





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Source: Frog Environmental; Google Earth Pro, 2024
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Figure 3.8-1
Project Hydrologic Setting




3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Existing Site Drainage

The Project site is comprised of three contiguous sites. The Project site includes the NMDF site
located at 820 Levitin Way (NMDF site) and adjacent parcels to the north and south (Figure 2-1).
To the north, the Project would include the reuse of an industrial parcel (APN 057-110-025) (600
Tower Road Parcel). To the south, the Project would include a 2.87-acre portion of an
approximately 4-acre undeveloped parcel (APN 057-090-060) (Southern Annexation Parcel)
located on the westerly side of Devlin Road between NMDF to the north and Devlin Road
Transfer Station to the south. The three sites are relatively flat, with elevations within the Project
site ranging from approximately 50 to 62 feet. Generally, Project site drainage flows to Fagan
Creek through man-made and natural channels. Fagan Creek flows around the Napa County
Airport and then into Fagan Slough, a tributary of the tidal portion of the Napa River. The
following sections describe site drainage at each of the three sites moving from north to south.

The 600 Tower Road Parcel is currently used for containers, equipment, and vehicle storage. The
600 Tower Road Parcel is generally paved, with stormwater runoff draining to an unnamed
municipal stormwater drainage channel that borders the parcel to the east and flows to Fagan
Creek. No stormwater retention or treatment facilities are located on the 600 Tower Road Parcel.

Stormwater on the NMDF site is regulated under the NPDES Industrial Permit. Consistent with
NPDES requirements, a SWPPP and an MRP have been prepared (NCMR, 2020) and
implemented for the NMDF site. With the exception of landscaped areas, surfaces at the NMDF
site covered under the NPDES Industrial Permit are impervious. Per the NPDES Industrial
Permit, stormwater and leachate (stormwater that has contacted waste materials) that comes in
contact with compost piles cannot be conveyed off-site and must be retained on-site to be reused,
dewatered, or hauled off-site to an appropriate wastewater facility. Stormwater from the MRF
operations can be treated on-site and discharged to the municipal storm drain line which conveys
stormwater to Fagan Creek. Stormwater and leachate on the NMDF site are captured by multiple
in-ground drain inlets and collection systems that convey stormwater either to the site’s large
retention basin which does not discharge off-site or to the site’s retention and treatment system
before being discharged to the municipal storm drain line (see Figure 3.8-2), which conveys
stormwater to Fagan Creek. There is minimal to no flow that runs onto the site. Therefore, the
facility is not impacted by run-on flow.

Stormwater infrastructure on the NMDF site includes three hydrologically connected retention
and treatment (sediment) basins located along the northwestern perimeter of the site. The
stormwater system includes a stormwater filtration system, storage pond, settling pond, and
retention pond. The series of settling/retention/biofiltration ponds capture and treat most of the
stormwater generated at the NMDF site. From north to south, the basin sizes are 142,000-gal,
74,000-gal, and 1,410,000-gal.

Stormwater generated from the MRF operations are conveyed to a 74,000-gal pre-treatment basin
then to a 142,000-gal detention basin, both located along the northwest site perimeter.

From the 142,000-gal detention basin a packaged stormwater treatment system, located in the
northwest site corner, polishes and removes remaining contaminants prior to discharging to the
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municipal storm drain line. The current treatment system operates at a throughput of 500 gallons
per minute (gpm) and is scheduled to be expanded to 1,000 gpm in 2025. The treatment system is
a chemically-enhanced sand filtration (CESF) system that utilizes a multi-stage treatment process
including chemical pretreatment, gravity settling, sand filtration, bag filtration, and adsorptive
media. Stormwater is pumped from the 142,000-gal detention basin into a sequence of tanks for
settling and chemical dosing, followed by sand and bag filtration. Inline sensors continuously
monitor pH and turbidity to ensure treated water meets NPDES Industrial Permit discharge
standards.

Stormwater from the compost processing, curing, and storage areas is conveyed to the 1,410,000-
gal retention basin. Per the NPDES Industrial Permit, stormwater that comes in contact with
compost piles cannot be discharged off-site. Therefore, the stormwater in this retention basin is
reused on-site in the composting operation or hauled off-site to an appropriate wastewater facility.

As shown on Figure 3.8-2, there is a diversion valve on the north side of the 1,410,000-gal
retention pond that can allow stormwater generated in the curing pile area to the north to either
flow into that large basin or be diverted to the 74,000-gal pre-treatment basin. The compost
curing piles are covered during the winter season which precludes stormwater from coming into
contact with compost, therefore, stormwater generated in the curing area can be discharged on
site. When the compost piles are covered, the diversion valve directs stormwater from the
compost curing area to the 74,000-gal pre-treatment basin and then to the treatment system before
discharge off-site as described above.
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The Southern Annexation Parcel is an undeveloped mostly flat site dominated by non-native
annual grasses and forbs and is classified as ruderal non-native grassland. Seasonal wetlands are
adjacent to the Parcel to the west and south. The site is naturally drained via surface flow to the
wetlands and the unnamed municipal drainage channel. The wetlands bordering the site follow a
drainage course from a culvert under Devlin Road to the southeast of the Parcel and a culvert
under the railroad tracks to the west. The property to the east of Devlin Road is a created wetland
that was mitigation for the Devlin Road Transfer Station. The wetland drainage flows along the
west side of the Southern Annexation Parcel adjacent to the railroad tracks and flows into a drain
inlet structure approximately mid-way between the Devlin Road Transfer Station and the NMDF
site. All of these wetlands are outside of the Southern Annexation Parcel. The Southern
Annexation Parcel was subdivided to create a smaller 2.87-acre parcel that excludes the existing
wetland. A 50-foot buffer between the delineated wetland boundary and development on the
Southern Annexation Parcel has been established as part of the Project.

The Southern Annexation Parcel includes an area that received soil material from 2019 to 2022.
The soil was from the construction of ponds and active curing piles. The site is elevated from the
surrounding area, including the wetlands that were delineated for the larger parcel in 2018. The
soil was placed in a designated upland site. No wetlands were impacted by this soil placement.

Surface Water Quality

The quality of surface water is primarily a function of land uses in the Project area (described
under “Surface Water Hydrology”, above). Local land uses influence the quality of surface waters
through point source discharges (i.e., discrete discharges from discharge pipes) and nonpoint
source discharges (e.g., direct storm runoff from slopes). Surface water runoff is generated by
precipitation that cannot be absorbed into the ground in the period following a storm. Pollutants
and sediments are transported in watersheds by stormwater runoff that reaches streams, rivers,
and storm drains. As described above, stormwater runoff from the NMDF site is conveyed into
the facility’s stormwater collection and treatment system and either reused on site or discharged
to the municipal drain line, which is conveyed to Fagan Creek, the nearest receiving water.
Stormwater from the 600 Tower Road Parcel and Southern Annexation Parcel either infiltrates
into underlying soils or is conveyed via surface drainages to an unnamed municipal drainage
ditch and then to Fagan Creek. The amount of surface water runoff is a factor of precipitation,
ground saturation, and available permeable or pervious ground surfaces. Permeability is a measure
of how quickly water can penetrate a surface area.

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (see Regulatory Setting) requires states, territories and
authorized tribes to develop lists of impaired waters — waters that do not meet water quality
standards even after point sources of pollution have been outfitted with the minimum required
levels of pollution control technology. Fagan Creek, the nearest receiving water body to the
Project site, is not listed on the 2020/2022 303(d) list of impaired waters (SWRCB, 2022). The
tidal portion of the Napa River is listed on the 2020/2022 303(d) list of impaired waters for
nutrients, pathogens, and mercury.

The law requires jurisdictions to establish priority rankings for 303(d) listed waters and develop
action plans, known as TMDLs, to improve water quality. The TMDL is a tool that establishes
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the allowable loadings or other quantifiable parameters for a waterbody and thereby the basis for
the States to establish water quality-based controls. The purpose of TMDLs is to ensure that
beneficial uses are restored and that water quality objectives are achieved. A TMDL for diazinon
was adopted in 2007 and the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin
Plan, discussed below) was amended to incorporate the TMDL (SWRCB, 2024). Because the
Project site does not directly discharge into any of the regionally identified 303(d) listed impaired
waterbodies (NCMR, 2020) the TMDLs do not apply to the Project site.

Beneficial Uses

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act requires the SWRCB and RWQCB to adopt
statewide and/or regional water quality control plans, the purpose of which is to establish water
quality objectives for specific water bodies. The regional board has prepared the Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (the Basin Plan) that identifies existing and
potential beneficial uses? for surface and ground waters, provides numerical and narrative water
quality objectives designed to protect those uses, and contains implementation plans and policies
for all waters within the jurisdictional area covered by the Basin Plan.

The designated beneficial uses for Fagan Creek are water contact recreation (REC-1); non-contact
water recreation (REC-2); warm freshwater habitat (WARM); and wildlife habitat (WILD). As
described under “Surface Water Hydrology”, above, Project site drainage flows to Fagan Creek
through man-made and natural channels, then into Fagan Slough, a tributary of the Napa River.
Water Quality Objectives (WQO) defined in the Basin Plan for these surface waters include
bacteria, bioaccumulation, biostimulatory substances, color, dissolved oxygen, floating material,
oil and grease, pH, toxic substances, salinity, sediment, settleable material, suspended materials,
sulfides, taste and odor, temperature, toxicity, turbidity, un-ionized ammonia, and some selected
toxic pollutants. Stormwater discharged directly or indirectly to receiving waters is required to
conform to NPDES effluent limitations based on the WQOs established in the Basin Plan.

Flood Hazards

The 100-Year floodplain denotes an area that has a one percent chance of being inundated during
any 12-month period. Floodplain zones (Special Flood Hazard Areas [SFHA]) are determined by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and used to create Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRMs). These tools assist communities in mitigating flood hazards through land use
planning. FEMA also outlines specific regulations, intended to be adopted by the local
jurisdictions, for any construction, whether residential, commercial, or industrial within 100-year
floodplains. On the latest FIRM for the Project site (FEMA, 2023), the Project site is identified as
being in an area of minimal flood hazard (i.e., not within the 100-year or 500-year floodplain).

3 Aquatic resources provide many different benefits. Beneficial uses are those resources, services, and/or qualities of aquatic systems
that are to be maintained and are the ultimate goals for protecting and achieving high water quality.
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3.8.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a significant impact to
Hydrology and Water Quality if it would:

{1 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality;

{1 Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin;

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

o Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

o Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site;

o Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

o Impede or redirect flood flows;

i In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation; or,

{1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan.

Topics with No Impact

The Project site is not located near an ocean, bay, or other large body of water and would not be
subject to inundation due to tsunami, or seiche. The Project site is not located within a designated
100-year flood hazard area. The Project site is located within FEMA Flood Zone X, designating
areas of minimal flood hazard, which are the areas outside the Special Flood Hazard Areas and
higher than the elevation of the 0.2-percent-annual-chance (i.e., 500-year flood risk) flood.
Because the Project would not be in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, it would not result in
an increased risk of release of pollutants due to Project inundation due to flooding. No impact
would occur under this criterion and, therefore, this issue is not discussed further within this
section.
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Impact Analysis

Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations is assumed in the
analysis of impacts because these regulatory requirements are mandatory and the application of
the associated protective measures (such as BMPs, Monitoring and Reporting Plans, and the
application of corrective actions) are non-discretionary, and are proven to minimize and/or avoid
hydrologic or water quality impacts. Further, regulatory agencies with technical jurisdiction and
authority for oversight would require adherence to regulatory requirements as a condition of
Project or permit approval and would continue to enforce applicable requirements throughout
Project construction and operation phases.

Impact 3.8.1: Construction of the Project could violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.
(Less than Significant)

Construction of new or alteration of existing Project facilities at the Project site would include
earthwork activities (i.e., grading, excavation, and other soil-disturbing activities) and the
placement of imported engineered soils. Under the proposed Project, the Southern Annexation
Parcel will be developed and stormwater inlets and piping will be constructed to convey
stormwater from the parcel to the existing industrial stormwater drain pipelines on the NMDF
site. Stormwater runoff from disturbed soils associated with construction activities is a common
source of pollutants (sediment) to receiving waters. Earthwork activities can render soils and
sediments more susceptible to erosion from stormwater runoff and result in the migration of soil
and sediment in stormwater runoff to downstream water bodies. Excessive and improperly
managed grading or vegetation removal can lead to increased erosion of exposed earth and
sedimentation of watercourses during rainy periods. In addition, construction would involve the
use of various materials typically associated with construction activities such as paint, solvents,
oil and grease, petroleum hydrocarbons, concrete and associated concrete wash-out areas. If
improperly managed, these materials could result in pollutants being mobilized and transported
off-site by stormwater runoff (nonpoint source pollution) and degrade receiving water quality.

Because the Southern Annexation Parcel (biomass conversion facility [BCF] Project site) exceeds
one acre in size, construction activities would be required to comply with NPDES regulations and
obtain coverage under the State CGP. Under the CGP, the Applicant or their contractor(s) would
be required to implement construction BMPs as set forth in a detailed SWPPP. SWPPPs are a
required component of the CGP and must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD)
and implemented by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP). SWPPPs must describe the specific
erosion control and stormwater quality BMPs being implemented to minimize pollutants in
stormwater runoff, and detail their placement and proper installation. The BMPs are designed to
prevent pollutants from coming into contact with stormwater and to keep all products of erosion
and stormwater pollutants associated with construction activities from moving off-site into
receiving waters. Typical BMPs to be implemented at construction sites include placement of
fiber rolls or gravel barriers to detain small amounts of sediment from disturbed areas, and
temporary or permanent covering of stockpiles to prevent rainfall from contacting the stockpiled
material. In addition to erosion control BMPs, SWPPPs also include BMPs for preventing the
discharge of pollutants other than sediment (e.g. paint, solvents, concrete, petroleum products) to
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downstream waters. BMPs for pollutants include conducting routine inspections of equipment for
leaks, maintaining containers of supplies such that the contents are clearly labeled, the integrity of
the containers is not compromised, and ensuring that construction materials are disposed of in
accordance with applicable regulations.

Under the provisions of the CGP, the State-certified QSD is responsible for determining site risk
level for sediment transport, developing the SWPPP, and managing its implementation. Site risk
level is determined using a combination of the sediment risk of the project and the receiving
water quality risk. Projects can be characterized as Risk Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3, and the
minimum BMPs (stormwater controls) and monitoring that must be implemented during
construction are based on the risk level. Under the direction of the QSD, the QSP is required to
conduct routine inspections of all BMPs, conduct surface water sampling, when necessary, and
report site conditions to the State and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board as part of CGP
compliance monitoring and reporting using the Stormwater Multi-Application Reporting and
Tracking System (SMARTS). Compliance with the CGP is required by law and has proven
effective in protecting water quality at construction sites.

During construction, it is possible dewatering of excavation trenches may be required to ensure a
dry work environment. Typical construction-related dewatering effluent can contain pollutants
(e.g., sediment, residual petroleum hydrocarbons, and other contaminants) that must be removed
before discharge to avoid potential water quality impacts. Construction-related dewatering would
result in a significant impact if contaminated dewatering effluent were not managed properly and
were released untreated to surface waters. Such a release would violate water quality standards
and waste discharge requirements and degrade the quality of receiving waters. Construction
earthwork activities would mainly involve grading and shallow subsurface excavation. If shallow
groundwater were encountered during excavation activities, it would have to be pumped out of
the construction trench to create a dry work area. If excavations intersect shallow groundwater
and dewatering activities are required, dewatering would be temporary, highly localized, and
would typically involve the extraction of low volumes of shallow groundwater from excavation
trenches. The components proposed to be constructed are generally outside of areas of known
contamination. Under the proposed Project, any construction related groundwater dewatering
effluent would be conveyed to the existing stormwater system for water quality treatment to
reduce pollutant levels to the applicable NPDES permit limits, which are protective of defined
beneficial uses for receiving water bodies and water quality standards. Following treatment, any
construction dewatering effluent would be either retained onsite for reuse or discharged to the
municipal drain consistent with NPDES Industrial Permit requirements. Additionally, the CGP
(and associated Construction SWPPP) outlines BMPs, construction water-handling procedures,
and requirements that apply to dewatering discharges. Consistent with the CGP, non-stormwater
discharges are authorized for construction activities that are not subject to a separate general
NPDES permit adopted by a regional board when the following conditions are met:

1 Dischargers shall not violate any discharge prohibitions contained in applicable Basin
Plans or statewide water quality control plans.

{  The discharge does not cause or contribute to a violation of any water quality standard;
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T The discharge is not prohibited by the applicable Basin Plan;

{  The discharger has included and implemented specific BMPs required by the
Construction General Permit to prevent or reduce the contact of the non-stormwater
discharge with construction materials or equipment.

{1  The discharge does not contain toxic constituents in toxic amounts or (other) significant
quantities of pollutants;

1 The discharge is monitored and meets the applicable numeric action levels; and
{1 The discharger reports the sampling information in the annual report.

Compliance with the requirements of the CGP, including the implementation of associated BMPs
as part of the SWPPP, as well as incorporation of erosion and sediment controls required under
the City’s Standard Specifications and implemented via a City Grading Permit, would prevent the
discharge of pollutants to surface waters or groundwater and minimize or eliminate potential
degradation of surface water or groundwater quality during construction of the Project. With
adherence to these mandatory practices, water quality impacts related to violation of water quality
standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of construction-related stormwater
runoff from construction of the Project would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.8.2: Operation of the Project could violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.
(Less than Significant)

Operation of Proposed On-Site Facilities

During operation, the primary sources of wastewater generated by the Project would be process
water/leachate from the composting piles; stormwater that has been in contact with organic
materials/compost or other waste materials; and, truck washout wastewater. Additionally,
stormwater runoff which has not come into contact with any waste materials or
compost/feedstock would be generated from other existing or proposed impervious areas, such as
the BCF facility on the Southern Annexation Parcel, building roofs, and parking areas. Pollutants
transported in compost process water, leachate, and stormwater, if released to surface and/or
groundwaters, could degrade the quality of receiving waters.

Operation of the Project would be subject to coverage under the NPDES Industrial Permit. The
NPDES Industrial Permit (General Permit Order 2014-0057-DWQ) regulates discharges
associated with industrial activities. The Industrial General Permit requires the implementation of
management measures that will achieve the performance standard of best available technology
economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). The
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Industrial General Permit also requires the implementation of a SWPPP and MRP with
requirements for annual reporting of water quality compliance and any corrective actions
implemented. In addition, the SWPPP identifies sources of pollutants and describes the actions to
be implemented to manage the sources to reduce stormwater pollution. Consistent with the
requirements of the Industrial General Permit, the NMDF site has implemented a SWPPP and
associated MRP (NCMR, 2020).

Operation of the Project, including new facilities and operations on the 600 Tower Road Parcel
and Southern Annexation Parcel, would be subject to the requirements of the NPDES Industrial
Permit and associated SWPPP and MRP. The SWPPP for industrial activities at the existing
NMDF facility specifies implementation of BMPs sufficient to reduce significant hydrologic and
water quality impacts, including the concentration of pollutants found in Project site stormwater
runoff. Erosion control measures are specified in the SWPPP. During the wet season, erosion and
sediment control devices, such as sediment traps, are used to minimize sediment transport to
downstream drainage facilities and the stormwater collection system. As described in detail in
Section 3.8.1 under “NPDES Industrial General Permit”, industrial facilities that discharge
stormwater either directly or indirectly to surface waters, must be covered by a permit. When an
industrial facility covered under the NPDES Industrial Permit expands, the SWPPP must be
updated to accurately reflect all new sources of pollutants, stormwater conveyance features,
BMPs, and monitoring points. The NPDES Industrial Permit requires dischargers to submit any
revised SWPPP and MRP plans to the RWQCB. Expansion of a facility onto an adjacent parcel,
as proposed, would require the existing SWPPP to be revised to include a new facility description
and updated site maps detailing facilities, drainage areas, and stormwater discharge points. By
revising the SWPPP to identify all potential pollutant sources at the expanded facility, and
requiring site-specific BMPs, the NPDES Industrial Permit ensures that discharges are controlled
to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The expanded MRP ensures that if stormwater
pollutants exceed benchmark values, the facility must revise BMPs and take corrective actions
under the Industrial Permit’s Exceedance Response Action (ERA) requirements. Because the
facility remains covered under the NPDES Industrial General Permit, failure to revise and
implement the SWPPP could result in enforcement action by the RWQCB. The permit is
enforceable under the Clean Water Act (CWA) §402 (see Section 3.8.1). By Adhering to the
requirements of the NPDES Industrial Permit, including a revised SWPPP that incorporates
BMPs for the expanded facility, no new water quality impacts would occur because any
discharges would be controlled, monitored, and adjusted as needed in line with regulatory
requirements.

The standards and specific BMPs required as part of the SWPPP are industry-accepted methods
and proven effective at attenuating concentrated stormwater flows, reducing erosion, and
minimizing or avoiding the transport of pollutants in stormwater. The BMPs required under the
NPDES Industrial General Permit are drawn from:

1 USEPA’s National Menu of Stormwater BMPs (developed after decades of applied
research and field implementation across the U.S.).
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{ California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook — the standard
technical reference in California, relied upon by RWQCBSs, consultants, and
municipalities.

{1 State Water Board IGP guidance — specifies required BMP categories (e.g., good
housekeeping, spill prevention, erosion control, run-on diversion, treatment controls).

These BMPs are recognized nationwide and internationally as the standard of practice for
controlling stormwater pollution from industrial sites. A robust evidence base documenting the
effectiveness of BMPs implemented under a SWPPP required by the NPDES permit program
exists. For example, the USEPA (National Stormwater BMP Database) contains nationwide
performance monitoring data showing reductions in TSS, nutrients, metals, and oil/grease from
implemented BMPs. Also, California Industrial General Permit compliance data, which is
publicly available, documents that facilities subject to SWPPPs and BMP implementation show
reduced exceedances over time, with corrective ERA actions ensuring adaptive management and
compliance with regulatory water quality objectives.

As supported by the evidence described above, implementation of BMPs under the SWPPP are
adequate to provide protection against water quality degradation provided they are maintained
effectively and monitored regularly. The SWPPP includes a monitoring and maintenance element
with periodic scheduled monitoring of BMP performance. The performance of BMPs, including
any related failures, improvements, and corrective actions taken as a result of periodic monitoring
conducted by erosion control specialists are described in annual regulatory reports submitted to
the RWQCB as required under the SWPPP.

In addition to the SWPPP, there are various other regulatory requirements relevant to the existing
and proposed NMDF facility that pertain directly or indirectly to the goal of preventing
stormwater pollution, including:

1 Hazardous Material Business Plan;

1 Compost General Order (Order 2015-0121-DWQ)

{ Hazardous Waste Regulations and Permits;

1 Wastewater Discharge Requirements; and

{ Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certifications and Section 404 Permits.

