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S.0 SUMMARY 

S.1 INTRODUCTION 
The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is proposing a habitat restoration project at 
the Napa Plant Site, a former salt production facility in the floodplain of the Napa River near the 
City of American Canyon, California. The 1,460-acre project site was acquired by DFG from 
Cargill Salt Co. (Cargill) in March 2003, as part of the larger State of California, federal, and 
privately sponsored purchase of 16,500 acres of salt ponds in the San Francisco Bay estuary. The 
Napa Plant Site Restoration (NPSR) project (proposed project) would restore a mosaic of 
wetland and associated habitats to benefit estuarine biota including waterfowl, shorebirds, fishes, 
and small mammals. It would re-establish wildlife corridors and connectivity of habitats at the 
landscape scale. The proposed project includes establishment of public access to the site to 
provide a variety of recreational and educational opportunities for the people of the region. 

Historically, the area of the proposed project was predominantly tidal marsh in the floodplain of 
the Napa River. Around the turn of the century the proposed project area was levied for 
agricultural purposes. Commercial salt production at the Napa Plant Site began in the early 
1950s and continued into the 1990s. Currently, Cargill is implementing a footprint reduction 
plan, which focuses on removing residual salt in the ponds. Due to the high salinities, ponds at 
the Napa Plant Site support limited wildlife use compared to other salt ponds in the region.  

S.2 PURPOSE 
The purposes of the proposed project are to: 

• Provide habitat for a broad range of migratory shorebirds and waterfowl, marsh-dependent 
birds, mammals, fish and other aquatic organisms, and threatened and endangered species 

• Foster connectivity among habitats on the site and with adjacent sites to enable wildlife 
movement, 

• Create a design that can adjust to changes in the Napa River estuarine environment with 
minimal ongoing intervention, 

• Provide wildlife-oriented public access and recreation, and 

• Maintain existing levels of flood control. 

S.3 PROPOSED PROJECT PLANNING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Regional ecological planning documents were used as a basis to develop proposed project–
specific planning goals and objectives for the NPSR site. The three primary sources were the 
Bay-wide habitat restoration goals presented in the Goals Project (1999), the goals and objectives 
for the Napa-Sonoma Marsh Restoration Project (NSMRP) on the former salt ponds located 
across the Napa River from the proposed project site, and the goals and objectives for the South 
Bay Salt Ponds Project. These sources are relevant because all three projects are located in the 
San Francisco Bay estuary (the NSMRP is in the same reach of the Napa River as the proposed 
project) resulting in a shared ecological context; i.e., many of the biotic communities and abiotic 
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conditions are similar at the three sites. The planning goals and objectives were used to inform 
the development of the proposed project alternatives, guide the evaluation of the alternatives, and 
select the proposed project.  

S.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Existing conditions in the area are largely a function of the contemporary land use regime. Salt 
ponds, levees, and water conveyance channels occupy over 90 percent of the proposed project 
area. Other habitats and land uses include relatively small areas of tidal marsh, seasonal wetland, 
and uplands with commercial and residential facilities. 

S.5 PROPOSED PROJECT 
The design of the proposed project considers physical, biological, and chemical conditions as 
they apply to ecosystem restoration, public access, infrastructure, and long-term land 
management. The proposed project would restore tidal action to approximately 72 percent of the 
site, and create an open-water area managed to provide foraging, roosting, and rafting habitat for 
waterfowl and shorebirds (i.e., managed pond) on approximately 12 percent of the site. The 
remaining area would be a mixture of seasonal wetlands, levees and uplands. Upland areas 
located in the north-central portion of the site would be utilized for site access, public access 
facilities, and DFG personnel housing. 

Implementation of the proposed project would include the following major components:  

• Breaching external levees and excavation of channels to provide tidal circulation 

• Raising levees not formerly subject to tidal action  

• Placement of fill for habitat benefits and to expedite marsh plain development 

• Installation of water control structures for operation of the managed pond 

• Realignment of the site access road  

• Public access improvements 

• Installation of a potable water line to the plant site, along Green Island Road 

S.6 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
Three alternatives to the proposed project have been identified: 

• Alternative 1: Full tidal restoration: Alternative 1 would restore tidal action to all salt ponds 
in the proposed project area (i.e., no managed pond habitat would be created). 

• Alternative 2: Tidal restoration, managed pond and playa: Alternative 2 differs from the 
proposed project in that a portion of the project area would function as playa habitat, i.e., the 
hydrology would be dependent on direct precipitation rather than tidal action. This condition 
would produce an environment that would mimic natural playa habitat, which can be defined 
as “shallow, ephemeral ponds or lagoons that experience significant seasonal changes in 
semiarid to arid climates … and often have high salinity or may be completely dry” (Aber 
2003).  
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• Alternative 3: No Project: In the absence of the proposed project, an environment similar to 
the playa habitat described in Alternative 2 would characterize the Napa Plant Site. The 
majority of the seasonal ponds would be devoid of vegetation because of the prolonged 
duration of inundation and residual salinity. Some halophytic species may be able to colonize 
the pond margins and areas of higher ground. Some wildlife use would likely occur. The 
ponds could provide suitable resting habitat for waterfowl in winter and shorebirds in the 
spring. Operation and maintenance of the site would be limited to emergency levee repair, 
and no public access facilities would be developed under this alternative. 

S.7 INTENT AND SCOPE OF THE EIR 
The intent of this EIR is to disclose the environmental impacts associated with this proposed 
restoration project. The restoration effort would have substantial habitat benefits by restoring the 
Napa Plant Site to a mosaic of wildlife habitats consisting of tidal marsh and a managed pond, 
but may result in significant geologic, land use, and public health and safety effects. 

S.8 ISSUES OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 
There is much support for the proposed project from both the public and resource agencies. 
However, there are some areas of controversy associated with the proposed project. The primary 
issues of known controversy associated with the restoration of the Napa Plant Site are related to 
the site’s proximity to Napa County Airport. The proposed project has the potential to increase 
the area’s attraction to birds and, thus, increase the potential for aircraft bird strike hazards, 
which in turn could be considered an incompatible land use relative to the airport. 

The proposed project has the potential to increase mosquito breeding habitat which could be a 
public health concern in the vicinity of the proposed project. Also, there is concern regarding 
how the proposed project may affect water quality in the surrounding waters and change the 
existing hydrology of the proposed project vicinity. 

S.9 IMPACT SUMMARY 
Table S-1 provides a complete listing of all impacts and mitigation measures addressed in this 
EIR. The table provides a summary of each impact, its significance by alternative, mitigation 
measures, and the impact’s significance after mitigation has been applied. 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 

4.1 Air Quality PP 
ALT

1 
ALT

2 
ALT

3   
AQ-1 Construction activities would directly emit 

both fugitive dust (PM10) from ground 
disturbance and exhaust pollutants (NOx, CO, 
PM10, SO2, and ROGx) from construction 
equipment. 

PS PS PS N Apply the following mitigation measures to reduce 
fugitive dust and equipment exhaust emissions: 
1. Water all active construction areas at least twice 

daily, if needed; 
2. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other 

loose materials or require all such trucks to 
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard; 

3. Pave, apply water 3 times daily, or apply 
(nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access 
roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites, if needed; 

4. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved 
access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites, if needed; 

5. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if 
visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 
public streets; 

6. Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply 
(nontoxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, 
sand, etc.), if needed; 

7. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 
8. Install sandbags or other erosion-control 

measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways; 

9. Minimize the time equipment is idling; 
10.  Maintain properly tuned equipment. 

L 

AQ-2 Increase emissions from vehicles and 
equipment from recreational users. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 

4.2 Biological Resources  PP 
ALT

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
BIO-1a The proposed project could result in 

permanent loss of habitat or direct “take” of 
special-status plant species identified in local 
and regional plans, policies, or regulations by 
the DFG and USFWS. Specifically, 
permanent loss of habitat or direct “take” of 
individual species listed in Table 4.2-4 could 
result if the proposed project is implemented. 

PS PS PS N Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant 
species will be conducted in areas that will be 
disturbed by construction activities. The pre-
construction surveys will be conducted during suitable 
identification season(s) and within 1 year of the 
construction activities. If special-status plant species 
are observed they will be avoided if at all possible. 

L 

BIO-1b Implementation of the proposed project could 
result in temporary loss of habitat provided to 
special-status terrestrial wildlife species 
identified in local and regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the DFG and USFWS. 
Specifically, permanent loss, substantial 
reduction or direct “take” of individuals or 
habitat for the species listed in Table 4.2-5 
including salt marsh harvest mouse, California 
black rail, California clapper rail, and western 
snowy plover could result if the proposed 
project is implemented. 

PS PS PS N Unavoidable impacts will require incidental “take” 
authorization from USFWS and DFG. Proposed 
mitigation measures include: 
1. Conducting pre-construction breeding season 

surveys for California clapper rail, black rail, salt 
marsh common yellowthroat, San Pablo song 
sparrow, western snowy plover, and western 
burrowing owl in appropriate on-site habitat that 
may be affected by construction (including buffer 
zones e.g., southern portion of Fagan Marsh); 

2. Avoiding work in occupied habitat during 
breeding/nesting periods, as defined in Table 4.2-8 
(see section 4.2);  

3. Conducting construction worker “tail-gate” 
training, and; 

4. Providing an onsite biological monitoring during 
construction activities in potentially occupied 
special status species habitat, such as salt marsh 
harvest mouse habitat. 

