demand for groundwater resources in comparison from
the proposed project. Using the water demand factors used in Section 4.13,
Utilities, overall this alternative would be expected to generate a lower water
demand than the proposed project.
In addition, under the alternative the NSD would provide wastewater service
and therefore this alternative would not require the construction of an on-site
Water and Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). As described in Section
4.13, Utilities, if the proposed project were to connect to the NSD sewer system, the NSD would need to expand its facilities. Because this alternative
would not include residential uses it can be expected that wastewater demand
would be lower, which would put less strain on NSD’s facilities. In addition,
this alternative would involve buildout of the site under its existing General
Plan and zoning designations, and therefore this alternative would be ac-
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counted for in the NSD’s master plan, which is based on City and County
General Plans.
Using the solid waste generation rates presented in Section 4.13, Utilities, it
can be expected that the approximately 5,000 employees generated by this
alternative would generate 13,000 pounds of solid waste per day, which is
more than the 7,569 pounds of solid waste expected under this proposed project. However, the increase in solid waste would not be significant when considering the remaining capacity at the Keller Canyon Landfill.
Stormwater infrastructure and demand energy systems would be similar under this alternative as under the proposed project. Although this alternative
would include an intensification of industrial related uses, the alternative
would not include residential uses, and would likely therefore use less energy.
Overall, this alternative would be a slight improvement over the proposed
project because it could be expected to generate less demand for water,
wastewater and energy utilities.
xiv. Aesthetics
The proposed project would involve redevelopment of the project site from
its underutilized industrial/shipyard use to a mixed-use neighborhood, with
new buildings ranging in building types of heights up to 85 feet. Due to
compliance with existing regulations, an absence of officially-designated scenic routes and vistas in the project vicinity and the orderly, compatible urban
aesthetic of the proposed development, the proposed project would not result
in significant aesthetic impacts, and would benefit the visual quality of the site
and surroundings. The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would involve a different site plan and development program, one that lacks the visual
quality and aesthetic details of the proposed project’s mix of open and developed spaces, landscape and pedestrian amenities and retained historical features. Therefore, this alternative would represent a slight deterioration over
the proposed project.
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D. Reduced Development Alternatives
The following three alternatives would involve the redevelopment of the
Napa Pipe site under different development scenarios than the proposed project. Table 5-2 compares the Reduced Development Alternatives to the proposed project, and each of the Reduced Development Alternatives are described in further detail below.
1. Low Density Development Alternative I
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Low Density Development Alternative I, the Napa Pipe site would
be redeveloped with 650 housing units in ALUCP Zone E of the site.2 These
650 units would be built in a residential subdivision of single-family, detached
housing units at a density of approximately 11 units per acre. Twenty percent of the units would be affordable. The affordable housing units would be
located on the southeastern corner of the ALUCP Zone E portion of the site.
Also within ALUCP Zone E would be a 215-unit senior housing facility. In
addition, this alternative would include 38 acres of open space, and a 150-suite
hotel with associated uses. This alternative would also include 390,000 square
feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing/distribution center uses,
200,000 square feet of which would be located in ALUCP Zone E of the site
and 190,000 square feet in ALUCP Zone D. ALUCP Zone E would include
more office development than under the proposed project and the other Reduced Development Alternatives because this alternative includes less housing, which makes additional non-residential land available. As with the proposed project, this alternative would include a 19-acre reserve area that would
be left undeveloped and reserved for future uses. This alternative would not
include retail or restaurant uses. A conceptual site plan of the development of
the project site under the Low Density Development Alternative I is shown
in Figure 5-3.

2

The amount of 650 units is based on a proposal from the City of Napa in

its comments on the Napa Pipe EIR Notice of Preparation.
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Development under this alternative would consist of the following components:
♦ 650 single-family, detached housing units, of which 520 would be market-rate and 130 would be affordable to very-low, low and moderate income households.
♦ A Continuing Care Retirement complex with 215 housing units for senior citizens.
♦ A 7-acre community park.
♦ Park space adjacent to on-site wetlands, the Napa River, Asylum Slough,
and the drydocks, as well as potential pocket parks.
♦ 390,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing/
distribution center, of which 190,000 square feet would be located in
ALUCP Zone D of the project site and 200,000 square feet would be located in ALUCP Zone E of the site.
♦ A 150-suite hotel with associated uses.
♦ An assumed average household size of 2.62 people (rather than 2.2 for
the proposed project). 3
b. Impact Discussion
i. Land Use and Public Policy
No existing residential communities exist in the immediate vicinity of the
project site and therefore no existing established communities would be divided or encroached upon by either the proposed project or Low Density
Development Alternative I. Therefore, it would be similar to the proposed
project in that it would not physically divide an established community.

3

An average household size of 2.62 is consistent with the Napa County

General Plan EIR and is the countywide average household size. The proposed project uses an average household size of 2.2 only because it is more appropriate for the
types of housing being proposed.
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Open Space area includes public parks, dry dock area, wetlands and wetland setbacks (excluding within the reserve area). It does not include streets, sidewalks and street plantings.

Residential density is calculated by dividing housing units by the respective residential acreage for each alternative.
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The Low Density Alternative I would result in the construction of 650 singlefamily units and a continuing care retirement community comprised of 215
independent and assisted living units. The County’s Growth Management
System has a current annual permit limit of 115, and this alternative would
involve an average of approximately 58 permits per year over the up to 15year project timeline. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, this alternative
would not exceed the County’s Growth Management System. However, like
the proposed project, this alternative would require General Plan Amendments and mitigation to ensure that development proceeds consistent with
General Plan policies.
While the proposed project would be consistent with the Housing Element in
terms of land use, Low Density Alternative I would not. The Housing Element calls for rezoning 20 acres of the site for high density residential development. While the Low Density Alternative I would provide housing on the
site, it would not be high-density housing and thus would not be consistent
with the Housing Element. Since the Low Density Alternative I would conflict with the Housing Element, but not the Growth Management System, it
would be similar to the proposed project in terms of consistency with other
land use plans.
Under the proposed project, significant impacts related to conflicts between
on-site residential uses and adjacent industrial uses would be mitigated to lessthan-significant levels. The Low Density Development Alternative I includes
residential uses, like the proposed project, but at a lower density. Therefore,
the same land use conflict would arise, but this conflict could be mitigated as
under the proposed project. However, because the Low Density Development Alternative I proposes to site fewer housing units near adjacent industrial uses, this alternative would represent a slight improvement in comparison to the proposed project.
Overall, the Low Density Alternative I would be similar to the proposed project in the division of established communities and land use conflicts. However, this alternative would result in an impact due to inconsistency with the
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County’s Housing Element. Therefore, the Low Density Alternative I would
be a slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed project in terms of
land use.
ii. Population, Employment and Housing
The proposed project would result in 2,730 housing units (including seniorsonly housing), 5,901 residents, 430,000 square feet of non-residential space
(consisting of 140,000 square feet of R&D/warehousing/light industrial,
50,000 square feet of office space, 40,000 square feet of retail and restaurants
and 200,000 square feet of hotel condo uses) and 721 jobs.
The Low Density Development Alternative I would result in 650 singlefamily homes, a 215-unit continuing care retirement complex, 590,000 square
feet of non-residential space (consisting of 200,000 square feet of offices,
190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial space and a 150-suite hotel.
Using an average household size of 2.62 for single-family homes and an average 1.5 people per seniors-only housing unit, this alternative would result in a
population increase of approximately 2,025 people. Using employee generation rates of 2 jobs per 1,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing space, 1 job per hotel room and 1 job per 14 residents in
the seniors-only housing facility, this alternative would generate approximately 1,145 jobs.
The proposed project would have an unavoidable significant impact on population, employment and housing since it exceeds the population increase projected by ABAG and the County’s General Plan EIR. In addition, the project
would have a significant but mitigable impact associated because it exceeds the
population growth permitted by the County’s Growth Management System.
The Napa County General Plan EIR assumed continued industrial use of the
Napa Pipe site, and ABAG projections are based on local general plans.
Therefore, because this alternative would include 650 housing units on the
site, it would exceed the growth anticipated by the Napa County General
Plan EIR and ABAG. However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative
would not exceed the County’s Growth Management System. The Growth
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Management System has a current annual permit limit of 115, and this alternative would involve an average of approximately 58 permits per year.
In comparison to the proposed project, Low Density Development Alternative I would result in a similar jobs to housing ratio. This alternative would
result in 1,145 new jobs and 650 new housing units, which would maintain
the existing 2.3 jobs per household ratio for the unincorporated area (23,180
existing jobs + 1,145 new jobs / 10,090 existing households + 650 new
households) and would slightly increase the existing 1.43 jobs per household
to 1.44 jobs per household for the county as a whole (70,690 existing jobs +
1,145 new jobs / 49,270 existing households + 650 new households).4 An
ideal jobs to housing ratio would be 1.0, which would represent a situation in
which there is a job available for every household. The proposed project
would decrease the existing jobs to housing ratio for both the unincorporated
area of the county and the county as a whole, and Low Density Development
Alternative I would either increase the ratio or result in the same ratio.
Therefore, Low Density Development Alternative I would be slightly worse
than the proposed project.
Also like the proposed project, Low Density Development Alternative I
would not displace any existing housing units or people, since there are no
existing houses on the project site.
In conclusion, as under the proposed project, this alternative would result in
growth that exceeds the growth projected by ABAG and planned for in the
County’s General Plan. However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not result in growth that exceeds the County’s Growth Management System but would worsen the County’s jobs to housing ratio. Therefore, this alternative would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed project.