All requirements relevant to preventing stormwater pollution from the above listed plans and
regulatory requirements are currently incorporated into the existing SWPPP and would also be
incorporated into any revised SWPPP to cover proposed facilities and operations. Compliance
with the requirements of the NPDES Industrial Permit, including the implementation of
associated BMPs as part of the associated SWPPP covering operations, which incorporates
requirements related to discharge prohibitions, monitoring, and corrective actions under the MRP,
would prevent the discharge of pollutants to surface waters or groundwater and minimize or
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eliminate potential degradation of surface water or groundwater quality during operation of the
Project.

Stormwater Treatment and Discharge

Under the Project, stormwater would be collected, retained, and re-used, as currently occurs, to
minimize discharges. However, some discharges of treated stormwater from the NMDF site to the
municipal drain line would continue, as occurs under existing conditions, consistent with the
Facility’s coverage under the NPDES Industrial Permit. The ADF proposed is proposed on the
compost side of the existing NMDF site, which is operated as a zero discharge operation and, as
such, the proposed ADF will not increase the amount of runoff being treated and discharged via
the municipal drain line; stormwater from the proposed ADF would be conveyed into the existing
compost contact water pond. Stormwater from the Southern Annexation Parcel is proposed to be
collected, conveyed, treated, re-used, and/or discharged via the existing stormwater system at the
NMDF facility. The Southern Annexation Parcel is proposed to be graded to direct all stormwater
runoff across the surface toward the existing stormwater collection and management system on
the NMDF site. Additionally, as described in Impact 3.8.1, stormwater inlets and piping may be
installed in the Southern Annexation Parcel to convey stormwater from the parcel to the existing
industrial stormwater drain pipelines on the NMDF site. The existing stormwater collection and
management system on the NMDF facility site is equipped to manage, convey, and treat runoff in
accordance with the applicable regulatory requirements and water quality standards described
above under “Operation of Proposed On-Site Facilities”. With implementation of the Project, the
Southern Annexation Parcel would effectively act as a contributing drainage area to the NMDF
stormwater management system, integrating with the existing stormwater infrastructure to
manage runoff without the need for additional stormwater facilities. Therefore, following Project
implementation, the volume of stormwater being treated would increase with the development of
the Southern Annexation Parcel. However, the existing stormwater treatment and retention
system has been designed for throughput of 1000 gpm, The existing system, in combination with
the stormwater retention ponds is sufficient to ensure stormwater treatment and all discharges to
the municipal drain line conform to NPDES Permit requirements. Further, the existing
stormwater collection system and retention pond at the NMDF facility, which would receive
runoff from the Southern Annexation Parcel, are sized to accommodate stormwater generated
from an 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event. The Southern Annexation Parcel would not
introduce flow that exceeds the capacity of the current system.

Regulations require that stormwater discharges from the Project be designed to ensure that
operation of the Project would not violate WDRs defined in the NPDES permit, which
incorporate the Basin Plan water quality objectives and that discharges do not result in erosion,
scour, or hydromodification of receiving waters as a result of peak flows, upon discharge.
Further, the Project would be required to comply with the MRP requirements of the NPDES
Permit. Implementation of an MRP ensures technical and monitoring data is provided to the
RWQCB to determine the Discharger’s compliance with NPDES effluent limitations and other
requirements to assess the need for further investigation or enforcement action, and to protect
public health and safety and the environment. Reports submitted under the MRP would contain a
description of any noncompliance and its cause; the period of noncompliance, including exact
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dates and times, and if the noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is
expected to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence of
the noncompliance.

Discharges would not be allowed if they do not conform to the NPDES effluent limitations that
are prescribed for the protection of receiving water quality and beneficial uses. Adherence to
regulatory requirements would ensure that stormwater discharges do not degrade the quality of
receiving waters or impair designated beneficial uses. Adherence to NPDES effluent limits and
Basin Plan WQOs would ensure Project discharges do not substantially increase the concentration
of constituents in receiving waters as compared to baseline conditions. The proposed stormwater
drainage design ensures compliance with regional hydrology standards and protects downstream
water quality. Impacts relating to the violation of water quality standards, waste discharge
requirements, or the degradation of surface and/or groundwater quality due to operation of the
Project would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.8.3: The Project could substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin. (Less than Significant)

The Project would not deplete groundwater resources because, other than short-term, temporary
and limited low-volume dewatering during construction (discussed under Impact 3.8-1, above),
the Project would not require continuous long-term extraction of groundwater for water supply.
The 600 Tower Road Parcel is proposed to be used for inert materials processing and storage and
equipment storage. The parcel is currently used for containers, equipment, and vehicle storage.
Development of the 600 Tower Road Parcel in regard to the addition of impervious surface area
following implementation of the Project is not proposed (see Section 2.5.4). On the existing
NMDF site, the majority of the site is currently developed and largely covered by impervious
surfaces and so does not contribute significant substantial recharge to local aquifers used for
water supply. The Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed and paved, however, it would
not add a sufficient area of impervious surface such that regional groundwater recharge from
rainfall infiltration into soils would be substantially reduced as the soils on-site are poorly
drained, and have high runoff potential (see Section 3.5.1) and, as such, do not significantly
contribute to regional recharge of the underlying groundwater basin. Further, as described under
Impact 3.8.2, above, stormwater from the Southern Annexation Parcel would be conveyed to the
existing stormwater system for re-use on site or discharge off-site into the municipal drain line
and then to downgradient surface waters, contributing to regional groundwater recharge.
Therefore, impacts to groundwater from implementation of the Project would be less than
significant.
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Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.8.4: The Project could substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site. (Less than Significant)

The Project would not involve the direct alteration of a stream or river. As described in the
Project Description, the proposed site plan avoids disturbance of onsite sensitive resources,
including the wetland areas and associated surface drainages on the Southern Annexation Parcel.
As described under Impact 3.8.1 and 3.8.2, above, implementing actions and BMPs required
under the NPDES Permit, the construction SWPPP, and the industrial operations SWPPP, would
prevent significant water quality impacts associated with construction and operation activities,
including those associated with discharges of treated stormwater from the NMDF site (which
occur under baseline conditions), and would minimize adverse water quality conditions (i.e.,
erosion and sedimentation) in on- and off-site receiving waters, resulting in less-than-significant
water quality impacts. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, while the BCF and
associated impervious surface on the Southern Annexation Parcel, are entirely new, the majority
of the Project elements proposed at the NMDF site are revisions or improvements to existing
facilities and operations and the reuse of the 600 Tower Road Parcel would not result in new
impervious surfaces or the alteration of drainage patterns as compared to drain line baseline
conditions.

The discharge of stormwater would occur following on-site collection, retention, treatment, and
reuse of retained stormwater such that discharges are avoided or minimized. Discharges would be
conducted in a manner consistent with existing operations, using the existing discharge point to
the municipal storm drain line (see Figure 3.8-2), which conveys stormwater to Fagan Creek (see
Section 3.8.1 under “Existing Site Drainage™). As described in detail under Impact 3.8.2, the
discharge of stormwater, including the point of discharge to the municipal storm drain line, is
monitored and regulated under the requirements of the NPDES Industrial Permit to ensure
erosion and scour of receiving water channel bed and banks does not occur. Project design in
combination with adherence to regulatory requirements would ensure impacts related to erosion
and/or siltation due to altered drainage patterns would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.8.5: The Project could substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the

Napa Renewable Resources Project 2.0 Draft EIR 3.8-23 January 2026



3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite.
(Less than Significant)

The Project site is not located within a FEMA defined flood hazard risk area associated with a
100-year flood and, as described under Impact 3.8.4, above, the Project would not result in
substantially altered on-site drainage patterns or increased peak stormwater discharge rates or
volumes as compared to existing conditions. Stormwater runoff associated with the 600 Tower
Road Parcel would not be increased in volume or rate as compared to existing conditions.
Stormwater runoff associated with the NMDF site would be collected and reused on-site and/or
treated prior to discharge, as occurs under existing conditions. Stormwater runoff from the
Southern Annexation Parcel would be collected, retained, treated on-site, and re-used for
operations via the existing stormwater system on the NMDF site or discharged off-site, as
described under Impact 3.8.2. The existing NMDF stormwater collection system, which would
receive runoff from the Southern Annexation Parcel, has sufficient capacity to accommodate
stormwater generated from an 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event and the additional stormwater
contributed from the Southern Annexation Parcel would not introduce flow that exceeds the
capacity of the current system (see Impact 3.8.2). Therefore, peak stormwater discharge rates and
volumes from the Project site would remain at or below those occurring under existing
conditions. Project design in combination with regulatory requirements would ensure impacts
related to flooding due to altered drainage patterns would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.8.6: The Project could substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would create or contribute runoff water
which could exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. (Less than Significant)

As described above under Impact 3.8.2, 3.8.4, and 3.8.5, the existing stormwater management
system has been designed consistent with regulatory requirements, including those related to
volume-based and flow-based treatment controls required under the NPDES Industrial Permit and
detailed in the SWPPP (NCMR, 2020). Stormwater treatment measures are incorporated into the
design of the stormwater management system to ensure pollutants are not mobilized and
transported to downgradient receiving waters, as required by NPDES permits as well as the
Compost General Order. Peak stormwater discharge rates and volumes from the Project site
would remain at or below existing conditions. As described in detail under Impact 3.8.1 and
Impact 3.8.2, the Project would not result in new sources of pollutants as a result of construction
or operation that could be transported via stormwater runoff. Project design in combination with
regulatory requirements would ensure impacts related to exceeding stormwater conveyance
infrastructure or creating additional sources of polluted runoff would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.8.7: The Project could substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which could impede or redirect flood flows.
(Less than Significant)

As described above under Impact 3.8.2, 3.8.4, and 3.8.5, implementation of the Project would not
result in the alteration of the course of a stream or river and would not result in the installation of
any facilities within a 100-year or 500-year flood zone. The Project’s stormwater management
system would avoid or minimize stormwater discharges, as currently occurs under existing
conditions, in order to retain stormwater onsite for use in operations for moisture/dust control.
Stormwater runoff would be retained onsite in existing retention ponds and would not be
concentrated into drainage ditches or culverts in a manner that would redirect stormwater flows from
large storms that could redirect flood flows off-site. Therefore, the Project would not impede or
redirect flood flows. Impacts related to impeding or redirecting flood flows would be less than
significant.

Impact 3.8.8: The Project could conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant)

As described above under Impact 3.8.1, 3.8.2, and 3.8.4, the Project would not cause any
significant impact related to surface or groundwater quality degradation. The Basin Plan water
quality objectives which apply to the Project are designed to preserve and enhance water quality
and protect the beneficial uses of all regional terrestrial surface water bodies (e.g., creeks, rivers,
streams, and lakes) and groundwaters within the RWQCB’s jurisdictional area. The Project would
comply with the requirements of the NPDES Permit program during construction and operation,
including implementation of BMPs and other requirements of a SWPPP, which are designed to
ensure stormwater discharges associated with construction and operation of the Project comply
with the Basin Plan water quality standards and WQOs. As described under Impact 3.8.3,
implementation of the proposed Project would not require ongoing groundwater extraction or
substantially alter groundwater recharge, and therefore would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts relating to conflict or
obstruction of implementing a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management
plan would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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3.9 LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING

This section describes and discusses existing land uses in the Project vicinity and identifies
potential impacts of the Project on land use and land use planning. This section evaluates the
compatibility of the Project with existing or future land uses and applicable adopted land use
plans.

SETTING

Existing Land Uses and Designations

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Project site includes the Napa Materials Diversion Facility
(NMDF) site located at 820 Levitin Way (APNs 057-110-049, -052, -065, -066, -067, and -068)
(see Figure 2-1). The NMDF site is zoned Public, Quasi-Public: Airport Compatibility Overlay
District (PQ-P:AC) and is in the City of Napa designated as Public Serving in the General Plan.
The NMDF site was annexed into the City of Napa in 2014 and is surrounded by unincorporated
Napa County land. The NMDF site comprises approximately 18.6 acres, of which approximately
12 acres are used for organic material management operations such as compositing and chip and
grind; 1.2 acres for concrete recycling; 2.2 acres for soil stockpiling; 1.2 acres for material
recovery facility (MRF) recyclables and product depackaging; and about 2.0 acres for support
operations.

The Project would also use a portion of the parcel to the north on 600 Tower Road (APN 057-
110-025) (see Figure 2-1). This parcel compromises approximately 8.32 acres and is zoned as
Industrial: Airport Compatibility Overlay District (I: AC) and is in unincorporated Napa County.
The 600 Tower Road Parcel would be used for inert materials processing and storage and
equipment storage under the Project and is currently used for containers, equipment, and vehicle
storage. The 600 Tower Road Parcel would remain under the same ownership in Napa County
and would not be annexed to the City limits.

The Project would include a portion of the adjacent parcel to the south (formerly APN 057-090-
060) located on the westerly side of Devlin Road between NMDF site to the north and Devlin
Road Transfer Station to the south (See Figure 2-1). The parcel was purchased by the City in
December 2023 and would be annexed into the City subject to approval by Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Napa County. A sphere of influence (SOI) amendment
would also be required by LAFCO to process the annexation. The existing parcel was subdivided
to create a smaller 2.87-acre parcel (APN 057-090-087). The resulting 2.87-acre parcel, referred
to as the Southern Annexation Parcel in this EIR, excludes the wetlands that have been identified
in previous studies on the parcel that was formerly known as APN 057-090-060 (now APN 057-
090-088). The Southern Annexation Parcel is currently undeveloped and includes an area that
received soil material from 2019 to 2022. In addition to the development of the Southern
Annexation Parcel, the EIR also analyzes the environmental impacts from the future annexation
into the City, the pre-zoning of the parcel to PQ-P:AC to be consistent with the existing NMDF
site zoning, and a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to designate the parcel in the General Plan as
Public Serving to be consistent with the existing NMDF land use designation.
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Napa County airport is situated to the west/northwest of the Project site. Directly south of the
airport, a range of facilities including hangars and parking are integrated into the airport’s
operations. Union Pacific Railroad runs adjacent to the western edge of the Project site, while
Devlin Road runs adjacent to the eastern edge of the Project site (except for the Tower Road
Parcel). Further east, opposite Devlin Road, lie several industrial parcels associated with the
construction and building industry. The Project site is bordered to the north and northeast by
industrial parcels used for equipment and vehicle storage and is bordered to the south and
southeast by vacant land and the Devlin Road Transfer Station. Highway 29 is roughly 2,000 feet
east of the Project site. The nearest residence is approximately 2,340 feet to the east of the Project
site, across Highway 29 on Café Court. The nearest school is Napa Junction Magnet Elementary
School, approximately 1.8 miles south of the Project site.

Regulatory Setting

Napa County LAFCO

Napa County LAFCO is responsible for approving all proposed changes of organization
involving cities and special districts in Napa County. LAFCO may approve or disapprove
proposed changes of organization with or without amendments consistent with its written policies
and procedures. LAFCO may also condition its approval as long as it does not directly regulate
land use, property development, or subdivision requirements. Changes of organization include all
of the following:

1 Annexations (Cities and Districts)

1 Detachments (Cities and Districts)

{1 Consolidations (Cities and Districts)

{1 Incorporations and Dissolutions (Cities)

{1 Formations, Dissolutions, Mergers (Districts)

{1 Activation of Latent Powers/Elimination of Existing Powers (Districts)

Additionally, all changes of organization or reorganization are considered “projects’ and subject
to CEQA.

An application submittal is required by the Commission to include resolution/petition, map, pre-
zoning (for city annexations) and a legal description, applicable fees, CEQA compliance
documents, and a comprehensive plan for services. Notice of Commission hearing is given by the
Executive Officer, and given by posting, publication, or mailing to property owners and
registered voters within 300 feet at least 21 days before the date of hearing. At the hearing, the
Commission shall consider the staff report and factors related to the proposal, testimony of
affected agencies and parties, service plan, CEQA documentation, and shall make determinations
(Napa County, 2024a).
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Napa County LAFCO Policy on CEQA

It is the LAFCQO’s policy to adopt the Guidelines approved by the State Department of Resources
and as amended from time to time, in the preparation of all environment documentation.
Whenever an agency other than the Commission is involved in the approval of a project, the
Commission prefers that the other agency be designated as the “Lead Agency” (LAFCO of Napa
County, 2021 — page 1 of 2). For annexations and/or reorganizations involving annexation to a
city, the city shall act as the Lead Agency under CEQA for the proposal. CEQA processing shall
be undertaken in accordance with the most recent version of CEQA, the Guidelines, and the
Commission’s adopted policies. Notably, the Commission has identified additional areas of local
interest that shall be addressed by the Lead Agency in the preparation of any CEQA document
(LAFCO of Napa County, 2021). These include:

1. Cumulative and regional impacts;

2. Impacts to public services, including but not limited to, water supply and distribution
systems; wastewater treatment and sewer collection systems; solid waste disposal capacity
and collection; public school districts, fire and police protection; and public facilities,
including discussion on the ability of the receiving entities (i.e. water district, sewer district,
school district) to provide the services to the proposed boundary change area;

3. Conversion of prime agricultural lands to urban uses and protection/preservation of prime
agricultural lands and resources;

4. Consistency with general and specific plans; and
5. Awvailability of affordable housing.

Napa County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)

The creation of Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUCs) and the preparation of compatibility
plans are requirements of the California State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code Section
21670 et seq). Provisions for the creation of ALUCs were first established under state law in
1967. With limited exceptions, an ALUC is required in every county in the state. The
fundamental purpose of ALUC:S is to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the
orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s
exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports to the extent
that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses. Many of the procedures that govern
how ALUCSs operate are defined by state law. Statutory provisions in the Public Utilities Code
establish the requirements for ALUC adoption of compatibility plans, which airports must have
these plans, and some of the steps involved in plan adoption. The law also dictates the
requirements for airport land use compatibility reviews by the ALUC. Two specific limitations on
the powers of ALUCSs are set in the statutes. First, ALUCs have no authority over areas “already
devoted to incompatible uses (Public Utilities Code Section 21674a). The common interpretation
of this clause is that ALUCs have no jurisdiction over existing land uses even if those uses are
incompatible with airport activities. An ALUC cannot, for example, require that an existing
incompatible use be converted to something compatible (Napa County, 2024b).
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Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)

As adopted by the ALUC, the basic function of this Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) is to promote compatibility between the two airports and future land use development
in their surrounding areas. The plan accomplishes this function through the establishment of a set
of compatibility criteria applicable to new development around each airport. Additionally, the
ALUCEP serves as a tool for use by the ALUC in fulfilling its duty to review plans and
regulations, and Major Land Use Actions of local agencies for consistency with the ALUCP
criteria. Airport development plans, including plans for any new heliport anywhere in the county,
are also subject to review by the ALUC. However, neither the ALUCP nor the ALUC have
authority over existing land uses or over the operation of the airports. The 2024 ALUCP updates
and entirely replaces the ALUCP adopted by the Napa County ALUC in April 1991 and amended
in December 1999. The need for the comprehensive update arose primarily because of a desire to
bring the plan up to current standards, reflect current airport layout plans (ALPs), and address
stakeholder needs. The 2024 ALUCP applies to lands around the two public-use airports in the
county: Napa County Airport and Angwin Airport — Parrett Field (Napa County, 2024b).

Federal Aviation Administration Notification and Referral

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for regulating and overseeing all aspects of
civil aviation in the United States. Its primary mission is to ensure the safety and efficiency of
civil aviation, including air traffic control, certification of personnel and aircraft, and setting
airport standards. The FAA sets and enforces safety regulations for aircraft design,
manufacturing, and operation; manages the National Airspace System, including air traffic
control towers, radar systems, and flight service stations; certifies aircraft, pilots, mechanics, and
other aviation professionals; and sets standards for airport design, construction, and operation.

Project proponents proposing construction or alternations must submit form 7460-1, “Notice of
Proposed Construction or Alteration.” The purpose of the FAA referral would be to determine if
the proposed construction would constitute a potential hazard or obstruction to flight. Proposed
structures in developed areas that would be shielded by existing structures or by natural terrain or
equal or greater height, where it is obvious that the proposal would not adversely affect air safety,
do not require FAA referral.

California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook

The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (CALUPH), published by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Aeronautics, is a statewide guidance
document used to support airport-land use compatibility planning. The Handbook provides
guidance, best practices, and recommended criteria to help ALUCs and local agencies ensure that
new land uses around airports remain safe, compatible with airport operations, and protected from
aviation-related hazards. Chapter 4.5 Airspace Protection, outlines hazards to flight, which
include physical hazards, wildlife, visual hazards, electronic hazards, and thermal hazards.

Section 21674.7 of the Public Utilities Code mandates that the CALUPH, published by the
Division of Aeronautics of the Department of Transportation, must be used to guide the creation,
adoption, or modification of an ALUCP. The handbook helps ensure that local agencies use
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criteria related to height, use, noise, safety, and density that are compatible with airport
operations, aiming to prevent incompatible land uses near airports.

Section 21096 of the Public Resources Code requires a CEQA lead agency preparing an EIR for a
project within an ALUCP boundary to utilize the CALUPH, as stated below:

21096. Technical Resources to Assist in Preparation of Environmental Impact Report as it
Relates to Airport-Related Safety Hazards and Noise Problems; Use of Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook; Negative Declaration for a Project

(a) If a lead agency prepares an environmental impact report for a project situated within airport
land use compatibility plan boundaries, or, if an airport land use compatibility plan has not been
adopted, for a project within two nautical miles of a public airport or public use airport, the
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the Division of Aeronautics of the
Department of Transportation, in compliance with Section 21674.5 of the Public Utilities Code
and other documents, shall be utilized as technical resources to assist in the preparation of the
environmental impact report as the report relates to airport-related safety hazards and noise
problems.

City of Napa Municipal Code

The City of Napa Municipal Code has not been updated since the adoption of the Napa County
2024 ALUCP, thus there are no regulations in the Municipal Code applicable to the ALUC zones
the project is within. The following is required by the Municipal Code:

§ 17.34.070 ALUC referral.

A. General. General Plan Amendments, specific plans, zoning or subdivision ordinance
amendments, "Not normally acceptable uses," and structure heights over applicable height limits
within ALUCP compatibility zones shall be referred to and reviewed by the County Airport Land
Use Commission (ALUC) for a consistency determination prior to final approval.

B. Process. When projects are referred to the ALUC, the following process shall be followed:

1. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and make a recommendation on
the application and refer the project to the ALUC.

2. The project shall be reviewed by the ALUC and the ALUC shall provide a ALUCP
consistency determination. The ALUC may make recommendations to modify the project
for consistency with the ALUCP.

3. The city decision-making body shall then hold a public hearing and take final action on
the project. If the ALUC finds the project to be inconsistent with the ALUCP, the City
Council may override that decision in accordance with state law.

§ 17.34.080 Filing materials.
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In addition to standard application materials, the applicant shall provide the following filing
materials:

A. Special Requirements In/Near Zone C. Subdivisions and new construction proposed in Zone D
within 100 feet of Zone C, or within Zone C shall provide building envelopes, approach surfaces
and the extended runway centerline on the plans.

B. Design Response, All Projects. The applicant shall address how the building or use has been
designed so that it does not create smoke, glare, distracting lights, or electrical interference that
may constitute a hazard to aircraft flight.