L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 
BIO-1c Implementation of the proposed project could 

result in the direct “take” of special-status 
aquatic species identified in local and regional 
plans, policies, or regulations by the DFG and 
USFWS (Table 4.2-7). Specifically, 
construction of levee breaches and operation 
of the managed pond may result in a 
significant impact to native resident and 
migratory fish through direct “take,” 
entrapment or adverse water quality 
conditions.  

PS L PS N An incidental take authorization may be required from 
USFWS and NOAA-Fisheries for impacts to special 
status species for construction within the waters of the 
U.S., as well as operation of the managed pond (due to 
potential entrapment and adverse water quality). 
Mitigation measures to minimize the potential for 
entrapment and adverse water quality resulting from 
constructing levee breaches and managed ponds will 
be developed in consultation with USFWS and 
NOAA-Fisheries. The managed pond water control 
structures will be operated to minimize fish 
entrapment. The DFG will have two management 
options: (1) to close the water control structures 
seasonally during peak juvenile anadromous fish 
migration (1 December-30 April), or (2) to maintain a 
flow-through condition in the managed pond. 

L 

BIO-2 Implementation of the proposed project could 
impact up to 5 acres of sensitive natural 
communities. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

BIO-3 Implementation of the proposed project would 
result in impacts to state or federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act including shallow subtidal 
waters, intertidal mudflat, and tidal marsh 
habitats. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

BIO-4 Implementation of the proposed project may 
interfere with anadromous fish passage by 
causing entrapment or increased predation.  

PS L PS N Same mitigation measures as BIO-1c L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 

4.3 Cultural Resources  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
CR-1 This alternative would entail four levee 

breaches, construction of intake/outlet 
structures to provide for active management 
of one 175-acre managed pond, improvements 
to the perimeter levees, construction of a site 
access road along one of the levees 
connecting Green Island, and construction of 
water pipeline along Green Island Road Green 
Island and to the existing administrative 
building. 

L L L N No mitigation required  L 

4.4 Geological Resources  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
GEO-1 Surface rupture of a known earthquake fault 

may cause levee failure or structural damage. 
L L L N No mitigation required L 

GEO-2 Existing levees are at risk from strong ground 
shaking from a major earthquake in the Bay 
Area (USGS 1999). 

L L L N No feasible mitigation L 

GEO-3 Raising the existing eastern perimeter levees 
and the perimeter levee surrounding the 
managed pond unit may impose excess loads 
on the unstable substrate, potentially leading 
to subsidence and/or significant differential 
settlement. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

GEO-4 Expansive soils in the upland area could 
exhibit shrink-swell behavior that could 
damage proposed structures. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

GEO-5 Wave run-up from a tsunami may damage or 
overtop existing levees, resulting in levee 
erosion and/or failure and flooding of the 
neighboring properties. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 
GEO-6 Exposure of native and engineered soils 

during construction activities could make 
them prone to erosion due to periods of 
increased slope runoff during winter 
rainstorms (even on gentle and moderate 
slopes). 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

GEO-7 The presence of shallow groundwater could 
adversely affect excavation/construction 
activities. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

4.5 Hazardous Materials  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
HAZ-1 The proposed project would result in the 

transport of hazardous materials to and from 
the proposed project site during construction 
activities that would not pose a significant 
hazard to the public. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

HAZ-2 Construction activities for the proposed 
project could result in potential exposure to 
and/or release of hazardous materials/waste. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

HAZ-3 Excavation of soils for construction of the 
new water pipeline and tidal channels could 
cause health hazards to construction workers 
and the public should contamination be 
encountered. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

HAZ-4 Construction activities could result in the 
release of irritant dust. 

PS PS PS N The contractor will achieve compliance with the 
nuisance dust standard by implementing Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1. As described in Section 4.1, Air 
Quality, the contractor will be required to comply with 
most of BAAQMD’s BMPs for dust control. 

L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 

4.6 Hydrology & Water Resources  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
WR/HYD-1 The proposed project would substantially 

alter the existing flow patterns on the site in a 
manner that would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on-site or off-site. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

WR/HYD-2 The proposed project could expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving flooding. 

PS PS PS N Close visitor center when Napa River is predicted to 
be at flood stage. Post escape routes to high ground on 
Green Island in Visitor Center. 

L 

4.7 Water & Sediment Quality  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
WA-SED-1 Implementation of the proposed project could 

result in discharge of contaminated 
stormwater during construction. 
 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

WA-SED-2 Implementation of the proposed project could 
result in an increase in salinity in the Napa 
River or in Fagan Slough. 

PS L PS N Impacts to the Napa River will be minimized by 
constructing the proposed project while the ponds are 
dry and by controlling the timing, rate, and 
concentration of discharges from the managed pond. 
The proposed project would avoid discharging water 
from the managed pond to the Napa River in an abrupt 
manner, during low flow in the Napa River and when 
managed pond salinity is greater than 100 ppt. 
Discharge from the managed pond will be minimized 
during salmonid migration in the river from December 
1 through April 30. 

L 

WA-SED-3 Implementation of the proposed project could 
result in an increase/decrease of other general 
water quality parameters in the Napa River or 
Fagan Slough. 

PS L PS N Compliance with  Waste Discharge Requirements or 
an NPDES permit requirements that may be issued for 
managed pond operation 

L 

WA-SED-4 Implementation of the proposed project could 
result in an increase in priority pollutants in 
the waters of Napa River or Fagan Slough. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 
WA-SED-5 Implementation of the proposed project could 

result in increases in the amount of mercury 
in the water in the Napa Plant site ponds. 

PS PS PS N Monitor mercury concentrations pre-implementation 
and post- implementation (annually for 5 years) of the 
proposed project to determine if the restoration of tidal 
exchange leads to an increase in mercury 
concentration in the ponds.  

L 

WA-SED-6 Implementation of the proposed project could 
result in accumulation of methyl mercury in 
the sediment of the pond bottoms. 

PS PS PS N Monitor mercury concentrations prior to and after 
implementation (annually for 5 years) of the proposed 
project to determine if the restoration of tidal 
exchange leads to increased sediment methyl mercury 
concentrations. 

L 

4.8 Land Use, Planning and Community Issues  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
LU-1 The proposed project would not directly or 

indirectly convert any lands on or adjacent 
to the site identified as Important Farmland 
under the FMMP to nonagricultural uses. 
However, the proposed project could 
indirectly affect adjacent agricultural 
lands. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

LU-2 Implementation of the proposed project 
would conflict with an applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the proposed project that 
was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect.  

S S S PS No mitigation other than PHS-1a and 1b. S 

4.9 Noise  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
N-1 Construction activities for the proposed 

project would generate noise levels above 75 
dBA at nearby residential sites located on 
Green Island Road. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 

4.10 Public Services & Utilities  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
PSU-1 The proposed project would require 

construction of a water supply pipeline 
extension to the proposed project site. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

PSU-2 The proposed project may increase the need 
for the County’s Mosquito Abatement 
services. 

PS PS PS N The proposed project sponsors will coordinate with 
NCMAD during the design, implementation, and 
operations phases of the proposed project.  DFG will 
consult with NCMAD during the project design 
phase to incorporate design elements to reduce the 
mosquito production potential of the proposed 
project 

L 

4.11 Public Health and Safety  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
PHS-1 The proposed project would be located in an 

airport land use planning area and could 
result in a safety hazard for operations of 
aircraft using the airport. 

S S S PS PHS-1a Excavate tidal channels into the site to 
enhance draining, reduce areas of standing water, and 
thereby reduce waterfowl use of the site 
PHS-1b Increase the surface elevation of the ponds 
underneath the basic flight pattern of Runways 6/24 
and 18R/36L to hasten vegetation establishment, 
reducing the use of the site by flocking shorebirds and 
waterfowl 
 

S 

PHS-2 The proposed project has the potential to 
increase habitat for disease vectors. 

PS PS PS N See Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PSU-2 above L 

4.12 Public Access, Recreation & Visual  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
PARV-1 The proposed project includes the 

construction of recreation facilities, which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment. 
 

PS PS PS N Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through BIO-4 L 
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts And Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR 

Impact 

Level of  
Significance Prior to 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Residual 

Significance 
PARV-2 The proposed project would introduce a new 

source of substantial light that could affect 
nighttime views in the area. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

4.13 Transportation  PP 
ALT 

1 
ALT 

2 
ALT 

3   
TR-1 Construction and operation of the proposed 

project would increase the number of vehicle 
trips at the proposed project site. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

TR-2 Construction and operation of the proposed 
project would increase the number of 
watercraft trips in the proposed project area. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 

TR-3 Implementation of the proposed project 
would require additional parking. 

L L L N No mitigation required L 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter provides an introduction to the Napa Plant Site Restoration (NPSR) project 
(proposed project) including project background, need for the proposed project, project planning 
goals and objectives, and report organization. 