4

data.
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iii. Traffic and Transportation
In general, the Low Density Development Alternative I would result in better
traffic conditions as compared to the proposed project. As shown in Figure
5-2, the Low Density Alternative I would generate substantially fewer trips
during AM and PM peak periods. Additionally, the Low Density Alternative
I would result in 5 fewer intersections with significant impacts than the proposed project at intersections prior to mitigation. Therefore, while neither
the proposed project nor this alternative would result in significant unavoidable impacts to traffic, this alternative would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
iv. Biological Resources
Under the Low Density Development Alternative I Site Plan, the site would
be built out to a similar extent as under the proposed project, and potential
impacts on biological resources would be similar. Mitigation recommended
to address potential adverse impacts of the project as proposed on sensitive
resources would still apply under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative
would be similar to the proposed project.
v. Noise
The proposed project would result in significant impacts due to locating residents within an area that exceeds local noise standards, and where vibration
levels may exceed the FTA Vibration Impact Criteria. However, these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through site design
and construction techniques. The proposed project would also result in lessthan-significant impacts due to temporary and permanent increases in noise
levels and exposure of people to aircraft noise that would result from the project.
This alternative would result in a mix of uses within the project site, similar
to the proposed project, but in a lower density. Because this alternative
would not include the urban housing types proposed by the project, it can be
expected that future residents under this alternative would be interested in a
more rural atmosphere and may be more dissatisfied with noise.
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Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-thansignificant impacts from permanent increase in ambient noise levels, temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, and exposure of people to
excessive aircraft noise levels. Also similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in significant impacts resulting from the exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise, and the exposure of people or sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established
standards. These impacts could be mitigated with the same measures as the
proposed project to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, overall this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
vi. Air Quality
The proposed project would result in population growth that exceeds the
intensity anticipated in the latest clean air planning assumptions, and increased local and regional air pollution, which would both be unavoidable
significant impacts. It would also result in exposure of sensitive receptors to
pollutants during project construction, result in exposure of new sensitive
receptors to TACs, and result in exposure of new residents to odors. However, these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through
control measures.
Similar to the proposed project this alternative would introduce housing units
to the unincorporated area of the county, increasing population, VMT and
vehicle emissions over projections in the 2005 Clean Air Plan, resulting in an
inconsistency with the Plan. However, as with the project this alternative
would place housing closer to job centers in Napa County, thus improving
the jobs/housing balance. Similar to the project, development of this alternative would produce emissions from construction and operation of the land
uses, introduce new sensitive receptors to the site and result in potential odor
complaints. Mitigation measures recommended to address potential adverse
impacts of the proposed project would also apply to this alternative. This
alternative would be considered a slight improvement when compared to the
proposed project, because overall criteria air pollutants would likely be less.
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vii. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would provide housing closer
to job centers in Napa County, thus potentially reducing in-commute distances. However, the lower number of housing units would result in lower
CO2e emissions. Under this alternative, new buildings could be constructed
to meet LEED standards, and the waste stream could be diverted through
aggressive recycling and waste reduction requirements. Therefore, this alternative would be considered a slight improvement when compared to the proposed project.
viii. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The proposed project would result in significant but mitigable impacts from
hazards and hazardous materials due to the past release of hazardous materials
on the project site. Implementation of the Low Density Development Alternative I would involve the development of the project site and remediation of
the site for a mix of uses, including residential uses. Therefore, it is expected
that this alternative would result in the same mitigable impact as the proposed
project, and this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
ix. Geology, Soils and Seismicity
The proposed project would result in significant impacts associated with
ground shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, settlement and expansion of
soils as a consequence of earthquakes near the site. However, these impacts
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels through design modifications. The project would also result in less-than-significant impacts due to soil
erosion and ground rupture.
Under the Low-Density Alternative I, the project site would be also be fully
developed but would, on average, have fewer people on the site and public
safety risks would therefore be reduced. There would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
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x. Hydrology and Water Quality
Drainage patterns, runoff volume, erosion, and stormwater quality in the
Low-Density Alternative I will be similar to that of the proposed project.
This alternative will also impose essentially the same impedance to flood
flows from the Napa River as would occur with the proposed project. The
smaller number of housing units and resident population would result in less
demand on groundwater resources, however because the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts associated with hydrology, this would
only represent a slight improvement over the proposed project.
xi. Cultural Resources
Under the proposed project, significant impacts associated with buried archaeological deposits, buried Pleistocene fossil deposits and human remains
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, and impacts associated with
the demolition of the Basalt Shipyard would be significant and unavoidable.
Under the Low Density Development Alternative I, the same amount of land
area would be disturbed during construction and project buildout, and the
Basalt Shipyard would be demolished. Therefore, impacts related to cultural
resources under this alternative would be similar as those under the proposed
project.
xii. Public Services and Recreation
The proposed project would include 2,580 dwelling units housing approximately 5,901 new residents. As a result of the attendant increase in County
residents and students, demands on public services including law enforcement, fire protection, emergency medical response and libraries have been
identified as significant impacts. However, the construction of new facilities
would mitigate these impacts to less-than-significant levels. Additionally, the
project would have a less-than-significant impact due to the reduced population increase’s effect on schools and park and recreational facilities in the area.
The Low Density Alternative I is defined by a development plan with only
650 dwelling units, or approximately one-quarter of the proposed project total. It therefore would result in less population-based public service demands.
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It would also include a 7-acre community park and park space adjacent to onsite wetlands, the Napa River, Asylum Slough, and the drydocks, as well as
potential pocket parks. Therefore, while neither the proposed project nor
this alternative would induce any significant impacts on public services and
recreation, this alternative would be a slight improvement in comparison to
the proposed project.
xiii. Utilities
Similar to the proposed project, Low Density Alternative I would result in an
increased demand for utilities and involve the construction of new utility infrastructure. This alternative involves a similar mix of uses as the proposed
project, but at a lesser overall intensity. Therefore, this alternative would be a
slight improvement over the proposed project because it would be expected
to generate a lower demand for utilities, including water supply, wastewater
treatment, storm water management, solid waste disposal, and energy demand.
xiv. Aesthetics
The proposed project would involve redevelopment of the project site from
its underutilized industrial/shipyard use to a mixed-use neighborhood, with
new buildings ranging in building types of heights up to 85 feet. Due to
compliance with existing regulations, an absence of officially-designated scenic routes and vistas in the project vicinity and the orderly, compatible urban
aesthetic of the proposed development, the proposed project would not result
in significant aesthetic impacts, and would benefit the visual quality of the site
and surroundings. Although the Low Density Development Alternative I
would involve a different site plan and development program, it would impose a similarly neat, orderly aesthetic onto the existing cluttered, mostly
vacant site, while the dominance of detached single family housing would not
disrupt existing vistas. Therefore the aesthetic impact of this alternative
would be similar to that of the proposed project.
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2. Low Density Development Alternative II
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Low Density Development Alternative II, the project would be
developed with 950 housing units at a density of approximately 14 units per
acre. Housing units would primarily consist of single-family detached houses,
with limited attached units. Consistent with Napa County Code Section
15.60.130, 10 percent of the housing constructed under this alternative would
be affordable, and would be developed as attached units. The affordable housing units would be located on the southeastern corner of the ALUCP Zone E
portion of the site. Adjacent to the affordable housing units, and also within
ALUCP Zone E, would be a 215-unit senior housing facility. This alternative
would also include 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing uses in ALUCP Zone D, as well as a 150-suite hotel with
associated uses and 38 acres of open space. As with the proposed project, this
alternative would include a 19-acre reserve area that would be left undeveloped and reserved for future uses. This alternative would not include retail or
restaurant uses. A conceptual site plan of the development of the project site
under the Low Density Development Alternative II is shown in Figure 5-4.
Development under this alternative would consist of the following components:
♦ 950 housing units, of which 855 would be market-rate and 95 would be
affordable to very-low, low and moderate income households.
♦ A Continuing Care Retirement complex with 215 housing units for senior citizens.
♦ A 7-acre community park.
♦ Park space adjacent to on-site wetlands, the Napa River, Asylum Slough,
and the drydocks, as well as potential pocket parks.
♦ 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing/distribution center located in ALUCP Zone D of the project site.
♦ A 150-suite hotel with associated uses.
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housing units
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♦ An assumed average household size of 2.62 people (rather than 2.2 for
the proposed project).
b. Impact Discussion
i. Land Use and Public Policy
The proposed project would result in a significant but mitigable impact associated with land use conflicts between the project site and surrounding land
uses, and less-than-significant impacts associated with the physical division of
established communities, on-site land use conflicts, consistency with General
Plan and ALUCP policies and effects on the county’s industrial land supply.
No existing residential communities exist in the immediate vicinity of the
project site and therefore no existing established communities would be divided or encroached upon by either the proposed project or Low Density
Development Alternative II. Therefore, it would be similar to the proposed
project in that it would not physically divide an established community.
Low Density Alternative II would result in the construction of 950 new
dwelling units, plus 215 units at a senior continuing care retirement complex.
The County’s Growth Management System has a current annual permit limit
of 115, and this alternative would involve an average of approximately 78
permits per year over the up to 15-year project timeline. Therefore, unlike
the proposed project, this alternative would not exceed the County’s Growth
Management System. However, like the proposed project, this alternative
would require General Plan Amendments and mitigation to ensure that development proceeds consistent with General Plan policies. However, while
the proposed project would be consistent with the Housing Element in terms
of land use, the Low Density Alternative II would not. The Housing Element calls for rezoning 20 acres of the site for high density residential development. While the Low Density Alternative II would provide housing on
the site, it would not be high-density housing and thus would not be consistent with the Housing Element. Since the Low Density Alternative II would
result in a new impact due to inconsistency with the Housing Element, it

5-38

A L T E R N A T I V E S

T O

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
T H E P R O P O S E D P R O J E C T

would be a slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed project in
terms of consistency with other land use plans.
Under the proposed project, significant impacts related to conflicts with the
Union Pacific Railroad line and adjacent industrial uses would be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels. The Low Density Development Alternative II
would propose the same uses as the proposed project, at a lower density.
Therefore, the same potential conflicts between land uses would arise, but
these conflicts could be mitigated as under the proposed project. However,
because the Low Density Development Alternative II proposes to site fewer
housing units near the Union Pacific Railroad and adjacent industrial uses,
this alternative would represent a slight improvement in comparison to the
proposed project.
In conclusion, the Low Density Alternative II would be similar to the proposed project in the division of established communities and land use conflicts. However, this alternative would result in an impact due to inconsistency with the County’s Housing Element. Therefore, the Low Density Alternative II would be a slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed
project in terms of land use.
ii. Population, Employment and Housing
The proposed project would result in 2,730 housing units (including seniorsonly housing), 5,901 residents, 430,000 square feet of non-residential space
(consisting of 140,000 square feet of R&D/warehousing/light industrial,
50,000 square feet of office space, 40,000 square feet of retail and restaurants
and 200,000 square feet of hotel condo uses) and 721 jobs.
Using an average household size of 2.62 for single-family homes and an average 1.5 people per seniors-only housing unit, this alternative would result in a
population increase of approximately 2,811 people.5 Using employee genera-

5

An average household size of 2.62 is consistent with the Napa County

General Plan EIR since it is the county-wide average household size. The proposed
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tion rates of two jobs per 1,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing space, one job per hotel room and one job per 14 residents
in the seniors-only housing facility, this alternative would generate approximately 545 jobs.
The proposed project would have an unavoidable significant impact on population, employment and housing since it exceeds the population increase projected by ABAG and would have a significant but mitigable impact because it
would exceed the growth permitted by the County’s Growth Management
System. The Napa County General Plan EIR assumed continued industrial
use of the Napa Pipe site, therefore, because this alternative would include
1,165 housing units on the site, it would exceed the growth anticipated on the
project site by the Napa County General Plan EIR. ABAG projections are
based on local general plans. Therefore, because this alternative would exceed
the growth anticipated by the Napa County General Plan EIR, it would also
exceed ABAG projections. However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not exceed the County’s Growth Management System. The
Growth Management System has a current annual permit limit of 115, and
this alternative would involve an average of approximately 78 permits per
year over the up to 15-year timeline of the project.
In comparison to the proposed project, Low Density Development Alternative II would result in a similar jobs to housing ratio. This alternative would
result in 545 new jobs and 950 new housing units, resulting in the jobs to
housing balance decreasing slightly from the existing 2.3 jobs per household
to 2.1 jobs per household for the unincorporated area (23,180 existing jobs +
545 new jobs / 10,090 existing households + 950 new households) and would
maintain the existing 1.4 jobs per household for the county as a whole (70,690
existing jobs + 545 new jobs / 49,270 existing households + 950 new households).6 An ideal jobs to housing ratio would be 1.0, which would represent a
project uses an average household size of 2.2 only because it is more appropriate for
the types of housing being proposed.
6