C. Uses Not Normally Acceptable. For projects identified as being Not Normally Acceptable, the
applicant shall also address how their use has been appropriately designed to address identified
criteria.

§ 17.34.090 Findings.

A. Except as provided in subsection C, the city shall make the following findings for a General
Plan Amendment, specific plan, zoning or subdivision ordinance amendment, or use permit for a
"Not Normally Acceptable" use:

1. The proposed project has been referred to the ALUC for a consistency determination;
and

2. The ALUC has determined that proposed project is consistent with ALUCP
compatibility policies and standards.

B. Design Review. In approving a design review permit for new development, the decision-
making body must find that the building or structure has been designed to meet Airport Land Use
Commission design requirements.

C. Local Override. To override a determination by the ALUC that a proposed project or use is
inconsistent with the ALUCP, the City Council, by a two-thirds vote, must make specific findings
defined by state law that the action is consistent with the purposes of the ALUC statute.

California Government Code Section 56742
The California Government Code (CGC), Section 56742 states:

a. Notwithstanding Section 56741, upon approval of the commission a city may annex
noncontiguous territory not exceeding 300 acres if the territory meets all of the following
requirements:

1. Itis located in the same county as that in which the city is situated.

2. It is owned by the city.

3. Itis used for municipal purposes at the time commission proceedings are initiated.
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b. Territory which is used by a city for the reclamation, disposal, and storage of treated
wastewater may be annexed to the city pursuant to this section without limitation as to
the size of the territory.

c. Ifterritory is annexed pursuant to this section, the annexing city may not annex any
territory not owned by the city, not used for municipal purposes, and not contiguous to
the city, although the territory is contiguous to the territory annexed pursuant to this
section.

d. Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a city which annexes territory
pursuant to this section may annex additional territory in the same county as that in which
the city is situated which is owned by the United States government or the State of
California and which is contiguous to the first annexed territory if the total acreage of
the first annexed and the subsequently annexed territory together does not exceed 300
acres in area. If after the completion of the subsequent annexation, the city sells any
or all of the first annexed territory, the subsequently annexed territory shall cease to be
part of the city if the subsequently annexed territory is no longer contiguous to territory
owned by the city.

e. When any or all of the territory annexed to a city pursuant to this section is sold by the
city, all of the territory that is no longer owned by the city shall cease to be a part of that
city.

f. A city may lease territory annexed pursuant to this section for any of the purposes
authorized pursuant to Sections 37380 to 37396, inclusive, as well as enter into leases for
the construction and operation of electrical generation, transmission, and distribution. If,
however, a city enters into a lease on and after April 24, 2002, pursuant to Section
37395, 37396, or any other provision of law, that would authorize the development of a
shopping center, hotel, motel, or lodging house on territory annexed pursuant to this
section, the affected territory shall cease to be a part of the city.

g.  When territory ceases to be part of a city pursuant to this section, the legislative body of
the city shall adopt a resolution confirming the detachment. The resolution shall describe
the detached territory and shall be accompanied by a map indicating the territory.
Immediately upon adoption of the resolution, the city clerk shall make any filing required
by Chapter 8 (commencing with Section 57200) of Part 4.

h. Ifterritory annexed to a city pursuant to this section becomes contiguous to the city, the
limitations imposed by this section shall cease to apply.

City of Napa 2040 General Plan

The City of Napa 2040 General Plan includes a Land Use and Community Design (LUCD)
Element that guides the location, form and character of new development (City of Napa, 2022).
The following policies are relevant to the Project:

Policy LUCD 1-3: Work cooperatively with Napa County and other agencies to support
maintaining the land surrounding the City as agriculture, greenbelt and rural uses while
permitting the City to annex appropriate properties for urban uses.
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Policy LUCD 6-1: Maintain a balance of land uses, including residential and commercial
uses, and — given the City’s position as the principal urban center of Napa County — industrial
and service commercial uses that support the broader Napa Valley economic needs.

Goal LUCD-9: Recognize the importance of annexing unincorporated islands as a City services
issue.

Policy LUCD 9-1: Support annexation of unincorporated islands to improve delivery of
municipal services, support compatible land use planning, promote community cohesion, and
enable representation in City municipal matters.

Goal LUCD-12: Promote diverse industrial opportunities in suitable locations to provide
employment for Napa residents and promote economic growth in the City.

Policy LUCD 12-2: Support retention of industrial uses within the City when possible.

Policy LUCD 12-4: Ensure that industrial development is designed and operated to
minimize—to the extent feasible—noise, heat, glare, dust, unscreened storage yards, air
emissions, hazardous materials generation, and other negative effects.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a significant impact to
Land Use and Land Use Planning if it would:

i Physically divide an established community;

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

Topics with No Impact

The annexation (and SOI amendment), pre-zoning, and GPA for the 2.87-acre property (Southern
Annexation Parcel) into the City and subsequent development of the biomass conversion facility
(BCF), as well as the expanded use of the 600 Tower Road Parcel would not physically divide an
established community. The Southern Annexation Parcel is currently vacant and bordered by the
existing NMDF site to the north and the Devlin Road Transfer Station to the south. The 600
Tower Road Parcel is bordered by the existing NMDF site and other industrial parcels. Other
Project elements would occur on the existing NMDF site, such as the development of the
anaerobic digestion facility (ADF). The Project vicinity includes existing solid waste facilities
(NMDF and Devlin Road Transfer Station) and other heavy industrial uses. No established
communities are within the Project vicinity as the nearest residence is approximately 2,340 feet
east of the Project site, across Highway 29. Thus, no impact would occur, and this impact is not
further discussed in this analysis.
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Impact Analysis

Impact 3.9.1: Annexation of the southern parcel into the City could conflict with applicable
annexation laws and regulations. (Less than Significant).

As discussed above, the City is proposing to annex the 2.87-acre property to the south (APN-057-
090-060) located on the westerly side of Devlin Road between NMDF to the north and Devlin
Road Transfer Station to the south and is pre-zoning the parcel to PQ-P:AC to be consistent with
the existing NMDF site zoning. A GPA would also be required to designate the parcel in the
General Plan as Public Serving to be consistent with the existing NMDF land use designation.

The Southern Annexation Parcel compromises approximately 2.87 acres and is currently zoned
I:AC. The current Napa County zoning designation is intended to provide an environment
exclusively for and conducive to the development and protection of a variety of industrial uses
and facilities that are industrial in character.

Section 56742 of the CGC permits cities to annex noncontiguous territory upon approval of the
Commission if all the criteria in CGC Section 56742 is met. The Southern Annexation Parcel
would meet all the requirements of CGC Section 56742(a)-(h) because it is located in the same
county as that the City of Napa is situated in (Napa County), it is owned by the City, and it is
used for municipal purposes. Therefore, the parcel would be considered eligible to be annexed
into the City per Section 56742 of the CGC.

Napa County LAFCO would be responsible for approving the proposed annexation of the
Southern Annexation Parcel into the City. Napa County LAFCO policies require that all
properties be pre-zoned prior to annexation. Thus, the City is proposing to pre-zone the Southern
Annexation Parcel with the PQ-P:AC designation, consistent with LAFCO policies. The Public,
Quasi-Public district provides for publicly owned properties dedicated to community servicing
purposes, including government offices, public safety facilities and related community serving
facilities. The NMDF is zoned PQ-P:AC and is dedicated to a community serving purpose. Thus,
applicability of the PQ-P:AC designation to the Southern Annexation Parcel is the appropriate
pre-zoning designation.

Napa County LAFCO amended its Policy on CEQA in October 2021, which identifies additional
areas of local interest that shall be addressed in the preparation of any CEQA document. The first
topic is cumulative and regional impacts, and as noted in Chapter 4 of this EIR, Other Topics and
Impact Overview, the Project would not result in significant cumulative impacts. The second
topic is public services and as noted in Section 3.12, Public Services, Utilities, and Service
Systems, the Project would not result in significant impacts to these areas. The third topic is
conversion of prime agricultural lands and resources, and as noted in Chapter 4 of this EIR, Other
Topics and Impact Overview, no agricultural land exists on the Project site and no impact would
result. The fourth topic is consistency with general and specific plans, and as noted throughout
this section, the Project would be consistent with the City of Napa 2040 General Plan and no City
of Napa specific plan covers the Project area. The fifth and final topic is the availability of
affordable housing, and as noted in Chapter 4 of this EIR, Other Topics and Impact Overview, the
Project (including the annexation of the southern parcel) would not hinder housing availability in
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the region as the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determined the
Southern Annexation Parcel qualifies as “exempt surplus land” that is not appropriate for housing
purposes (HCD, 2023). Therefore, the Project would be consistent with Napa County LAFCO’s
Policy on CEQA.

If approved, the annexation of the Southern Annexation Parcel would conform with all applicable
CGC laws and regulations as well as all applicable Napa County LAFCO policies and
regulations. Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.9.2: The Project could cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with an Airport Land Use Commission Plan. (Significant)

The Project site is adjacent and east of the Napa County Airport and within the Napa County
ALUCP. The distance from the east terminus of Runway 24 to the 600 Tower Road Parcel, the
NMDF site and the Southern Annexation Parcel is 1,300, 1,500 and 2,000 feet, respectively. The
ALUCP designates eight “Airport Compatibility Zones” (A, B1, B2, B3, C, C1, D2, and E) that
correspond to certain geographic areas depending on factors including distance from the airport
and orientation to runways. The Project components of concern for this analysis are the ADF on
the NMDF site and the BCF on the Southern Annexation Parcel. Development must be
compatible with the ALUCP and Chapter 18.80 of the Napa County Code of Ordinances.

600 Tower Road Parcel

Based on review of the Napa County Airport 2024 ALUCP Compatibility Policy Map (ALUCP
Compatibility Map), the 600 Tower Road Parcel is at least partially within Compatibility Zone A.
Within ALUCP Zone A, which is considered the runway protection zone, land uses are limited to
open space, pasture, auto parking, aircraft tie-down, and agricultural uses that do not cause a
hazard to flight. This is an area of high risk from low flying aircraft (§18.80.060 Napa County
Code of Ordinances). The Project does not propose development on the 600 Tower Road Parcel
and the current uses on the parcel (storage of containers, vehicles, and equipment) are compatible
with the ALUCP.

ADF on the Existing NMDF Site

Prior to the 2024 ALUCP Update, the NMDF site was not deemed an incompatible use by the
ALUC. The 2024 ALUCP Compatibility Map indicates that the NMDF site is within
Compatibility Zones A (small section at the northern end of the parcel), B1, and B2. Zones B1
(Inner Approach Departure Zone) and B2 (Inner Turning Zone) are areas restricted to low
intensity uses such as golf courses, nurseries, outdoor storage, and mini storage. These zones
represent a substantial risk to low flying aircraft. Certain uses are normally not acceptable in
Compatibility Zone B based on concerns related to size, density of use, mobility, noise sensitivity
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or propensity to attract birds. According to the Basic Compatibility Criteria for the Napa County
Airport as presented in the 2024 ALUCP, solid waste disposal and transfer facilities, landfills,
incineration, and recycling facilities are listed as incompatible in Zones B1 and B2 because of
their potential to attract birds, generate dust, produce smoke or steam plumes, create electronic
interference, or otherwise pose hazards to flight (Napa County, 2024b).

The proposed ADF could be considered an incompatible use under the 2024 ALUCP if it were to
be sited outside the boundaries of an existing land use, however the ADF would be sited on the
existing NMDF site. The ALUC reviews new or changed land use proposals against the ALUCP.
The existing use on the NMDF site is vested and would not conflict with the ALUCP.

The CALUPH, Chapter 4.5 Airspace Protection, outlines hazards to flight (CALUPH, beginning
on pg. 4-34), which include physical hazards, wildlife, visual hazards, electronic hazards, and
thermal hazards. The proposed ADF on the NMDF site would not increase physical hazards as
the building would be consistent with the height of the adjacent MRF building and would not
exceed 35 feet. Wildlife hazards would not increase at the NMDF site because organics are
processed “in-vessel” with the ADF and would not increase bird attraction to the site. Visual
hazards (i.e., dust, steam or smoke) would not noticeably increase compared to existing
conditions because the biogas is converted into renewable natural gas (RNG) for vehicle fueling
onsite and the overall process produces negligible dust, steam, and smoke. Electronic and thermal
hazards would not significantly increase compared to existing conditions at the NMDF, as the
ADF does not require a large electrical load that could interfere with radio communications or
navigation signals, and the converted RNG would be combusted by collection vehicles, primarily
offsite. As stated in Section 3.10, Noise, the project would not result in any airport noise impacts,
as the ADF is an industrial facility on the existing NMDF site with limited onsite employees.

BCF on the Southern Annexation Parcel

According to the ALUCP Compatibility Map, the Southern Annexation Parcel is located in
Compatibility Zone B2. The proposed BCF may represent an incompatible land use due to its
renewable energy and bioenergy component and because its height may exceed maximum height
requirements for this compatibility zone (currently proposed at roughly 45 feet in height). Due to
the proposed use and height, ALUC referral is required for the BCF under Napa Municipal Code
Section 17.34.070. Section 17.34.070(A). The development of the BCF would constitute new
construction on an existing vacant parcel, and thus, the ALUC would be required to make a
compatibility determination prior to Project approval. In addition, due to its proposed height, the
BCF would require FAA approval. The Project sponsor is required to submit FAA form 7460,
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. A 7460 analysis, more formally known as

an Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA), is a process by which the FAA
evaluates proposed construction projects near airports to identify and mitigate potential hazards to
navigable airspace and to ensure that new structures, alterations, or temporary obstructions would
not pose a risk to aircraft during takeoff, landing, or flight operations. In addition to these
physical hazards the FAA also evaluates the potential for electromagnetic interference effects
upon navigable airspace and air navigation facilities. The FAA then issues a determination letter,
which may be conditional or require adjustments to the project. The proposed structure must be
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built according to the approved plans and any conditions specified in the FAA’s final
determination letter (FAA, 2025).

The Project sponsor submitted FAA Form 7460 on June 3, 2025, and the FAA issued its
Determination Letter on July 29, 2025 (see Appendix H). The FAA study evaluated the facility’s
structures, including their height, location, and use, to determine if they posed a hazard to air
navigation. The FAA concluded that the structures do not exceed obstruction standards and do
not present a hazard to air navigation. While no marking or lighting is required for aviation
safety, the FAA recommended voluntary compliance with its guidelines. The FAA study also
confirmed that the proposed BCF presents no risk to national security.

As noted previously, the ALUC would be required to make a compatibility determination prior to
project approval. If the ALUC determines that the proposed land use action (the “Project™) is
inconsistent with the ALUCP, the ALUC must notify the City of Napa in writing and include the
reasons for the inconsistency determination. If the City wishes to proceed with the Project, they
must overrule the ALUC determination in accordance with the provisions of state law.' The City
must make specific findings that the proposed action (the “Project”) is consistent with the
purposes of the ALUC statutes as set forth in the Public Utilities Code and the findings must be
supported by substantial evidence. Specifically, the City must make findings that project will not:

i Impair the orderly, planned expansion of the airport;

1 Adversely affect the utility or capacity of the airport (such as by reducing instrument
approach procedure minimums); or

1 Expose the public to excessive noise and safety hazards.
In accordance with the ALUC statutes, the City must also

{1 Provide to the ALUC and Caltrans a copy of the proposed decision and findings to
overrule the ALUC at least 45 days prior to the hearing date.

1 Hold a public hearing on the matter. The public hearing shall be publicly noticed
consistent with the agency’s established procedures.

{1 Include any comments received from the ALUC, Caltrans, the FAA, Airport owner, or
the public in the public record of any final decision to overrule the ALUC.

{ Make a decision to overrule the ALUC by a two-thirds vote of its governing body.

The ALUC statutes indicate that if a local agency other than the airport owner overrules the
ALUC, then the agency owning and operating the airport “shall be immune from liability for

!'See Public Utilities Code Section 21670(a), 21675.1(d), 21676 and 21676.5(a).
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damages to property or personal injury caused by or resulting directly or indirectly from the
City’s decision to overrule the ALUC’s compatibility determination or recommendation.

Although the BCF on the Southern Annexation Parcel could be considered an incompatible land
use due to its proximity to the Napa County Airport, this is a planning and policy matter, not a
significant environmental effect under CEQA. Inconsistency with a plan, such as the ALUCP, is
not, by itself, an adverse physical effect on the environment.’

The CALUPH, Chapter 4.5 Airspace Protection, outlines hazards to flight (CALUPH, beginning
on pg. 4-34), which include physical hazards, wildlife, visual hazards, electronic hazards, and
thermal hazards. The FAA concluded that the structures associated with the BCF do not exceed
obstruction standards and do not present a physical hazard to air navigation.

The BCF would not increase bird attraction to the project area compared to existing conditions
because the feedstock does not attract birds. The FAA Advisory Circular, Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports, states that branches and woodchips generally do not attract
wildfire that is hazardous to air travel (FAA, 2020). Since the BCF uses woody feedstock only,
bird attraction is not an issue.

No significant smoke or steam or dust emissions are produced as the biogas is converted into
renewable electricity and the overall process produces negligible dust, steam, and smoke. In

regards to electronic and thermal hazards, the FAA review of the project did not indicate the

potential for thermal or electromagnetic interference effects upon navigable airspace and air

navigation facilities. This is likely because of the small-scale and overall power output of the
facility (1.5 MW).

Furthermore, the BCF would not be considered critical community infrastructure, as it is designed
to provide power to NMDF operations, which is also served by PG&E. Potential damage to the
BCF would not result in significant adverse effects to public health and welfare beyond the
immediate vicinity of the facility.

As stated in Section 3.10, Noise, the project would not result in any airport noise impacts, as the
BCF is an industrial facility with limited onsite employees.

Therefore, based on the information available to the City, there are no known hazards associated
with the BCF that could significantly impact public safety, including possible hazards to the
airport or surrounding community. However, in an abundance of caution, given that the ALUC

2 Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal. App.4th 1170, 1207 (“an
inconsistency between a project and other land use controls does not in itself mandate a finding of
significance. It is merely a factor to be considered in determining whether a particular project may cause a
significant environmental effect.”].) Quoted from the California Natural Resources Agency, November
2018, Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, OAL
Notice File No. Z-2018-0116-12, page 95, Available at:
https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/2018 CEQA_Final_Statement of%20Reasons 1112

18.pdf?7utm
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has not yet considered the Project and the City has not received feedback on the Project design in
relation to airport hazards, the development of the BCF would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.9.2: If it is determined that the Project is conditionally compliant with
the ALUCP, the City shall agree to the conditions, as feasible. If it is determined that the
Project does not comply with the ALUCP, the City shall consider ALUC feedback and amend
(as feasible) and resubmit the Project for ALUC Executive Director Review.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9.2 would reduce this impact, but without knowing
the specific conditions or feedback from the ALUC, and if ALUC conditions or potential
changes to Project design are feasible, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact 3.9.3: The Project could conflict with City of Napa 2040 General Plan Policies. (Less
than Significant)

A GPA would be required to designate the parcel in the General Plan as Public Serving to be
consistent with the existing NMDF land use designation. Table 3.9-1 includes analysis of
relevant goals and policies in the City of Napa 2040 General Plan that are discussed in the
Regulatory Setting above. As detailed in Table 3.9-1, the Project would not conflict with land use
goals and policies related to the Project. Furthermore, the Project would not conflict with
applicable City of Napa 2040 General Plan policies that are discussed in various resource sections
throughout Chapter 3 of this EIR. Therefore, impacts related to the Project conflicting with
applicable goals and policies of the City of Napa 2040 General Plan would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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TABLE 3.9-1. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES

General Plan Policies Consistent? Analysis

Policy LUCD 1-3: Work Consistent | If approved, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be
cooperatively with Napa County and annexed to the City and would be used as an urban industrial
other agencies to support maintaining use that would be dedicated to a community serving purpose.
land surrounding the City as Annexation of the 2.87-acre property would not result in loss
agriculture, green belt and rural uses of agriculture, green belt and rural uses.
while permitting the City to annex
appropriate properties for urban uses.
Policy LUCD 6-1: Maintain a Consistent | If approved, the Project would continue to support the City’s
balance of land uses, including economic needs by providing a community serving use to the
residential and commercial uses, and residents of the City that supports the broader Napa Valley’s
— given the City’s position as the economic needs.
principal urban center of Napa
County — industrial and service
commercial uses that support the
broader Napa Valley economic
needs.
Goal LUCD-9: Recognize the Consistent | The Project would annex the Southern Annexation Parcel (an
importance of annexing unincorporated island owned by the City) into the City.
unincorporated islands as a City
services issue.
Policy LUCD 9-1: Support Consistent | The Project would annex the Southern Annexation Parcel (an
annexation of unincorporated islands unincorporated island owned by the City) into the City. This
to improve delivery of municipal would improve delivery of municipal services as the
services, support compatible land use Southern Annexation Parcel is adjacent to the existing
planning, promote community NMDF site and is compatible with the solid waste
cohesion, and enable representation facility/industrial nature of the Project area.
in City municipal matters.
Goal LUCD-12: Promote diverse Consistent | The Project would provide a diverse industrial opportunity
industrial opportunities in suitable adjacent to the existing NMDF site, compatible with the solid
locations to provide employment for waste facility/industrial nature of the Project area. The
Napa residents and promote Project would provide 6 additional jobs and promote
economic growth in the City. economic growth in the City.
Policy LUCD 12-2: Support retention | Consistent | The Project would support industrial operations that would
of industrial uses within the Clty benefit residents of the C]ty
when possible.
Policy LUCD 12-4: Ensure that Consistent | Negative environmental effects, such as noise, GHG
industrial development is designed emissions, glare, dust, aesthetics, air quality, and hazardous
and operated to minimize—to the materials, have been analyzed throughout this EIR and
extent feasible—noise, heat, glare, mitigation measures have been incorporated, when
dust, unscreened storage yards, air necessary, to reduce significant impacts. The Project would
emissions, hazardous materials not result in significant and unavoidable environment effects.
generation, and other negative
effects.
SOURCE: City of Napa, 2022.
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3.10 NOISE

This section evaluates the potential noise impacts of the Project. This section provides a brief
technical background on “sound”, as well as existing noise sources and levels in the Project
vicinity. This evaluation reviews applicable State and local noise regulations followed by analysis
of noise impacts of construction and operation of the Project.

3.10.1 SETTING

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air. Noise
is defined as unwanted sound. Sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor
used to characterize the “loudness” of an ambient sound level. Sound pressure level is measured
in decibels (dB), with zero dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing, and

120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain. Decibels are measured using different
scales, and it has been found that A-weighting of sound levels best reflects the human ear’s
reduced sensitivity to low frequencies, and correlates well with human perceptions of the
annoying aspects of noise. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is cited in most noise criteria. All
references to decibels in this report will be A-weighted unless noted otherwise. Table 3.10-1
identifies decibel levels for common sounds heard in the environment.