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is proposing a habitat restoration project at 
the Napa Plant Site, a former salt production facility in the floodplain of the Napa River near the 
City of American Canyon, California (Figure 1-1). The 1,460-acre project site was acquired by 
DFG from Cargill Salt Co. (Cargill) in March 2003, as part of the larger State of California, 
federal, and privately sponsored purchase of 16,500 acres of salt ponds in the San Francisco Bay 
estuary. The proposed project would restore a mosaic of wetland and associated habitats to 
benefit estuarine biota including waterfowl, shorebirds, fishes, and small mammals. It would re-
establish wildlife corridors and connectivity of habitats at the landscape scale. The proposed 
project includes establishment of public access to the site to provide a variety of recreational and 
educational opportunities for the people of the region. 

Historically, the project area was predominantly tidal marsh in the floodplain of the Napa River. 
An 1856 United States Coastal Survey (USCS) topographic map depicts a landscape dominated 
by tidal marsh with complex drainage networks (Figure 1-2). Around the turn of the century a 
levee was constructed to isolate the project area and facilitate agriculture (see Chapter 4, Section 
3, “Cultural Resources”). Commercial salt production at the Napa Plant Site began in the early 
1950s and continued into the 1990s. The site encompasses various types of salt ponds (i.e., 
pickle ponds, crystallizer beds and wash ponds) as well as salt harvesting, processing and 
shipping facilities. Figure 1-3 depicts the salt production operations at the Napa Plant Site. The 
salt production process began in over 7,000 acres of evaporation ponds located across the Napa 
River from the Napa Plant Site. The ponds located at the Napa Plant Site contained the highest 
salt concentrations because they were used in the final stages of salt production and harvesting. 
Due to the high salinities, ponds at the Napa Plant Site support limited wildlife use compared to 
other salt ponds in the region. Currently, Cargill is implementing a footprint reduction plan, 
which focuses on removing residual salt in the ponds.  

1.2 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
The purposes of the proposed project are to: 

• Provide habitat for a broad range of migratory shorebirds and waterfowl, marsh-dependent 
birds, mammals, fish and other aquatic organisms, threatened and endangered species 

• Foster connectivity among habitats on the site and with adjacent sites to enable wildlife 
movement,  

• Create a design that can adjust to changes in the Napa River estuarine environment with 
minimal ongoing intervention,  

• Provide wildlife-oriented public access and recreation, and 

• Maintain existing levels of flood control. 
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The following points explain the need for the proposed project: 

• Historic wetland losses in San Francisco Bay and particularly in the Napa River Estuary 

• Need to restore habitat for the recovery of federally and state-listed species 

• Limited habitat value of the Napa Plant Site salt ponds in their existing condition 

• Lack of recreational public access and educational opportunities in this reach of the Napa 
River 

• Increased potential for bird strikes at the Napa County Airport in the absence of the proposed 
project 

Each of these items is discussed further in the following sections. 

1.2.1 Historic Losses of Marsh Ecosystems and Habitats 
Prior to large-scale European settlement of the San Francisco Bay area beginning in 1850 and the 
subsequent modification of the estuary, a 2- to 3-mile band of tidal marsh bordered much of the 
South Bay and bands of tidal marsh 4 or 5 miles wide bordered the north shores of San Pablo and 
Suisun bays. By 1950 approximately 79 to 85 percent of the historic marshlands had been diked 
or filled for conversion to agricultural land, salt evaporation ponds, and various other human 
endeavors (Atwater et al. 1979; Nichols et al. 1986; Goals Project 1999). Concurrent with the 
destruction of the historic marshlands, anthropogenic activity increased the sediment load1 to the 
Bay and created new marshland, exemplified by the accreting end of the north shore of San 
Pablo Bay. A large fraction of present marshlands originated since 1850 (Dedrick 1989). Today, 
pristine remnants of historical tidal marshlands are especially rare, as few as 8 percent of the 
original are extant (Goals Project 1999). Those few that remain are along the inner reaches of 
some of San Pablo Bay’s larger tributaries i.e., the Petaluma and Napa rivers. 

The historic marshlands of the North Bay have unique characteristics that distinguish them from 
older marsh fragments in other subregions of the Bay; they are higher in elevation (above mean 
higher high water [MHHW]), have more emergent marsh vegetation, have a lower rate of 
subsidence relative to mean tidal level, receive a higher inflow of fresh water, and are larger than 
the marshes of the southern reaches of San Francisco Bay (Atwater et al. 1979; Conomos 1979; 
Josselyn 1983; Cuneo 1987; Moffatt et al. 1987; Dedrick 1989). Some tidal-marsh dependent 
species are now largely confined to the most pristine remnants of historical tidal marshlands in 
the North Bay; the state-threatened California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis cortuniculus) is 
an example (Evens et al. 1991). 

Proximity of historic tidal marshes to restoration sites adds value to the latter, as a source of seed 
populations of plants and animals. The marshes associated with Fagan Slough and Coon Island, 
both adjacent to the proposed project, are functional examples of such historic marshlands. If and 
when the emergent tidal marsh envisioned for the proposed project is fully developed, it will 
augment existing habitat values at these nearby marshes that support viable populations of 
several listed species. For example, the proposed project would reconnect the historical southern 
section of Fagan Marsh with the undisturbed northern section. 
                                                 
1 The largest contribution of sediment was from hydraulic mining operations that commenced in 1849 in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains, washing sediment into streams and rivers and ultimately to San Francisco Bay. 
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1.2.2 Recovery of Federally and State-Listed Species2 
The proximity of relatively pristine, historic marshes to the proposed project increases the 
likelihood that dispersants3 will occupy restored habitat and colonize the site. Both Fagan Slough 
and Coon Island marshes support viable populations of several tidal marsh-dependent taxa–San 
Francisco common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), California black rail, and San 
Pablo song sparrow (Melospiza melodia samuelis)–all of which are special-status species (CDFG 
2005). Indeed, the marsh complex comprised of Bull Island, Fagan Slough, and Coon Island 
supports the some of the highest densities of these species in the North Bay. Additionally, Coon 
Island is the apparent population center of the federally endangered California clapper rail 
(Rallus longirostris obsoletus) in the Napa River system, and the importance of that 
subpopulation has increased with the decrease in abundance of clapper rails in the White Slough 
marshes (downstream) in recent years (Avocet Research Associates 2004, 2005). 

It should be noted here that conversion of the site from salt ponds to a habitat complex 
dominated by tidal marshland would not displace or reduce available habitat of other threatened 
or endangered species. As alluded to in the Goals Project (1999), “Restoring tidal marsh at a salt 
pond to benefit California clapper rail and the salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys 
raviventris) could reduce habitat for the least tern (Sterna antillarum) or (western) snowy plover 
(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)” (p. 160). Neither the tern nor plover are known to breed at 
the site or in the vicinity. 

Other listed species (CDFG 2005; PRBO 2003) known to occur in adjacent habitats include soft 
bird’s beak (Cordylanthus mollis spp. mollis), Mason’s lilaeosis (Lilaeopsis masonii), salt marsh 
harvest mouse, North American river otter (Lutra Canadensis), double-crested cormorant 
(Phalacrocorax auritus), great egret (Ardea alba), great blue heron (Area herodias), snowy egret 
(Egretta thula), American bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus), black-crowned night heron 
(Nycticorax nycticorax), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), and 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). 

1.2.3 Limited Ecological Value of the Ponds in the Existing Condition 
The proposed project site consists mostly of salt ponds with very limited ecological value due to 
high salt concentrations (approximate range 80-280 parts per thousand [ppt]). Another factor 
limiting the site’s habitat value is that the ponds are dry during some months of the year. The 
vascular plant community associated with the salt pond habitat is confined to pond margins, 
islets, and internal levees within the pond complex. The most common plants observed on these 
terrestrial features are non-native iceplant (Carpobrotus sp.) and slender-leaved iceplant 
(Mesenbranthemum nodiflorum). The high salinity concentrations in the ponds limit the habitat 
value for most terrestrial and aquatic organisms. Overall, bird diversity and abundance in the salt 
ponds is low because the high salinity ponds lack significant prey resources. In contrast, low 
salinity evaporator ponds on the west side of the Napa River have high species abundance and 
diversity. For example, in February 2005 over 30,000 birds representing 31 species 

                                                 
2 In this document the terms “listed species” and “special-status species” are used synonymously.  Both terms refer 
to flora and fauna that have been identified as rare, threatened or endangered by state (DFG) and federal (USFWS) 
regulatory agencies or nongovernmental entities (e.g., California Native Plant Society). 
3 Dispersants are individuals that move from an occupied habitat to a new habitat. 
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(predominately shorebirds and waterfowl) were recorded in Pond 4 (960 acres), while only 400 
birds (all gulls) were observed in the salt ponds of the Napa Plant Site combined (USGS 2005). 

1.2.4 Lack of Recreational Public Access and Educational Opportunities in this Reach 
of the Napa River  

The vicinity of the proposed project lacks public access facilities. This segment of the Napa 
River and adjacent lands do not provide public facilities for boat launching, trails for hiking or 
bicycling, or picnic grounds. The nearest public boat launch ramps on the east side of the Napa 
River are located 7.3 miles south (downstream) at the Vallejo Marina and 4.7 miles north 
(upstream) at Kennedy Park in Napa. The closest launch ramp on the west side of the river is at 
Cuttings Wharf, located 1.3 miles upstream. The proposed project area is also a missing link in 
the San Francisco Bay Trail system. The end of Green Island Road is used for public access for 
fishing from the levee, but is unimproved. The closest hiking or bicycling opportunities near the 
river or its wetlands include Wetland’s Edge Drive in the City of American Canyon to the south 
and Kennedy Park in Napa to the north. No environmental education centers are located in the 
lower Napa River watershed, or in surrounding communities. 