data.
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situation in which there is a job available for every household. The proposed
project would decrease the existing jobs to housing ratio for both the unincorporated area of the county and the county as a whole, and Low Density
Development Alternative II would either further decrease the ratio or result
in the same ratio. Therefore, Low Density Development Alternative II
would be similar to the proposed project.
Also like the proposed project, Low Density Development Alternative II
would not displace any existing housing units or people, since there are no
existing houses on the project site.
In conclusion, as under the proposed project, this alternative would result in
growth that exceeds the growth projected by ABAG and planned for in the
County’s General Plan. However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not result in growth that exceeds the County’s Growth Management System. Therefore, this alternative would be a slight improvement
compared to the proposed project.
iii. Traffic and Transportation
In general, the Low Density Development Alternative II would result in better traffic conditions as compared to the proposed project. As shown in Figure 5-2, the Low Density Alternative II would generate fewer trips during
AM and PM peak periods. Additionally, the Low Density Alternative II
would likely result in a similar number of intersections with significant impacts as the Low Density Development Alternative I prior to mitigation.
Therefore, while neither the proposed project nor this alternative would result in significant unavoidable impacts to traffic, this alternative would be a
slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
The Low Density Development Alternative II is expected to result in impacts
that are similar to those under the proposed project, but at a magnitude that is
between that of the proposed project and that of the Low Density Development Alternative I. As discussed above, the Low Density Development Alternative I would slightly improve traffic conditions as compared to the pro-
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posed project. Therefore, it is expected that the Low Density Development
Alternative II would also result in similar impacts as the proposed project in
relation to traffic and transportation.
iv. Biological Resources
Under the Low Density Development Alternative II Site Plan, the site would
be built out to a similar extent as under the proposed project, and potential
impacts on biological resources would be similar. Mitigation recommended
to address potential adverse impacts of the project as proposed on sensitive
resources would still apply under this alternative. Neither the proposed project nor this alternative would result in significant impacts to biological resources, therefore this alternative would be considered similar to the proposed project.
v. Noise
This alternative would result in mix of uses within the project site, similar to
the proposed project, but in a lower density. Because this alternative would
not include the urban housing types proposed by the project, it can be expected that future residents under this alternative would be interested in a
more rural atmosphere and may be more dissatisfied with noise.
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-thansignificant impacts from permanent increase in ambient noise levels, temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, and exposure of people to
excessive aircraft noise levels. Also similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in significant impacts resulting from the exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise, and the exposure of people or sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established
standards. These impacts could be mitigated with the same measures as the
proposed project to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, overall this alternative would be considered similar to the proposed project.
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vi. Air Quality
Similar to the proposed project this alternative would introduce housing units
to the unincorporated area of the county, increasing population, VMT, and
vehicle emissions over what was projected in the 2005 Clean Air Plan, resulting in an inconsistency with the Plan. However, as with the project this alternative would place housing closer to job centers in Napa County, thus
improving the jobs/housing balance. However, this alternative would result
in fewer housing units located within the project site when compared to the
proposed project, resulting in lower emissions that affect regional air quality.
Similar to the proposed project, development of this alternative would produce significant emissions from construction and operation of the land uses,
introduce new sensitive receptors to the site and result in potential odor complaints. Mitigation measures recommended to address potential adverse impacts of the proposed project would also apply to this alternative. This alternative would be considered a slight improvement when compared to the proposed project, because emissions of criteria air pollutants that affect regional
air quality would likely be less.
vii. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would provide housing closer
to job centers in Napa County, thus potentially reducing in-commute distances. However, the lower number of housing units would result in lower
CO2e emissions. Under this alternative, new buildings could be constructed
to meet LEED standards, and the waste stream could be diverted through
aggressive recycling and waste reduction requirements. Therefore, this alternative would be considered a slight improvement when compared to the proposed project.
viii. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Implementation of the Low Density Development Alternative II would involve the development of the project site and remediation of the site for a mix
of uses, including residential uses. Therefore, it is expected that this alternative would result in the same mitigable impact as the proposed project, and
this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
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ix. Geology, Soils and Seismicity
The proposed project would result in significant impacts associated with
ground shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, settlement and expansion of
soils as a consequence of earthquakes near the site. However, these impacts
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels through design modifications. The project would also result in less-than-significant impacts due to soil
erosion and ground rupture.
Under the Low Density Alternative II, the project site would be also be fully
developed but would, on average, have fewer people on the site and the risks
to public safety would therefore be reduced. There would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
x. Hydrology and Water Quality
Drainage patterns, runoff volume, erosion and stormwater quality in the
Low-Density Alternative II will be similar to that of proposed project. This
alternative will also impose essentially the same impedance to flood flows
from the Napa River as would occur with the proposed project. The smaller
number of housing units and resident population would result in less demand
on groundwater resources, however because the proposed project would not
result in significant impacts associated with hydrology, this would only represent a slight improvement over the proposed project.
xi. Cultural Resources
Under the proposed project, significant impacts associated with buried archaeological deposits, buried Pleistocene fossil deposits and human remains
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, and impacts associated with
the demolition of the Basalt Shipyard would be significant and unavoidable.
Under the Low Density Development Alternative II, the same amount of
land area would be disturbed during construction and project buildout, and
the Basalt Shipyard would be demolished. Therefore, impacts related to cultural resources under this alternative would be similar as those under the proposed project.
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xii. Public Services and Recreation
The proposed project would include 2,730 dwelling units (including seniorsonly housing units) housing approximately 5,901 new residents. As a result
of the attendant increase in County residents and students, demands on public
services including law enforcement, fire protection, emergency medical response and libraries have been identified as significant impacts. However, the
construction of new facilities and payment of fees that could be used for facility improvements would mitigate these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
The Low Density Alternative II is defined by a development plan with only
1,165 dwelling units, including 950 housing units and 215 continuing care
retirement complex units. It therefore would result in less population-based
public service demand than the proposed project. It would also include a 7acre community park and park space adjacent to on-site wetlands, the Napa
River, Asylum Slough, and the drydocks, as well as potential pocket parks.
Therefore, while neither the proposed project nor this alternative would induce any significant impacts with regards to public services and recreation,
this alternative would be a slight improvement in comparison to the proposed
project.
xiii. Utilities
Similar to the proposed project, Low Density Alternative II would result in
an increased demand for utilities and involve the construction of new utility
infrastructure. This alternative involves a similar mix of uses as the proposed
project, but at a lesser overall intensity. Therefore, this alternative would be a
slight improvement over the proposed project because it would be expected
to generate a lower demand for utilities, including water supply, wastewater
treatment, storm water management, solid waste disposal, and energy demand.
xiv. Aesthetics
The proposed project would involve redevelopment of the project site from
its underutilized industrial/shipyard use to a mixed-use neighborhood, with
new buildings ranging in building types of heights up to 85 feet. Due to
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compliance with existing regulations, an absence of officially-designated scenic routes and vistas in the project vicinity and the orderly, compatible urban
aesthetic of the proposed development, the proposed project would not result
in significant aesthetic impacts, and would benefit the visual quality of the site
and surroundings. Although the Low Density Development Alternative II
would involve a different site plan and development program, it would impose a similarly neat, active and orderly aesthetic onto the existing cluttered,
mostly vacant site, while the dominance of detached single-family housing
would not disrupt existing vistas. Therefore the aesthetic impact of this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed project.
3. Mid-Range Density Alternative
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Mid-Range Density Alternative, the project site would be redeveloped at a lesser intensity than the proposed project, but with a level of development considered to provide a walkable, transit-oriented development. This
alternative would include 2,050 housing units in ALUCP Zone E, built in a
mix of detached and attached housing types at a density of approximately 41
units per acre. In addition, this alternative would include the construction of
a 150-unit Continuing Care Retirement complex, a 150-suite hotel with associated uses, 40,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space in ALUCP Zone
E of the project site, 53 acres of open space and 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing/distribution center uses in ALUCP
Zone D of the project site. In comparison to the proposed project, this alternative would meet the project’s objectives to provide for smart growth development on the Napa Pipe site, but reduce the amount of traffic generated by
the project. Site design would include bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to
encourage walking and bicycling between land uses. As with the proposed
project, this alternative would include a 19-acre reserve area that would be left
undeveloped and reserved for future uses. A conceptual site plan of the development of the project site under the Mid-Range Density Alternative is
shown in Figure 5-5.
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Development under this alternative would consist of the following components:
♦ 2,050 housing units, of which 1,845 would be market-rate housing units
and 205 would be affordable to very-low, low and moderate income
households. All housing units would be developed in a mix of detached
and attached housing types.
♦ A continuing care retirement complex with 150 housing units for senior
citizens.
♦ Approximately 53 acres of open space.
♦ 190,000 square feet of office/R&D/light industrial/warehousing/
distribution center located in ALUCP Zone D of the project site.
♦ A 150-suite hotel with associated uses.
♦ 40,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space in ALUCP Zone E of
the project site.
b. Impact Discussion
i. Land Use and Public Policy
No existing residential communities exist in the immediate vicinity of the
project site and therefore no existing established communities would be divided or encroached upon by either the proposed project or the Mid-Range
Density Development Alternative. Therefore, it would be similar to the proposed project in that it would not physically divide an established community.
The Mid-Range Density Alternative would result in the construction of 2,050
new dwelling units. The 1-Percent Growth Initiative allows 114 units per
year, or 1,710 over the maximum 15-year project construction period. While
the Initiative also allows the carryover of affordable housing units from year
to year and this would probably not allow all the units in the Mid-Range
Density Alternative to be built without conflicting with the County’s 1Percent Growth Initiative. Similar to the proposed project, this conflict with
the County’s 1-Percent Growth Initiative could be mitigated. This alterna-
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tive would require General Plan Amendments and mitigation to ensure that
development is consistent with General Plan policies.
Similarly, the proposed project and the Mid-Range Density Alternative would
be consistent with the Housing Element in terms of land use. The Housing
Element calls for rezoning 20 acres of the site for high density residential development. The housing in the Mid-Range Density Alternative would be
consistent with this rezoning. Therefore, in terms of consistency with other
land use plans, this alternative would be similar to the proposed plan.
Under the proposed project, significant impacts related to conflicts with the
Union Pacific Railroad line and adjacent industrial uses would be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels. The Mid-Range Density Alternative would include the same uses as the proposed project, at a lower density. Therefore,
the same potential conflicts between land uses would arise, but these conflicts
could be mitigated as under the proposed project. However, because the MidRange Density Alternative proposes to site fewer housing units near the Union Pacific Railroad and adjacent industrial uses, this alternative would represent a slight improvement in comparison to the proposed project in terms of
land use conflicts.
Although this alternative would represent a slight improvement in terms of
land use conflicts, impacts would be similar in terms of policy consistency
and division of existing communities and therefore overall land use impacts
would be similar under the Mid-Range Density Alternative.
ii. Population, Employment and Housing
The proposed project would have an unavoidable significant impact on population, employment and housing since it would exceed the population increase projected by ABAG and the County.
Using an average household size of 2.2 for single-family homes and an average
1.5 people per seniors-only housing unit, the Mid-Range Density Alternative
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would result in a population increase of approximately 4,735 people.7 Using
employee generation rates of 2 jobs per 1,000 square feet of office/R&D/light
industrial/warehousing space, 5 jobs per 1,000 feet of retail space, 1 job per
hotel room and 1 job per 14 residents in the seniors-only housing facility, this
alternative would generate approximately 740 jobs.
The proposed project would have an unavoidable significant impact on population, employment and housing since it exceeds the population increase projected by ABAG and would have a significant but mitigable impact because it
would exceed the growth permitted by the County’s Growth Management
System. The Napa County General Plan EIR assumed continued industrial
use of the Napa Pipe site, and ABAG projections are based on local general
plans. Therefore, because this alternative would include 2,050 housing units
on the site, it would exceed the growth anticipated by the Napa County General Plan EIR and ABAG. Similarly, like the proposed project, this alternative would exceed the County’s Growth Management System. The Growth
Management System has a current annual permit limit of 115, and this alternative would involve an average of at least 146 permits per year even over the
maximum 15-year timeline of the project.
In comparison to the proposed project, the Mid-Range Density Development
Alternative would result in a similar jobs to housing ratio. This alternative
would result in 740 new jobs and 2,050 new housing units, resulting in the
jobs to housing balance decreasing from the existing 2.3 jobs per household to
2.0 jobs per household for the unincorporated area (23,180 existing jobs +
740 new jobs / 10,090 existing households + 2,050 new households) and
would maintain the existing 1.4 jobs per household for the county as a whole
(70,690 existing jobs + 740 new jobs / 49,270 existing households + 2,050

7

This analysis assumes that the average household size for the Mid-Range

Density Alternative would be the same as for the proposed project due to similarities
in housing types. The proposed project uses an average household size of 2.2 because
it is considered to be appropriate for the types of housing being proposed.
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new households).8 An ideal jobs to housing ratio would be 1.0, which would
represent a situation in which there is a job available for every household.
The proposed project would decrease the existing jobs to housing ratio for
both the unincorporated area of the county and the county as a whole, and
the Mid-Range Density Development Alternative would either further decrease the ratio or result in the same ratio. Therefore, the Mid-Range Density
Development Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
Also like the proposed project, the Mid-Range Density Development Alternative would not displace any existing housing units or people, since there are
no existing houses on the project site.
In conclusion, as under the proposed project, this alternative would result in
growth that exceeds the growth projected by ABAG and planned for in the
County’s General Plan, and the County’s Growth Management System.
Therefore, this alternative would be a similar to the proposed project.
iii. Traffic and Transportation
In general, the Mid-Range Density Alternative would result in better traffic
conditions as compared to the proposed project. As shown in Figure 5-2, the
Mid-Range Density Alternative would generate slightly fewer trips during
AM and PM peak periods. Additionally, the Mid-Range Density Alternative
would result in five fewer intersections with significant impacts than the proposed project at intersections prior to mitigation. Therefore, while neither
the proposed project nor this alternative would result in significant unavoidable impacts to traffic, this alternative would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
iv. Biological Resources
Under the Mid-Range Density Alternative, the site would be built out to a
similar extent as under the proposed project, and potential impacts on biological resources would be similar. Mitigation recommended to address po8

Existing households and jobs are based on ABAG Projections 2007, 2005

data.
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tential adverse impacts of the project as proposed on sensitive resources
would still apply under this alternative. Neither the proposed project nor
this alternative would result in significant impacts to biological resources,
therefore this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
v. Noise
The proposed project would result in significant impacts due to locating residents within an area that exceeds local noise standards, and where vibration
levels may exceed the FTA Vibration Impact Criteria. However, these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through site design
and construction techniques. The proposed project would also result in lessthan-significant impacts due to temporary and permanent increases in noise
levels and exposure of people to aircraft noise that would result from the project.
This alternative would result in mix of uses within the project site, similar to
the proposed project, but in a lower density. Similar to the proposed project,
this alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts from permanent
increase in ambient noise levels, temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels, and exposure of people to excessive aircraft noise levels. Also
similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in significant
impacts resulting from the exposure of people to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or noise, and the exposure of people or sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standards. These impacts could
be mitigated with the same measures as the proposed project to less-thansignificant levels. However, since this alternative would expose slightly fewer
people to these impacts, this alternative would be considered a slight improvement to the proposed project.
vi. Air Quality
Similar to the proposed project this alternative would introduce housing units
to the unincorporated area of the county, increasing population, VMT, and
vehicle emissions over what was projected in the 2005 Clean Air Plan, resulting in an inconsistency with the Plan. However, as with the project this al-

5-52

A L T E R N A T I V E S

T O

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
T H E P R O P O S E D P R O J E C T

ternative would place housing closer to job centers in Napa County, thus
improving the jobs/housing balance. However, this project would result in
fewer housing units located within the project site when compared to the
proposed project, resulting in lower emissions that affect regional air quality.
Similar to the proposed project, development of this alternative would produce significant emissions from construction and operation of the land uses,
introduce new sensitive receptors to the site and result in potential odor complaints. Mitigation measures recommended to address potential adverse impacts of the proposed project would also apply to this alternative. This alternative would be considered slight improvement when compared to the proposed project, because emissions of criteria air pollutants that affect regional
air quality would likely be less.
vii. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would provide housing closer
to job centers in Napa County, thus potentially reducing in-commute distances. However, the slightly lower number of housing units would result in
lower CO2e emissions. Therefore, this alternative would be considered a
slight improvement when compared to the proposed project.
viii. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The proposed project would result in significant but mitigable impacts from
hazards and hazardous materials due to the past release of hazardous materials
on the project site. Implementation of the Mid-Range Density Alternative
would involve the development of the project site and remediation of the site
for a mix of uses, including residential uses. Therefore, it is expected that this
alternative would result in the same mitigable impact as the proposed project,
and this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
ix. Geology, Soils and Seismicity
The proposed project would result in significant impacts associated with
ground shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, settlement and expansion of
soils as a consequence of earthquakes near the site. However, these impacts
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels through design modifica-
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tions. The project would also result in less-than-significant impacts due to soil
erosion and ground rupture.
Under the Mid-Range Density Alternative, the project site would be also be
fully developed but would, on average, have fewer people on the site and the
risks to public safety would therefore be reduced. There would be a slight
improvement compared to the proposed project.
x. Hydrology and Water Quality
Impacts to stormwater drainage, drainage patterns and groundwater resources
would be similar under this alternative as under the proposed project. The
smaller number of housing units and resident population would result in less
demand on groundwater resources, however because the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts associated with hydrology, this would
only represent a slight improvement over the proposed project.
xi. Cultural Resources
Under the proposed project, significant impacts associated with buried archaeological deposits, buried Pleistocene fossil deposits and human remains
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, and impacts associated with
the demolition of the Basalt Shipyard would be significant and unavoidable.
Under the Mid-Range Density Alternative, the same amount of land area
would be disturbed during construction and project buildout, and the Basalt
Shipyard would be demolished. Therefore, impacts related to cultural resources under this alternative would be similar as those under the proposed
project.
xii. Public Services and Recreation
The proposed project would include 2,580 dwelling units, plus 150 seniorsonly housing units, housing approximately 5,901 new residents. As a result
of the attendant increase in County residents and students, demands on public
services including law enforcement, fire protection, emergency medical response and libraries have been identified as significant impacts. However, the
construction of new facilities would mitigate these impacts to less-than-
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significant levels. Additionally, the project would have a less-than-significant
impact due to the induced population increase’s effect on schools and park
and recreational facilities in the area.
The Mid-Range Density Alternative is defined by a development plan with
only 2,050 dwelling units, plus 150 seniors-only housing units. It therefore
would result in less population-based public service demands. Therefore,
while neither the proposed project nor this alternative would induce any significant impacts with regards to public services and recreation, this alternative
would be a slight improvement in comparison to the proposed project.
xiii. Utilities
Similar to the proposed project, the Mid-Range Density Alternative would
result in an increased demand for utilities and involve the construction of new
utility infrastructure. This alternative involves a similar mix of uses as the
proposed project, but at a lesser overall intensity. Therefore, this alternative
would be a slight improvement over the proposed project because it would be
expected to generate a lower demand for utilities, including water supply,
wastewater treatment, storm water management, solid waste disposal, and
energy demand.
xiv. Aesthetics
The proposed project would involve redevelopment of the project site from
its underutilized industrial/shipyard use to a mixed-use neighborhood, with
new buildings ranging in building types of heights up to 85 feet. Due to
compliance with existing regulations, an absence of officially-designated scenic routes and vistas in the project vicinity and the orderly, compatible urban
aesthetic of the proposed development, the proposed project would not result
in significant aesthetic impacts, and would benefit the visual quality of the site
and surroundings. The Mid-Range Density Development Alternative would
involve a different site plan and development program, one containing a variety of detached and attached housing. It would impose a similarly neat, active
and orderly neighborhood aesthetic onto the existing cluttered, mostly vacant
site. Therefore, this alternative would similar to the proposed project.