TABLE 3.10-1. TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS

Noise Level (dB) Outdoor Activity Indoor Activity
90+ Gas lawn mower at 3 feet, jet flyover at Rock Band
1,000 feet
80-90 Diesel truck at 50 feet Loud television at 3 feet
70-80 Gas lawn mower at 100 feet, noisy urban Garbage disposal at 3 feet, vacuum
area cleaner at 10 feet
60-70 Commercial area
40-60 Quiet urban daytime, traffic at 300 feet Large business office, dishwasher next
room
20-40 Quiet rural, suburban nighttime Concert hall (background), library,
bedroom at night
10-20 Broadcast / recording studio
0 Lowest threshold of human hearing Lowest threshold of human hearing

SOURCE: RCH Group, Inc. (modified from Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement, 1998)

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur (Caltrans,

1998).

! Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, the trained healthy human ear is able
to discern changes in sound levels of 1 dB;

{1 Outside of such controlled conditions, the trained ear can detect changes of 2 dB in normal
environmental noise;
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{1 Itis widely accepted that the average healthy ear, however, can barely perceive noise levels
changes of 3 dB;

A change in level of 5 dB is a readily perceptible increase in noise level; and
A 10-dB change is recognized as twice as loud as the original source.

Several time-averaged scales represent noise environments and consequences of human activities.
The most commonly used noise descriptors are the equivalent A—weighted sound level over a
given time period (Leq)'; average day—night 24-hour average sound level (Ldn)? with a nighttime
increase of 10 dB to account for sensitivity to noise during the nighttime; and community noise
equivalent level (CNEL)?, also a 24-hour average that includes both an evening and a nighttime
sensitivity weighting. Other frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below:

{1 Lx: the noise level that is equaled or exceeded x percent of the specified time period.

! Lmax: the instantaneous maximum noise level for a specified period of time.

Noise Attenuation

Stationary point sources of noise, including construction equipment, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 6
to 7.5 dB per doubling of distance from the source, depending on ground absorption. Soft sites
attenuate at 7.5 dB per doubling because they have an absorptive ground surface such as soft dirt,
grass, or scattered bushes and trees. Hard sites have reflective surfaces (e.g., parking lots or smooth
bodies of water) and therefore have less attenuation (6.0 dB per doubling). A street or roadway with
moving vehicles (known as a “line” source), would typically attenuate at a lower rate,
approximately 3 to 4.5 dB each time the distance doubles from the source, that also depends on
ground absorption (Caltrans, 1998). Physical barriers located between a noise source and the noise
receptor, such as berms or sound walls, would increase the attenuation that occurs by distance
alone. Noise from large construction sites would have characteristics of both “point” and “line”
sources, so attenuation would likely range between 4.5 and 7.5 dB per doubling of distance.

Sensitive Receptors

The Napa County General Plan identifies noise-sensitive land uses as residences, churches, schools
and outdoor recreation areas. The Project site is bordered by industrial uses and Tower Road to the
north, industrial uses and Devlin Road to the east, Napa County airport to the west, and vacant land
and Devlin Road Transfer Station to the south. There are no noise-sensitive receptors nearby. The
nearest residence is located approximately 2,340 feet to the east of the Project site, across Highway
29 on Café¢ Court.

The Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) is a single value of a constant sound level for the same measurement period
duration, which has sound energy equal to the time—varying sound energy in the measurement period.

Ldn is the day—night average sound level that is equal to the 24-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level with a
10-decibel penalty applied to night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

CNEL is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained by addition of 5 decibels in the evening
from 7:00 to 10:00 p.m., and an addition of a 10—decibel penalty in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
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To quantify existing ambient noise levels, RCH Group conducted two long-term (72-hour) and
several short-term (10-minute) noise measurements on and nearby the Project site. Long-term
noise measurements were made using Metrosonics db308 Sound Level Meters calibrated before
and after the measurements. Short-term measurements were made using a Larson Davis
SoundTrack LxT Sound Level Meter calibrated before and after measurements. Table 3.10-2
summarizes the locations and results of the noise measurements. Figure 3.10-1 shows the
locations of the noise measurements. The main source of noise in and around the Project vicinity
is traffic-related noise on Devlin Road, Tower Road, and Highway 29 and existing Napa

Materials Diversion Facility (NMDF) operations. See Appendix F for 24-hour noise plots for

Sites 1 and 2.

TABLE 3.10-2 EXISTING NOISE LEVELS

Location

Time Period

Noise Levels (dB)

Noise Sources

Site 1: Northeastern NMDF
boundary, attached to a
tree, 60 feet south of
intersection of Tower Road
and Devlin Road.

Tuesday April 2, 12:00 a.m.

Through April 4,
11:59 p.m., 2024
Tuesday — Thursday

72-hour measurement

Hourly Leq’s ranged
from 52-76

CNELs: 73, 73, 74

Unattended noise
measurements do not identify
noise sources

Site 1: Northeastern NMDF
boundary, attached to a
tree, 60 feet south of
intersection of Tower Road
and Devlin Road.

Monday April 1, 2024
10:04 a.m. to 10:14 a.m.

S-minute Leq’s:
69, 71

Traffic on Devlin Road and
Tower Road was 77-85 dB.
Distant back-up beeper was
70 dB.

Site 2: Southeastern NMDF
boundary, attached to a
fence, 60 feet west of
centerline of Devlin Road.

Tuesday April 2, 12:00 a.m.

Through April 4,
11:59 p.m., 2024
Tuesday — Thursday

72-hour measurement

Hourly Leq’s ranged
from 44-74

CNELs: 66, 65, 69

Unattended noise
measurements do not
specifically identify noise
sources

Site 2: Southeastern NMDF
boundary, attached to a
fence, 60 feet west of
centerline of Devlin Road.

Monday April 1, 2024
10:19 a.m. to 10:29 a.m.

S-minute Leq’s:
60, 62

Traffic on Devlin Road was
68-74 dB. Forklift from
Project site operating nearby
was 62 dB.

Site 3: Middle of the
NMDF, near the entrance
to the vehicle scale.

Monday April 1, 2024
9:18 a.m. to 9:28 a.m.

S-minute Leq’s:
76, 64

Vehicle noise from large
trucks and passenger vehicles
leaving and entering the
NMDF was 59-87 dB.

Site 4: Northern boundary
of the NMDF, nearby
adjacent industrial uses.

Monday April 1, 2024
9:45 a.m. to 9:55 a.m.

S-minute Leq’s:
66, 61

Large trucks leaving
industrial site to the north was
75 dB. Maintenance worker
operating lawn mower nearby
was 59-68 dB. Distant
operational noise from NMDF
was 65 dB.

Site 5: 100 feet west of

Friday April 5, 2024

S-minute Leq’s:

Constant traffic from

Intersection of Tower Road | 9:06 a.m. to 9:16 a.m. 66, 68 Highway 29 was 70-83 dB.
and Highway 29
SOURCE: RCH GROUP, 2024
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Regulatory Context

Pertinent local noise regulations are discussed within the following section. There are no
applicable federal or State noise requirements.

Local

Napa County General Plan

The Napa County General Plan’s Community Character Element provides a framework to
regulate excessive noise levels and promotes compatibility of land uses with respect to noise. The
Napa County General Plan identifies vehicle traffic on highways and streets, construction,
agricultural activities, commercial and industrial operations, and trash pick-up as the major
sources of noise in the County (Napa County, 2008).

Napa County Municipal Code — Noise Ordinance

The Napa County Noise Ordinance (Chapter 8.16 of the Municipal Code) regulates excessive
noises that are detrimental to the public health, welfare, safety and quality or life of Napa County.
The following regulations are applicable to the Project:

Per Section 8.16.080(2)(a), operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment used
in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or demolition work between the hours of seven

p.m. and seven a.m., such that the sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance across a
residential or commercial real property line shall be prohibited, except for emergency work of
public service utilities or by variance issued by the appropriate authority.

Per Section 8.16.080(2)(b), where technical and economically feasible, construction activities

shall be conducted in a manner that the maximum noise levels at affected properties will not
exceed those listed in Table 8.16.080 (see Table 3.10-3).

TABLE 3.10-3. NOISE LIMITS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Residential Commercial Industrial
Daily: 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 75 dBA 80 dBA 85 dBA
Daily: 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA

SOURCE: Napa County Municipal Code, Table 8.16.080.

City of Napa 2040 General Plan

The City of Napa 2040 General Plan Safety and Noise Element provides a framework to
minimizing risks posed by excessive noise. The City of Napa 2040 General Plan identifies
vehicle traffic on highways and streets, trains, aircraft, car washes, construction, agricultural
activities, landscaping, and HVAC equipment as the major sources of noise in the City (City of
Napa, 2022).
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City of Napa Municipal Code

The City of Napa Municipal Code provides allowable construction hours. The following
regulation is relevant to the Project.

Per Section 8.08.025, Any person engaged in construction activity, other than construction
activity on an existing residential unit which such a person owns or rents, pursuant to any
provision of this code, shall limit said construction activity as follows: (A) Construction
activities throughout the entire duration of the project shall be limited to the hours of 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. There will be no start up of machines nor
equipment prior to 8:00 a.m., Monday through Friday; no delivery of materials nor equipment
prior to 7:30 a.m. nor past 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; no cleaning of machines nor
equipment past 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; no servicing of equipment past 6:45 p.m.,
Monday through Friday; and construction on weekends or legal holidays shall be limited to
the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., unless a permit shall first have been secured from the City
Manager, or designee, pursuant to Section 8.08.050 of this code. The City Manager, or
designee, shall grant such permit: (1) For emergency work; (2) Other work, if work and
equipment will not create noise that may be unreasonably offensive to neighbors as to
constitute a nuisance; or (3) If necessary to protect public health, safety, and welfare. (B) All
muffler systems on construction equipment shall be properly maintained. (C) All construction
equipment shall not be placed adjacent to developed areas unless said equipment is provided
with acoustical shielding. (D) All construction and grading equipment shall be shut down
when not actively in use. (E) Construction activity by or on behalf of a public agency, which
is necessary to avoid a disruption of a public project or to protect the public health, safety,
and welfare, shall be exempt from the time limitations of this section.

3.10.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a significant impact to
Noise if it would:

{  Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies;

1 Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; or

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

Topics with No Impact

Construction activities have the potential to result in varying degrees of temporary ground
vibration, depending on the specific construction equipment used and operations involved. In
most cases, vibration induced by typical construction equipment does not result in adverse effects
on people or structures (Caltrans, 2013). At the highest levels of vibration, damage to structures is
primarily architectural (e.g., loosening and cracking of plaster or stucco coatings) and rarely

Napa Renewable Resources Project 2.0 Draft EIR 3.10-6 January 2026



3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.10 NOISE

results in structural damage. Vibratory motion is commonly described by identifying the peak
particle velocity (PPV). For vibration, a PPV threshold of 0.5 inches per second or greater can
cause architectural damage and minor structural damage. The FTA recommends a threshold of 0.5
PPV for modern residential and commercial structures (FTA, 2006). Vibrational effects from
typical construction activities are only a concern within 25 feet of existing structures (Caltrans,
2002). Project construction would utilize typical construction equipment (i.e., no equipment that
generates high vibration like pile driving or blasting) and would occur at distances far greater
than 25 feet of existing structures, thus, vibration from construction equipment would be well
below the 0.5 PPV threshold at all oft-site structures. Therefore, construction of the Project would
not result in significant vibration impacts, and these impacts are not further discussed in this
analysis.

The Project is located directly east of the Napa County Airport. Figure CC-1 of the Napa County
General Plan shows the northwest portion of the Project site lies within the 55 dB, CNEL noise
contour. Since people currently working at the NMDF already are subject to noise levels within
the 55 dB, CNEL contour from the Napa County Airport, implementation of the Project would
not result in an increase in existing airport noise that would expose people working at the Project
site to excessive noise levels because the Project does not contain any facilities that would result
in an increase to the existing airport noise levels. Therefore, the Project would not result in any
airport noise impacts. Airport noise impacts are not further discussed in this analysis.

Impact Analysis

Impact 3.10.1: Construction of the Project could increase noise levels. (Less than
Significant)

Construction Related Noise Impacts

Construction would result in a temporary increase in noise levels in the vicinity of the Project.
Construction activities would include site grading, clearing and excavation work. Construction
would require noise-generating equipment, such as excavating machinery (e.g., excavators,
loaders, etc.) and other construction equipment (e.g., scrapers, dozers, compactors, trucks, etc.).
The noise levels generated by construction equipment can vary greatly depending upon factors
such as the type and specific model of the equipment, the operation being performed, the
condition of the equipment and the prevailing wind direction. The maximum noise levels for
various types of construction equipment that could be used during construction are provided in
Table 3.10-4. Maximum equipment noise levels could range from 74 to 89 dB, Lmax at 50 feet.

TABLE 3.10-4. TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

(Lmax)
Construction Equipment Noise Level (dB, Lmax at 50 feet)
Dump Truck 76
Air Compressor 78
Backhoe 78
Dozer 82
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Compactor (ground) 83
Crane 81
Excavator 81
Flat Bed Truck 74
Paver 77
Grader 85
Compressor (Air) 78
Generator 81
Roller 80
Vibratory Concrete Mixer 80
Concrete Mixer Truck 79
Jackhammer 89

NOTES: Lmax = maximum sound level

SOURCE: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, 2006.

As discussed above, the Project site is surrounded by industrial uses with no noise-sensitive
receptors nearby. Per Section 8.16.080(2)(b), construction activities shall be conducted in a
manner that the maximum noise levels at affected properties will not exceed 85 dB, Lmax at the
nearest industrial property line during daytime (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.). The nearest industrial
property line is approximately 70 feet from the closest construction activities that could occur on
the Southern Annexation Parcel. A potentially significant impact would occur if construction
noise exceeding 85 dB, Lmax at the nearest industrial property would occur during daytime hours

Construction equipment would not all operate at the same time or location because construction
equipment would not be in constant use during each workday at any given location or
construction phase (e.g., foundations, post-construction finishing, etc). For example, a dozer and
an excavator may be working on the Project site simultaneously but would not be working in
close proximity to one another at a given time due to the nature of their respective operations. An
excavator, loader, and dump truck were analyzed together for construction noise impacts (due to
their likelihood of being used in conjunction with one another) using the FHWA’s Roadway
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (See Appendix F for construction noise modeling).

Based on these assumptions, grading operations using an excavator, loader, and dump truck at the
nearest industrial property line would be 77.8 dB, Lmax. These noise levels would not exceed the
85 dB, Lmax daytime construction noise standard. This estimated construction noise level for
grading operations is very conservative because it is assumed that all equipment that is proposed
to be used for grading is present and operating simultaneously at the closest point to the nearest
industrial property line. Because construction occurring on-site would vary throughout the
Southern Annexation Parcel and noise from construction would depend on what stage of
construction is occurring, the noise levels at nearby industrial uses would be much lower than
77.8 dB, Lmax for most of the construction period. Furthermore, construction would be required
to comply with the construction hours in the City of Napa Municipal Code (between 7 a.m. to 7
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p.m. on weekdays and 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. on weekends). Therefore, noise impacts from construction
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.10.2: Operation of the Project could increase noise levels. (Less than Significant)

Operational Noise Impacts

As shown in Table 3.10-2, traffic noise on Devlin Road is the primary source of noise in and
around the Project vicinity and was observed as high as 85 dB, Lmax at the intersection of Tower
Road and Devlin Road and as high as 87 dB, Lmax near the entrance scale of the NMDF. The 24-
hour noise levels at the northeastern boundary of the NMDF were 73-74 dB, CNEL, indicating a
loud noise environment that is typical of an industrial area.

Once operational, the new Project facilities would be very similar to the existing industrial
facilities operating at the NMDF site. The introduction of the new Project facilities would not be
expected to generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of
surrounding industrial uses because of the high existing noise levels nearby the Project site. Any
minor increase in noise from the operation of new Project facilities would be typical of an
industrial use in an existing industrial area and would very likely be masked by existing traffic
noise on Devlin Road and Tower Road at off-site surrounding industrial uses.

A doubling of sound energy results in a 3 dB increase in sound, which means that a doubling of
sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of traffic on a road) would result in a barely perceptible
change in sound level. Because the surrounding off-site surrounding industrial uses already
experience high traffic noise levels, operation of new Project facilities would not be perceptible at
off-site surrounding industrial uses. As discussed above, the nearest residence is located
approximately 2,340 feet to the east of the Project site, across Highway 29 on Café Court. At this
distance, the increase in traffic would not result in a doubling of the volume of traffic on nearby
roadways (i.e., Highway 29). Thus, any minor increase in truck trips arriving to and leaving the
Project site would not be perceptible at the nearest residence. Therefore, operational noise impacts
from new Project facilities would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

3.10.3 REFERENCES
Caltrans. 1998. Technical Noise Supplement.

Caltrans. 2002. Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations.
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3.11 TRANSPORTATION

This section provides background information on the transportation system in the vicinity of the
Project site and outlines potential impacts to transportation that may result from the Project. A
discussion of federal, state, and local laws, policies, and regulations that influence transportation
systems are also presented in this section. Background traffic volumes, the environmental setting,
and impact analysis information presented in this section were obtained from the Traffic
Generation Analysis prepared for the Project by PHA Transportation Consultants (PHA, 2025;
see Appendix G).

3.11.1 SETTING

Project Site Access, Daily Vehicle Limit, and Existing Traffic

Napa Materials Diversion Facility (NMDF) is currently accessed via Levitin Way off Tower
Road which connects to Highway 29. Devlin Road runs parallel to the NMDF site and the
Southern Annexation Parcel and connects to Airport Boulevard to the north and South Kelly
Road to the south. Most site-related traffic uses Highway 29, Tower Road, South Kelly Road, and
Devlin Road (PHA, 2025).

NMDF operates under Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) 28-AA-0030, which limits the facility
to a maximum tonnage of 760 tons per day (tpd) and 386 waste hauling vehicles per day.
Employee and other maintenance or visitor vehicles are not included in this vehicle count limit.
Existing vehicle counts in 2023 provided by the City’s authorized operator Napa Recycling &
Waste Services (NRWS) indicate that October is the month with the highest vehicle count at
6,317 total waste hauling vehicles or 12,634 trips, representing inbound and outbound trips. The
average daily waste hauling vehicle count during October 2023 was 204 (6,317 vehicles/31 days).
Vehicle mix varies day-to-day at the Project site. Existing vehicle count data from October 2023
indicates that self-haul (pickup trucks) account for 41% of all waste hauling vehicles, collection
route trucks account for 44% and transport trucks account for 15%. NMDF currently has between
40 and 50 employees and maintenance workers traveling to the facility every day.

Future Traffic and Proposed Access Along Devlin Road

The Project proposes to increase the NMDEF’s overall permitted tonnage for all waste types to a
weekly average of 1,000 tpd with a daily peak of 1,500 tpd. The additional waste received with
the Project would be transported by route collection trucks or transport trucks; the added tonnage
would not be expected to increase self-haul vehicles (PHA, 2025). Future incoming waste
associated with the tonnage increase would arrive at the Project site via 10-ton garbage collection
trucks or 20-ton transfer trucks. The vehicle mix would vary daily and was assumed to be the
same as the existing condition (roughly three garbage collection trucks to one transfer truck).

Future Operation with 1,000 TPD (Weekly Average)

Assuming the same ratio of garbage collection trucks to transport trucks as the existing condition
(three garbage collection trucks to one transfer truck), the estimated average daily increase
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associated with the 240 tpd increase would result in an increase of 19 waste hauling vehicles
(heavy trucks) per day. However, the future biomass conversion facility (BCF) would eliminate 4
average daily truckloads (20-ton transfer trucks) of processed wood waste and compost that is
currently sent to Woodland Biomass Power Plant and Potrero Hills Landfill. The Project would
also require one additional light heavy duty diesel truck (miscellaneous business) and one diesel
fuel truck for transporting fuels to the site. Therefore, the Project would result in a net increase of
approximately 17 average daily heavy trucks (PHA, 2025).

Future Operation with 1,500 TPD (Peak Daily)

The existing NMDF is limited to a permitted peak daily tonnage limit of 760 tpd. Although the
Project would only increase the incoming tonnage limit by an average of 240 tpd, waste
approximately double the current permitted limit could be received on any given day under the
proposed peak daily limit of 1,500 tpd. If the amount of waste received approached the proposed
1,500 tpd peak daily limit on a given day, lower tonnage days would also occur during the given
week because the facility would also be restricted to the proposed 1,000 tpd weekly average
(PHA, 2025).

Assuming the same ratio of garbage collection trucks to transport trucks as the existing condition
(three garbage collection trucks to one transfer truck), the estimated peak daily tonnage increase
would result in an increase of 58 waste hauling vehicles (heavy trucks) on a peak day. As
previously stated, the future BCF would eliminate 4 average daily truckloads (20-ton transfer
trucks) of processed wood waste and compost that is currently sent to Woodland Biomass Power
Plant and Potrero Hills Landfill, and the Project would also require one additional light heavy
duty diesel truck (miscellaneous business) and one diesel fuel truck for transporting fuels to the
site. Therefore, the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 56 peak daily heavy
trucks (PHA, 2025).

Future Access to Southern Annexation Parcel

The proposed BCF on the Southern Annexation Parcel to be annexed into the City would be
accessed via a new driveway off of Devlin Road (see Figure 2-3) and existing NMDF access at
Levitin Way.

Regulatory Setting

Transportation policies, laws, and regulations that would apply to the Project are summarized
below. This information provides a context for the impact discussion related to the Project’s
consistency with applicable regulatory conditions. There are no federal environmental laws or
policies applicable to the Project’s transportation analysis.

State

Senate Bill 743

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743; Steinberg, 2013) governs the application of new State CEQA Guidelines
for addressing transportation impacts based on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). It was codified in
Public Resources Code §21099, and required changes to the guidelines implementing the analysis
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of transportation impacts in CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines) (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Div. 6,
Ch. 3, § 15000 et seq.). The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has proposed,
and the California Natural Resources Agency (Agency) has certified and adopted, changes to the
State CEQA Guidelines that identify VMT as the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s
transportation impacts. With the Agency’s certification and adoption of the changes to the State
CEQA Guidelines, automobile delay (traffic congestion), as measured by “level of service” and
other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under
CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3).)”

The major concern with “level of service” analyses is that fixing traffic congestion results in
better traffic flows, higher speeds, reduced times for trips, and decision making that favors more
driving (induced trip generation). Wider freeways and collector roads with less congestion induce
more traffic at higher speeds with resulting increases in greenhouse gases and traffic accidents
(OPR, 2020a).

The OPR document Technical Advisory On Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(Technical Advisory) (OPR, 2018) provides general direction regarding the methods to be
employed and significance criteria to evaluate VMT impacts, absent polices adopted by local
agencies. To achieve the State’s long-term climate goals, California needs to reduce per capita
VMT. The Technical Advisory is focused on the major contributors to VMT including
residential, office, and retail projects. The Technical Advisory does not mention solid waste
projects.

Caltrans LOS Criteria

With the implementation of SB 743, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has
indicated that for CEQA purposes LOS on State highways is no longer a significance criterion.
Instead, Caltrans recommends that a project’s impact on safety be evaluated. Caltrans recommends
that peak period queue lengths in comparison to available storage be the primary evaluation
criterion.