1.2.5 Increased Potential for Bird Strikes at the Napa County Airport in the Absence 
of the proposed project 

Current salt pond operation results in active management of the water in the ponds. Specifically, 
the ponds are filled in the fall, the pickle ponds (see Section 1.2.3) are drained in July or August, 
and the crystallizer beds are drained in late fall. After Cargill ceases active pond management, 
water will accumulate in all the ponds as a result of the winter rains and remain in the ponds until 
it evaporates in the summer. The ponds may hold water for up to 8 months a year. However, the 
residual salt concentrations will greatly limit, if not prevent, vegetation growth in the ponds. 
Standing water provides potential roosting habitat for birds, including multiple species of water 
birds (shorebirds, waterfowl, wading birds, geese, etc.). Studies on salt ponds in the South Bay 
have shown that open-water salt ponds support higher densities of birds when compared with 
vegetated marsh (Stralberg et al. 2003). Conversely, if the proposed project is implemented, 
introducing twice daily tidal action to the entire site (except the managed pond4) ensures 
vegetation will become established over time (see Section 2.2.1.1). The dense wetland vegetation 
provides habitat for small, nonflocking birds such as song sparrows, marsh wrens, and common 
yellowthroat. 

1.3 PROJECT PLANNING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Regional ecological planning documents were used as a basis to develop project-specific 
planning goals and objectives for the NPSR site. The three primary sources were the Baywide 
habitat restoration goals presented in the Goals Report (1999), the goals and objectives for the 
Napa-Sonoma Marsh Restoration Project (NSMRP) on the former salt ponds located across the 
Napa River from the proposed project site (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2004), and the goals 
and objectives for the South Bay Salt Ponds Project (PWA et al. 2004). These sources are 

                                                 
4 For the purposes of this document a managed pond is defined as an open-water area managed to provide foraging, 
roosting, and rafting habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds. 
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relevant because all three projects are located in the San Francisco Bay estuary (the NSMRP is in 
the same reach of the Napa River as the proposed project) resulting in a shared ecological 
context; i.e., many of the biotic communities and abiotic conditions are similar at the three sites. 

The planning goals and objectives were used to inform the development of proposed project 
alternatives, guide the evaluation of alternatives, and select the proposed project. 

Goal 1. Create conditions that will lead to the establishment of a full range of tidal 
habitats  

Objective 1.A Create tidal marsh  

Objective 1.B Make use of historic slough channels/locations 

Objective 1.C Create a tidal channel network template in the marsh plain to achieve full range 
of channel cross-section dimensions 

Objective 1.D Create large tidal drainage basins that will sustain subtidal channel habitat  

Objective 1.E Create habitat for aquatic and terrestrial native species including migratory 
birds, fish mammals, plants, invertebrates, and special-status species 

Objective 1.F Create intertidal mudflat and shallow subtidal habitat  

Objective 1.G Enhance and expand existing ecotones (transitions to upland habitat) and 
create new ecotone  

Objective 1.H Create conditions for the establishment of mature tidal marsh 

Objective 1.I Maximize synergy with existing habitat (e.g., Fagan Marsh) 

Objective 1.J Minimize potential for bird strikes 

Objective 1.K Minimize erosion of existing marshes and unintended levee breaching that may 
result from increases in tidal prism from successive opening of restoration 
projects throughout the area  

Objective 1.L Minimize loss of mudflat from breaching levees in Crystallizer Bed 8 and 
Pond B-3 

Goal 2. Identify areas to be operated as managed ponds 
Objective 2.A Create conditions that will provide habitat for migratory birds 

(shorebirds/waterfowl) 

Objective 2.B Create structural complexity for water-related birds 

Objective 2.C Select areas that facilitate maintenance access 

Objective 2.D Minimize potential adverse water quality conditions: pH, dissolved oxygen, 
temperature, salinity 
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Goal 3. Maintain levels of flood protection provided by existing levees on 
proposed project site 

Objective 3.A  Study and adopt design that will minimize need for new flood protection 
levees  

Objective 3.B If new levees are required to protect adjacent properties, design to maintain 
existing level of flood protection  

Objective 3.C Maintain existing flood protection/drainage in the Napa County Airport area 

Objective 3.D Seek opportunities for collaboration with local agencies 

Goal 4. Implement design and management measures to maintain current levels 
of vector management 

Objective 4.A  Work with Napa County Mosquito Abatement District (NCMAD) during 
design development  

Objective 4.B Provide access for vector management  

Objective 4.C  Avoid hydrologically isolated depressions with emergent vegetation 

Goal 5. Promote environmental benefit and reduce impacts 
Objective 5.A  Identify and preserve cultural resources in the proposed project area, including 

important archaeological and historical sites  

Objective 5.B Coordinate with Native Americans, if significant cultural resources are 
identified 

Objective 5.C Design restoration to rely on natural processes and topographic features to 
minimize construction activities 

Objective 5.D Promote compatibility with surrounding land uses 

Objective 5.E Promote consistency with regional planning initiatives 

Objective 5.F Provide safe, convenient access to the proposed project area 

Objective 5.G Protect existing or provide alternate maintenance access for existing 
infrastructure, including the railroad tracks 

Objective 5.H Identify appropriate areas for DFG and partner agency facilities  

Goal 6. Provide wildlife compatible recreational opportunities consistent with 
DFG policies and regulations 

Objective 6.A  Coordinate pedestrian and bicycle trail development with the Bay Trail, Napa 
County, and City of American Canyon, as appropriate 

Objective 6.B Create access facilities in close proximity to existing access points, such as 
Green Island Road  
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Objective 6.C Provide opportunities for hand-launched watercraft, e.g., kayaks and canoes 

Objective 6.D Create an interpretive panel(s) for public outreach and education  

Objective 6.E Create angling access points  

Objective 6.F Minimize conflicts with railroad  

Objective 6.G Design trail surfaces for specific uses, e.g., hiking, bird watching, biking 

Objective 6.H Identify areas for a possible future interpretive/educational facilities 

Objective 6.I Identify opportunities for partnerships with other groups for educational and 
interpretive activities 

Goal 7. Minimize ecological risks from restoration  
Objective 7.A  Phase proposed project to restore tidal circulation as Cargill completes harvest 

operations and consistent with regulatory requirements 

Objective 7.B Minimize mobilization of contaminants that may be present in sediments, to 
the extent feasible  

Goal 8. Design restoration implementation, management, and monitoring that can 
be effectively executed with minimal cost. Phase construction to meet 
funding availability 

Objective 8.A  Adopt design that will be self-sustaining and minimize operations and 
maintenance as much as possible  

Objective 8.B Manage construction costs to achieve goals and objectives of the proposed 
project with available funding 

Objective 8.C Limit costs associated with delay 

Objective 8.D Form partnerships and alliances to develop and institute a long-term viable 
funding strategy  

Objective 8.E  Integrate site-specific monitoring efforts with regional monitoring programs 
(e.g., California Rapid Assessment Method [CRAM], Integrated Regional 
Wetland Monitoring [IRWM]). 

Objective 8.F Design habitat restoration to minimize terrestrial predator access 

Objective 8.G Design habitat to minimize potential for colonization by invasive species 

Objective 8.H Design public access to minimize maintenance and policing 

Objective 8.I Define monitoring to support evaluation of proposed project goals and 
objectives 
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1.4 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is organized into the following chapters: 

• Summary, identifies each significant environmental effect, proposed mitigation measures, 
areas of known controversy, and unresolved issues. 

• Chapter 1, Introduction, provides an introduction and overview describing the project 
background, the need for the proposed project, project planning goals and objectives, and 
report organization. 

• Chapter 2, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the proposed project, 
including its location, background information, major objectives, and technical 
characteristics. 

• Chapter 3, Overview of CEQA Compliance, provides a description of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance, intent and scope of the EIR, Public 
involvement and scooping, and consultation and other requirements. 

• Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation, contains the proposed 
project and alternatives impact analysis of environmental-issue areas. The subsection for 
each environmental issue contains an introduction and description of the existing setting, 
standards of significance, methodology used to evaluate impacts, and project- and 
alternative-specific impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. 

• Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, provides discussions required by CEQA 
regarding impacts that would result from the proposed project including significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts, significant and irreversible environmental effects, 
growth-inducing impacts and a summary of cumulative impacts. 

• Chapter 6, List of Preparers and Contributors, identifies the persons who prepared the 
EIR and those who were consulted during its preparation. 

• Chapter 7, References, identifies the references used in the EIR preparation. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This chapter summarizes existing conditions in the project area, and describes the proposed 
project and project alternatives. More detailed descriptions of existing conditions are provided in 
the project setting sections of Chapter 4 in this document. 