5-55

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
A L T E R N A T I V E S T O T H E P R O P O S E D

E.

P R O J E C T

Project Variation Alternatives

The Project Variation Alternatives described below consist of similar project
components as the proposed project, and would be developed according to
the site plan included as Figure 3-6 in this EIR. These alternatives consider
variations in aspects of the proposed project that are intended to provide environmental benefits.
1. Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative the project would be developed as proposed, but would include additional measures for reducing GHG
outputs with the goal of reaching a carbon neutral status. This alternative
would include significant investments in transit in order to reduce the vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) associated with the project. The following measures
would be included:
♦ Extension of passenger train service along the Union Pacific Railroad
that bisects the project site. Service would run for a 10-mile stretch,
from the north at the northern end of the City of Napa (at Redwood
Road/Trancas Street), south to the northern end of the City of American Canyon (at Green Island Road). Subject to approval of the UPRR,
the State Public Utilities Commission and the Wine Train, the line
would have six stations, one of which would be within the Napa Pipe
project site. Train service would be provided by two Siemens diesel
multiple units (DMUs) or similar that would run at 30-minute headways. The proposed rail line would involve two existing grade separations, one at Airport Boulevard/State Route 29-State Route 12 intersection, and the other at the State Route 12-State Route 29/State Route 221
(Napa-Vallejo Highway) intersection. There are approximately 24 existing at-grade crossings along the 10-mile corridor.
♦ Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan
as a means of reducing vehicle trips generated by the project by at least
15 percent. This TDM plan would be identical to the TDM plan described under Mitigation Measure TRA-1b (See Section 4.3). These fea5-56
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tures could include shuttle services within the site and to frequent destination points, car share pods, water taxi service and subsidized bus service.
♦ A requirement for LEED Certified performance standards for all buildings. Similar to the proposed project which would attain LEED Gold
status for Neighborhood Development certification, this alternative
would require all buildings to meet LEED standards.9
♦ Payment of carbon off-set fees to the County to fund programs to increase energy efficiency and thereby reduce carbon emissions throughout the county. These reductions would allow the project, as a whole,
to reduce CO2 emissions even if the emissions on the project site were to
increase over baseline levels. Emissions reductions could be achieved in
other parts of the county through a variety of means, such as retrofitting
existing residential and commercial properties to increase energy efficiency and thereby indirectly reduce CO2 emissions. Details of such a
program would be developed by the County.
♦ On-site energy production, such as solar power and wind turbines. The
applicant would work with the County to include various facilities to
produce electricity without producing CO2. These facilities, including
wind turbines and solar panels, could be integrated into this alternative
in one of two ways. They would primarily be installed in the reserve
area, but could also be installed throughout the project, on building
rooftops and in other discrete locations. The 8-acre reserve area solar facility would generate between 1 and 3 megawatts per day, and depending
on output, it could power between 700 to 1500 residential units, reducing the need to draw energy from carbon-emitting sources.

9

The project applicant has received confirmation from the US Green Build-

ing Council (USGBC) that all prerequisites have been met, and that the project has
been awarded State 1 (Pre-Entitlement) Gold Certification. State 3 (Completed
Neighborhood Development) Gold certification will be dependent on USGBC confirmation that all components of the LEED application have been implemented following project construction.
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♦ On-site food production through community garden programs. Traditional food production and transportation are large emitters of CO2, and
the localized production of food would lead to a decreased demand for
food from conventional sources. The applicant could appoint a garden
coordinator to oversee the production of food within designated areas of
the project site. The coordinator could work with residents and workers within the community to maintain the gardens and produce food.
Food products from the gardens could be sold to local residents through
a farmer’s market, a produce stand, or through sales in a local grocery
store or restaurant.
b. Impact Discussion
This alternative would involve development of the Napa Pipe site under the
same site plan as the proposed project, with the exception of the addition of
the train station. A conceptual site plan for this alternative is shown in Figure 5-6. Because this alternative would involve the same site plan and development program as the proposed project, the following impacts would be
expected to be the same:
♦ Population, Employment, and Housing
♦ Biological Resources
♦ Hazards and Hazardous Materials
♦ Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
♦ Hydrology and Drainage
♦ Cultural Resources
♦ Public Services and Recreation
♦ Aesthetics
The environmental impacts for the remaining topics are discussed in the following sections.
i. Land Use and Public Policy
The Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would propose the same uses as
the proposed project, including the same number of dwelling units. However, the primary difference is that this alternative would include passenger
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train service along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) line that transects the
site and extends to points north and south. This service, for example, would
connect the project site to the City of Napa via rail.
Since this alterative would result in the same land uses as the proposed project, it would be similar to the proposed project in that it would not physically divide an established community on or adjacent to the project site. It
would also have the same impact from exceeding the County’s Growth Management System, and like the proposed project, this alternative would require
General Plan Amendments and mitigation to ensure that development proceeds consistent with General Plan policies. However, inclusion of passenger
rail under this alternative would result in potential off-site impacts that would
not occur under the proposed project. Increased train travel on the UPRR
line would likely increase the noise, groundborne vibration, and traffic disruptions in areas adjacent to the line. Additionally, the construction of new
train stations and associated parking areas outside the project area could disrupt existing uses and create physical barriers within established neighborhoods. Construction of new transit-oriented development (TOD) adjacent to
stations could constitute an additional physical barrier, depending on the existing land use context at the station area and how that development is
planned within it. Conversely, the provision of increased public transportation between communities served by the line would increase connectivity
among them as opposed to dividing them.
Since this alternative would require that some land area on-site be used for a
train station and associated parking, the surrounding land uses may be denser
to accommodate the same amount of development in a slightly reduced development area. However, any changes in land use occurring as a result
would not be expected to substantially vary from the mix of uses proposed
under the project.
In conclusion, while the provision of passenger train service on the UPRR
line would help better connect existing and future communities, the Reduced
Carbon Alternative would be a slight deterioration in comparison to the pro-
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posed project for the reasons discussed above. These include the potential offsite impacts from increased noise, vibration, traffic delays and safety concerns
at rail crossings, and the potential community division effects associated with
new stations, parking and possible TOD construction.
ii. Traffic and Transportation
In general, the Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would result in substantially improved traffic conditions as compared to the proposed project.
As shown in Figure 5-2, the Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would
generate the fewest trips during AM and PM peak periods of all the alternatives, and would result in a 42-percent decrease in AM levels and a 50-percent
decrease in PM levels compared to the proposed project. Additionally, the
Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would result in five fewer intersections with significant impacts compared to the proposed project.
However, the construction of new train stations associated with this alternative would potentially increase local traffic around train stations and at atgrade crossings along the right of way, especially during the AM and PM peak
hours, and create additional traffic disruptions at rail crossing safety stops.
Increased rail activity also would raise the potential for conflicts between
moving trains and vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The new rail stations
would create increased demand for parking, though additional parking could
be provided to mitigate this effect. Because new stations and at-grade crossings along the right of way have not yet been analyzed, the overall traffic impacts associated with the Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative are unknown.
iii. Noise
The Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would propose the same uses as
the proposed project. As a result, this alternative would be similar to the
proposed project, resulting in less-than-significant impacts from permanent
increase in ambient noise levels, temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels, and exposure of people to excessive aircraft noise levels. How-
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ever, the Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative would involve an increased
amount of rail traffic to service the transit station within the project site.
Maximum noise levels resulting from DMU passbys typically range from 76
to 83 dBA Lmax as measured at a distance of 50 feet under various operating
modes.10 When the vehicles are stationary and idling at a station the maximum noise level is 72 dBA Lmax. Train horn noise would be similar to a regular diesel locomotive. An Lmax of 100 dBA measured 100 feet in front of the
train is a typical train horn noise level. Assuming the trains are operating in
both directions on 30-minute headways there could be up to four train passbys per hour through the project site. In the absence of train horns, the
hourly average noise levels resulting from this level of activity would be
about 53 dBA Leq 50 feet from the tracks. Assuming the trains operated on
30-minute headways between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., the calculated
day/night average noise level would be about 51 dBA Ldn 50 feet from the
tracks.
There are three at-grade crossings within or adjacent to the Napa Pipe project
site area and approximately 24 at-grade crossings elsewhere along the 10-mile
corridor. Because train horns typically are sounded within about a quarter of
a mile of each at-grade crossing this would necessitate the sounding of railroad
train horns throughout the project site The SMART train analysis also
evaluated noise impacts from railroad train horns. The analysis concluded
that within 0.25 miles of each at-grade crossing, noise impacts would extend
for a distance of between 40 and 600 feet from the tracks depending on location along the proposed project alignment and nearness to the at-grade crossing.
The method for minimizing the effects of train horns would be to limit the
use of train horns and other audible warning devices (installing crossing controls that meet Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) requirements and ob-

10

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit, Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Project

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2008.
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tain Quiet Zone designations for crossings). Because FRA has final jurisdiction over Quiet Zone applications, there is no certainty that this designation
would be granted. Alternatively, sound walls could be installed along the
railroad right-of-way. The sound walls would be required where the railroad
tracks adjoin noise sensitive residential uses and open space areas.
Similar to the proposed project, building sound insulation treatments would
be incorporated into the design of all housing units to mitigate the impacts of
noise on residences to a less-than-significant level. For residential uses, the
County’s standards for acceptable indoor intermittent noise levels are 60 dBA
Lmax during the day and 55 dBA Lmax at night and 45 dBA Lmax in bedrooms.
Building insulation treatments that would apply to the proposed project and
this alternative alike are described under Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 in Section 4.5, Noise.
Ground vibration resulting from DMUs is lower than ground vibration levels
resulting from freight rail operations. Policy CC-40 of the Community
Character Element of the General Plan recognizes the potential for impacts
from groundborne vibration and requires property owners proposing new
noise or vibration sensitive uses within 100 feet of railroad tracks to retain a
qualified noise expert to recommend methods to prevent excessive vibration
levels. Similar to the proposed project, adherence to Policy CC-40 would
require new sensitive uses proposed under this alternative to be built in such a
way that groundborne vibration would not create significant impacts.
As discussed above, this alternative would reduce project traffic on the street
network as compared to the proposed project. The projected traffic noise
level changes resulting from this alternative are about the same as for the proposed project.11 The traffic data indicates that the increase in traffic noise

11

Traffic data provided by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants was re-

viewed to calculate potential traffic related noise level increases resulting from this
alternative along roadways representative of those serving the project site that would
be affected by the proposed project. These data include turning movement counts at
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levels attributable to the proposed project would be 1 dBA Ldn or less along
the affected roadways.
Unlike the proposed project, the rail service included under this alternative
would introduce a source of increased noise and vibration at off-site locations
along the rail corridor that could adversely affect sensitive receptors. Although it is expected that feasible mitigations would exist to address potentially significant noise impacts off-site, as is the case under the proposed project, these impacts would not occur under the proposed project.
In conclusion, due to the increased potential for off-site noise impacts resulting from the rail service, this alternative is considered a slight deterioration in
relation to the proposed project.
iv. Air Quality
This alterative would incorporate transit improvements not included in the
proposed project, in order to reduce VMT and emissions resulting from vehicle usage. Although this alternative would result in increased population,
VMT and vehicle emissions above existing conditions, the transit improvements would represent an improvement over the proposed project and reductions in VMT under this alternative would be expected to decrease vehicle
emissions. Similar to the project, development of this alternative would produce significant emissions from construction and operation of the land uses,
introduce new sensitive receptors to the site and result in potential odor complaints. Mitigation measures recommended to address potential adverse impacts of the proposed project would also apply to this alternative.
The increased use of DMUs for rail transit would have a slightly detrimental
effect on air quality conditions, both within the project site and in surrounding areas along the rail corridor. Diesel engines emit particulates that are
harmful to human health and adversely affect air quality. Although DMU
emissions would be intermittent at any given location given the stated head34 intersections for existing conditions and projections for no-project and with-project
conditions at buildout of the project estimated to occur in 2021.
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ways and the nature of train movement, these emissions would result in a
new source of pollution that does not currently exist.12 This increases the
potential that sensitive receptors, especially those adjacent to the line, would
be adversely affected by the emissions.
This alternative would be considered a slight improvement to the proposed
project in relation to air quality. Although DMU emissions would be generated as a result of rail service that does not currently exist, the reduction of
emissions that would occur as a result of reduced VMT and the effect that this
would have on regional air quality is considered a substantial improvement.
v. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
As described above, the goal of this alternative is to reduce CO2 emissions
through a number of programs addressing transportation, energy and food
production with the goal of reaching a carbon-neutral status.
As documented in Section 4.7, the project would generate an estimated 35,131
metric tons of GHG emissions per year. In order to achieve the alternative's
stated goal of carbon neutrality, the project would ultimately result in a no
net increase in GHG output through a combination of project features and
carbon offsets.
As stated above in the description of this alternative, there are several project
features that would reduce GHG emissions. Using URBEMIS 2007 and assuming the project would incorporate the features listed below, the annual
project-generated emissions estimate of 35,131 metric tons of CO2e includes a
15.6 percent reduction.
♦ 2,580 housing units, or 100 percent of units within the project would be
located within ½-half-mile radius of the transit station;