Local Regulations

Napa Valley Countywide Transportation Plan

The countywide transportation plan outlines priorities for the Napa Valley Transportation
Authority (NVTA) and Napa County’s transportation system to relieve congestion, improve
traffic safety, create more active transportation infrastructure, provide more reliable and frequent
bus service, and maintain and repair the existing transportation system (NVTA, 2021). The plan
sets the following six goals for Napa County’s transportation system.

Goal 1: Serve the transportation needs of the entire community regardless of age, income or
ability

Goal 2: Improve system safety in order to support all modes and serve all users.

Goal 3: Use taxpayer dollars efficiently.
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Goal 4: Promote Napa County’s economic suitability.
Goal 5: Minimize the energy and other resources required to move people and goods.
Goal 6: Prioritize the maintenance and rehabilitation of the existing system.

State Route 29 Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan

The State Route (SR) 29 Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan (CMCP) evaluates the most
constrained portion of SR 29 — an 11.5-mile portion that stretches from Imola Avenue (designated
SR 121 east of SR 29) in the City of Napa to SR 37 in the City of Vallejo. The objective of the
SR 29 CMCP is to develop a comprehensive multimodal package of prioritized improvements
that address the corridor’s pre-eminent issues, including:

{ Traffic congestion and delay;

! Increased crash risks for all users;

{1 Lack of low-stress multimodal connectivity;
f Reduced travel time and transit reliability;

The SR 29 CMCP builds on a solid foundation of plans, policy documents, and community
outreach efforts already completed along the SR 29 corridor. In particular, the SR 29 CMCP is a
continuation of the outreach, analysis, and findings from the SR 29 Gateway Corridor
Improvement Plan (NVTA, 2020).

City of Napa Local Roadway Safety Plan

The City of Napa’s Local Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP) is a comprehensive plan that creates a
framework to systematically identify and analyze traffic safety related issues and recommend
projects and countermeasures. It aims to reduce fatal and severe injury collisions through a
prioritized list of improvements that can enhance safety on local roadways.

The LRSP takes a proactive approach to addressing safety needs. It is viewed as a guidance
document that can be a source of information and ideas. It is also a living document, one that is
routinely reviewed and updated by City staff and their safety partners to reflect evolving collision
trends and community needs and priorities (City of Napa, 2022). The emphasis areas of the LRSP
are identified through the various types of collision and factors resulting in fatal and severe injury
collisions within the City of Napa. These seven emphasis areas of the LRSP are:

1. Improve Intersection Safety (Collisions within 250 feet of an intersection)
2. Address Rear End Collisions & Unsafe Speed Violations
3. Address Broadside Collisions

4. Improve Pedestrian Safety
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5. Address Nighttime Collisions
6. Address Driving Under the Influence (DUI) Collisions
7. Address Young Adult Party-at-Fault Collisions

The LRSP is a guidance document that is recommended to be updated every two to five years in
coordination with the safety partners. The LRSP document provides engineering, education,
enforcement, and emergency medical service-related countermeasures that can be implemented
throughout the City to reduce fatal and severe injury collisions. After implementing
countermeasures, the performance measures for each emphasis area should be evaluated annually.
The most important measure of success of the LRSP should be reducing fatal and severe injury
collisions throughout the City. If the number of fatal and severe injury collisions does not
decrease over time, then the emphasis areas and countermeasures should be re-evaluated (City of
Napa, 2022).

Napa County General Plan

The Circulation Element of the Napa County General Plan presents a summary of transportation
issues and presents goals, objectives, policies and action items intended to help Napa County
meet these and other challenges (Napa County, 2008). The following goals and policies specific
to transportation and circulation, and applicable to the Project.

Goal CIR-2: The County’s transportation system shall provide for safe and efficient
movement on well-maintained roads throughout the County, meeting the needs of Napa
County residents, businesses, employees, visitors, special needs populations, and the elderly.

City of Napa 2040 General Plan

The Transportation Element of the City of Napa 2040 General Plan establishes goals and policies
to enhance transportation options for Napa residents, workers, and visitors, and improve mobility
through increased connectivity and efficient management of existing infrastructure (City of Napa,
2022). The following goals and policies specific to transportation and circulation, and applicable
to the Project.

Policy TE 5-6: Evaluate new development and redevelopment projects for compliance with
adopted Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) significance thresholds.

3.11.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a significant impact to
Transportation if it would:

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

{1 Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.3, subdivision (b);
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1 Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);

1 Result in inadequate emergency access.

Topics with No Impact

The Project site would not impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency access plan.
The new private access driveway along Devlin Road would be designed to provide adequate
circulation for emergency vehicles, especially fire engines, and would improve emergency
vehicle access to the existing NMDF by adding a second entry/exit into the facility (see Figure 2-
3). These issues are not further discussed in this analysis.

Impact Analysis

Impact 3.11.1: The Project could conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. (Less than Significant).

Construction

Project construction would require worker automobile and heavy truck trips for the duration of
construction activities. Up to 25 construction workers would be onsite daily, earthwork would
require 608 heavy truck trips, and paving would require 704 truck trips. This short-term increase
in vehicle trips would not conflict with any applicable program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system. The Project site is an industrial area and there are no bike lanes
or paved pedestrian sidewalks near the Project site along Devlin Road and Tower Road. The
Project site and vicinity is not part of a County or City transit, bike, or pedestrian plan. There are
no public transit services in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the impact to applicable programs,
plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system would be less than significant.

Operation

As discussed above, the increase of the NMDF site’s overall permitted tonnage for all waste types
to a weekly average of 1,000 tpd with a daily peak of 1,500 tpd would result in approximately 17
new heavy trucks on an average day or 56 new heavy trucks on a peak day (an increase of
approximately 2 to 6 new heavy trucks during the peak hour). This increase in heavy trucks
would not require an increase in the NMDF’s existing permitted waste hauling vehicles per day.
This increase in new daily truck trips would not conflict with any applicable program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. The Project site is an industrial area and
there are no bike lanes or paved pedestrian sidewalks near the Project site along Devlin Road and
Tower Road. The Project site and vicinity is not part of a County or City transit, bike, or
pedestrian plan. There are no public transit services in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the impact
to applicable programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system would be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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Impact 3.11.2: The Project could conflict with or be inconsistent with State CEQA
Guidelines §15064.3, subdivision (b). (Less than Significant)

VMT refers to the amount and distance of vehicle travel attributable to a project. VMT generally

represents the number of vehicle trips generated by a project multiplied by the average trip length

for those trips. CEQA Guidelines §15064.3 provides guidance on determining the significance of

transportation impacts.

The full text of §15064.3 is provided below:

SECTION 15064.3. DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRANSPORTATION
IMPACTS

(a)

(b)

Purpose.

This section describes specific considerations for evaluating a project’s
transportation impacts. Generally, vehicle miles traveled is the most appropriate
measure of transportation impacts. For the purposes of this section, “vehicle miles
traveled” refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a
project. Other relevant considerations may include the effects of the project on
transit and non-motorized travel. Except as provided in subdivision (b)(2) below
(regarding roadway capacity), a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not
constitute a significant environmental impact.

Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts.

(1) Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of
significance may indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one-
half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high
quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant
transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the project
area compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than
significant transportation impact.

(2) Transportation Projects. Transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact
on, vehicle miles traveled should be presumed to cause a less than significant
transportation impact. For roadway capacity projects, agencies have discretion to
determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact consistent with
CEQA and other applicable requirements. To the extent that such impacts have
already been adequately addressed at a programmatic level, such as in a regional
transportation plan EIR, a lead agency may tier from that analysis as provided in
Section 15152.

(3) Qualitative Analysis. If existing models or methods are not available to estimate
the vehicle miles traveled for the particular project being considered, a lead
agency may analyze the project’s vehicle miles traveled qualitatively. Such a
qualitative analysis would evaluate factors such as the availability of transit,
proximity to other destinations, etc. For many projects, a qualitative analysis of
construction traffic may be appropriate.
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(4) Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate
methodology to evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to
express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other
measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles
traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based
on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles
traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be documented and
explained in the environmental document prepared for the project. The standard
of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this
section.

(c) Applicability.

The provisions of this section shall apply prospectively as described in section 15007.
A lead agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately.
Beginning on July 1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.

The California Governor’s OPR Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA provides general direction regarding the methods to be employed and significance criteria
to evaluate VMT impacts, absent polices adopted by local agencies. The directive addresses
several aspects of VMT impact analysis, and is organized as follows:

1 Screening Criteria: Screening criteria are intended to quickly identify when a project should
be expected to cause a less-than-significant VMT impact without conducting a detailed study.

1 Significance Thresholds: Significance thresholds define what constitutes an acceptable level
of VMT and what could be considered a significant level of VMT requiring mitigation.

1 Analysis Methodology: These are the potential procedures and tools for producing VMT
forecasts to use in the VMT impact assessment.

1 Mitigation: Projects that are found to have a significant VMT impact based on the County’s
significance thresholds are required to implement mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a
less-than-significant level (or to the extent feasible).

Screening Criteria

Screening criteria can be used to identify whether sufficient evidence exists to presume a project
would have a less-than-significant VMT impact without conducting a detailed study. However,
each project should be evaluated against the evidence supporting that screening criteria to
determine if it applies. Projects meeting at least one of the criteria below can be presumed to have
a less than significant VMT impact, absent substantial evidence that the project will lead to a
significant impact.

The extent to which the Project qualifies under each criterion is noted below.

1 Regional Truck Traffic: The OPR directive specially focuses on the need to evaluate
residential and employment-based travel, either from the standpoint of home-based trips or
through evaluation of commute trips associated with employment centers. Consistent with
Section 1564.3 of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts from regional truck traffic are not
included in the VMT estimates.

Napa Renewable Resources Project 2.0 Draft EIR 3.11-8 January 2026



3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.11 TRANSPORTATION

1 Small Projects: Defined as a project that generates 110 or fewer average daily vehicle trips.
1 Affordable Housing: Defined as a project consisting of deed-restricted affordable. housing.

1 Local-Serving Non-Residential Development: The directive notes that local serving retail uses
can reduce travel by offering customers more choices in closer proximity. Local serving retail
uses of 50,000 square feet or less can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact.

1 Projects in Low VMT-Generating Area: Defined as a residential or office project that is in a
VMT efficient area based on an available VMT Estimation Tool. The project must be
consistent in size and land use type (i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility) as the
surrounding built environment.

1 Proximity to High Quality Transit: The directive notes that employment and residential
development located within a half mile of a high-quality transit corridor can be presumed to
have a less-than-significant impact.

Project Trip Generation Estimates

The added traffic associated with the increased daily tonnage is all trucks, which is exempted
from VMT analysis according to the OPR. The OPR directive specially focuses on the need to
evaluate residential and employment-based travel, either from the standpoint of home-based trips
or through evaluation of commute trips associated with employment centers. Consistent with
Section 15604.3 of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts from regional truck traffic are not
included in the VMT estimates, but are considered from an operational standpoint as they relate
to safety. The Project would add approximately 6 new employees or 12 new daily automobile
trips. The Project’s VMT impacts can be presumed to be less than significant based on review of
the OPR directive’s screening criteria and general guidance. The OPR Small Project criteria is
applicable to the Project.! The Project is projected to generate approximately 12 new average
daily automobile trips. As the 110 average daily automobile trips threshold would not be
exceeded, the Project’s VMT impacts can be presumed to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

! Due to the very minimal increase in average daily automobile trips from an additional 6 new employees,
the OPR Small Project criteria was used as the most appropriate VMT threshold for the Project. There is no
additional evidence that suggests the Project would result in any other potentially significant VMT impacts
from the addition of 6 new employees. The OPR’s Small Project threshold is also consistent with Napa
County’s Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Guidelines (2022) Small Project thresholds. These guidelines state
that projects that generate 110 or fewer daily trips could be presumed to have a less than significant VMT
impact. https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3 1273/Napa-County-Traffic-Impact-Study-
TIS-Guidelines-February-2022-PDF
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Impact 3.11.3: The Project could substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature or incompatible uses. (Less than Significant)

Construction

Project construction activities would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature or incompatible use. Construction vehicles would use the existing NMDF access at
Levitin Way and when necessary, a portion of the Devlin Road right of way would be used
(traffic access would be maintained with at least one lane with flagger controls) until the new
private access driveway along Devlin Road to access the Southern Annexation Parcel is
developed (see Figure 2-3). The Project site is an industrial area and there are no bike lanes or
paved pedestrian sidewalks near the Project site along Devlin Road and Tower Road. Therefore,
impacts related to a new hazardous design feature or incompatible uses would be less than
significant.

Operation

The Project would add a new private access driveway along Devlin Road to access the Southern
Annexation Parcel (see Figure 2-3). The new access driveway along Devlin Road would be for
employees and maintenance workers but could also accommodate commercial vehicles. Most
commercial vehicles are expected to continue to use the current access at Levitin Way. The new
access driveway along Devlin Road would provide an excess of 200 feet of stopping sight
distance in both directions. The posted speed limit on Devlin Road is 35 miles per hour (mph) and
sight distance requirement is 150 feet (PHA, 2025). Therefore, impacts related to a new
hazardous design or feature, or permanent changes to roadways that would substantially increase
hazards or create incompatible uses would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

3.11.3 REFERENCES
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3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

This section evaluates potential impacts on public services, utilities, and service systems that

could result from the Project, including impacts to fire protection, water, wastewater, energy

suppliers, and solid waste. Stormwater drainage at the Project site is addressed in Section 3.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality.

3.12.1 SETTING

Regulatory Context
State

California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (enacted in 1969) gave the State’s Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) regulatory authority over State waters and water quality
policy. This act divided the State into nine regional basins, each under the jurisdiction of a
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to oversee water quality at the local and
regional level. Alameda County is overseen by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB.

California Energy Commission

The Warren-Alquist Act (enacted in 1974) established the California Energy Commission (CEC)
as the state’s primary energy policy and planning agency. The CEC regulates the provision of
natural gas and electricity within the State of California and is committed to reducing energy
costs, curtailing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and ensuring a safe, resilient, and reliable
supply of energy (CEC, 2024).

California Department of Resources and Recycling and Recovery

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) is the state agency
designated to oversee, manage, and track California’s 76 million tons of waste generated each
year. It is one of the six agencies under the umbrella of the California Environmental Protection
Agency. CalRecycle administers and provides oversight for all of California’ State-managed non-
hazardous waste handling and recycling program. CalRecycle provides training and ongoing
support for local enforcement agencies that regulate and inspect California’s active and closed
solid waste landfills (CalRecycle, 2019). The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (PRC
40050 et seq. or AB 939, codified in PRC 40000), administered by CalRecycle, requires all local
and county governments to adopt a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to identify means of
reducing the amount of solid waste sent to landfills. This law set reduction targets at 25 percent
by the year 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. To assist local jurisdictions in achieving these
targets, the California Solid Waste Reuse Recycling Access Act of 1991 requires all new
developments to include adequate, accessible, and convenient areas for collecting and loading
recyclable and green waste materials.
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State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Board

The primary responsibility for the protection of water quality in California rests with the SWRCB
and nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB sets statewide policy for the implementation of state and
federal laws and regulations. The RWQCBs adopt and implement Water Quality Control Plans
(Basin Plans), which recognize regional differences in natural water quality, actual and potential
beneficial uses, and water quality problems associated with human activities.

California Department of Water Resources

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is responsible for protecting, conserving,
developing, and managing much of California’s water supply. These duties include preventing
and responding to floods, droughts, and catastrophic events; informing and educating the public
on water issues; developing scientific solutions; restoring habitats; planning for future water
needs, climate change impacts, and flood protection; constructing and maintaining facilities;
generating power; ensuring public safety; and providing recreational opportunities. California
Water Code Section 13260 California Water Code Section 13260 requires any person who
discharges waste, other than into a community sewer system, or proposes to discharge waste that
could affect the quality of waters of the State to submit a report of waste discharge to the
applicable RWQCB.

California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989 or Assembly Bill 939

Pursuant to the California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989 (Public Resources
Code [PRC] Section 40050, et seq.) or Assembly Bill (AB) 939, all cities in California are
required to reduce the amount of solid waste disposed in landfills. AB 939 required a reduction of
25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000. Contracts that include work that will generate solid
waste, including construction and demolition debris, have been targeted for participation in
source- reduction, reuse, and recycling programs.

Assembly Bill 341

Since the passage of AB 939, diversion rates in California have been reduced to approximately 65
percent, the statewide recycling rate is approximately 50 percent, and the beverage container
recycling rate is approximately 80 percent. In 2011, the State passed AB 341, which established a
policy goal that a minimum of 75 percent of solid waste must be reduced, recycled, or composted
by the year 2020. The State provided the following strategies to achieve that 75 percent goal:

1. Moving organics out of the landfill;
2. Expanding the recycling/manufacturing infrastructure;

3. Exploring new approaches for state and local funding of sustainable waste management
programs;

4. Promoting state procurement of post-consumer recycled content products; and

5. Promoting extended producer responsibility.
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To achieve these strategies, the State recommended legislative and regulatory changes including
mandatory organics recycling, solid waste facility inspections, and revising packaging. With
regard to construction and demolition, the State recommended an expansion of California Green
Building Code standards that incentivize green building practices and increase diversion of
recoverable construction and demolition materials. Current standards require 50 percent waste
diversion on construction and some renovation projects, although this may be raised to 65 percent
for nonresidential construction in upcoming changes to the standards. The State also recommends
promotion of the recovery of construction and demolition materials suitable for reuse, compost or
anaerobic digestion before residual wastes are considered for energy recovery.

California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 or Senate Bill 1327

The California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (PRC Chapter 18)
identified a lack of adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials, resulting in a
significant impediment to diverting solid waste. This act requires state and local agencies to
address access to solid waste for source reduction, recycling, and composting activities. Each
local agency must adopt an ordinance related to adequate areas for collecting and loading
recyclable materials for development projects.

Senate Bill 1383

SB 1383 established targets to achieve a 50 percent reduction in the level of statewide disposal of
organic material from the 2014 level by 2020 and a 75 percent reduction by 2025. SB 1383 is part
of the State’s broader 2030 Climate Change Strategy to reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030.

Local

California Fire Code

Chapter 15.32 of the Napa County Municipal Code (NCMC) adopts the California Fire Code in
its entirety. The California Fire Code is updated every three years, and provides standards for
emergency planning and preparedness, fire service features, fire protection services, hazardous
materials, fire flow requirements, and fire hydrant location and distribution. In addition, the Fire
Code authorizes the Fire Chief to specify water supply and road design standards.

City of Napa 2040 General Plan

The policies, goals, and implementation measures in the City of Napa 2040 General Plan for
public services, utilities, and service systems applicable to the Project are provided below.

Goal CSPR-7: Provide for solid waste and recycling services to meet the needs of current and
future residents and businesses.

Policy CSPR 7-1: Safely manage solid waste management services in a manner that provides
for future growth of the City of Napa.

Goal CSPR-8: Improve programs to reduce waste accumulation in landfills.
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Policy CSPR 8-1: Promote sustainability measures for businesses and residents to reduce
waste, such as municipal composting, recycling, and expanded education on the benefits of
the green waste recycling program.

Policy CSPR 8-4: Promote safe, attractive, and environmentally-sensitive new technologies
that help further sustainable practices.

Policy CSPR 8-5: Implement all aspects of SB 1383 (Mandatory Organics) including
collection and capture of compostable and recyclable materials from residential, commercial
and industrial generators within the City. SB 1383 is broad-reaching in scope with
requirements for auditing, enforcement, edible food recovery and local use of organic
products like compost and mulch.

Policy CSPR 8-6: Incorporate BioEnergy and dry Anerobic Digestion technology at City’s
Materials Diversion Facility. Use of these technologies would capture and create renewable
and sustainable energy from compostable organic materials. It would also provide a
significant local contribution towards progress on climate action.

Policy CSPR 8-7: Support programs to reach the statewide goal of ensuring that 75 percent of
solid waste generated is either reduced at source, recycled, or composted from the year 2020
forward, per AB 341, SB 1383, and the City’s own Disposal Reduction Policy (R2012-100).

Public Service Providers

Fire Protection

The Napa County Fire Department (NCFD) provides fire protection services to the Napa
Materials Diversion Facility (NMDF) site in the event of a fire emergency and would provide
services to the expanded areas under the Project. The nearest NCFD Station is Greenwood Ranch
Station, approximately '4 mile north of the Project site.

Police Protection

The Napa County Sheriff’s Department provides police protection services to the NMDF site in
the event of an emergency and would provide services to the expanded areas under the Project.
The Napa County Sherrif’s Department is located approximately %2 mile north of the Project site.

Schools

There are no existing schools that are within one-quarter mile of the Project site. The nearest
school is Napa Junction Magnet Elementary School approximately 1.8 miles south of the Project
site.

Water

The NMDF is served by the City of American Canyon's Department of Public Works for
domestic and fire water. The Southern Annexation Parcel would connect to these existing utilities
on the NMDF site. The Southern Annexation Parcel would also include a new connection to the
City of American Canyon's Department of Public Works for reclaimed water. The reclaimed
water connection point is in the right-of-way of Devlin Road adjacent to the Southern Annexation
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Parcel. Stormwater can also be drawn from the on-site retention basins for use as process water at
NMDF.

Sewer

The NMDF is served by the City of American Canyon's Department of Public Works for
wastewater. The Southern Annexation Parcel would connect to the existing sanitary sewer forced
main on the NMDF site.

Electric Power

Electric power on-site is provided to NMDF by PG&E. The Southern Annexation Parcel would
connect to the existing electrical line on the NMDF site.

Natural Gas

Natural gas is provided to NMDF by PG&E. The Anaerobic Digestion Facility (ADF) would
connect to the existing natural gas line on the NMDF site for the boiler, pilot flare, and
emergency generator. The Biomass Conversion Facility (BCF) would use propane for the pilot
flare and the natural gas line would not be extended to the Southern Annexation Parcel.

Telecommunications

Telecommunications at the Project site would be provided by wireless technology providers for
internet and telephone services.

Solid Waste

The NMDF currently receives and processes all solid waste, compostable and recyclable
materials generated within the City that are collected by the City’s authorized operator Napa
Recycling & Waste Services (NRWS). The NMDF site also receives, and processes materials
delivered by haulers servicing surrounding jurisdictions (such as unincorporated Napa County)
and by private (self-haul) customers. Current operations at the NMDF site include receiving,
storing, processing, recycling, and composting waste materials from residential, commercial, and
industrial sectors. The NMDF site operates under Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) 28-AA-
0030.

3.12.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a significant impact to
Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems if it would:

{1 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities;
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1 Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects;

{1 Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years;

{1 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments;

1 Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals; or

1 Not comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste.

Topics with No Impact

The Project would expand NMDF operations to the Southern Annexation Parcel for the
development of the BCF. The Project area is highly industrial and developed with existing solid
waste facilities (NMDF and Devlin Road Transfer Station). Future operations at NMDF would be
within the scope of activities that currently occur onsite and there is no expectation that
development of the Project would result in increased calls for fire and police protection services
or result in any changes to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives. The Project would only require six additional employees and would
result in negligible population growth and associated use of schools, parks or other public
facilities. Therefore, the Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with new or physically altered governmental facilities. These issues are not further
discussed in this section.