2.1 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1.1 Location 
The project area is situated in the floodplain of the Napa River approximately 5 miles north of 
the confluence with San Pablo Bay. The area surrounding the project site includes open space, 
light industrial and commercial activities, an airport, agriculture, and residential homes 
(Figure 1-1). South and west of the site is the Napa River, which is used for commerce and 
recreation, marsh and wetlands. A closed municipal landfill is located south of the site. East of 
the site is a mixture of wetlands; agricultural activities, including the Green Island Vineyard, an 
apiary, and grazing; open space; residential homes; Napa County Airport; Napa County Airport 
Industrial Park; City of American Canyon wastewater treatment facilities; and industrial 
wrecking yards. To the north of the site is Fagan Marsh Ecological Reserve, a large wetland area 
owned by DFG. The Cuttings Wharf Marina, located northwest of the project site, contains a 
park and allows public access to the west side of the Napa River. The Milton Road residential 
community is located on the western bank of the river.  

The proposed project is part of the historic Napa-Sonoma Marsh that originally covered 
approximately 40,000 acres north of San Pablo Bay. Approximately 16,000 -17,000 acres of the 
historic wetland area is owned by DFG and is designated the Napa-Sonoma Marshes Wildlife 
Area (NSMWA). The proposed project area will comprise two of the many units of the NSMWA 
(see Section 2.2.1 for details). 

2.1.2 Existing Conditions 
Existing conditions in the project area are largely a function of the contemporary land use 
regime. Salt ponds, levees, and water conveyance channels occupy over 90 percent of the project 
area (Figure 2-1, Table 2-1). Other habitats and land uses include relatively small areas of tidal 
marsh, seasonal wetland, and uplands with commercial and residential facilities. Figure 2-2 
shows some representative photographs of the project site. 
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Table 2-1 
Existing Land Cover in the Project Area 

Land Cover Acres Percent 
Salt ponds 1,142 78 
Levees 151 10 
Water Conveyance Channels 64 4 
Uplands (including commercial salt facilities, landscaped areas and housing) 42 3 
Seasonal Wetlands 35 2 
Tidal Channel 13 < 1 
Tidal Marsh 12 < 1 
Intertidal Mudflat 1 < 1 
Total 1,460 100 

2.1.2.1 Salt Ponds 
Salt ponds in the project area were historically tidal marsh and marsh ecotone. The alignments of 
historic slough channels were mapped in an 1856 survey and can be seen in contemporary aerial 
photos of the site (Figure 1-2). In the past, water movement among salt ponds was managed to 
maximize salt production. Currently, the management objective is to reduce residual salinity. 
Details of the salt production and salinity reduction operations are presented below. 

Salt Production Operations (1952–early 1990s) 
Figure 1-3 depicts Cargill’s operation of the Napa Plant for salt production. The process involved 
pumping brine (saline water) from Pond 7a located on the west side of the Napa River under the 
riverbed to the east side. Pump Number 2 on the east side of the Napa River was used to 
distribute water via brine ditches (water conveyance channels) to the pickle ponds. Ponds B-1, 
B-2, B-3, and Unit 3 were the primary pickle ponds. Ponds 9 and 10 were used as batch pickle 
ponds when brine concentrations in Ponds B-1, B-2, B-3, and Unit 3 were high (so as to not 
reduce the salt concentration). To move water to and from Ponds 9 and 10 required pumping 
brine via Pump Number 3. Pickle ponds had brine with salinity concentrations ranging from 140 
to 312 ppt (Siegel and Bachand 2001).  

Highly concentrated brine solution (approximately 300 ppt) was delivered by gravity feed from 
the pickle ponds to Crystallizer Beds (CBs) 1 through 9 in series. Crystallizer beds were 
managed in an optimal salinity range (356 to 369 ppt) to promote precipitation of sodium 
chloride. A layer of salt between 5.5 to 6 inches thick precipitated onto the crystallizer bed.  The 
salt layer was exposed after the residual brine, often referred to as bittern, was pumped back to 
the west side of the river and held in storage ponds. Salt was typically harvested in August 
through December. The harvested salt was then washed (using brine to avoid “melting” or 
dissolution of the salt) to remove sediments and other impurities. Brine used to wash the salt was 
discharged to the wash ponds (Ponds W1, W2, and W3) where the sediment would settle out of 
solution. The remaining water was returned to the pickle ponds. After harvest, the crystallizer 
beds were prepared for the next salt crop. In the spring, the crystallizer beds were rinsed with 
river water, then leveled and smoothed prior to adding a new batch of brine. Standard salt 
production operations at the Napa Plant ceased in the early 1990s.  
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Phase-Out Operations (2003–present) 
Salinity reduction operations began in 2003. Current phase-out operations are focused on 
reducing the aerial extent (footprint) of the plant operations by sequentially decreasing the 
residual salts remaining in the ponds. This is being accomplished by allowing the pickle ponds to 
flood during the winter so salt in the pond bottoms can dissolve into solution. This brine solution 
is then moved to the crystallizer beds for evaporation and harvest. The process yields some 
commercial salt product. Salt generated at the site is stockpiled, then shipped from the site via 
barges on the Napa River. 

The tidal inlet south of Pond W1 is used for loading salt onto barges. This channel is referred to 
as the “barge channel” in this document. The southern portion of Pond W1 is used as a dredge 
material handling site (Figure 2-1). Cargill has placed sediment dredged from the barge channel 
in this area. After drying, the dredged material has been used for levee maintenance or other 
purposes.1 

Ponds 9 and 10 were the initial focus of the salinity reduction effort. In the first year only direct 
precipitation entered the ponds. In years 2 and 3 river water was used in addition to rainwater to 
flush the ponds. Currently, river water is taken into the system only when necessary; instead the 
ponds are fed via direct precipitation. Salinity in Ponds 9 and 10 has been reduced and Cargill 
plans to have these ponds available for restoration by 2007. Salt reduction activities in the 
remaining pickle ponds and crystallizer beds are expected to continue over the next 5 to 7 years 
(2010 to 2012).   The wash ponds (W1, W2, W3) may be ready for restoration in conjunction 
with Ponds 9 and 10 or Cargill may require their use until all salt reduction activities are 
completed.  

2.1.2.2 Wetlands 
The project area has approximately 48 acres other types of wetlands2 in addition to the salt ponds  
(Table 2-1). Seasonal wetlands occur within the project area along the railroad corridor where 
adjacent swales and drainage ditches were created to aid in controlling storm water runoff; in the 
drainage channel east of Ponds B-1, B-2 and B-3; and in former tidal wetlands (i.e., diked marsh) 
that have not been drastically disturbed by salt-making activities (Figure 2-1). Two vegetation 
communities comprise the majority of the seasonal wetland habitat: a pickleweed dominated 
community and an ecotone community. 

The distribution of tidal marsh on the project site is limited to the margins of the barge channel, 
and the outboard side of riverfront levees (Figure 2-1). A large mudflat (approximately 190 
acres) exists immediately south and west of the project area in the intertidal zone between the 
salt pond levees and the subtidal channel of the Napa River (Figure 2-1). 

                                                 
1 The proposed project may also use material dredged from the barge channel for levee improvements or to 
construct habitat features. 
2 A wetland delineation to determine the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be conducted in 
conjunction with obtaining permits for construction. 
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2.1.2.3 Levee 
The project area levees extend for miles and cover an area of over 150 acres. The largest levees 
form the perimeter of the project area. Smaller “internal levees” form the boundaries of the salt 
ponds and water conveyance channels. The levees are constructed primarily from native Bay 
Mud material. However, portions of the perimeter levee are armored with concrete and other 
structural debris. The vegetation type on the levees varies with elevation. The highest and driest 
portions of the perimeter levee are dominated by non-native, ruderal species such as wild radish 
(Raphanus sativus). Lower, mesic portions of the levees are dominated by nonnative, iceplant 
species (Carpobrotus sp. and Mesenbranthemum nodiflorum). 

2.1.2.4 Uplands 
Uplands in the project area include the salt production facilities, Green Island, and other areas of 
disturbed ground and fill. These areas comprise approximately 42 acres of the project site. 
Upland vegetation includes ornamental landscaping on Green Island, and ruderal, nonnative 
species in disturbed areas. One residential structure is present on Green Island, and three plant 
operation buildings are located south of the barge channel. 

2.2 PROPOSED PROJECT 

2.2.1 Overview 
The design of the proposed project considers physical, biological, and chemical conditions as 
they apply to ecosystem restoration, public access, infrastructure, and long-term land 
management. For the purposes of restoration planning the site has been divided into three units 
based on hydrologic connectivity and geography (Figure 2-3): 

• North Unit (205 acres): This unit includes Ponds 9 and 10, which are located between the 
Northwest Pacific Railroad and Fagan Marsh Ecological Reserve.  The North Unit will be 
part of the Fagan Marsh Ecological Reserve. 

• Central Unit (175 acres): This unit includes Wash Ponds W1, W2, and W3. The Central 
Unit also includes Green Island, salt production facilities, the barge channel, and the site’s 
access road. 

• South Unit (1080 acres): This unit includes CB1 through CB9 and Ponds B-1, B-2, B-3, and 
Unit 3. The Central and South Units of the proposed project will comprise the Green Island 
Unit of the NSMWA. 