12

DMUs would operate at 30-minute headways in each direction, meaning there

would be no more than four trips (pass bys) per hour at any given location.
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♦ Provision of 721 jobs in the study area, present with ½-mile radius of the
transit station;
♦ 20 percent of housing units deed restricted to below market rate;
♦ Landscape maintenance equipment electrically powered and electrical
outlets conveniently located on building exteriors;
♦ The inclusion of approximately 38 acres of new parkland and 5 acres of
wetlands with restored vegetation;
♦ All arterial, collector, and minor streets would have sidewalks on both
sides;
♦ Arterials would have Class II bicycle paths on either side;
♦ Lanes and Carriage Ways along the railroad and the riverfront would
contain a sidewalk on one side;
♦ Internal to the site, a multi-purpose trail would run through parks and
along the river’s edge and connect to the Bay Trail;
♦ Approximately 645 bicycle parking spaces would be located throughout
the project site; and
♦ Off-site transportation improvements including improvements to off-site
road segments and intersections in the jurisdiction of the County and
other agencies.
Further GHG emissions reductions would result from new residential and
commercial development in the Napa Pipe project planned to be consistent
with the LEED for Neighborhood Design (LEED-ND) Gold rating achieved
by the initial submittal of the proposed project’s plans to the USGBC. With
LEED-ND, energy consumption would be less than for a typical residential
subdivision. In addition, each building permit submittal for a residential or
commercial building over 5,000 square feet shall be accompanied by a completed copy of the LEED for Homes checklist, showing the manner in which
the proposed building could achieve LEED certification, if it were to be submitted to the USGBC. Buildings are expected to be between 10 to 20 percent
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more energy efficient than required by current Title 24 standards.13 This
would amount to 10 to 20 percent energy efficiency increase beyond Title 24
and total project annual emissions would range between 28,500 and 31,800
metric tons CO2e.
In addition, a series of off-site, community based carbon mitigation offsets
would be required to reach a zero net impact. These may include the following:
♦ Provide energy audits and retrofits for local projects. Energy retrofits
are a beneficial mitigation tool because they provide year after year of
energy savings. The applicant could sponsor a number of local energy
audits and retrofits to reduce energy consumption by between 20 to 40
percent in existing homes. According to Energy Star, energy audit costs
range from $200 to $600 dollars and provide information about low-cost
or no-cost improvements. After an audit, a home retrofit can cost between $800 and $3,000 but generally pays for itself in energy savings in 2
to 3 years.14
The amount of energy that can be conserved varies, and retrofits on existing housing are costlier and do not always work as well as incorporating the same efficiencies into the construction of a new home. The California Public Utilities Commission launched the CalSPREE program in
September 2009 that targets 20 percent energy reduction for up to
130,000 homes in the state by 2012. The organization’s Long-Term En-

13

Environmental Building News, December 1, 2007. “…LEED buildings are,
on average, 25 percent to 30 percent more energy-efficient than non-LEED buildings
as represented in the U.S. Department of Energy’s Commercial Buildings Energy
Consumption Survey (CBECS) database. As might be expected, buildings certified at
Gold or Platinum levels tended to achieve more energy conservation points, and their
average savings were about 45 percent better than the CBECS baseline.” Comparatively, Title 24 Standards are estimated to increase energy efficiency by about 20 percent.
14
http://www.wtopnews.com/?sid=1613169&nid=25
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ergy Efficiency Strategic plan calls for a 40 percent reduction in existing
home energy use by 2020.15
If the average California residential customer consumes 6500 kilowattshours of energy and a retrofit reduces energy consumption by 40 percent, the 2,600 kilowatt reduction is roughly equivalent to one CO2e
metric ton.16 The applicant could work with the County and partner
with the CalSPREE program to conduct a sufficient number of energy
audits and retrofits to offset project emissions.
♦ Purchase of carbon credits from another entity that will fund projects
with measurable outcomes. The applicant could purchase a number of
carbon credits to offset project emissions. In June 2009, the EPA analyzed the American Clean Energy and Security Act, and determined that
the bill’s cap and trade measure would set the cost for carbon credits
from $13 to $15 per ton of CO2 emitted in 2015, increasing up to $19 per
ton in 2020. 17 The Chicago Climate Exchange is the only voluntary program in the US for trading greenhouse gases. Prices per metric ton have
ranged from 10¢ to $7.35.18 The applicant and the County would need to
agree upon the quantity, frequency, and timing of offsets and determine
which marketplace to purchase the carbon offsets.
With these project features included and off-site programs of this nature in
place, this alternative would be considered a substantial improvement over
the proposed project.
vi. Utilities
Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Carbon Emission Alternative
would result in the construction of new utilities and infrastructure. However, this alternative includes various features that are intended to result in
reduced utilities demand. Local energy production and energy conservation
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http://www.californiaenergyefficiency.com/docs/EEFactSheet092409.pdf

16

www.freecleansolar.com

17

http://usgovinfo.about.com/od/moneymatters/a/capandtrade.htm

18

http://www.chicagoclimatex.com/
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strategies in this alternative could reduce energy demand for off-site energy
generation and distribution infrastructure. In addition, waste reduction programs may reduce the amount of waste transferred from the project site to
the Keller Canyon landfill. Therefore, this alternative would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed project.
2. City Water Alternative
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the proposed project, groundwater would be used as the sole potable
water source. In contrast, this alternative would assume that either the project would exclusively rely upon the City’s water supply rather than groundwater (City Water Alternative-A), or that groundwater resources could be
utilized to supplement City water during drought years, under a “conjunctive
use” arrangement that could be a benefit to the City’s water system (City Water Alternative-B). The City currently owns and operates water mains adjacent to and up to the project site and provides water to the site for industrial
uses. Use of City water would require City approval and possible approval of
LAFCO if water service is deemed to be “new or extended” pursuant to California Government Code §56133. The analysis for this alternative focuses on
the physical impacts associated with the installation and operation of the necessary infrastructure to provide the water, and whether the additional demand
would exceed the City’s existing entitlements (either by itself or in combination with other cumulative projects). Necessary infrastructure could include,
but may not be limited to, sub-grade pipes as well as new or expanded treatment facilities. This alternative would involve development of the Napa Pipe
site under the same site plan as the proposed project.
In City Water Alternative-B, surface water and groundwater would be utilized based on drought conditions under a conjunctive use arrangement. During wet years, surface water would be utilized, which would allow for
groundwater recharge; during dry years, groundwater would be utilized,
thereby reducing strain on surface water supplies. By diversifying the water
supply, conjunctive use arrangements allow for a flexible and responsive approach to water management.
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b. Impact Discussion
Because this alternative would involve the same site plan and development
program as the proposed project, the following impacts would be expected to
be the same:
♦ Land Use
♦ Population, Employment, and Housing
♦ Traffic and Transportation
♦ Biological Resources
♦ Air Quality
♦ Noise
♦ Greenhouse Gas Emissions
♦ Hazards and Hazardous Materials
♦ Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
♦ Cultural Resources
♦ Public Services and Recreation
♦ Aesthetics
The environmental impacts for the remaining topics are discussed in the following sections. City Water Alternative-A and City Water Alternative-B are
discussed simultaneously, except in cases where environmental impacts would
differ.
i. Hydrology and Water Quality
Potential impacts to drainage patterns, runoff, flooding, and exposure of people and buildings to flooding will be the same under the City Water Alternative as those imposed by the proposed project.
Given the amount of fill and grading required for the proposed project, the
additional disturbance caused by extending infrastructure for City water service to the site would be minimal. The construction-related water quality
impacts associated with the installation of the infrastructure would be covered
under the project-specific SWPPP, resulting in similar treatment as the proposed project.
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Under the City Water Alternative-A, all water would be supplied by the
City’s water supply system and there would be no impact to groundwater
resources at the site and for neighboring users, whereas under the proposed
project the impact would be less-than-significant. Under City Water Alternative-B, City water would be used for much of the project demand while
groundwater pumping, at reduced quantities, would be used during extended
dry periods when City supply may be otherwise constrained. This would
increase the amount of groundwater available to the City, which would be a
beneficial impact for City water users.
Given that groundwater pumping would be less under this alternative, the
potential impact to groundwater supply would also be lower, resulting in a
slight improvement over the proposed project.
ii. Utilities
Utilities conditions under the City Water Alternative would be similar to the
proposed project, except in relation to potable water. In this alternative, the
City would provide water for the project and the new infrastructure would
be needed on-site to extend City water throughout the project site. Given the
amount of infrastructure required for the proposed project, this on-site infrastructure would be minimal. In addition, it is expected that the City would
need the following: a new treated water storage facility with a capacity of approximately 2.5 million gallons with an associated pump station; increased
incremental pumping capacity of 1 million gallons per day (MGD) at the
proposed Westside Pump Station; and increased incremental pumping capacity of 1 MGD at the Jamieson Water Treatment Plant.19 If the City Water
Alternative were pursued, a separate environmental review would be needed
to analyze the potential impacts associated with these City facility improvements. Because this alternative would involve the expansion of pumping capacity and a new water storage facility, this alternative would have the potential to result in environmental impacts that are not included in the proposed
19

West Yost Associates, August 2008, Technical Memorandum, page 30,

available
at
http://www.co.napa.ca.us/GOV/Departments/29000/Forms/WestYost%20Water%20Study%20Task%201.pdf, accessed on October 19, 2009.
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project, which would represent a slight deterioration compared to the proposed project.
Under the City Water Alternative-A, all water would be supplied by the
City’s water supply system and there would be no use of groundwater resources at the site and for neighboring users, and there would not be an onsite water treatment facility. Although the City of Napa has historically serviced the site and currently services the site, the additional demand from project buildout is not accounted for in the City of Napa’s long-term water supply planning. Projected water supply and demand for the City of Napa during normal, multiple dry and single dry years are shown in Tables 5-3, 5-4,
and 5-5, respectively. As shown in these tables, the City anticipates a water
supply shortfall under single dry year conditions for the years 2020, 2025 and
2030. As described in Section 4.13, the projected annual water demand of the
proposed project would be 620 acre-feet. If 620 acre-feet are added to the total
demand for City water, single dry year shortfalls would be increased for 2020,
2025 and 2030, and a new shortfall would also be expected for 2015 under a
single dry year event. For normal year and multiple dry year conditions, anticipated surpluses would be decreased by 620 acre-feet but no new shortfalls
would be anticipated. Because this option would exacerbate anticipated
shortfalls during single dry year conditions and result in an unanticipated
shortfall for 2015, this option would result in a new potentially significant
impact and would be considered a slight deterioration in comparison to the
proposed project.
Under City Water Alternative-B, groundwater pumping would be used during extended dry periods to reduce the strain on City water supply. The impact on the City water supply would be reduced compared to City Water
Alternative-A, and the impact on groundwater supply would be less than under the proposed project. In addition, City Water Alternative-B could benefit
the City’s water supply through the conjunctive use arrangement. As described above under City Water Alternative-A, the proposed project would
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TABLE 5-3 PROJECTED CITY OF NAPA WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND
(NORMAL YEARS)
Projected Annual Water (Acre-Feet)
2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Total Supply

29,676

30,892

33,172

33,248

33,248

Total Demand

16,395

17,489

18,798

19,243

19,699

+13,281

+13,403

+14,374

+14,005

+13,549

81.0%

77.0%

76.0%

73.0%

69.0%

Difference
(Supply minus
Demand)
Percent Difference (Surplus or
Shortfall)

Source: City of Napa, August 2009, St. Regis Napa Valley Project Draft EIR, Table 3.12-10, available online at http://74.205.120.199/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=567&
Itemid=681.