Impact Analysis

Impact 3.12.1: The Project could require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunication facilities, which could cause significant environmental effects.
(Less than Significant)

The Project would require expanded utilities to the Southern Annexation Parcel for operation of
the BCF. These utilities include domestic water, reclaimed water, electricity, wastewater, and
telecommunication. Construction and operation of these expanded utilities have been analyzed
throughout this EIR, in sections including but not limited to Section 3.2, Air Quality; Section 3.3,
Biological Resources; Section 3.4, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources; Section 3.5,
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Section 3.7; Hazards
and Hazardous Materials; Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 3.10, Noise; and
Section 3.13, Energy. These expanded utilities would only be developed on the Project site and
are currently available on the existing NMDF site to the north for all utilities except for reclaimed
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water, which is available in the right-of-way of Devlin Road adjacent to the Southern Annexation
Parcel.

Utility extensions within the Southern Annexation Parcel would result in trenching and utility
placement at shallow depths (likely 1 to 3 feet), which would limit the potential for significant
effects. As detailed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, with the implementation of Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) basic dust control measures, fugitive dust impacts from soil
disturbance during construction activities would be less than significant. As detailed in Section
3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, compliance with the requirements of the Construction General
Permit (CGP), including the implementation of associated Best management Practices (BMPs) as
part of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as well as incorporation of erosion
and sediment controls required under the City’s Standard Specifications and implemented via a
City Grading Permit, would prevent the discharge of pollutants to surface waters or groundwater
and minimize or eliminate potential degradation of surface water or groundwater quality during
construction of the Project, and water quality impacts during construction would be less than
significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in new or expanded facilities that could cause
significant environmental effects and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.12.2: The Project could have water demands greater than water supplies. (Less
than Significant)

Current NMDF operations use water for dust control, equipment cleaning, composting, and
landscaping irrigation. Based on 2024 data, existing NMDF operations use an average of
approximately 15,800 gallons per day of domestic water supplied by City of American Canyon.
The ADF and BCF would not significantly increase water demand as the BCF would use
approximately 2,400 gallons per day and the water demand of the ADF would be negligible as
water is recirculated and not consumed in the process. The BCF would also connect to the City of
American Canyon’s reclaimed water infrastructure, reducing domestic water demand. The BCF
uses a closed-loop system for process water, which minimizes additional water demand. This
system recirculates water within the facility, reducing the need for fresh water and mitigating
potential increases in consumption. Additionally, the NMDF has an existing stormwater
management system, including filtration, storage, and retention ponds, to capture and reuse
stormwater, further reducing reliance on external water supplies. Based on all of the above, the
Project would result in a negligible increase on water supply compared to existing conditions and
would not the impair the City of American Canyon from accommodating future water needs
during normal years, single dry years, and multiple dry years. Therefore, impacts related to water
demand would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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Impact 3.12.3: The Project could have an impact on a wastewater treatment provider. (Less
than Significant)

NMDF’s primary wastewater sources stem from operational processes such as equipment
cleaning, composting, and the use of water for dust control. With the increase in permitted daily
tonnage and the addition of new facilities like the BCF and ADF, wastewater generation could
slightly increase. However, these increases are expected to be minor due to the design and
operation of the new facilities. The BCF employs a closed-loop system for its process water,
reducing the need for fresh water and minimizing wastewater discharge. This system recirculates
water within the facility, effectively reducing the impact on external wastewater treatment
providers. The ADF recirculates water and produces digestate that is separated into liquid and
solid fractions using screw presses that are valuable as agricultural fertilizers and would not be
disposed through wastewater utilities onsite. Therefore, the Project would not result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider (City of American Canyon) that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.12.4: The Project could generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards,
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure and would comply with federal, state and
local management statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)

Construction

The Project would generate solid waste during construction, typical of any other construction
project, which would likely consist of construction debris and construction worker common
waste. The solid waste would be removed and transferred for disposal to a permitted solid waste
facility within the region and would have a negligible impact on the capacity of the solid waste
facilities and infrastructure that eventually receive the Project construction waste. Furthermore,
the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) includes a waste diversion mandate,
which requires that at least 65 percent of construction materials generated during new
construction or demolition projects are diverted from landfills (in response to AB 341). No other
federal, state or local regulations related to solid waste would apply to the Project. Therefore,
construction of the Project would have a less-than-significant impact.

Operation

The Project would also generate solid waste during operation. Solid waste generated from
operations would consist of common waste from the additional six employees generated by the
Project. The operational waste generated by the Project, such as general building waste (e.g.,
paper, cardboard, plastic) and operational waste from equipment maintenance would be removed
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and transferred for disposal to a permitted solid waste facility within the region, ensuring proper
disposal and recycling as per regulatory requirements. The solid waste generated during Project
operation would have a negligible impact on the capacity of the solid waste facilities and
infrastructure that eventually receive the waste.

The Project would comply with AB 939 solid waste diversion requirements by sourcing materials
from local and regional waste disposal facilities for processing. The Project would assist with the
waste diversion goals of SB 1383 and would accommodate other jurisdictions, particularly as the
amount of organic materials captured increases as a result of SB 1383. The Project would assist
with the goals of AB 341 and SB 1327 by assisiting in diverting waste (including organics) from
landfills and by developing organics processing technologies for beneficial re-use that generates
renewable electricity and vehicles fuels. Furthermore, the Project is consistent with the City’s
General Plan policies adopted for solid waste as the Project increases capacity ensuring the needs
of future residents and businesses, reduces waste accumulation in landfills, incorporates
bioenergy and anaerobic digestion technologies at NMDF, and supports the statewide recycling
goal of 75 percent.

The amount of solid waste generated during Project operation would not cause the maximum
permitted use capacity of local and regional landfills to be exceeded or significantly diminished,
and operation of the Project would reduce landfill disposal of waste and assist with landfill
diversion of waste. The Project would be required to comply with all applicable local and state
solid waste diversion, minimization and recycling regulations. Therefore, operation of the Project
would have a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

3.12.3 REFERENCES

CEC. 2021. https://www.energy.ca.gov/about. Accessed June 4, 2025.

City of Napa. 2022. City of Napa 2040 General Plan.
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3.13 ENERGY

This section describes the energy setting and evaluates potential impacts to energy resources. This
section was prepared pursuant State CEQA Guidelines Section §15126 and State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix F, which require that EIR include a discussion of the potential energy
impacts of projects. The analyses within this section consider whether the Project would result in
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy. Energy resources required for the
Project would include electricity, natural gas, and petroleum fuels. These energy resources would
be required for construction and operation of the Project.

3.13.1 SETTING

Regulatory Setting
Federal

Energy Policy and Conservation Act

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 established nationwide fuel economy standards
to conserve oil. Pursuant to this Act, the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration,
part of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), is responsible for revising existing fuel
economy standards and establishing new vehicle economy standards.

The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) program was established to determine vehicle
manufacturer compliance with the government’s fuel economy standards. Compliance with the
CAFE standards is determined based on each manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the
portion of their vehicles produced for sale in the country. USEPA calculates a CAFE value for
each manufacturer based on the city and highway fuel economy test results and vehicle sales. The
CAFE values are a weighted harmonic average of the USEPA city and highway fuel economy
test results. Based on information generated under the CAFE program, DOT is authorized to
assess penalties for the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007.

Energy Policy Act of 1992 and 2005

The Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct) was passed to reduce the country’s dependence on
foreign petroleum and improve air quality. The EPAct includes several parts intended to build an
inventory of alternative fuel vehicles in large, centrally-fueled fleets in metropolitan areas. The
EPAct requires certain federal, state, and local government and private fleets to purchase a
percentage of light-duty alternative fuel vehicles. In addition, financial incentives are also
included in The EPAct. Federal tax deductions are allowed for businesses and individuals to
cover the incremental cost of alternative fuel vehicles. States are also required by The EPAct to
consider a variety of incentive programs to help promote alternative fuel vehicles. The Energy
Policy Act of 2005 provides renewed and expanded tax credits for electricity generated by
qualified energy sources, such as landfill gas; provides bond financing, tax incentives, grants, and
loan guarantees for clean renewable energy and rural community electrification; and establishes a
federal purchase requirement for renewable energy.
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Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 is designed to improve vehicle fuel economy
and help reduce U.S. dependence on oil. It represents a major step forward in expanding the
production of renewable fuels, reducing dependence on oil, and confronting global climate
change. The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 increases the supply of alternative
fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel Standard requiring fuel producers to use at
least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022.

By addressing renewable fuels and the CAFE standards, the Energy Independence and Security
Act of 2007 builds on progress made by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 in setting out a
comprehensive national energy strategy for the 21st century.

State

Integrated Energy Policy Report

Senate Bill (SB) 1389 (Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) required the CEC to: “conduct assessments
and forecasts of all aspects of energy industry supply, production, transportation, delivery and
distribution, demand, and prices. The Energy Commission shall use these assessments and
forecasts to develop energy policies that conserve resources, protect the environment, ensure
energy reliability, enhance the state’s economy, and protect public health and safety” (Public
Resources Code Section 25301(a)). This work culminated in the Integrated Energy Policy Report
(IEPR).

The CEC adopts an IEPR every two years and an update every other year. The 2022 IEPR Update
is the most recent IEPR, which was adopted February 28, 2023. The 2024 IEPR Update remains
in draft form, with adoption delayed beyond the initially scheduled March 17, 2025 Business
Meeting. The 2022 IEPR Update provides a summary of priority energy issues currently facing
the State, outlining strategies and recommendations to further the State’s goal of ensuring
reliable, affordable, and environmentally-responsible energy sources. The 2022 IEPR Update
provides an analysis of electricity sector trends, building decarbonization and energy efficiency,
zero-emission vehicles, energy equity, climate change adaptation, electricity reliability in
Southern California, natural gas assessment, and electricity, natural gas, and transportation energy
demand forecasts (CEC, 2023).

Senate Bill 1078, 350 and 100: California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program

SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) establishes a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) for
electricity supply. The RPS required that retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned
utilities and community choice aggregators, provide 20 percent of their supply from renewable
sources by 2017. The program was accelerated in 2015 with SB 350, which mandated a

50 percent RPS by 2030. SB 350 includes interim annual RPS targets with three-year compliance
periods and requires 65% of RPS procurement to be derived from long-term contracts of 10 or
more years. In 2018, SB 100 was signed into law, which again increases the RPS to 60% by 2030
and requires all the state's electricity to come from carbon-free resources by 2045.

Napa Renewable Resources Project 2.0 Draft EIR 3.13-2 January 2026



3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.13 ENERGY

Senate Bill X1-2: California Renewable Energy Resources Act

SB X1-2 of 2011 requires all California utilities to generate 33 percent of their electricity from
renewables by 2020. SB X1-2 sets a three-stage compliance period requiring all California
utilities, including independently-owned utilities, energy service providers, and community
choice aggregators, to generate 20 percent of their electricity from renewables by December 31,
2013; 25 percent by December 31, 2016; and 33 percent by December 31, 2020. SB X1-2 also
requires the renewable electricity standard to be met increasingly with renewable energy that is
supplied to the California grid from sources within, or directly proximate to, California. SB X1-2
mandates that renewables from these sources make up at least 50 percent of the total renewable
energy for the 2011-2013 compliance period, at least 65 percent for the 2014-2016 compliance
period, and at least 75 percent for 2016 and beyond.

Energy Action Plan

The first Energy Action Plan (EAP) emerged in 2003 from a crisis atmosphere in California’s
energy markets. The State’s three major energy policy agencies (CEC, CPUC, and the Consumer
Power and Conservation Financing Authority [established under deregulation and now defunct])
came together to develop one high-level, coherent approach to meeting California’s electricity
and natural gas needs. It was the first time that energy policy agencies formally collaborated to
define a common vision and set of strategies to address California’s future energy needs and
emphasize the importance of the impacts of energy policy on the California environment.

In the October 2005 Energy Action Plan II, CEC and CPUC updated their energy policy vision by
adding some important dimensions to the policy areas included in the original EAP, such as the
emerging importance of climate change, transportation-related energy issues and research and
development activities. CEC recently adopted an update to the EAP II in February 2008 that
supplements the earlier EAPs and examines the State’s ongoing actions in the context of global
climate change.

Assembly Bill 1007: State Alternatives Fuel Plan

AB 1007 (Chapter 371, Statues of 2005) required the CEC to prepare a state plan to increase the
use of alternative fuels in California. The CEC prepared the State Alternative Fuels Plan (SAF
Plan) in partnership with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and in consultation with
other State, federal, and local agencies. The SAF Plan presents strategies and actions California
must take to increase the use of alternative non-petroleum fuels in a manner that minimizes the
costs to California and maximizes the economic benefits of in-state production. The SAF Plan
assessed various alternative fuels and developed fuel portfolios to meet California’s goals to
reduce petroleum consumption, increase alternative fuel use, reduce GHG emissions, and increase
in-state production of biofuels without causing a significant degradation of public health and
environmental quality.

Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and Climate Change Scoping Plan and Update

Reducing GHG emissions in California has been the focus of the state government for
approximately two decades. GHG emission targets established by the state legislature include
reducing statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (AB 32 of 2006) and reducing them to
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40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (SB 32 of 2016). Executive Order S-3-05 calls for
statewide GHG emissions to be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017 Scoping Plan), prepared by CARB,
outlines the main strategies California will implement to achieve the legislated GHG emission
target for 2030 and “substantially advance toward our 2050 climate goals” (CARB, 2017). It
identifies the reductions needed by each GHG emission sector (e.g., transportation, industry,
electricity generation, agriculture, commercial and residential, pollutants with high global
warming potential, and recycling and waste). In 2018, electricity generation accounted for

15 percent of the State’s GHG emissions (CARB, 2020). California plans to significantly reduce
GHG emissions from the energy sector through the development of renewable electricity
generation in the form of solar, wind, geothermal, hydraulic, and biomass generation. The State is
on target meet the SB X1-2-33 percent renewable energy target by 2020 and will continue to
increase statewide renewable energy to 60 percent by 2030, as directed by SB 100. Additionally,
the State will further its climate goals through improving the energy efficiency of residential and
non-residential buildings by continual updates (i.e., every three years) to the Energy Code, which
contains mandatory and prescriptive energy efficiency standards for all new construction.

Low Carbon Fuel Standard

Under the Climate Change Scoping Plan, the CARB identified the low carbon fuel standard
(LCFS) as one of the nine discrete early action measures to reduce California’s GHG emissions.
The LCFS is designed to decrease the carbon intensity of California's transportation fuel pool and
provide an increasing range of low-carbon and renewable alternatives, which reduce petroleum
dependency and achieve air quality benefits.

In 2018, the CARB approved amendments to the regulation, which included strengthening and
smoothing the carbon intensity benchmarks through 2030 in-line with California's 2030 GHG
emission reduction target enacted through SB 32, adding new crediting opportunities to promote
zero emission vehicle adoption, alternative jet fuel, carbon capture and sequestration, and
advanced technologies to achieve deep decarbonization in the transportation sector.

The LCFS standards are expressed in terms of the "carbon intensity" (CI) of gasoline and diesel
fuel and their respective substitutes. The program is based on the principle that each fuel has "life
cycle" GHG emissions and the life cycle assessment examines the GHG emissions associated
with the production, transportation, and use of a given fuel. The life cycle assessment includes
direct emissions associated with producing, transporting, and using the fuels, as well as
significant indirect effects on GHG emissions, such as changes in land use for some biofuels. The
carbon intensity scores assessed for each fuel are compared to a declining CI benchmark for each
year. Low carbon fuels below the benchmark generate credits, while fuels above the CI benchmark
generate deficits. Credits and deficits are denominated in metric tons of GHG emissions. Providers
of transportation fuels must demonstrate that the mix of fuels they supply for use in California
meets the LCFS carbon intensity standards, or benchmarks, for each annual compliance period. A
deficit generator meets its compliance obligation by ensuring that the amount of credits it earns or
otherwise acquires from another party is equal to, or greater than, the deficits it has incurred.
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Executive Order B-48-18 and Assembly Bill 2127

The California Governor issued Executive Order B-48-18 on January 26, 2018 that orders all
state entities to work with the private sector to put at least five million zero-emission vehicles on
California roads by 2030 and to install 200 hydrogen fueling stations and 250,000 EV chargers by
2025. Currently there are approximately 350,000 electric vehicles operating in California, which
represents approximately 1.5 percent of the 24 million vehicles total currently operating in
California. Implementation of Executive Order B-48-18 would result in approximately 20 percent
of all vehicles in California to be zero emission electric vehicles. Assembly Bill 2127 (AB 2127)
was codified into statute on September 13, 2018 and requires that the California Energy
Commission working with the State Air Resources Board prepare biannual assessments of the
statewide EV charging infrastructure needed to support the levels of zero emission vehicle
adoption required for the State to meet its goals of putting at least 5 million zero emission
vehicles on California roads by 2030.

Executive Order N-79-20

The California Governor issued Executive Order N-79-20 on September 23, 2020, that requires
all new passenger cars and trucks and commercial drayage trucks sold in California to be zero-
emissions by the year 2035 and all medium- heavy-duty vehicles (commercial trucks) sold in the
state to be zero-emission by 2045 for all operations where feasible. Executive Order N-79-20 also
requires all off-road vehicles and equipment to transition to 100 percent zero-emission
equipment, where feasible by 2035.

Senate Bill 1020

Senate Bill 1020 (SB 1020) was adopted September 16, 2022 and would speed up the timeline
retail electricity is supplied by renewable energy sources over the prior adoption timelines
provided in SB 100, SB 350, SB 1078, SB 107, and SB X1-2. SB 1020 requires that retail sales of
electricity are from renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 90 percent by
December 31, 2035, 95 percent by December 31, 2040, and 100 percent by December 31, 2045.

California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6)

The energy consumption of new residential and nonresidential buildings in California is regulated
by the state’s Title 24, Part 6, Building Energy Efficiency Standards (California Energy Code).
The California Energy Code was established by CEC in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate
to create uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption and provide energy
efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. CEC updates the California
Energy Code every 3 years with more stringent design requirements for reduced energy
consumption, which results in the generation of fewer GHG emissions.

The 2025 California Energy Code was adopted by the CEC on September 11, 2025, and applies to
projects constructed after January 1, 2026. The building efficiency standards are enforced through
the local plan check and building permit process. Local government agencies may adopt and
enforce additional energy standards for new buildings as reasonably necessary in response to local
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climatologic, geologic, or topographic conditions, provided that these standards exceed those in the
California Energy Code.

California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11)

The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) is part 11 of Title 24, California
Code of Regulations. CALGreen is the first-in-the-nation mandatory green building standards
code, developed in an effort to meet the goals of California’s landmark initiative AB 32, which
established a comprehensive program of cost-effective reductions of GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. CALGreen includes a waste diversion mandate, which requires that at least 65
percent of construction materials generated during new construction or demolition projects are
diverted from landfills.

Environmental Setting

Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity and natural gas services are provided to the Project site by Pacific Gas & Electric
(PG&E). In 2023, statewide electricity generation was 215,625 gigawatt hours (GWh) of electric
power (CEC, 2024). In 2023, California statewide natural gas consumption was approximately
2,087,461 million cubic feet (USEIA, 2025).

Petroleum Fuels

The Project would consume petroleum-based fuels during construction for onsite heavy
equipment and vehicles (worker automobiles and haul trucks). In 2024, statewide gasoline sales
were approximately 36,712,000 gallons per day, and diesel fuel sales were approximately
9,589,000 gallons per day (CA Dept of Tax and Fee Administration, 2025).

3.13.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a significant impact to
Energy if it would:

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

{1 Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Impact Analysis

Impact 3.13.1: Project construction or operation could result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources. (Less than Significant)

The Project would consume energy resources during temporary construction activities and long-
term operations.
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Construction

Construction activities are a temporary and one-time direct source of energy consumption.
Construction activities would consume petroleum fuels (primarily diesel and gasoline) through
the operation of heavy off-road equipment, trucks, and worker automobiles. Electricity could be
used for lighting and other equipment such as air compressors, however the amount consumed
would be minimal. Natural gas would not be consumed during construction activities.

Construction of the Project would utilize fuel efficient equipment and trucks consistent with state
regulations and would be consistent with state regulations intended to reduce the inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy, such as anti-idling and emissions regulations.
Construction activities would comply with the California’s Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen) waste diversion mandate, which requires that at least 65 percent of construction
materials generated during new construction or demolition projects are diverted from landfills.

Project construction fuel usage estimates were developed for the Project using standard fuel
conversion factors (USEIA, 2024) and the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)
results for the air quality and GHG emissions analyses (see Appendix C). Construction was
estimated to consume a total of approximately 61,598 gallons of diesel fuel and 7,719 gallons of
gasoline. Therefore, total fuel usage for construction of the Project would represent approximately
0.005 percent of statewide annual diesel consumption and approximately 0.0004 percent of
statewide annual gasoline consumption.

Construction would result in the temporary consumption of energy resources in order to develop
the Project that would include many energy efficient features and generate renewable energy. The
consumption of energy resources during Project construction would not result in a wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Therefore, Project construction
would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Baseline Operation

Energy consumption associated with the baseline conditions include electricity, natural gas, and
petroleum fuel consumption for operation of buildings, vehicles, and equipment. Baseline
operations consume approximately 22,447 gallons of gasoline per year from motor vehicles.
Baseline operations consume approximately 1,107,586 gallons of diesel per year from heavy
trucks and offroad equipment and approximately 284,037 diesel gallon equivalents (dge) of
natural gas from the collection vehicles.

Project Operation

Long-term energy consumption associated with the Project would include electricity, natural gas,
and petroleum fuel consumption for operation of buildings, vehicles, and equipment. The biomass
conversion facility (BCF) would generate renewable electricity, and the anaerobic digestion
facility (ADF) would generate renewable natural gas (RNG).

The BCF is estimated to generate up to 13,140 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity annually.
The BCF is designed to generate renewable electricity to be used onsite to power the Napa
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Materials Diversion Facility (NMDF) operations, with excess electricity exported to the local
electrical grid. Therefore, the Project would eliminate the need to import electricity to the Project
site. The ADF would generate 440,000 dge of RNG annually, which would be used to fuel
collection vehicles at NMDF.

Full Project buildout (baseline plus future project) is estimated to consume approximately 25,140
gallons of gasoline per year from motor vehicles and approximately 1,265,616 gallons of diesel
per year from heavy trucks and offroad equipment and approximately 421,563 dge of natural gas
from the collection vehicles.

Therefore, the Project would increase fuel consumption (compared to the baseline) by
approximately 2,694 gallons of gasoline per year from motor vehicles, approximately 158,030
gallons of diesel per year from heavy trucks and offroad equipment, and approximately 137,526
dge of natural gas from the collection vehicles. However, the increase in natural gas consumption
for new collection vehicles under the Project would be completely offset by RNG produced by
the ADF. Furthermore, the ADF would allow existing collection vehicles (under the baseline)
currently fueled by non-renewable natural gas to transition to RNG, reducing the demand for
fossil fuels.