Figure 2-4 depicts the major components of the proposed project. All of the salt ponds in the 
project area would be restored to tidal action except CB1 through CB3. The historic topographic 
survey (Figure 1-2) was used as a template for the design of the tidal wetland restoration 
component. For example, the perimeter levee of the site would be breached in four locations to 
restore tidal circulation. These breaches are located in close proximity to the mouths of the major 
historic tidal sloughs (Figure 1-2). In addition, approximately 22,000 linear feet of tidal channels 
would be excavated to improve tidal circulation (i.e., flooding and draining). The alignments of 
the tidal channels are analogous to the major historic sloughs, with some deviations to 
accommodate the managed pond levee (Figures 1-2 and 2-4).  
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A 175-acre managed pond would be created in the location of CB1 through CB3. For the 
purposes of this document a managed pond is defined as an open-water area managed to provide 
foraging, roosting, and rafting habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds. Incorporating a managed 
pond into the project area landscape will benefit a broader range of wildlife species and would 
ensure that habitat and species diversity are maintained over the long-term. In the winter the 
managed pond would be operated to benefit waterfowl, and in the spring the water level would 
be drawn down to benefit shorebirds.  

Modifications would be made to the levee system in the project area. The perimeter levee would 
be improved along the eastern portion of the project area to provide flood protection at a level 
similar to the existing conditions. Ecotone (i.e., transitional) habitat would be created or 
enhanced along much of the eastern perimeter levee. Some internal levees would be breached 
and/or lowered to improve tidal circulation and provide habitat benefits such as reducing 
predator access and establishing roosting areas.  

Public access improvements would include a staging area with parking, picnicking and restrooms 
facilities (Figure 2-3). A non-motorized watercraft (e.g., canoes and kayaks) launch area would 
be developed at the existing boat dock and ramp in the barge channel. A public trail system 
would be created along the perimeter levee, with potential connection to regional trails. 
Infrastructure improvements would include realignment of the site access road and installation of 
a potable water utility line. An educational interpretive center is envisioned for the future. 

The proposed project would result in a landscape comprised of multiple habitat types. Tidal 
habitats would cover approximately 72 percent of the site and encompass over one thousand 
acres of tidal marsh, tidal flats and channels. Although predominantly tidal, the proposed 
project’s habitats would be diverse. Managed pond would cover approximately 175 acres (12 
percent of the area) and would include approximately 16 acres of islands suitable for roosting 
(Table 2-2). The area also includes seasonal wetlands (30 acres), ecotone (50 acres of habitat 
transitioning between wetland and upland), and 52 acres of uplands. Because Green Island was 
upland amid the historic marshes the site presents a rare opportunity to restore a full continuum 
of habitats from subtidal channels to upland. Detailed descriptions of these habitats and other 
components of the proposed project are provided in the following sections.  

Table 2-2 
Land Area of Proposed Project Components 

Land Cover Acres Percent 
Tidal Marsh 967 66 
Managed Pond  175 12 
Tidal Channels 86 6 
Levees, Roads and Trails  84 6 
Uplands 52 4 
Tidal Marsh Ecotone 50 3 
Seasonal Wetlands (Ecotone Community, Pickleweed 
Community) 

30 2 

Islands in Managed Pond 16 1 
Total 1,460 100 
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2.2.2 Tidal Areas 
The principal factors that influence the initial stages of tidal wetland restoration projects are tidal 
circulation and existing site topography. The proposed project would restore tidal circulation to 
the site by breaching the perimeter levees and excavating tidal channels in the salt ponds. 
Breaches in the perimeter levees are necessary for reintroduction of tidal action, and excavation 
of a channel network is needed so that the tidal basins would flood and drain in a normal tide 
cycle.  

The habitat types that would result from the reintroduction of tidal action is largely dependent on 
the relationship between existing topography and tidal datums. Table 2-3 shows the tidal datums 
estimated for the project area.  

Table 2-3 
Tidal Datums for the Project Areaa 

Tidal Datum Feet NAVD 88b 
100-year High Tidec 9.06 
Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) 6.21 
Mean High Water (MHW) 5.62 
Mean Sea Level (MSL) 3.31 
Mean Low Water (MLW) 0.94 
Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) 0.08 
a. Elevations based on mean data from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Station 9415415 (Edgerley 

Island, MLLW datum). Conversion from MLLW to NAVD 88 based on an interpolation between conversions documented at 
NOAA Stations 9415218 (Mare Island Naval Shipyard) and 9415623 (Napa River). 

b. All elevation data in this document are referenced to North American Vertical Datum (NAVD) 88. 
c. Federal Emergency Management (FEMA) Agency flood Insurance Study (FEMA 1990). 
 

Figure 2-5 shows the existing site topography. Diking of the wetlands in the project area for 
agriculture and salt production has resulted in subsidence. It is assumed that prior to diking the 
tidal marshes in the project area were at elevations approximating MHHW. Evidence to support 
this assumption includes the existing elevation of Fagan Marsh and other undisturbed tidal 
wetlands in the project vicinity, and that mature tidal marshes in the San Francisco Bay estuary 
generally reach an equilibrium elevation that approximates MHHW. Existing average elevations 
and elevation ranges of the salt ponds units are shown in Table 2-4. 
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Table 2-4 
Existing Elevation of Salt Ponds in Project Planning Units 

Average 
Elevation 

Minimum 
Elevation 

Maximum 
Elevation 
(excluding 

levees) 
Planning Unit Feet NAVD 88 

North Unit (Ponds 9 and 10) 2.5 1.1 5.1 
Central Unit  (W1, W2, W3) 3.6 2.2 10.1a 
South Unit (CB4 through CB9) 2.3 1.4 2.6 
South Unit (B-1, B-2, B-3, and Unit 3) 3.2 1.8 14.7a 
a. Maximum elevations in the Central and South Units occur in isolated areas of fill material associated with dredging (Central 
Unit) or levees (South Unit). The average elevation of the planning unit provides a more useful indication of existing site 
topography.   
 

Assuming complete tidal circulation, the relationship between existing site topography and tidal 
datums dictates the types of wetland habitats that would occur at the time of restoration. Subtidal 
habitat is always submerged, occurring below extreme low water.3 Subtidal areas provide habitat 
for fish and other aquatic organisms. Tidal channels excavated to improve marsh circulation 
would provide intertidal and subtidal habitat for fish, invertebrates, birds and other aquatic 
organisms. Intertidal mudflat occurs between MLLW and MSL. By definition mudflat is devoid 
of macrophytic vegetation, but often supports multiple species of algae. Intertidal mudflat would 
provide foraging habitat for shorebirds at low tide, and may be utilized by fish and waterfowl at 
high tide. Tidal Marsh is vegetated wetland that is subject to tidal action. This habitat would 
occur between MSL and the maximum extent of the tides. Two zones of tidal marsh are 
distinguished, low and high marsh. Low Marsh occurs at elevations from slightly above MSL to 
slightly below MHW. In the North Bay Pacific cordgrass (Spartina foliosa) and bulrushes 
(Scirpus robustus or maritimus, S. acutus, S. californicus, S. americanus) occupy low marsh. 
High Marsh occurs between MHW to slightly above MHHW. Pickleweed intergrades with 
bulrush, e.g., three-square (Scirpus americanus) in the lower sections of this zone while salt 
grass (Disticlis spicata), Baltic rush (Juncus balticus), and gumplant (Grindelia stricta) are 
common plants found in the highest marsh zone that gradually transitions to upland. The high 
marsh/transition zone is referred to as Ecotone habitat.  

2.2.2.1 Tidal Habitat Evolution 

A sediment mass balance model was developed to predict and quantify the geomorphic evolution 
of the tidal marsh. A description of this analysis is provided in the Modeling Technical 
Memorandum 1 (URS 2005a) (Appendix A). Figures 2-6a through 2-6c show the predicted 
development of tidal marsh for each planning unit. The analysis is based on average elevations 
and internal dimensions (i.e., levees are not included) of each pond, and does not consider the 
placement of additional fill in the North Unit or creation of ecotone. Additionally, the analysis 
does not consider the area that would be occupied by tidal channels (both constructed and those 
that would develop through natural processes).  
                                                 
3 No local data are available for extreme low water; thus, subtidal habitat is considered to be below MLLW. 
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In the initial years following reintroduction of tidal action, intertidal mudflat habitat would 
dominate because the majority of the site is below MSL (Figures 2-5, 2-6). However, portions of 
the site are currently at elevations suitable for low and high marsh habitats (Table 2-4; 
Figures 2-5, 2-6). Colonization by vegetation would occur most rapidly in these topographically 
higher areas. Vegetation would spread from the higher areas. As sedimentation from tidal action 
raises the marsh to elevations above MSL, a progressive colonization of the site by low marsh 
vegetation would occur in multiple independent locations. The vegetated marsh plain would trap 
sediment, and over time low marsh would transition to high marsh. 

Low marsh will develop rapidly in portions of the Central Unit and Ponds B1, B2, and B3 in the 
South Unit (Figures 2-6b and c). In the Central Unit vegetation colonization should begin soon 
after breaching and the model suggests that the average elevation would reach low marsh 
elevation within 4 years (Figure 2-6b). The majority of the North Unit, given existing elevations 
and modeled sediment accumulation, should be suitable for low marsh vegetation within 10 
years (Figure 2-6a). The eastern edges of the South Unit would likely be where low marsh 
establishes first (Figure 2-5), but the crystallizer beds would take longer to reach low marsh 
elevation (Figure 2-6c). By approximately 12 years after introducing tidal action the average 
elevation should be at low marsh elevation. This low marsh and its associated channels would 
provide potential foraging habitat for the California clapper rail and juvenile salmonids. 