TABLE 5-4 PROJECTED CITY OF NAPA WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND
(SINGLE DRY YEARS)
Projected Annual Water (Acre-Feet)
2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Total Supply

15,020

15,340

15,940

15,960

15,960

Total Demand

13,936

14,866

15,978

16,357

16,744

+1,084

+474

-38

-397

-784

8.0%

3.0%

(0.2%)

(2.0%)

(5.0%)

Difference
(Supply minus
Demand)
Percent Difference (Surplus or
Shortfall)

Source: City of Napa, August 2009, St. Regis Napa Valley Project Draft EIR, Table 3.12-11, available online at http://74.205.120.199/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=567&
Itemid=681.
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TABLE 5-5 PROJECTED CITY OF NAPA WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND
(MULTIPLE DRY YEARS)
Projected Annual Water (Acre-Feet)
2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Total Supply

18,490

19,130

20,330

20,370

20,370

Total Demand

13,936

14,866

15,978

16,357

16,744

+4,554

+4,264

+4,352

+4,013

+3,626

33.0%

29.0%

27.0%

25.0%

22.0%

Difference
(Supply minus
Demand)
Percent Difference (Surplus or
Shortfall)

Source: City of Napa, August 2009, St. Regis Napa Valley Project Draft EIR, Table 3.12-12, available online at http://74.205.120.199/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=567&
Itemid=681.

deteriorate the City’s water supply under single dry year conditions. Because
this option would involve use of on-site groundwater during dry periods, it
can be expected that this option would reduce anticipated shortfalls during
dry years. Therefore, City Water Alternative-B would not deteriorate City
water supply conditions and would result in a new beneficial impact. Because
the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts associated
with water supply, this would only be considered a slight improvement.
Although City Water Alternative-B would be an improvement in comparison
to the proposed project, this alternative would require new City water facilities and City Water Alternative-A would be a deterioration in comparison to
the proposed project. Therefore, overall this alternative would be a slight
deterioration in comparison to the proposed project.
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F. Off-Site Alternative
The following alternative would involve the development of housing in other
areas of Napa County, rather than on the proposed project site. Under the
proposed project, the Napa Pipe site would be developed with 2,580 housing
units and a mix of land uses that would include retail, light industrial/office/R&D and open space. Under the Off-Site Alternative, the project
site would not be developed as proposed and would remain in industrial use,
as described under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Table 5-6
compares the Off-Site Alternative to the proposed project, and this alternative
is described in further detail below. Figure 5-7 shows potential sites for offsite development.
1. Regional Housing Needs Allocation Transfer Alternative
a. Principal Characteristics
Under the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Transfer Alternative, Napa County would provide for its RHNA in multiple housing cycles
by negotiating transfer agreements with one or more of the incorporated jurisdictions in the County. RHNA is a State process to determine the number
of housing units, including affordable units that each community in California must plan to accommodate to meet the regional housing needs for the
region. Through the RHNA process, the California Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD) determines the housing need for each
region, and it is the responsibility of each region’s Council of Governments
to distribute the total regional need among the local governments.
There are two options being considered for this alternative, one that would
involve a RHNA transfer agreement affecting two housing cycles, and one
that would involve a RHNA transfer agreement for three cycles. In both
options, the Napa Pipe site would retain its current Study Area designation in
the County’s General Plan. More detail is provided below:
♦

RHNA Transfer Alternative Option A. This alternative would involve
implementation of the County’s current Housing Element, including
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COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT TO OFF-SITE
ALTERNATIVE

Development
Characteristic

Proposed
Project

RHNA Transfer Alternative

Development Site(s)

Napa Pipe

Potential sites include the Napa County
Expo fairgrounds, County Corporate
Yard, Ghisletta property and Town
Center

Housing Units

2,580

1,000 to 1,500

Retail Square Footage

40,000

0

Industrial/Office Square
140,000
Footage

0

Residential Density*

51.6 units/acre unknown

Total Acres

154

unknown

Open Space Acres

55

0

Residential Acres

50

unknown

Non-Residential Acres

16

0

Reserve Area Acres

14

0

* Residential density is calculated by dividing housing units by residential acreage.

rezoning a 20-acre portion of the Napa Pipe site for high-density multifamily housing (up to 304 units) and associated open space. The housing
would be constructed at the northern end of the site, adjacent to Kaiser
Road. The remainder of the site would develop with industrial and business park type uses, similar to the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. The City of Napa would provide municipal water supplies to the
site, and the Napa Sanitation District would provide wastewater services.
In addition, the County would negotiate one or more RHNA transfer
agreements affecting two future housing cycles (approximately 2014 to
2030). These agreements, which could involve the Cities of American
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Canyon and/or Calistoga in addition to the City of Napa, would provide
for the transfer of an estimated 1,000 to 1,200 units from the County to
the City or Cities over the 20- to 25-year period.
♦ RHNA Transfer Alternative Option B. In this alternative, the
County would negotiate one or more RHNA transfer agreements affecting the current housing cycle (2007 to 2014) as well as two future housing cycles (2014 to 2030). The County’s Housing Element and the
Housing Elements of affected Cities would be updated to reflect the
agreements, which could involve the Cities of American Canyon and/or
Calistoga in addition to the City of Napa. The agreement(s) would provide for the transfer of an estimated 1,300 to 1,500 units from the
County to the City or Cities over a period of over 25 years. The Napa
Pipe site would develop with industrial and business park type uses,
similar to the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, as shown in
Figure 5-8. The legal feasibility of RHNA Transfer Alternative Option
B would need to be further analyzed to ensure compliance with State
Housing Law.
Under both options it is difficult to anticipate precisely where the City of
Napa and/or other Cities involved in the transfer agreement(s) would choose
to locate additional housing sites. Some sites that have been mentioned are
the Town Center site in American Canyon and potential future sites such as
the City corporation yard that are identified in Table 6.9, “Other Sites with
Potential for Multi-Family Residential or Mixed Use After Follow-Up Actions” included in the City of Napa’s June 16, 2009 Housing Element (page
117). Far in the future, sites that are currently in use for other purposes, such
as the County fairgrounds in Calistoga, could become available. Another
complexity is that a percentage of sites that are currently included in the Cities’ Housing Elements could be included again in future cycles if they are not
built upon, and if HCD continues to consider them as appropriate.
To allow for an assessment of environmental impacts associated with this
alternative, the EIR analysis assumes that housing sites included in the cities
would include the Town Center in American Canyon, one or more planned
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longer term multi-family sites near the City’s corporation yard in central
Napa that will become available with completion of the flood project, as well
as portions of the Foster Road (Ghisletta) site in Napa and longer term mixed
use sites south of the Napa Expo in downtown Napa. These sites are considered representative, however, if this alternative (one of the two options) is
ultimately selected for implementation and different sites are selected for inclusion in the RHNA transfer agreement(s), some reassessment may be
needed to determine whether potential impacts have been adequately assessed.
b. Impact Discussion
i. Land Use and Public Policy
Under Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, 20 acres of the project
site would be developed with high-density housing and the remainder of the
site would be developed with business park uses similar to those described
under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. As with the proposed
project, this on-site scenario would have the potential to place residences in
proximity to incompatible land uses. This would result in a slight on-site
deterioration for Option A.
Under Option B of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, the entire project site
would be developed with the development program and site plan of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Therefore, on-site impacts would be
the same as those described in that section, above. The Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternative would not include residential development,
therefore potentially significant impacts from land use conflicts between onsite residential uses and surrounding industrial uses would not occur. However, because no housing would be built on the site, the alternative would
result in an inconsistency with the County’s Housing Element. Overall, the
Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would result in similar impacts as
the proposed project. Please see the population, employment and housing
section of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative analysis for further
details on on-site impacts under Option B. The analysis below focuses on the
off-site impacts of RHNA Transfer Alternative Options A and B.
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Both options of the RHNA Transfer Alternative would involve the development of housing units at off-site locations throughout the county, most likely
in the cities of Napa, American Canyon or Calistoga. It is possible that some
of these off-site development projects would result in the construction of
housing near incompatible land uses. In addition, residential development
under this alternative could result in an amount of residential development in
Napa, American Canyon and/or Calistoga that exceeds the amount of development planned for under the cities’ Housing Elements if the cities were required to add units to meet the terms of their City-County agreement and
meet the requirements of the California Department of Housing and Community Development. Therefore, this alternative could result in impacts related to conflicts with existing plans.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would have off-site impacts due to the potential to conflict with the Housing Elements of the cities of Napa, American
Canyon and Calistoga and potential land use conflicts. Although Option B
would result in similar on-site impacts as the proposed project, Option A
would result in a slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed project.
Therefore, overall the RHNA Transfer Alternative would be a slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed project.
ii. Population, Employment and Housing
Under Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, 20 acres of the project
site would be developed with high-density housing and the remainder of the
site would be developed with business park uses similar to those described
under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Because this on-site
scenario would result primarily in more non-residential development than the
proposed project and less residential development than the proposed project,
this alternative would not be expected to improve the county’s jobs to housing ratio as the proposed project would. In addition, because this scenario
would implement the Housing Element by allowing the construction of up to
304 units on the Napa Pipe site, this alternative would not result in on-site
conflicts with the County’s General Plan. Nevertheless, because this Option
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A would result in potential on-site land use conflicts, on-site land use impacts
would be similar to those of the proposed project.
Under Option B of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, the entire project site
would be developed with the development program and site plan of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Therefore, on-site impacts would be
the same as those described in that section, above. The Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternative would result in a worse jobs to housing ratio
but would avoid conflicts with County and regional housing projections and
limits. Overall, the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would result in
similar impacts as the proposed project. Please see the population, employment and housing section of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative
analysis for further details on on-site impacts under Option B. The analysis
below focuses on the off-site impacts of the RHNA Transfer Alternative Options A and B.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would involve the development of up to
1,500 housing units at off-site locations throughout the county, in the cities of
Napa, American Canyon and/or Calistoga. Regional projections are available
through ABAG. For the 2010 to 2020 time period (a time period roughly
coinciding with the three RHNA cycles analyzed in this alternative), ABAG
projects that the City of Napa will grow by 2,630 households, that the City
of American Canyon will grow by approximately 940 households, and that
the City of Calistoga will grow by 60 households. ABAG projections are
based on the General Plans of local planning jurisdictions. Although some of
the off-site housing sites considered in the City of Napa in this analysis are
identified as potential housing sites in the City of Napa Housing Element,
some of the housing sites considered are not currently designated for residential uses. Therefore, this alternative has the potential to result in housing
growth in exceedance of the City’s General Plan and ABAG projections. The
Town Center site in the City of American Canyon, however, is designated in
the City’s General Plan as “Town Center,” which allows for residential development and would therefore not be expected to exceed ABAG projections.
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Since the proposed project would exceed County and ABAG projections for
the unincorporated county, this alternative’s off-site impacts would be similar
to the proposed project. Because this alternative’s on-site impacts would also
be similar to the proposed project, as described above, the overall impacts of
the RHNA Transfer Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
iii. Traffic and Transportation
Under Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, 20 acres of the project
site would be developed with high-density housing and the remainder of the
site would be developed with business park uses similar to those described
under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Under Option B of the
RHNA Transfer Alternative, the entire project site would be developed with
the development program and site plan of the Industrial Uses/Business Park
Alternative. On-site traffic and transportation impacts under both Option A
and B would be similar to those described in the Industrial Uses/Business
Park Alternative section, above. The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would generate more trips than the proposed project and would result in
a worse LOS at an additional six intersections, and would therefore result in a
slight deterioration in comparison to the proposed project. Please see the
traffic and transportation section of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative analysis for further details on on-site impacts. The analysis below focuses on the off-site impacts of the RHNA Transfer Alternative.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would involve the development of housing
units at off-site locations throughout the county, in the cities of Napa,
American Canyon and/or Calistoga. Development of housing at these sites
would have the potential to result in localized congestion at intersections near
the off-site housing sites. Because this alternative would result in the deteriorated traffic conditions both on-site and off-site, this alternative would be a
substantial deterioration compared to the proposed project.
iv. Biological Resources
Under Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, 20 acres of the project
site would be developed with high-density housing and the remainder of the
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site would be developed with business park uses similar to those described
under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Under Option B of the
RHNA Transfer Alternative, the entire project site would be developed with
the development program and site plan of the Industrial Uses/Business Park
Alternative. Option A does not include any additional provisions for biological resources beyond those expected in the Industrial Uses/Business Park
Alternative, therefore on-site impacts for both RHNA Transfer Alternative
options would be the same as those described in the Industrial Uses/Business
Park Alternative section, above. The Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would not result in significant impacts to biological resources but would
not include the same biological resource benefits that the project proposes,
and would therefore result in a slight deterioration compared to the proposed
project. Please see the biological resources section of the Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternative analysis for further details on on-site impacts.
The analysis below focuses on the off-site impacts of the RHNA Transfer
Alternative.
The potential impacts of the RHNA Transfer Alternative and its comparative
significance in relation to the project as proposed would vary, depending on
the specific off-site locations. According to the Baseline Data Report20 (Jones
& Stokes and EDAW, 2005), none of the potential housing sites considered in
this analysis have any known wetlands, sensitive natural communities or reported occurrences of special-status species. However, at least some of them
have natural areas that have been relatively undisturbed and could contain
more sensitive resources, particularly on the Ghisletta Property, and supplemental detailed field investigation would be necessary to confirm presence or
absence. While the proposed project includes habitat enhancements and protective measures to address potential adverse impacts on the Napa River and
other sensitive resources on the site, the RHNA Transfer Alternative does
not include any provisions for open space or habitat enhancement. This may
be a non-issue on the off-site locations that are already developed, such as the
City Corporate Yard, County Corporate Yard and Napa Valley Expo Fair-