While the Project would consume energy resources during construction and operation, the
consumption of such resources would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, and the Project would generate energy resources as part of its
operations. Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Impact 3.13.2: The Project could conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency. (Less than Significant)

As stated previously, through the generation of renewable electricity and RNG, the Project would
support several state plans, programs and regulations such as SB 100, which increased the RPS to
60 percent by 2030 and requires all the state’s electricity to come from carbon-free resources by
2045. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency. Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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CHAPTER 4

OTHER CEQA TOPICS AND IMPACT OVERVIEW

4.1 GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

4.1.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 15126.2(e) of the California Environmental Quality Act (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. This discussion should include an analysis of how a proposed project might remove
barriers to population growth and characteristics of the project that might encourage and facilitate
other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or
cumulatively. In discussing a project’s potential for population growth, it should not be assumed
that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. Direct growth inducement
would result if a project, for example, involved construction of new housing. A project would
have indirect growth inducement potential if it established substantial new permanent
employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or governmental enterprises) or if it
involved a construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities that would
indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new employment
demand. Similarly, a project would indirectly induce growth if it would remove an obstacle to
additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a public service that
otherwise limits growth.

The CEQA Guidelines further explains that the environmental effects of induced growth may be
indirect impacts of the proposed action. These indirect impacts or secondary effects of growth
may result in significant, adverse environmental impacts. Potential secondary effects of growth
include increased demand on other community and public services and infrastructure, increased
traffic and noise, and adverse environmental impacts such as degradation of air and water quality,
degradation or loss of plant and animal habitat, and conversion of agricultural and open space
land to developed uses.

Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with or
accommodated by the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area
affected, would exceed available services, or otherwise result in an identifiable secondary impact as
discussed above. Local land use plans provide for land use development patterns and growth
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policies that allow for the orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban
public services, such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service and solid waste service.

Components of Growth

The timing, magnitude, and location of land development and population growth in a community
or region are based on various interrelated land use and economic variables. Key variables
include regional economic trends, market demand for residential and non-residential uses, land
availability and cost, the availability and quality of transportation facilities and public services,
proximity to employment centers, the supply and cost of housing, and regulatory policies or
conditions. Since the general plan of a community, including an unincorporated area of a county,
defines the location, type, and intensity of growth, it is the primary means of regulating
development and growth in California.

4.1.2 GROWTH EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT

The Project is expected to create approximately six permanent professional positions to support
the operation of the proposed biomass conversion facility (BCF) on the Southern Annexation
Parcel and an anaerobic digestion facility (ADF) on the existing Napa Material Diversion Facility
(NMDF) site. Given the industrial nature, it is unlikely that the Project would attract housing or
commercial development to the Project vicinity.

The Project would not directly or indirectly remove barriers to population growth and/or
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment. The
NMDF currently receives and processes all solid waste, compostable and recyclable materials
generated within the City that are collected by the City’s authorized operator Napa Recycling &
Waste Services (NRWS). The Project would increase the processing and diversion of organics at
NMDF in accordance with state mandates, which is not a constraint to the development of new
housing or commercial areas, thus the Project is not anticipated to induce additional growth in the
region. Further, the Project would not involve expansion or extension of infrastructure outside of
the Project site or the expansion or extension of roadways that could induce unplanned growth
adjacent to the Project site.

4.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
4.2.1 INTRODUCTION

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355) define cumulative impacts as “two or more individual
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” This section of the CEQA Guidelines further notes that:

a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects.

b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment, which results
in the incremental impacts of the project when added to other closely related past, present,
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and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.

Projects Potentially Having Related or Cumulative Effects

There are several public works (i.e., road improvements) and residential and commercial
developments in the City of Napa that are currently under construction or proposed for a future
date'. However, these current and proposed projects are not in close vicinity to the Project site.
The closest project to the Project site is the proposed Imola Avenue Rehabilitation project which
is located approximately 5 miles to the north of the Project site (estimated to begin construction
2025-2026). All other current and proposed projects greater than 5 miles away. It is very unlikely
that the Project would combine with current and proposed future projects to create cumulative
effects due to the distance between the Project site and other project locations.

In addition to projects in the City’s jurisdiction, there are several public works projects under
construction or proposed for a future date in Napa County. None of these projects are in close
vicinity to the Project site except for the Napa County Airport — Taxiway L and Runway 19R
Runup Apron Reconstruction project. This project would occur at the County Airport that is
situated to the west/northwest of the Project site. The County’s Public Works Department
indicates that this project is currently under construction?. It is unlikely that the Project would
combine with this project to create cumulative effects since the abovementioned project would
consist of runway improvements, lighting and signage improvements, drainage improvements,
and access road improvements that would not be expected to create new significant impacts or
cumulative effects when combined with the effects of the Project. In addition, since these
improvements are currently under construction at the Napa County Airport, it is likely that they
would be completed prior to the start of construction of the Project site.

4.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACT DISCUSSION

Aesthetics

Cumulative aesthetics impacts are limited to the immediate project vicinity. The Project would
not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics. Impacts related to scenic
resources, scenic vistas, light, and glare, and altering the existing visual character of the Project
site would be less than significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant
cumulative aesthetics impacts.

Air Quality

Cumulative air quality impacts are limited to the region (for regional pollutants) and the
immediate project vicinity (for localized pollutants). The Project would not result in any
significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality. For regional pollutants, the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers cumulative impacts to be less than
significant if a project is below BAAQMD’s project-level thresholds of significance. As detailed

'https://cityofnapa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Shortlist/index.html?appid=c6{7aa8472ae42efa094cb2438134038
2 https://www.countyofnapa.org/3634/Napa-County-Airport---Taxiway-K-and-Runw
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in Section 3.2, construction and operation of the Project would not exceed BAAQMD’s
thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants (regional pollutants) with the implementation of
mitigation. Furthermore, there are no sensitive receptors within 2,340 feet of the Project site and
all stationary sources and associated equipment associated with the ADF and BCF would require
an Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate through the BAAQMD, which would prevent a
cumulative significant impact regarding localized pollutants (i.e., toxic air contaminants).
Therefore, the Project would not result in significant cumulative air quality impacts.

Biological Resources

Cumulative biological resources impacts are limited to the region. The Project would not result in
significant and unavoidable impacts on biological resources. The implementation of mitigation
measures identified in Section 3.3 would ensure that the Project does not have a considerable
contribution to regional cumulative impacts on biological resources. Those mitigation measures
would mitigate potentially significant impacts to wetlands, or special status animals. Therefore,
the Project would not result in significant cumulative biological resources impacts.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Cumulative cultural and tribal cultural resources (TCRs) impacts are limited to the region. The
Project would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to cultural and TCRs. The
implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 3.4 would ensure that the Project
would not have a considerable contribution to regional impacts on cultural and TCRs. Therefore,
the Project would not result in significant cumulative cultural and TCRs impacts.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Geology, soils, and seismic impacts tend to be site-specific and depend on the local geology and
soil conditions. The Project would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to geology,
soils, and seismicity. With the implementation of mitigation identified in Section 3.5, impacts
related to seismic-related ground failure (including liquefaction), unstable soils, and expansive
soils impacts would be less than significant. Since geology, soils, and seismic impacts are limited
to the Project site, the Project could not combine with other regional projects to create significant
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant cumulative geology,
soils, and seismicity impacts.

Paleontological Resources

Paleontological resources impacts are limited to the region. With the implementation of mitigation
identified in Section 3.5, impacts related to paleontological resources would be less than
significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant cumulative paleontological
resources impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impact analysis in Section 3.6 is inherently a cumulative
impact analysis because GHG emissions are a global pollutant. The Project would not result in
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significant and unavoidable impacts on GHG emissions. Therefore, the Project would not result
in significant cumulative GHG emissions impacts.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The geographic scope for assessing potential cumulative impacts to hazards and hazardous
materials includes the Napa County Airport, the Project site, and the industrial area defined by
Devlin Road, Tower Road, Levitin Road and Highway 29. The Project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts involving airport safety hazards (see Impact 3.7.2 and Mitigation
Measure 3.9.2). The Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact associated with airport
safety as the Project-level impact is limited to the development of the BCF on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. All other hazards and hazardous materials and the identified impacts were
found to be less than significant. There were no impacts to schools, and impairment of emergency
response and evacuation plans, and thus, the Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact
in these topic areas. The Project would not accept, store, process, produce, or transport hazardous
materials or waste and is not situated on a site with legacy contamination and thus, would not
contribute to a cumulative impact associated with a regional increase in hazardous materials use.
Hazardous materials that are used during Project construction would be temporary and would be
managed in accordance with manufacturer’s recommendation for use and disposal. During
operations, the ADF and BCF could emit compounds that are considered hazardous to public
health but because these emissions are regulated through BAAQMD, their contribution to a
cumulative regional air quality would be less than significant (see Section 3.2, Air Quality).
Overall, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact associated with
hazards and hazardous materials.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The geographic scope for assessing potential cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts
consists of the Project site, surrounding waterways (i.e., the Napa River and Fagan Creek), and
surrounding lands within the Napa River watershed. The Project would not result in significant
and unavoidable impacts to hydrology and water quality. As described below, the proposed
Project would not result in or contribute to cumulative impacts; cumulative impacts to hydrology
and water quality would be mitigated on a project-by-project level in accordance with applicable
regulatory requirements, and through the established regulatory review process.

The analysis of cumulative impacts considers that all future development with the potential to
impact hydrology and water quality would be required to demonstrate compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local regulatory requirements, which are intended to reduce and/or avoid
potential adverse environmental effects on surface and groundwater resources that could occur as
a result of multiple actions, such as development projects within a watershed. Through
implementing regulatory stormwater management requirements, surface and groundwater
resources are protected from potential sources of degraded water quality, increased flow rates and
runoff volumes, which can result in downstream erosion, sedimentation, and other water quality
and quantity (such as flooding) impacts to a watershed system.
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Construction of the proposed Project would include preparation of a SWPPP and implementation
of BMPs required under the CGP. Once construction is completed, the Project would be required
to adhere to the requirements of the NPDES Industrial Permit, including the implementation of
associated BMPs as part of the associated SWPPP covering operations. Adherence to NPDES
requirements, including Basin Plan WQOs, would protect surface and groundwater resources
from impacts resulting from cumulative development in the watershed. With adherence to the
described regulatory requirements, the effects of the Project, combined with those of cumulative
projects, would not cause a cumulatively significant effect to surface water or groundwater
resources and the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to any
significant cumulative effect.

Land Use and Land Use Planning

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts involving airport safety hazards
(see Impact 3.9.2 and Mitigation Measure 3.9.2). The Project would not contribute to a
cumulative impact associated with airport safety as the Project-level impact is limited to the
development of the BCF on the Southern Annexation Parcel. Other land use impacts are limited
to the region. If the Project is approved, the annexation of the southern parcel would conform
with all applicable laws and regulations including all applicable Napa County LAFCO policies
and regulations. The Project would be consistent with the City of Napa 2040 General Plan.
Therefore, the Project would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use and land use
planning.

Noise

Noise impacts are limited to immediate vicinity of the Project. The Project would not result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to noise. Noise impacts related to construction and operation
would be less than significant. Noise levels on-site are dominated by existing operations and
traffic on Devlin Road and Tower Road. Noise from operation of the Project would not be
expected to be substantially louder than activities that already occur at the Project site. Therefore,
the Project would not result in significant cumulative noise impacts.

Transportation

Transportation impacts are limited to the region. The Project would not result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to transportation. The Project is below the vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
screening criteria provided in the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
document Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA and the Project’s
VMT impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant
cumulative transportation impacts.

Public Services, Utilities and Service Systems

Public services, utilities, and service systems impacts are limited to the region. The Project would
not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to public services, utilities, and service systems.
Impacts related to on-site utilities, water demand, wastewater, and solid waste would be less than
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significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant cumulative impacts to public
services, utilities, and service systems.

Energy

Cumulative energy impacts are limited to the region and the state. The Project would not result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to energy resources. The Project would not result in wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Furthermore, the Project would not
conflict with any state or local plans for renewable energy. Therefore, the Project would not result
in a considerable contribution to regional or statewide cumulative impacts to energy and would
not result in significant cumulative energy impacts.

4.3 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires that an EIR discuss "significant environmental
effects which cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented." Unavoidable significant
impacts are those that could not be reduced to less-than-significant levels by mitigation measures
identified in the EIR.

This EIR has identified significant environmental impacts for the impacts related to airport safety
hazards (see Impacts 3.7.2 and 3.9.2) that would be unavoidable with implementation of the
Project. See Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 3.9, Land Use and Land
Use Planning for more details. All other potential impacts would be reduced to levels of less than
significant with implementation of mitigation measures (where necessary) as identified in this
EIR.

4.4 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(f) requires that an EIR must identify any significant irreversible
environmental changes that could be caused by a project. These may include current or future
uses of non-renewable resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future
generations to similar uses. Development of the Project would irreversibly commit the Southern
Annexation Parcel for the construction and operation of a BCF, and no portion of the parcel that
would be developed is likely to revert to its natural state. Development of the Project would also
result in the commitment of non-renewable resources (e.g., petroleum products and other
construction materials). The Project’s energy usage and resulting air quality and GHG emissions
would cease when or soon after operations at the NMDF would cease, however, so would the
environmental benefits related to air quality, GHG emissions, and energy. None of the other
impacts of the Project are expected to result in irreversible environmental changes.

4.5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
4.5.1 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

There are no agricultural, forest land or timberland uses located in and around the Project site.
The Project site does not contain any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of
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Statewide Importance (California Department of Conservation, 2022). The Project is in a built-
out, industrial environment and, therefore, would not convert farmland or forest land/timberland
to a non-agricultural or non-forest land/timberland use or conflict with any agricultural zoning
use, forest land/timberland zoning use, or Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the Project would
not affect agricultural or forest resources.

4.5.2 MINERAL RESOURCES

The Napa County General Plan states that the future mineral extraction in Napa County is not
clearly known, despite some historic mining activities (Napa County, 2008). There are currently
three mines in Napa County that are designated as active by the State Department of
Conservation (Napa County, 2008), however, none of these mines are near the Project site.
Implementation of the Project would not affect existing mine operations and it is very unlikely
that the Project site would contain mineral resources that would be locally important or of value
to the residents of the state or result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resources recovery site. Therefore, the Project would not affect mineral resources.

4.5.3 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The Project would not result in displacement of existing housing or induce population growth. As
stated above, the Project would create employment opportunities, however, the Project is not
anticipated to induce additional growth in the region. The Project is expected to create six new
professional positions. The addition of six employees (and potentially their families) moving to
the region would not substantially affect population and housing and most of the jobs would
likely be filled by existing residents in the region. Furthermore, the Project (including the
annexation of the southern parcel) would not hinder housing availability in the region as the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determined the Southern
Annexation Parcel qualifies as “exempt surplus land” that is not appropriate for housing purposes
(HCD, 2023). Therefore, the Project would not affect population and housing.

4.5.4 RECREATION

The Project would not affect recreational facilities. There are no recreational facilities in the
vicinity of the Project, and the Project would not increase population to a level that would warrant
the need for new recreational facilities. Therefore, the Project would not affect recreation.

4.5.5 WILDFIRE

Due to the location of the Project site and the surrounding developed industrial land uses,
wildland fire hazard risks would be minimal. Review of the Cal Fire Fire Hazard Severity Zone
Viewer shows that the Project site is not located in a Local Responsibility area nor is it located in
a Very High Fire Hazards Severity Zone (Cal Fire, 2025). Therefore, the Project would not affect
Wildfire.
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CHAPTER 5

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an evaluation of the comparative
effects of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). The range of alternatives is governed by
the “rule of reason” that requires the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (§15126.6(f)). The significant effects of the
alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project, and a
matrix may be used to summarize the comparison of alternatives (§15126.6(d)).

The EIR must assess the identified alternatives and determine which among the alternatives
(including the project as proposed) is the environmentally superior alternative. One of the
alternatives to be assessed is the “No Project” alternative (see discussion below). If the No Project
alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then another of the remaining
alternatives must be identified as the environmentally superior alternative.

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR briefly describe the rationale for selecting the
alternatives to be discussed (§15126.6(a)) and suggest that an EIR also identify any alternatives
that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible (§15126.6(c)). This
chapter of the EIR also identifies alternatives considered but rejected.

5.2 FACTORS IN SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the
following factors:

{ the extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic objectives of the
Project (see Chapter 2, Project Description);

1 the extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant
adverse environmental effects of the Project;

i the feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, consistency with regulatory limitations, and whether the City
can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the site or off-site locations that
could potentially be a project alternative;
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1 the appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a “reasonable range” of alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice; and

{1 the requirements of CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no project” alternative and to identify an
“environmentally superior” alternative in addition to the no-project alternative (CEQA
Guidelines, §15126.6).

As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project objectives are:

Objective 1. To expand Napa Material Diversion Facility (NMDF) operations and support
regional recycling and waste management efforts through new operational
methodologies.

Objective 2. To increase the City’s ability to divert waste (including organics) from the landfill
and continue to meet the state-mandated diversion goals provided in SB 1383,
other state-mandates to reduce waste from landfill (AB 341) and reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (SB 32).

Objective 3. To increase NMDF efficiency, diversify operations, and operate more
economically.

Objective 4. Implement renewable energy solutions at the NMDF to reduce reliance on non-
renewable power sources and reduce GHG emissions.

In consideration of the above factors, this chapter of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives
to the Project:

1. No Project Alternative
2. Reduced Tonnage Alternative

3. Larger Biomass Conversion Facility (BCF) Alternative

The components of these alternatives are described below, including a discussion of their impacts
and how they would differ from the significant impacts of the Project. A discussion of the
environmentally superior alternative is also included in this chapter.

5.3 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Several other alternatives were considered in the process of identifying a reasonable range of
alternatives to the Project.

5.3.1 OTHER WOOD WASTE TECHNOLOGY ALTERNATIVE

Napa Recycling and Waste Services (NRWS) has collaborated with the City of Napa for more
than a decade to develop sustainable, long-term strategies for managing woody waste generated at
the NMDF. NRWS has explored a wide range of biomass conversion technologies over several
years, including pyrolysis, hydrogen production, and gasification. After in-depth evaluation,
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gasification' emerged as the most suitable technology to meet both the throughput and energy
needs of the NMDF. This approach not only generates renewable electricity but also produces
biochar—a stable carbon-rich material that contributes to long-term carbon sequestration and soil
health. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

5.3.2 ALTERNATE PROJECT SITE LOCATION ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(2) requires examination of an alternative location for a project if
such locations would result in the avoidance of or lessening of significant impacts while feasibly
attaining the most basic objectives of a project. An alternate location in the City of Napa or Napa
County would likely be of comparable size and would pose similar potential environmental
impacts, which may not be able to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Furthermore, an
alternate site would be farther from the existing NMDF and would result in increased vehicle trips
and associated air quality, GHG emissions, energy use, and noise generation compared to the
proposed Project. The City has chosen the Project site because it meets the Project objectives and
allows for the feasible development of an Anaerobic Digestion Facility (ADF) on the existing
NMDF site and a BCF adjacent to the existing NMDF. This alternative was rejected from further
analysis because an alternate location would not allow for the feasible development of the Project
facilities that would meet the Project objectives. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from
further consideration.

5.3.3 SOLAR FACILITY ALTERNATIVE

An additional alternative that was considered for the Project involved excluding the construction
of the BCF, and instead, constructing a solar facility on the current NMDF and/or the Southern
Annexation Parcel. This alternative was not pursued further because it would not meet the Project
objectives related to new operational methodologies, waste diversion, and increased efficiency.
Furthermore, construction of a solar facility on the current NMDF would further constrain the
existing footprint of the NMDF site and construction on the Southern Annexation Parcel would
result in many of the same impacts of the proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative was
eliminated from further consideration.

5.4 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
5.4.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION

The Southern Annexation Parcel was purchased by the City in December 2024 to increase space
necessary for operations as the NMDF has seen a 66 percent increase in throughput over the past
15 years?. If the Project is not approved, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses and NMDF
would continue its existing operations, receiving and processing all solid waste, compostable and

! The Project does not meet the California definition (PRC Section 40106) for gasification and is thus
referred to as a Biomass Conversion Facility (BCF). The word “gasification” is used in describing the
technology in the context of the Federal EPA definition of gasification (40 CFR part 258).

2 City of Napa, Staff Reports, Title: Property Purchase for Materials Diversion Facility, File #: 200-2023,
Version 1.
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recyclable materials generated within the City that are collected by NRWS, haulers servicing
surrounding jurisdictions (such as unincorporated Napa County), and by private (self-haul)
customers. The Southern Annexation Parcel compromises approximately 2.87 acres and is zoned
as Industrial: Airport Compatibility Overlay District (I: AC), which is intended to provide an
environment exclusively for and conducive to the development and protection of a variety of
industrial uses and facilities that are industrial in character.

NMDF operations would be constrained to its existing site and expanded operations supporting
regional recycling, waste management, and landfill diversion would not be implemented. The
proposed construction of waste-to-energy facilities, including the BCF and ADF, would not come
to fruition. As a result, the region would lack the enhanced capacity to process and convert woody
materials into syngas for electricity generation and food and green waste into renewable natural
gas (RNG) for fueling collection vehicles. Existing NMDF operations would continue to use fuel
and electricity from regional sources rather than generate renewables onsite. The 600 Tower Road
Parcel would continue to be used for container, equipment, and vehicle storage but would not be
used for potential inert material storage and/or processing. Therefore, the No Project Alternative
would not meet the Project objectives.

5.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Aesthetics

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. These uses
would be closer to ground level and less noticeable than the BCF. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would have less aesthetics impacts compared to the Project.

Air Quality

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. Less
construction emissions would occur as no utilities or building construction would be required and
no operational emissions would be generated through the ADF or BCF. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would have less air quality impacts compared to the Project.

Biological Resources

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. The No
Project Alternative would result in the same construction footprint. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would have the same biological resources impacts compared to the Project.

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. The No
Project Alternative would result in the same construction footprint. Therefore, the No Project
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Alternative would have the same cultural resources and tribal cultural resources (TCRs) impacts
compared to the Project.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. The No
Project Alternative would result in the same construction footprint, but no structures would be
developed. Since no new structures would be developed, the No Project Alternative would avoid
potential impacts to geology, soils, and seismicity associated with the Project. Therefore, the No
Project Alternative would have less geology, soils, and seismicity impacts compared to the
Project.