As the marsh plain continues to accrete to an elevation approximating MHW pickleweed, or the 
site-specific climax vegetation community, will replace the low marsh species as the dominant 
vegetation. The modeling suggests that at 65 to 75 years after breaching the majority of the tidal 
marsh plain will reach an elevation approximating MHHW. When the climax marsh has 
developed, the marsh plain would provide more habitat for locally threatened and endangered 
species (listed species) such as the salt marsh harvest mouse, California and black rails, and the 
San Pablo song sparrow. 

2.2.2.2 Tidal Restoration Design 
The NPSR project has conducted hydrodynamic modeling to develop design criteria that would 
optimize conditions for restoration of tidal habitats. Specifically, the modeling has been used to 
develop the levee breach and tidal channel dimensions for the proposed project and project 
alternatives. The details of the hydrodynamic modeling are provided in the project Modeling 
Technical Memorandum 1 (URS 2005a) in Appendix A. 

To restore tidal action four levee breaches are proposed: one in the North Unit, one in the Central 
Unit, and two in the South Unit. The locations of the levee breaches are shown on Figure 2-4. 
The breaches are in close proximity to the locations of the historic slough channel alignments 
(Figure 1-2). Table 2-5 shows the approximate breach dimensions and tidal basin area served by 
each breach. The breach widths shown in Table 2-5 are the maximum that would be excavated to 
restore tidal circulation. The actual breach dimensions will be determined in further 
hydrodynamic analysis during final project design.  

The ebb and flow of tides provide many key restoration actions, e.g., sedimentation, erosion, and 
seed dispersal. The construction of tidal channels improves circulation and facilitates restoration. 
The proposed project would excavate as much as 22,100 linear feet of channels to improve tidal 
circulation. The total excavation volume would be approximately 500,000 cubic yards. 
Approximately 95 percent of the excavation would occur within the footprint of the historic 
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slough channels. Slight deviations from the historic slough alignments are required to 
accommodate the managed pond levee on the east side of CB 3 and the breach location in 
Pond 9.4 

Table 2-5 
Summary of Major Tidal Restoration Actions 

Restoration Unit 
Breach Widtha 

(Feet) 

Channel Excavationa, b 
(Linear Feet/cubic 

yards) 

Associated Drainage 
Basin 

(Acres) 
North Unit 330 6,500/66,000 167 
Central Unit 200 0/0 94 
South Unit (CB 8 Breach) 660 13,000/287,000 700 
South Unit (Pond B-3 Breach) 130 2,600/48,000 146 
aBreach widths and channel excavation are based on preliminary calculations and modeling, and are estimates of the maximum 
that would be required for restoring tidal circulation. The actual breach dimensions and channel excavation volumes will be 
determined in further hydrodynamic analysis and detailed design of the proposed project. 
bVolumes do not include breach excavation. 
 

North Unit 
The North Unit would be hydrologically connected to Fagan Slough via a breach in the Pond 9 
levee (Figure 2-4). A large tidal channel would be excavated in the North Unit to facilitate 
flooding and draining of the tidal basin. Prior to breaching the levee in Pond 9, fill material 
would be placed in portions of Pond 10 at three elevations to create three types of habitat. Fill 
would be placed to raise the pond bottom elevation to approximately MSL to reduce the duration 
and depth of ponding and accelerate the marsh evolution and revegetation process. The priority 
would be to fill areas closest to the Napa County Airport Runway 6/24 basic flight pattern.  
Ecotone would be created adjacent to the southeastern Pond 10 levee by placing fill between 
MHW and the 100-year tide elevations (Table 2-3 and Figure 2-4).  Finally, upland (at elevations 
above the 100-year tide) would be created nearest to the western end of Napa County Airport 
Runway 6/245.  These conditions would render Pond 10 less attractive to large water birds. 

Central Unit 
The Central Unit restoration area would be approximately 94 acres. A breach in the Pond W1 
levee would reconnect the basin to the Napa River via the barge channel. The wash ponds have 
an average elevation of 3.6 feet; therefore, much of the area would be suitable for colonization 
by low marsh vegetation soon after tidal action is restored. Hydrodynamic modeling suggests 
that the basin would flood and drain without excavating a pilot drainage system (Appendix A).  

Opening the wash ponds to tidal action would be beneficial for wildlife, as well as public access 
components of the project. Tidal exchange between the wash ponds and the Napa River would 

                                                 
4 The breach location is offset to the east of the historic channel alignment because it needs to be located on 
DFG-owned land. 
5 This fill would be compatible with Napa County Airport’s potential future construction of a Runway Safety Area.   
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prevent the barge channel from completely filling with sediment and vegetation. Maintaining an 
open-water channel is desirable so this area can be used for launching non-motorized watercraft.  

Currently, the barge channel is approximately 250 feet wide. This width is maintained by 
periodic dredging. Hydraulic geometry relationships developed for San Francisco Bay estuary 
tidal marshes (Williams et al. 2002) were used to estimate the barge channel width that would be 
maintained by tidal action in the wash ponds. If the wash ponds were restored to tidal action in 
their current conditions, the tidal prism (i.e., the total volume of water exchanged between 
MLLW and MHHW) would maintain a channel top width of approximately 150 feet. Over time 
sediment deposition in the wash ponds would decrease the tidal prism. The equilibrium tidal 
prism is expected to maintain a channel top width of approximately 75 feet. Placement of the 
breach location in the final design will maximize channel scouring near the boat launch dock and 
ramp. 

South Unit 
Two tidal drainage areas would be restored in the South Unit. Like the North Unit, the channel 
and breach locations were selected based on the historic marsh condition (Figure 1-2). The 
proposed project would excavate breaches and tidal channels in locations analogous to the 
historic marsh (with small deviation to accommodate the managed pond levee). Recreating a 
significant portion of the historic drainage pattern would expedite the restoration of the tidal 
marsh by providing adequate channel volume to flood and drain the site. Sediment-laden tidal 
inflow would deliver sediment to build the marsh plain. Figure 2-6 provides the estimated rate of 
marsh plain accretion based on sedimentation modeling. As discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, much 
of the South Unit would be intertidal mudflat for several years following restoration of tidal 
action, and would provide foraging habitat for shorebirds at low tide and roosting and foraging 
habitat waterfowl during high tides. Ponds B-1, B-2, B-3, and Unit 3 have significant area (150 
acres) that would be suitable for colonization by low marsh vegetation at the time of tidal 
restoration (Figure 2-6c). 

2.2.3 Managed Pond 
As mentioned in Section 2.2.1 the managed pond would be created in the location of CB1 
through CB3. The internal levees between these crystallizer beds would be lowered and breached 
to allow unobstructed flow between CB1, CB2, and CB3, creating a single 175-acre managed 
pond. The pond bottoms would be graded to provide topographic relief capable of sustaining 
multiple water depths for both short- and long-legged shorebirds and wading birds. Islands in the 
managed pond (i.e., areas of high ground) would be created to provide protected nesting and 
roosting habitat (Figure 2-4). 

Water control structures would be constructed for operation of the managed pond. Two sets of 
structures would be constructed: one in the northwest corner of CB1 and one in the southwest 
corner of CB1 (Figure 2-4). Each water control structure would consist of multiple large 
diameter PVC gated culverts bisecting the levee and extending into the Napa River. Water 
control devices (e.g., flashboard risers) would be installed on the pond side of culverts to manage 
water levels. The water-level control devices would be constructed of corrosion-resistant 
materials such as stainless steel and rubber-coated wood. A management platform would be 
constructed to facilitate safe access to the gates. 
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The managed pond area would contain water year-round. Water would be approximately 2 to 
3 feet deep and salinity would be low in the winter to provide habitat for waterfowl. In the spring 
the water depth would be lowered to less than 1 foot, and salinity would increase passively (via 
evaporation), to create optimal shorebird foraging conditions. The ponds could also be drained or 
flooded rapidly, if necessary, using the multiple water control structures. Operation of the water 
control structures would assist in controlling the spread of avian disease and growth of mosquito 
larvae, managing water quality, and/or avoiding intake of fish. 

2.2.4 Ecotone 
Approximately 50 acres of ecotone habitat would be created in the project area (Figure 2-4). 
Gentle slopes (approximately 8 horizontal:1 vertical) would be graded along sections of the 
perimeter levees that are contiguous with adjacent upland (e.g., eastern edge of Ponds B-1 and B-
2). In areas where a broad ecotone is less appropriate because wetland habitat exists on the 
outboard side of the levee, fill material would be added to the inboard side of the perimeter 
levee, to create a habitat “bench.” The habitat bench would be narrower than the broad ecotone. 
It would provide high tide refugial habitat and keep erosive forces farther from the levee core.  

Ecotone could provide habitat for a variety of wildlife species including, but not limited to, salt 
marsh harvest mice and other small mammals; foraging habitat for raptors such as hawks, kites, 
and falcons; and nesting habitat for marsh-associated passerine bird species such as San Pablo 
song sparrow and San Francisco common yellowthroat. 