20
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grounds. But for the largely undeveloped Ghisletta Property and possibly the
Town Center site, natural habitat remains and some mitigation for the conversion to urban uses may be appropriate, including habitat enhancement
where future development borders areas to be retained as grassland and other
natural habitat. Therefore, the RHNA Transfer Alternative would have similar off-site impacts as the proposed project.
Overall, because both options of the RHNA Transfer Alternative would result in deteriorated conditions on-site and would potentially require habitat
enhancement on off-site housing locations, this alternative would be a slight
deterioration in comparison to the proposed project.
v. Noise
Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative involves the development of
high-density residential and a mix of other non-residential uses within the
Napa Pipe site. Like the proposed project, this alternative would involve the
construction of housing adjacent to industrial related uses, this on-site scenario would place residences in an area where noise levels could exceed the
Napa County Noise and Land Use Compatibility Standards resulting from
transportation noise or the Napa County Noise Ordinance limits resulting
from industrial noise. However, it is expected that such impacts could be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels as under the proposed project. In addition, like the proposed project Option A could result in a significant impact
resulting from the exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration. Therefore, Option A would be expected to result in similar
on-site noise impacts as the proposed project.
Option B of the RHNA Transfer Alternative involves the development of the
Napa Pipe site as described under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. As discussed above, Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative would be
a slight improvement within the Napa Pipe site. Please see the noise section
of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative analysis for further details
on on-site impacts under Option B.
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Under both Options A and B, housing would be located on other sites in the
region. The precise location of future off-site housing has not yet been determined. However, because some of the housing sites are located in areas
that are already urbanized it can be expected that some noise impacts could
occur by placing housing on these sites.
Under this alternative, on-site noise impacts would either be slightly improved (under Option A) or would be similar to the proposed project (under
Option B). This alternative could also result in potentially significant off-site
impacts. Because the proposed project would result in significant but mitigable impacts, overall this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
vi. Air Quality
The RHNA Transfer Alternative includes two options that would result in
similar levels of development when compared to the proposed project. Option A of this alternative would include high density residential development
located within the project site. Because the site would be intensified with
business park uses and the number of housing units would be substantially
less than under proposed by the project, air quality impacts would likely be
worse than under the proposed project because of the increased commute
trips to the site. Housing units would be constructed elsewhere in Napa
County and Cities of Napa, American Canyon and Calistoga that would have
similar impacts when compared to the project. Like the proposed project,
development of this alternative would produce emissions from construction
and operation of the land uses, introduce new sensitive receptors to the site
and result in impacts and result in objectionable odors. Mitigation measures
recommended to address potential adverse impacts of the proposed project
would also apply to this alternative. Although this option would be an improvement in that it would not result as many new residences or sensitive
receptors on-site, non-residential uses on-site would likely result in worse onsite air quality conditions that would be mitigated through similar measures
as those for the proposed project. In addition, off-site impacts from housing
constructed in the incorporated cities of the county would be similar to the
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proposed project. Therefore, overall this option would be considered similar
to the proposed project.
Option B of this alternative represents an intensification of existing land use
zoning at the Napa Pipe site and residential uses located off-site. Proposed
uses include office, research and development, industrial condominiums, and
warehousing. Because the site would be intensified with business park uses
and no housing units would be built on-site, air quality impacts would likely
be worse than under the proposed project because of the increased commute
trips to the site. However, on-site uses would not be sensitive to air quality
and would be compatible with the existing air quality environment at the site.
Like the proposed project, development of this alternative would produce
emission from construction and operation of the land uses. Mitigation measures recommended to address potential adverse impacts related to construction-period air quality would apply to this alternative. Although this option
would be an improvement in that it would not result in any new residences
or sensitive receptors on-site, the option would likely result in worse on-site
air quality conditions that would be mitigated through similar measures as
those for the proposed project. In addition, off-site impacts from housing
constructed in the incorporated cities of the county would be similar to the
proposed project. Therefore, overall this option would be considered similar
to the proposed project.
vii. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under the RHNA Transfer Alternative, the overall amount of development
would be larger than the project, as either all of the site or all but 20-acres
would be developed with industrial and business park uses, with residential
development occurring either on- and off-site, or off-site only. Given the
overall larger development program under this alternative, the GHG emissions would likely be higher that the proposed project under both options.
Therefore this alternative would be considered a slight deterioration.
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viii. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Under Option A of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, 20 acres of the project
site would be developed with high-density housing. Therefore, like the proposed project, remediation to levels consistent with residential uses would be
required for portions of the site. The remainder of the site under Option A,
and all of the site under Option B, would be developed as described under the
Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. The site would still be remediated
subject to the RQWCB’s clean-up orders, although the thresholds required
for industrial uses are lower than for residential uses. Remediation is described under a RAP for which clean-up goals have been chosen according to
expected site uses and if an alternative to the proposed project were chosen,
the RAP would presumably be changed. Under the RHNA Transfer Alternative, regulations would therefore still be adhered to and this would be similar to the proposed project.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would also involve development of housing
units at off-site locations throughout the county, in the cities of Napa,
American Canyon and/or Calistoga. It is possible that some of these off-site
development sites contain hazardous materials. It is assumed that standards
for handling and remediating potential hazards would be adhered to at these
off-site locations, and that similar mitigation measures could be implemented
as for the Napa Pipe site, therefore overall this alternative would be similar to
the proposed project.
ix. Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Under both options of the RHNA Transfer Alternative, the project site
would also be fully developed but would, on average, have fewer people on
the site and the significant but mitigable risks to public safety would therefore
be reduced. There would be a slight improvement compared to the proposed
project in terms of potential on-site impacts.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would also involve the development of
housing units at off-site locations throughout the county, in the cities of
Napa, American Canyon and/or Calistoga. Impacts of development of these
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off-site housing sites are currently unknown would likely also have the potential to expose people and structures to the same risks as those expected on the
Napa Pipe site under the proposed project. Overall, because this alternative
would result in a slight improvement in impacts onsite, but would likely be
similar for impacts off-site, this alternative would be considered similar to
proposed project.
x. Hydrology and Water Quality
Under both Option A and B, the on-site portions of the RHNA Transfer
alternative would be essentially identical to the Industrial Uses/Business Park
alternative, which is discussed above. This discussion only addresses potential
off-site impacts. It is assumed that off-site areas will incorporate similar
stormwater BMPs to the proposed project and that construction-related impacts will be addressed by a SWPPP similar to the proposed project. However, there is potential for impacts relating to drainage, runoff, sources of polluted runoff, redirection of flood flows, and exposure of people or properties
to flood risks and inundation to be worse at the off-site locations than they
are for the proposed project. In particular, the urbanization of currently undeveloped sites would impose substantial increases in impervious area and
storm water runoff, which could lead to increased flood hazards and changes
in drainage patterns.
The potential off-site locations would likely not have the same access to a
reliable groundwater supply as the proposed project site, and therefore would
either have to rely more heavily on municipal water, or would have a greater
impact on groundwater supply in that area. In addition, if the alternate site is
not already heavily urbanized, the increased impervious area may have an
impact on groundwater recharge, an impact that is considered less than significant under the proposed project.
Given the larger development footprint of this alternative, it is considered a
slight deterioration compared to the proposed project.
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xi. Cultural Resources
Under both options of the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, the site
would be developed beyond its existing intensity, and the Basalt Shipyard
would be demolished. Therefore, on-site impacts related to cultural resources
would be similar as those under the proposed project.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would also involve development of housing
units at off-site locations throughout the county, in the cities of Napa,
American Canyon and/or Calistoga. It is possible that historic resources and
buried cultural resources would be disturbed during construction or to allow
for project buildout on these off-site locations. However it is assumed that
standard methods and mitigations measures for protecting and avoiding discovered cultural resources at these off-site locations would be adhered to, and
therefore this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
xii. Public Services and Recreation
Both options of the RHNA Transfer Alternative would involve the development of fewer housing units throughout a wider geographic area and over a
longer time period than the proposed project, in addition to development of
all or most of the Napa Pipe site as described under the Industrial
Uses/Business Park Alternative. As a result, the public service related impacts of attendant new residents & students would be distributed throughout
different areas of the County deemed lacking in available housing, and the
impact softened over an extended time period. Therefore, the impact of this
alternative would be a slight improvement as compared to that of the proposed project.
xiii. Utilities
Both options of the RHNA Transfer alternative are essentially identical to
the Business Park alternative, with the associated potential impacts discussed
in that section, above. Under Option A, 20 acres of the site would be developed with high-density housing, and therefore Option A could be expected to
generate higher demand for water, wastewater, solid waste and energy than
Option B because residential uses typically have higher demand factors than

5-90

A L T E R N A T I V E S

T O

N A P A C O U N T Y
N A P A P I P E D R A F T E I R
T H E P R O P O S E D P R O J E C T

industrial related uses. Under both options, the NSD would provide wastewater service to the project site, the City of Napa would continue to provide
water supply service and the site would rely in part on on-site groundwater,
which would decrease the demand for groundwater resources in comparison
from the proposed project. Therefore, the on-site water treatment plant and
wastewater treatment facility (WWTP) would not be necessary. However,
the increased demand from the site on NSD and City services could result in
new impacts associated with water supply, wastewater treatment capacity and
ongoing planning efforts.
It is unknown exactly where off-site development would occur under the
RHNA Transfer Alternative. However, it is possible that off-site development would require extension of existing municipal water infrastructure or
groundwater extraction. Off-site development may also require the extension
of wastewater, solid waste, stormwater or energy infrastructure. Extension of
these services would have the potential to result in new impacts.
Because on-site development under this alternative would represent a slight
improvement over the proposed project and off-site development would have
the potential to result in new impacts, overall this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
xiv. Aesthetics
The RHNA Transfer Alternative involves all or most of the development of
the Napa Pipe site as described under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative. Under the Industrial Uses/Business Park Alternative, variations in
building forms and development types in comparison to the proposed project
would result in a slight deterioration in regards to aesthetic impacts.
The RHNA Transfer Alternative would also involve the development of
housing units at off-site locations throughout the county. Although Napa
County does not contain any officially-designated scenic routes at this time,
the diversity in visual character of these disparate sites increases the overall
potential for new housing to degrade existing visual character.
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Development on Napa County Expo fairgrounds and County Corporate
Yard would be subject to City of Napa Zoning Code Sections 17.16.040 and
17.10.040, respectively. These Zoning Code sections require lighting to be
directed or shielded to prevent glare on public streets and residential properties. Therefore, development on the Napa County Expo fairgrounds and
County Corporate Yard sites would not be expected to result in impacts associated with light and glare. The Ghisletta property in the City of Napa and
the Town Center site in the City of American Canyon and Napa County,
however, are not subject to zoning requirements pertaining to lighting.21
Therefore, future development on these sites could have the potential to create new sources of light and glare. In conclusion, this alternative would be
considered a slight deterioration compared to the proposed project.

G. Environmentally Superior Alternative
In accordance with CEQA, the alternative analysis has identified the environmentally superior alternative. The alternatives under consideration include the eight discussed above and the project as currently proposed. If the
alternative with the least environmental impact is the No Project Alternative,
then the EIR must also designate the next most environmentally-preferable
alternative. As determined through the analysis and summarized in Table 5-1,
the Mid-Range Density Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative, in relation to the proposed project, would result in a
slight, (but not substantial) improvement in relation to eight of the 14 issues
examined in Table 5-1. Low Density Development Alternatives I and II
would both also result in a slight improvement for eight issues, but would
also result in a slight deterioration for one issue, and are therefore not as environmentally beneficial as the Mid-Range Density Alternative. The environmental issues for which the Mid-Range Density Alternative would result in an
improvement in comparison to the proposed project are discussed below:
21

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the Town Center site

would be annexed to the City of American Canyon and would therefore be subject to
City of American Canyon regulations.
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♦ Traffic and Transportation: The Mid-Range Density Alternative would
generate slightly fewer trips during AM and PM peak periods and would
result in five fewer intersections with significant impacts than the proposed project prior to mitigation.
♦ Noise: The construction of fewer dwelling units under the Mid-Range
Density Alternative would result in a reduced amount of construction
noise on the site and the potential for new occupants (residents) of the
site to be adversely affected by noise from the UPRR line or adjacent
uses, such as the Syar property to the north of the site.
♦ Air Quality: The construction of fewer dwelling units and the reduced
number of future residents would reduce VMT, which would lessen the
degree of impact on regional air quality. In addition, a reduced number
of residents on the site would be exposed to potential air quality impacts
from existing, adjacent uses, such as the Syar property, and possible
odors associated with the on-site WWTP.
♦ Greenhouse Gas Emissions: As a result of the reduced VMT anticipated
under the Mid-Range Density Alternative, it would generate a lesser annual amount of green house gases.
♦ Geology, Soils, and Seismicity: The construction of fewer housing
units under the Mid-Range Density Alternative would result in fewer
people on the site and therefore risks to public safety would be reduced.
♦ Hydrology and Drainage: The Mid-Range Density Alternative would
result in less demand on groundwater resources, which would represent
a slight improvement over the proposed project.
♦ Public Services and Recreation: The reduced number of residents under the Mid-Range Density Alternative would result in a smaller service
population and thereby reduce the degree of increased demand on police, fire, emergency response, schools, parks, and libraries.
♦ Utilities: Similar to public services, the reduced residence population
under the Mid-Range Density Alternative would reduce demand on utility systems and associated resources (i.e. water supply).
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6

CEQA-REQUIRED ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides an overview of the impacts of the proposed project
based on the technical analyses presented in Chapters 4 and 5. The topics
covered in this chapter include growth inducement, unavoidable significant
impacts and significant irreversible changes. A more detailed analysis of the
effects the proposed project would have on the environment is provided in
Chapter 4 of this document. Project alternatives are discussed in Chapter 5.