GHG Emissions

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. Less
construction emissions would occur and no operational GHG emissions would be generated
through the ADF or BCF. However, the No Project Alternative would hinder the City’s ability to
divert waste (including organics) from the landfill and continue to meet the state-mandated
diversion goals provided in SB 1383, other state-mandates to reduce waste from landfill (AB 341)
and reduce GHG emissions (SB 32). Furthermore, the No Project Alternative would prevent
NRWS from implementing renewable energy solutions at NMDF to reduce reliance on non-
renewable power sources and reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the No Project Alternative
would have greater GHG emissions impacts compared to the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would not be developed with
the BCF and would be developed for parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-
solid waste processing uses. Because no structures would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel and less intense uses (storage) would occur, the No Project Alternative would
avoid significant and unavoidable impacts related to airport safety hazards associated with the
Project. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less hazards and hazardous materials
impacts compared to the Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses. The No
Project Alternative would result in the same construction footprint and paved surfaces.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have the same hydrology and water quality impacts
compared to the Project.

Land Use and Land Use Planning

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would still be annexed into the
City but would be developed for parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid
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waste processing uses. Because no structures would be developed on the Southern Annexation
Parcel and less intense uses (storage) would occur, the No Project Alternative would avoid
significant and unavoidable impacts related to airport safety hazards associated with the Project.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less land use and planning impacts compared to
the Project.

Noise

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses, and less
construction activities and no operational activities would occur. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would have less noise impacts compared to the Project.

Transportation

Under the No Project Alternative, the Southern Annexation Parcel would be developed for
parking, equipment and material storage, and other non-solid waste processing uses, and less
construction and no operational vehicles trips would be generated. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would have less transportation impacts compared to the Project.

Public Services and Utilities

Under the No Project Alternative, no new utility connections would occur supporting the
development of the BCF on the Southern Annexation Parcel. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would have less public services and utilities impacts than the Project.

Energy

Under the No Project Alternative, less construction and no operational energy would be
consumed. However, the No Project Alternative would prevent NRWS from implementing
renewable energy solutions at NMDF to reduce reliance on non-renewable power sources and
reduce GHG emissions. Furthermore, the City would need to continue to export wood waste from
the NMDF decreasing efficiency. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have greater
energy impacts compared to the Project.

5.5 REDUCED TONNAGE ALTERNATIVE
5.5.1 REDUCED TONNAGE ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there
would be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Under the
Reduced Tonnage Increase Alternative, the City would increase the NMDEF’s overall tonnage for
all waste types to a weekly average of 880 tons per day (tpd) with a daily peak of 1,250 tpd
instead of a weekly average of 1,000 tpd with a daily peak of 1,500 tpd as proposed for the
Project.

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative could meet each of the Project objectives because all the
Project elements would still be developed, but the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would be limited

Napa Renewable Resources Project 2.0 Draft EIR 5-6 January 2026



5. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

in increasing the City’s ability to divert waste (including organics) from the landfill compared to
the Project because the NMDF would have to reject loads that put daily totals above 1,250 tpd (or
the weekly average of 880 tpd).

5.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Aesthetics

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Therefore, the Reduced
Tonnage Alternative would have the same aesthetics impacts compared to the Project.

Air Quality

Under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative, construction emissions would remain the same as the
Project. Operational emissions would be slightly reduced compared to the Project due to less trip
generation associated with the tonnage increase, however, the ADF and BCF would still be
developed, and these new facilities generate the majority of air quality emissions associated with
the Project. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have slightly less air quality
impacts compared to the Project.

Biological Resources

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Since the same amount
of land would be developed on the Southern Annexation Parcel for the BCF, the Reduced
Tonnage Alternative would have the same potential impacts to biological resources associated
with the Project. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the same biological
resources impacts compared to the Project.

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Since the same amount
of land would be developed on the Southern Annexation Parcel for the BCF, the Reduced
Tonnage Alternative would have the same potential impacts to cultural resources and TCRs
associated with the Project. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the same
cultural resources and TCRs impacts compared to the Project.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Since the same amount
of land would be developed on the Southern Annexation Parcel for the BCF and the ADF would
still be developed on the existing NMDF site, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the
same potential impacts to geology, soils, and seismicity associated with the Project. Therefore,
the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the same geology, soils, and seismicity impacts
compared to the Project.
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GHG Emissions

Under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative, construction GHG emissions would remain the same as
the Project. Operational GHG emissions would be slightly reduced compared to the Project due to
less trip generation associated with the tonnage increase. However, the Reduced Tonnage
Alternative would hinder the City’s ability to divert waste (including organics) from the landfill
and continue to meet the state-mandated diversion goals provided in SB 1383, other state-
mandates to reduce waste from landfill (AB 341) and reduce GHG emissions (SB 32). Thus, less
GHG emissions would be indirectly avoided by the Project as fewer organics would be diverted
from landfills in the region. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have greater
GHG emissions impacts compared to the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Since the same amount
of land would be developed on the Southern Annexation Parcel for the BCF and the ADF would
still be developed on the existing NMDF site, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the
same hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with the Project, including significant
and unavoidable impacts related to airport safety hazards. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage
Alternative would have the same hazards and hazardous materials compared to the Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Since the same amount
of land would be developed on the Southern Annexation Parcel for the BCF and the ADF would
still be developed on the existing NMDF site, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the
same hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the Project. Therefore, the Reduced
Tonnage Alternative would have the same hydrology and water quality impacts compared to the
Project.

Land Use and Planning

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except there would
be a reduction in the increased permitted tonnage compared to the Project. Since the same amount
of land would be developed on the Southern Annexation Parcel for the BCF and the ADF would
still be developed on the existing NMDF site, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the
same land use and land use planning impacts associated with the Project, including significant
and unavoidable impacts related to airport safety hazards. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage
Alternative would have the same land use and land use planning impacts compared to the Project.

Noise

Under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative, ADF and BCF would still be developed which would
result in the same amount of construction noise. Operational noise would be slightly less at the
NMDEF site and along nearby roadways under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative due to reduced
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trip generation compared to the Project. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have
less noise impacts compared to the Project.

Transportation

Under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative, the Project would generate the same employee vehicle
trips but less waste hauling vehicle trips compared to the Project. Therefore, the Reduced
Tonnage Alternative would have less transportation impacts compared to the Project.

Public Services and Utilities

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative would utilize the same public services and utilities compared
to the Project. Therefore, the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would have the same public services
and utilities impacts as the Project.

Energy

Under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative, the same amount of construction energy use would
occur. Renewable energy generation under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative would be the same
as compared to the Project as there would still be enough organic feedstock available to operate
the ADF and BCF at the planned capacities under the Project. Operational energy use would be
slightly less compared to the Project under the Reduced Tonnage Alternative due to less waste
hauling vehicle trips. Therefore, the Reduced Project Footprint Alternative would have less
energy impacts compared to the Project.

5.6 LARGER BIOMASS CONVERSION FACILITY ALTERNATIVE

5.6.1 LARGER BIOMASS CONVERSION FACILITY ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION

The Larger BCF Alternative would include all the elements of the Project, except a larger BCF
would include three additional 500-kilowatt (kW) output syngas-fueled engines and associated
equipment to generate twice as much electricity compared to the Project. The Larger BCF
Alternative would generate approximately 3.0 megawatts (MW) of electricity compared to 1.5
MW under the Project. The Larger BCF would still be developed on the Southern Annexation
Parcel within the same proposed footprint as the proposed Project’s BCF. Under the Larger BCF
Alternative, there would be an increased production of syngas and resulting electricity and
biochar generation. Under the Larger BCF Alternative, all of the Project objectives would be met.

Aesthetics

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. Therefore, the Larger BCF Facility would have the same aesthetics impacts
compared to the Project.
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Air Quality

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, there would be more air quality emissions generated by
additional engines needed to operate a larger BCF compared to the Project. ADF emissions would
remain the same. Construction emissions would be approximately the same as the installation of
additional engines would result in negligible emissions. Odor impacts would be approximately
the same as wood waste does not pose odor concerns. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative
would have greater air quality impacts compared to the Project.

Biological Resources

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. Since the same amount of land would be developed, the Larger BCF
Alternative would have the same potential impacts to biological resources associated with the
Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same biological resources impacts
compared to the Project.

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. Since the same amount of land would be developed, the Larger BCF
Alternative would have the same potential impacts to cultural resources and TCRs associated
with the Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same cultural resources
and TCRs impacts compared to the Project.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. Since the same amount of land would be developed, the Larger BCF
Alternative would have the same potential impacts to geology, soils, and seismicity associated
with the Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same geology, soils, and
seismicity impacts compared to the Project.

GHG Emissions

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the operation of a Larger BCF would generate more GHG
emissions from engines compared to the Project. However, the Larger BCF Alternative would
allow NRWS to further implement renewable energy solutions at NMDF to further reduce
reliance on non-renewable power sources and reduce GHG emissions compared to the Project.
Construction emissions would be approximately the same as the installation of additional engines
would result in negligible emissions. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same
GHG emissions impacts compared to the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. The Larger BCF Alternative would not create a more severe significant and
unavoidable impact related to airport safety hazards. However, the Larger BCF Alternative would
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generate twice as much syngas and would require twice as many engines and associated oils,
lubricants, coolants, etc. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have greater hazards and
hazardous materials impacts compared to the Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel. Since the same amount of land would be developed, the Larger BCF
Alternative would have the same potential impacts to hydrology and water quality associated with
the Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same hydrology and water
quality impacts compared to the Project.

Land Use and Land Use Planning

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel for the BCF and the ADF would still be developed on the existing NMDF site.
The Larger BCF Alternative would not create a more severe significant and unavoidable impact
related to airport safety hazards. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same land
use and land use planning impacts compared to the Project.

Noise

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the same amount of land would be developed on the Southern
Annexation Parcel for the BCF and the ADF would still be developed on the existing NMDF site.
Noise during operations would be increased from the three additional engines associated with the
Larger BCF Alternative. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have slightly greater noise
impacts compared to the Project.

Transportation

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the Project would generate the same employee vehicle trips
and waste hauling trips compared to the Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would
have the same transportation impacts as the Project.

Public Services and Utilities

The Larger BCF Alternative would utilize the same public services and utilities compared to the
Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have the same public services and utilities
impacts as the Project.

Energy

Under the Larger BCF Alternative, the operation of a Larger BCF would generate twice as much
electricity compared to the Project. Therefore, the Larger BCF Alternative would have less
energy impacts compared to the Project.
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5.7 SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The relative impacts of the various Project alternatives (in comparison to the proposed Project)
are shown in Table 5-1.

TABLE 5-1. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON

No Project Reduced Tonnage Larger BCF
EIR Chapter/Project Impact Alternative Alternative Alternative
Aesthetics L E
Air Quality L L G
Biological Resources E E E
Cultural Resources and TCRs E E E
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity L E E
GHG Emissions G G E
Hazards and Hazardous Materials L E G
Hydrology and Water Quality E E E
Land Use and Planning L E E
Noise L L G
Transportation L L E
Public Services and Utilities L E E
Energy G L L
KEY:

L = Less impact than the Project
E = Equal or similar impacts as the Project
G = Greater impact than the Project

SOURCE: RCH Group, 2025

Table 5-2 shows the ability of each alternative to achieve the Project objectives. As shown by the
table, the No Project Alternative fails to meet the Project objectives. The Reduced Tonnage
Alternative partially meets all the Project objectives. The Larger BCF Alternative would meet all
the Project Objectives. As described in the Project Description (Chapter 2) and in Section 5.2 of
this Chapter, the Project objectives are as follows:

Objective 1. To expand NMDF operations and support regional recycling and waste
management efforts through new operational methodologies.

Objective 2. To increase the City’s ability to divert waste (including organics) from the landfill
and continue to meet the state-mandated diversion goals provided in SB 1383,
other state-mandates to reduce waste from landfill (AB 341) and reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (SB 32).

Objective 3. To increase NMDF efficiency, diversify operations, and operate more
economically.
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Objective 4. Implement renewable energy solutions at the NMDF to reduce reliance on non-
renewable power sources and reduce GHG emissions.

TABLE 5-2. ALTERNATIVES ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES COMPARISON

No Project Reduced Tonnage Larger BCF
Objectives Alternative Alternative Alternative
Objective 1 N v v
Objective 2 N X v
Objective 3 N v v
Objective 4 N v v

KEY:

v’ = Alternative substantially achieves objective

X = Alternative partially achieves objective

N = Alternative does not achieve objective

NA = Alternative is not applicable to the objective, would not hinder objective

SOURCE: RCH Group, 2025

5.8 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives (as depicted in Table 5-
2). While the No Project Alternative would have less impacts for many resources areas (as
depicted in Table 5-1), it would have the same impacts for biological resources, cultural
resources and TCRs, and hydrology and water quality, and greater impacts for GHG emissions
and energy.

The Reduced Tonnage Alternative meets or partially meets all the Project objectives (as depicted
in Table 5-2). The Reduced Tonnage Alternative meets Objective 1, 3 and 4. Under the Reduced
Tonnage Alternative, there would be a reduction in the overall tonnage increase for all waste
types received at NMDF compared to the proposed Project which would limit the City’s ability to
meet the state-mandated diversion goals listed in Objective 2.

The Larger BCF Alternative would meet all the Project objectives (as depicted in Table 5-2). Due
to additional engines required to operate the Larger BCF Alternative, greater impacts to air
quality, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise would occur compared to the Project (as
shown in Table 5-1).

Since the Reduced Tonnage Alternative substantially meets Project Objectives 1, 3 and 4, and
partially meets Objective 2, while reducing impacts to air quality, noise, transportation, and
energy (as shown in Table 5-1), and having only one impact greater than the Project (GHG
emissions), the Reduced Tonnage Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.
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CHAPTER 6

EIR AUTHORS, PERSONS, AND ORGANIZATIONS

CONTACTED

6.1 LEAD AGENCY EIR AUTHORS

City of Napa

Utilities Department

1700 Second Street

Napa, CA, 94559

Chris Jones, Senior Engineer

6.2 EIR CONSULTANTS

RCH Group, Inc.

Project Manager
Deputy Project Manager
Project Description & Introduction

Aesthetics
Air Quality, Energy, & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sections
Land Use and Land Use Planning

Noise Section:

Public Services, Utilities and Service Systems:
Transportation Section

Impact Overview (Other CEQA Topics)

Alternatives Analysis

Graphics (September People, LLC)

Yorke Engineering
Air Quality

Swift Biological Consulting LLC

Biological Resources Report

Jane Valerius Environmental Consulting LLC

Wetland Delineation Update and Special Status Plants Survey

Paul Miller, M.S.
Dan Jones

Dan Jones

Paul Miller, M.S.
Luis Rosas

Mike Ratte

Dan Jones

Luis Rosas

Luis Rosas

Luis Rosas

Dan Jones

Dan Jones

Luis Rosas

Dan Jones

Luis Rosas
Linda Uehara

Russell Kingsley

Jennifer Michaud, M. A.

Jane Valerius, M.S.
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Alta Archaeological Consulting LLC

Cultural Resources Survey

Sutro Science LLC

Geology and Soils
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

PHA Transportation Consultants

Traffic Generation Analysis

Alex DeGeorgey, M.A., RPA
Heather Warner, B.A.

Peter Hudson, P.G., CEG, QSP
Peter Hudson, P.G., CEG, QSP
Justin Taplin, M.S., FP-C

Pang Ho, AICP

6.3 PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED

List of other people and organizations consulted are provided in the references at the end of each

section.
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CHAPTER 7

ACRONYMS

7.1 ACRONYMS USED IN EIR

AAQS: Ambient Air Quality Standards

AB: Assembly Bill

ABAG: Associate of Bay Area Governments

ADC: Alternate Daily Cover

ADF: Anaerobic Digestion Facility

AECHS: Archaic-Emergent Culture History Scheme
ALUC: Airport Land Use Commission

ALUCP: Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

APN: Assessor Parcel Number

ASCE: American Society of Civil Engineers

AST: Aboveground Storage Tank

ATC: Authority to Construct

BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BAT: Best Available Technology

BCT: Best Control Technology

BERD: Built Environmental Resources Directory

BCF: Biomass Conversion Facility

BGF: Biomass Gasification Facility

bgs: below ground surface

BMPs: Best Management Practices

BRA: Biological Resources Assessment

BTU: British thermal unit

CAFE: Corporate Average Fuel Economy
CalEEMod: California Emissions Estimator Model
CalEPA: California Environmental Protection Agency
CALGreen: California Green Building Standards Code
CalOHP: California Office of Historic Preservation

Napa Renewable Resources Project 2.0 Draft EIR 7-1

January 2026



7. ACRONYMS

CalOSHA: California Division of Occupational Safety and Health
CalRecycle: California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
CalTrans: California Department of Transportation

CalWater: California’s Water Systems

CAA: Clean Air Act

CAAQS: California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAP: Clean Air Plan

CAP: Climate Action Plan

CAPCOA: California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
CARB: California Air Resources Board

CASP: Covered Aerated Static Pile

CBC: California Building Code

CCAA: California Clean Air Act

CCR: California Code of Regulations

CCTS: Central California Taxonomic System

CDC: California Department of Conservation

CDI: construction, demolition, and inerts debris

CDFA: California Department of Food and Agriculture

CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDHCS: California Department of Health Care Services

CEC: California Energy Commission

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
CERS: California Environmental Reporting System

CESA: California Endangered Species Act

CESF: chemically-enhanced sand filtration

CFGC: California Fish and Game Code

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CFWC: California Fish and Wildlife Commission

CGP: Construction General Permit

CGS: California Geological Survey

CHP: combined heat and power

CHas: methane

CHRIS: California Historical Resources Information System

CI: carbon intensity
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CNDDB: California Natural Diversity Database
CMCP: Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan
CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level
CNPS: California Native Plant Society
COVID-19: Corona Virus Disease

CO: carbon monoxide

COs: carbon dioxide

COge: carbon dioxide equivalents

CPUC: California Public Utilities Commission
CRHR: California Register of Historical Resources
CUPA: Certified Unified Program Agency

CWA: Clean Water Act

dBA: A-weighted decibel

dB: decibel levels

DEIR: Draft EIR

dge: diesel gallon equivalents

DOT: United States Department of Transportation
DPM: diesel particulate matter

DPR: California Department of Pesticide Regulation
DTSC: California Department of Toxic Substances Control
DWR: Department of Water Resources

EAP: Energy Action Plan

ECM: Energy Control Measure

EIR: Environmental Impact Report

EPA: Environmental Protection Agency

EPAct: Energy Policy Act of 1992

EV: Electric Vehicle

FAA: Federal Aviation Administration

FCAA: Federal Clean Air Act

FESA: Federal Endangered Species Act

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA: Federal Highway Administration

FINDS: Facility Index System

FIRMs: Flood Insurance Rate Maps

FMCSA: Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
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FTA: Federal Transit Administration

GHG: greenhouse gases

GLO: General Land Office

GO: General Order

gpm: gallons per minute

GWh: gigawatt hour

GWP: global warming potential

H,S: hydrogen sulfide

HAP: hazardous air pollutant

HFCs: hydrofluorocarbons

HHW: Household Hazardous Waste

HHWCEF: Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facilities
HI: hazard index

HMBP: Hazardous Materials Business Plan

HRA: health risk assessment

HSWA: Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments
HWT: Hazardous Waste Transporter

I:AC: Industrial: Airport Compatibility Overlay District
IEPR: Integrated Energy Policy Report

IPCC: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
kW: kilowatt

LAFCO: Local Agency Formation Commission
LCFS: low carbon fuel standard

LEA: Local Enforcement Agency

Lan: Day-night Average Sound Level

Leg: Equivalent Sound Level

Linax: Maximum Sound Level

LOS: Level of service

LRSP: Local Roadway Safety Plan

LUST: Leaking Underground Storage Tank
MBTA: Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MLD: most likely descendants

MND: Mitigated Negative Declaration

MM: mitigation measures

MMBtu: Million British Thermal Units
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MRP: Monitoring and Reporting Program

MMRP: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
mph: miles per hour

MREF: Materials Recovery Facility

MTC: Metropolitan Transportation Commission

MW: megawatt

MWh: megawatt-hour

mya: million years ago

NAAQS: National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAHC: Native American Heritage Commission
NCDEH: Napa County Division of Environmental Health
NCFD: Napa County Fire Department

NCMC: Napa County Municipal Code

NCMR: Napa City Material Recovery

NCRWS: Napa County Recycling and Waste Services
ND: Negative Declaration

NFHL: National Flood Hazard Layer

NHPA: National Historic Preservation Act

NHTSA: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NMEFS: National Marine Fisheries Service

NMDF: Napa Materials Diversion Facility

NRWS: Napa Recycling & Waste Services

N;O:. nitrous oxide

NOs: nitrogen dioxide

NOy. nitrogen oxides

NO: nitric oxide

NOI: Notice of Intent

NOP: Notice of Preparation

NPDES: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRCS: National Resources Conservation Service
NRHP: National Register of Historic Places

NRRP: Napa Renewable Resources Project

NVTA: Napa Valley Transportation Authority

NWIC: Northwest Information Center

Os. ozone
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OE/AAA: Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis
OEHHA: Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP)

OPR: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

PFCs: perfluorocarbons

PG&E: Pacific Gas and Electric

psi: pounds per square inch

PM: particulate matter

PM2.5: fine particulate matter (less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter)
PM10: particulate matter (less than 10 micrometers in diameter)
PQ-P:AC: Public, Quasi-Public: Airport Compatibility Overlay District
PRC: California Public Resources Code

PROC: Certified Processors Database

PSD: Prevention of Significant Deterioration

PTO: Permit to Operate

PV: Photovoltaic

QSD: Qualified SWPPP Developer

QSP: Qualified SWPPP Practitioner

RCNM: Roadway Construction Noise Model

RCRA: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RCAAP: Regional Climate Action and Adaptation Plan

RFP: Request for Proposals

RNG: Renewable Natural Gas

ROG: reactive organic gases

RPS: renewable portfolio standard

RSH: residential and self-haul

RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board

SAFE: Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient

SAF Plan: State Alternative Fuels Plan

SARA: Superfund Amendments and Re-authorization Act of 1986
SB: senate bill

SCH: State Clearinghouse

SEI: Structural Engineering Institute

SF¢: sulfur hexafluoride

SFBAAB: San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
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SFBRWQCB: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
SFHA: Special Flood Hazard Areas

SHPO: State Historic Preservation Office

SMAQMD: Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
SMARTS: Stormwater Multi-Application Reporting Tracking System
SO,: sulfur dioxide

SR: State Route

SSC: Species of Special Concern

SWEFP: Solid Waste Facility Permit

SWHA: Swainson’s Hawk

SWHATAC: Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee
SWIS: Solid Waste Information System

SWPPP: stormwater pollution prevention plan

SWRCB: State Water Resources Control Board

TAC: toxic air contaminant

TCREs: tribal cultural resources

TMDL: Total Maximum Daily Loads

tpd: tons per day

tpy: tons per year

ug/m3: micrograms per cubic meter

UCMP: California Museum of Paleontology

USACE: United States Army Corps of Engineers

USC: United States Code

USDA: United States Department of Agriculture

USEIA: United States Energy Information System

USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS: United States Fish & Wildlife Service

USGS: United States Geological Survey

VMT: Vehicle Miles Traveled

VOC: volatile organic compounds

WDID: Waste Discharge ID

WDR: Waste Discharge Requirements

WQO: Water Quality Objectives

ZWE: Zero Waste Energy, LLC
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