A. Growth Inducement
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the
ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Typical growth inducing factors
might be the extension of urban services or transportation infrastructure to a
previously unserved or under-served area, or the removal of major barriers to
development. This section evaluates the proposed project’s potential to create
such growth inducements. Not all growth inducement is negative. Negative
impacts associated with growth inducement occur only where the project
growth would cause adverse environmental impacts.
1. Population Generation
Growth in Napa County is constrained by the provisions of Measure J (now
Measure P) and the County’s Housing Allocation Program (Measure A).
Within this framework, the proposed project would result in the development of 2,580 new housing units and a corresponding increase in the county’s
population of approximately 5,901 persons. This would represent a 4 percent
increase in relation to the County’s existing (2008) population of 136,704 persons and represent an approximately 0.3 percent per annum increase in
County population over the buildout of the proposed project.. As concluded
in Impact PEH-1 in Section 4.2, Population, Employment, and Housing, with
mitigation constructing 2,580 dwelling units at a rate of up to 230 market rate
units per year (in addition to 60 affordable units per year), would not be inconsistent with the County’s Growth Management System, but would result
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in development in excess of County and regional projections. This exceedance of regional projections was identified as a significant impact. The
impact related to the county’s growth management system can be mitigated
through Mitigation Measure PEH-1, however growth in excess of regional
projections cannot.
Beyond the direct growth that would occur under the project, future growth
may be induced through the remediation and elevation increase of the 19-acre
reserve area in the southern portion of the site. This potential for growth
inducement has been included in the assessment of cumulative impacts
throughout this EIR to the extent relevant.
However, the proposed project includes housing for moderate- and lowerincome households, for which there is a recognized need in Napa County.1
Because of the cost of housing in Napa County, many workers in the moderate- and lower-income brackets currently commute into the county for jobs
on a daily basis. Housing provided by the proposed project would be marketed to members of Napa County’s workforce (see Mitigation Measure
GHG-1b in Section 4.7). Thus, growth under the proposed project could
have positive environmental impacts by reducing the need of workers to
commute into the county, thereby reducing associated traffic and energy consumption impacts, as well as criteria air pollutant emissions.
Furthermore, the proposed project would occur on a previously developed,
underutilized industrial site that is contiguous with existing development to
the north, east, and south, and the Napa River and open space to the immedi-

As indicated in Chapter 4.2, according to the Bay Area Real Estate Information System, the average home sale price for the entire County during the final
quarter of 2006 was $683,120. The average single-family housing unit price for the
City of Napa in 2006 was $725,878. Although rental rates have kept in line with inflation, lower income residents face significant affordability problems in the housing
market. Most apartments in the County are located in the City of Napa and average
$1,120 per month for a one bedroom apartment.
1
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ate west. The proposed project would generally constitute infill development
as the project site is within an existing urbanized area. The project would not
directly result in the extension of water supply, sanitary sewer, or storm water drainage utilities or new roadway infrastructure into undeveloped areas
that could become developed as a result. Since the project site is an infill site,
the proposed project would not encourage a substantial amount of secondary
growth in the surrounding vicinity or beyond due to extensions of existing
infrastructure, since any extensions would serve and be sized to serve solely
the project site. By encouraging growth on an infill site, proposed project
would result in a more efficient development pattern, alleviate growth pressure in undeveloped portions of the County, and minimize the potential cost
of extending infrastructure to unserved areas.
2. Improvements to Transportation Infrastructure
Several mitigation measures recommended in Section 4.3 (Traffic and Transportation) would, if implemented, result in modifications to existing intersections or roadway segments in the County’s transportation network. However, these changes would be made to existing facilities and would not result
in the extension of new roadways into undeveloped portions of the County.
As a result, they are not expected to induce growth.
3. Employment Generation
Development under the proposed project would generate some constructionrelated employment opportunities. The project’s labor force would be expected to be primarily local. Given the number of workers with applicable
skills who reside in Napa County and other adjacent counties, it is unlikely
that a substantial number of construction workers or workers implementing
the RAP would relocate to Napa County to work on the proposed project.
Thus the proposed plan would not be considered growth-inducing from an
employment perspective.
Longer-term employment would be provided through the various office,
commercial, and retail uses that would be developed under the project. These
businesses and the proposed residential uses would have the potential to cre-
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ate demand for other businesses that may choose to locate near the site. To
the extent that additional jobs would be created off-site, the project could
have a growth-inducing effect in the County. However, since the project is
an infill, mixed-use development, with a proposed mix of affordable housing
in an area that is already developed, this effect is not be expected to be significant.
Therefore, the project would result in growth in the County due to the projected increase in population and dwelling units. While project growth would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact in relation to regional projections, the project would also provide an environmental benefit by increasing
the County’s supply of affordable and workforce housing stock on an infill
site, which is expected to reduce daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by workers who currently live outside the County, but commute in for jobs.

B. Unavoidable Significant Impacts
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any
significant impacts that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of
feasible mitigation measures. This section lists the impacts for the proposed
project that were found to be significant and unavoidable. More information
on these impacts is found in Chapter 4 of this Draft EIR.
Impact PEH-1 (after mitigation): By constructing 2,580 dwelling units at a
rate of up to 230 market rate units per year (in addition to 60 affordable units
per year), the proposed project would exceed the number of units allowed by
the County’s Growth Management System and would result in development
in excess of County and regional projections. This is considered a significant
impact.
Impact TRA-1: First Street/Soscol Avenue. The addition of project traffic
contributes to existing LOS E conditions during the PM peak hour (225 PM
peak hour trips). This is a significant impact.
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Impact TRA-19: Development of the proposed project would contribute to
a cumulative deterioration on roadway and intersection level of service operations throughout the study area. This is a significant impact.
Impact AQ-1: The project would result in development that results in population
growth that exceeds the intensity anticipated in the latest clean air planning assumptions. BAAQMD is developing the 2009 Clean Air Plan that would include the latest
Napa County General Plan and Housing Element assumptions. However, this update
may not occur until after this project has been approved. This is considered to be a
significant impact.

Impact AQ-3: The project would generate new emissions that would affect
long-term air quality. A majority of the ROG emissions would be generated
by the use of consumer products that cannot be controlled, while emission of
NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 would be associated with vehicle travel. This would
be a significant impact.
Impact GHG-1: The project GHG emissions account for 2.4 percent of total
2020 countywide GHG emissions. The largest net impact in GHG is from
project-related transportation GHG emissions at 22,836 metric tons CO2e.
This equals 2.8 percent of total 2020 countywide transportation-sector GHG
emissions in year 2020. The residential sector equals 3.5 percent, commercial/industrial/construction sector equals 1.0 percent, and the waste sector
equals 0.9 percent of year 2020 countywide emissions in these respective sectors. The proposed project would therefore contribute to a significant and
unavoidable cumulative increase in GHG emissions.
Impact CULT-1: Demolition of Basalt Shipyard buildings and structures
would alter the significance of an historic resource. The project would retain
the four dry docks and the railroad grade. The dry docks were an integral
part of the shipyard and their continued presence would offer a glimpse of the
property’s history. However, by removing the majority of historical buildings and structures, the shipyard’s ability to convey its importance to local
and national history is virtually eliminated, and the resource could no longer
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meet criteria for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources
or the National Register of Historic Places.

C. Significant Irreversible Changes
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss the
extent to which a proposed project would commit nonrenewable resources to
uses that future generations would probably be unable to reverse. The three
CEQA-required categories of irreversible changes are discussed below.
1. Changes in Land Use that Commit Future Generations
The proposed development would be located on land that has historically
been used for heavy industrial uses since the 1930s. Once the site is remediated and developed as proposed, it would not be feasible to return it to its
existing (pre-project) condition. As such, future generations of residents and
visitors to the site and areas in proximity to it would be committed to the
proposed change in land use for the foreseeable future.
2. Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents
Potential environmental accidents of concern include those that would have
adverse effects on the environment or public health due to the nature or
quantity of material released during an accident and the receptors exposed to
that release.
Prior to the construction phase of the project, the site would undergo remediation consistent with the Remediation Action Plan (RAP), which is described in Section 4.8 of the EIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The
RAP was developed under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to remediate the site prior to residential and commercial development. Handling of contaminated material
during implementation of the RAP is regulated at the State level by DTSC,
CAL/OSHA, and is unlikely to result in any irreversible environmental accidents. Disposal of any contaminated soils not treated and reused on site
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would take place at an appropriately licensed land fill authorized to receive
such material.
Demolition and construction activities would involve some risk for environmental accidents. However, these activities would be monitored by County,
State and federal agencies, and would follow professional industry standards
for safety and construction. During the operational phase of the project, the
project would not include any uses or activities that are likely to contribute
to or be the cause of significant environmental accident. The water and
wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) that may be constructed on-site would
operate and be maintained under a stringent set of permit requirements for
processing, handling, and storage of any materials that could feasibly contribute to a significant environmental accident. As a result, the project would not
pose a substantial risk of environmental accidents.
3. Large Commitment of Nonrenewable Resources
Construction and ongoing maintenance of the proposed project would irreversibly commit some materials and non-renewable energy resources. Materials and resources used would include, but are not limited to, nonrenewable
and limited resources such as oil, gasoline, sand and gravel, asphalt, and steel.
These materials and energy resources would be used for remediation, grading,
infrastructure development, transportation of people and goods, and utilities.
During the operational phase of the project (post-construction), energy
sources including oil and gasoline would be used for construction, lighting,
heating, and cooling of residences, and transportation of people within, to,
and from the project site.
As explained in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project
includes features that would reduce its amount of energy demand over the
long-term. In addition, as identified in Section 4.7, several mitigation measures are recommended for inclusion as part of the project that would serve to
further reduce long-term energy demand. However, energy usage by new
development under the proposed project would result in the overall increased
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use of nonrenewable resources. This represents a significant irreversible environmental change.
None of the land on the project site is used for agriculture, or designated for
agricultural uses in the Napa County General Plan. Thus, new development
under the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts to
agricultural resources.
In relation to mineral resources, Syar Quarry is currently the only active,
significant mining operation in Napa County. The Syar Quarry is located in
proximity to the proposed project site, but development of the project would
not interfere with the quarry’s existing activities or any future expansion.2
The project site is separated from the Syar property by Kaiser Road and
would not encroach into any area where quarry operations may be expanded.
The proposed project would be constructed on land that has already been
developed with existing industrial uses, and there are no known mineral resources located on the project site or in the soils below it. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in any significant impacts to the extraction
or use of mineral resources.
Overall, the implementation of the proposed project would require a large
commitment of nonrenewable resources.

A majority of the quarry activities occur east of Highway 221, about 1 mile
from the project site. Syar Industries also has a sand and gravel loading facility at
Asylum Slough, adjacent to the northwest corner of the project site. The project
would not obstruct operations on either site either in the short- or long-term.
2
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(707) 766-7790 (fax)
rrodkin@illingworthrodkin.com
Surface Water Quality
Dave Smith
Merritt Smith Consulting
760 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 434-9418 (ph)
In consultation with:
Winzler & Kelly
495 Tesconi Circle
Santa Rosa, CA 95401
(707) 523-1010 (ph)
(707) 527-8679 (fax)
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Transportation
Chris Mitchell
Ben Larson
Fehr & Peers
332 Pine Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 348-0300 (ph)
(415) 369-0426 (fax)
blarsen@fehrandpeers.com
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COMMON ACRONYMS

ABAG:
ACM:
ADA:
ADEIR:
ADT:
ALUC:
ALUCP:
BAAQMD:
BART:
BMPs:
BRA:
CAA:
CAAQS:
CACP:
CAP:
Caltrans:
CARB:
CBC:
CCR:
CDF:
CDFG:
CEC:
CEQA:
CESA:
CFC:
CIWMB:
CNDDB:
CNPS:
CPUC:
CTR:
CWA:
Db:
DBA:
DBH:

Association of Bay Area Governments
Asbestos-Containing Materials
Americans with Disabilities Act
Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report
Average Daily Traffic
Airport Land Use Commission
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Bay Area Rapid Transportation
Best Management Practices
Biological Resource Assessment
California Clean Air Act
California Ambient Air Quality Standards
Clean Air and Climate Protection
Clean Air Plan
California Department of Transportation
California Air Resources Board
California Building Code
California Code of Regulations
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Department of Fish and Game
California Energy Commission
California Environmental Quality Act
California Endangered Species Act
Chlorofluorocarbon
California Integrated Waste Management Board
California Natural Diversity Data Base
California Native Plant Society
California Public Utilities Commission
California Toxics Rule
Clean Water Act
Decibel
A-Weighted Sound Level
Diameter at Breast Height
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DEIR:
DEM:
DPM:
DU:
EAP:
EDC:
EDD:
EIR:
EMS:
EOP:
ESA:
ESL:
FEMA:
FEIR:
FICON:
FIRM:
FIS:
FTA:
GHG:
GPD:
GWP:
HAZWOPER:
HCD:
HFC:
HPOSE:
IBC:
ITE:
LAFCO:
LEED:
LOS:
MGD:
MOE:
MSL:
MTBE:

8-2

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Department of Environmental Management
Diesel Particulate Matter
Dwelling Unit
Energy Action Plan
Endocrine Disrupting Compound
Employment Development Department
Environmental Impact Report
Emergency Medical Response
Emergency Operations Plan
Endangered Species Act
Environmental Screening Level
Federal Emergency Management Association
Final Environmental Impact Report
Federal Interagency Committee on Noise
Flood Insurance Rate Map
Flood Insurance Study
Federal Transit Administration
Greenhouse Gas
Gallons per Day
Global Warming Potential
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency
Housing and Community Development
Hydrofluorocarbons
Habitat Preservation and Open Space Elements
International Building Code
Institute of Transportation Engineers
Local Agency Formation Coalition
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Level of Service
Million Gallons per Day
Measures of Effectiveness
Mean Sea Level
Methyl Tert Buytl Ether
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MTC:
MTS:
MXD:
NAAQS:
NAL:
NCFCWCD:
NCFD:
NCSD:
NCTPA:
NEL:
NFIP:
NGVD:
NOAA:
NOI:
NSD:
NRCS:
NVUSD:
OHP:
OPR:
PFC:
PM:
PPV:
PUC:
RAIR:
RAP:
R&D:
RDIP:
RHNA:
RMS:
ROG:
RTP:
RUL:
RWQCB:

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Metropolitan Transportation System
Mixed-Use Development
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Numeric Action Level
Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Napa County Fire Department
Napa County Sheriff’s Department
Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency
Numeric Effluent Level
National Flood Insurance Program
National Geodetic Vertical Datum
National Marine Fisheries Service
Notice of Intent
Napa Sanitary District
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Napa Valley Unified School District
Office of Historic Preservation
Office of Planning and Research
Perfluorocarbons
Particulate Matter
Peak Particle Velocity
Public Utilities Commission
Remedial Action Implementation Report
Remedial Action Plan
Research and Development
Remedial Design and Implementation Report
Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Root Mean Square
Reactive Organic Gas
Regional Transportation Plan
Rural Urban Limit
Regional Water Quality Control Board
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SCAQMD:
SOI:
SRA:
SWPPP:
TAC:
TBD:
TCM:
TDM:
TDS:
TMDL:
TMP:
UNFCCC:
UPRR:
USACE:
USFWS:
USGBC:
VOC:
VMT:
WMU:
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South Coast Air Quality Management District
Sphere of Influence
State Responsibility Area
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Toxic Air Contaminant
To Be Determined
Transportation Control Measure
Transportation Demand Management
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Maximum Daily Load
Transportation Management Plan
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change
Union Pacific railroad
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Green Building Council
Volatile Organic Compounds
Vehicle Miles Traveled
Waste Management Unit