2.2.5 Levees 
The existing levee that forms the western and southern boundaries of the project area provides de 
facto flood protection for land east of the Napa Plant Site. It was not designed or constructed for 
the purposes of flood protection. Portions of this levee would be breached to restore tidal action 
to the project site. The project would maintain the existing level of flood protection by improving 
the levee along the eastern perimeter of the site to an elevation similar to the existing outboard 
levee. The levee would have a minimum elevation of 10 feet.  The perimeter levee would also 
serve an important function by providing maintenance access and a public trail system. Details of 
the trail system are provided in Section 2.3.5. The north and western portions of the perimeter 
levee that separates Ponds 9 and 10 from Fagan Marsh Ecological Reserve and the Napa River 
would be lowered to approximately MHW. This would improve connectivity between the 
restored wetlands and the existing marsh to the north and the Napa River to the west.  

The ponds also contain internal levees used to confine and direct brines during salt production. 
Several thousand feet of internal levees are associated with the salt ponds and water conveyance 
channels. Construction of the proposed project would require manipulation of the internal levee 
system to achieve various hydrologic, biological, and physical objectives. Internal levees would 
be graded to maximum elevation of MHW and breached in strategic locations to provide 
hydrologic connection between the major excavated channels and the marsh plain. The internal 
levees would be disconnected from the perimeter levee to discourage predator access.  

The internal levees that remain in place would act as wave breaks that reduce fetch across ponds. 
Reducing fetch distance would decrease the potential for wind-wave-induced erosion on the 
eastern perimeter levee, and promote conditions for deposition of suspended sediment. In 
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addition, these levee sections would provide topographic variation and would be inundated by 
the tides for a shorter duration than the pond bottoms; thus, they could provide roosting habitat 
for birds.  

Some of the levee material salvaged from the grading and breaching of the levees would be used 
to fill borrow ditches and create ditch blocks. Borrow ditches are depressions along the toe of 
levees that result from material being dredged for levee maintenance. Ditch blocks are earthen 
plugs or small levees that prevent hydrologic short-circuiting into borrow ditches or water 
conveyance channels. Strategically placing ditch blocks will ensure that tidal waters flow to the 
preferential channels. 

2.2.6 Uplands, Public Access and Facilities 
The proposed project would utilize upland areas for site access, public access facilities, and DFG 
personnel housing. The existing site access road bisects Ponds W1 and W2. In the proposed 
project the wash ponds would be restored to tidal action. The existing road alignment is 
problematic for several reasons. The access road would need to be raised to prevent flooding. 
Moreover, the road would be difficult to maintain, and it would create a biological and hydraulic 
barrier in the marsh, impeding restoration processes. The proposed realignment would locate the 
site access road south of Pond W3 and north of CB5 and CB6 (Figure 2-4), allowing the wash 
pond complex to function as a single hydrologic unit. Ecotone would be created to the north and 
south of the new road grade to provide a wildlife buffer between the road and the marsh, and to 
protect the road from wind-wave-induced erosion (Figure 2-4). 

Gates on the site access road would be used to restrict public vehicle access to daylight hours. A 
DFG employee would reside in the existing residential housing on Green Island. The DFG 
warden for the NSMWA would patrol the site on a regular basis.  

Currently, the plant site has no potable water utility. Potable water is delivered to the site by 
motor vehicle. A new potable water line would be installed to provide a reliable source of 
potable water to the site. The water line would be connected to the existing City of American 
Canyon water line on Green Island Road. The connection would require 4,700 feet of new water 
line. All of the line will be placed subgrade. Connections at the site would be made for DFG 
facilities on Green Island, and public access and maintenance buildings. 

Public access and recreation components would include a primary staging area for parking, 
picnicking, restrooms, and boat launching centered around the barge channel (Figure 2-3). Hand-
launching of non-motorized watercraft (e.g., canoes and kayaks) would be possible at the 
existing boat dock and ramp in the barge channel. Connections to bicycle lanes on Green Island 
Road and future connections to other outlying areas would be facilitated. A perimeter trail would 
be developed to support both pedestrians and cycling. The trail has the potential to connect with 
a regional trail network. The NPSR project team is working with the City of American Canyon 
to coordinate trail connection opportunities near the end of Eucalyptus Road. Smaller nature 
trails with interpretive signage would also be developed. In the long term, DFG would like to 
create an environmental interpretive center on the property. The site access road and upland 
staging area presents a unique opportunity for locating an interpretive center adjacent to the Napa 
River and its wetlands. 
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New upland will be constructed in Pond 10, adjacent to the Napa County Airport’s Runway 6/24. 
This proposed upland area is consistent with the airport’s planning for safety features. 

2.2.7 Land Use Planning 
DFG intends to manage the North Unit as part of the Fagan Marsh Ecological Reserve, and the 
Central and South units as the Green Island Unit of the NSMWA. Land use in these areas would 
be consistent with the DFG management designations. For example, waterfowl hunting may be 
allowed in the South Unit, but not in the North Unit, because hunting is not a permissible activity 
in DFG Ecological Reserves. The rules and regulations for Wildlife Areas and Ecological 
Reserves are promulgated in Fish and Game Code Sections 1525-1530 and 1580-1586, 
respectively. 

The proposed project is cognizant of Napa County Airport’s current planning process to create a 
1,000-foot long runway safety area (RSA) and a 1,000-foot runway protection zone (RPZ) for 
Runway 6/24. The RSA and RPZ would need to be constructed on lands in and adjacent to 
Pond 10. The proposed project will not conflict with or preclude Napa County Airport from 
planning and implementing this activity. 

DFG is working with the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Napa 
Flood District) to explore the possibility of using the North Unit as a one-time dredge material 
disposal site for the Napa River maintenance dredging project. The United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and Napa Flood Control conduct the maintenance dredging on an 
approximately 6-year cycle. The maintenance dredging occurs on two river segments: the 
downstream portion, which extends from Mare Island Causeway to Asylum Slough, and the 
upstream portion, which extends from Asylum Slough to the Third Street Bridge in the city of 
Napa. The NPSR project is in the downstream portion of the maintenance dredging area. The last 
dredging event in the downstream portion of the Napa River was completed in November 1999, 
and the next event is scheduled for fiscal year 2006 pending availability of funds (USACE 2005). 
The dredging could generate as much as 300,000 to 400,000 cubic yards of material from the 
area near the NPSR project site (M. Forte, pers. comm., 2005). Placing this volume of material 
on pond bottoms could raise their elevation and accelerate the marsh development process.  

Napa Flood District would need to obtain the permits necessary to use the ponds as a beneficial 
dredged material reuse site. Placement of dredged material in the ponds of the project area is 
consistent with goals and objectives developed for the Long-Term Management Strategy for 
Placement of Dredged Materials (LTMS) in the San Francisco Bay Region. The LTMS 
recommends beneficial reuse of dredged materials for wetland restoration projects. Using the 
ponds of the project area as a reuse site would also minimize environmental impacts associated 
with transportation and disposal of material dredged from the Napa River.   

DFG is also coordinating trail connection opportunities with the City of American Canyon and 
Napa County to facilitate public access to the project area. The City identified trail opportunities 
that could connect to the southern end of the proposed project area in the Wetlands Edge Bay 
Trail Concept Plan (LandPeople et. al. 2002). Napa County also identified trail opportunities in 
the Airport Area Bicycle Route Study (LandPeople et. al. 2005). The trail planned for the eastern 
perimeter of the proposed project area would provide a critical link to these local plans as well as 
the regional San Francisco Bay Trail. 



2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

02_ProjDesc 2-14 Napa Plant Site Restoration Project DEIR 

2.2.8 Construction 
Implementation of the proposed project would include the following major components:  

• Breaching external levees 

• Excavation of tidal channels 

• Levee modifications  

• Placement of fill  

• Installation of water control structures 

• Realignment of the site access road 

• Public access improvements 

• Installation of a potable water line to the plant site, along Green Island Road 

The details of these activities follow. 

2.2.8.1 Breaching of External Levees 
Breaching external levees would require the use of heavy equipment such as excavators and haul 
trucks. Placement of temporary cofferdams or excavation from barges may also be necessary for 
breach construction. Installation of sheet pile to create cofferdams may use an excavator or a 
crane with a vibratory hammer to drive the sheets. The majority of material excavated from the 
breaches would be used on-site for improvement of existing levees or fill for the ecotone areas. 
Material excavated from breaches that is not suitable for on-site reuse (e.g., rebar and concrete 
debris) would be recycled or disposed of off-site. The breaches would be opened to tidal 
circulation when the ponds are dry, minimizing the potential for adverse water quality conditions 
associated with the discharge of high salinity water or excess sediment.  

2.2.8.2 Excavation of Tidal Channels 
Excavation of the tidal channels would require the use of heavy equipment such as low ground 
pressure, long reach excavators. Preliminary earthwork analyses show approximately 480,00 
cubic yards (300 acre-feet) of material would be generated from excavation of new channels.  All 
of this excavated material would be reused on-site to raise the marsh plain elevation, create wave 
breaks6, ditch blocks or levees. Much of the excavated material would be side-cast and graded 
into the adjacent marsh plain. Dozers, scrapers and/or haul trucks may be used to distribute the 
material throughout the project area. 

2.2.8.3 Levee modifications 
Levee improvements would require the use of heavy machinery such as dozers, scrapers, and 
compaction equipment. All of the fill material needed for levee improvement is anticipated to 

                                                 
6 Wave breaks are low relief mounds constructed perpendicular to the prevailing wind direction to shorten fetch 
distances and mute wave generation. 
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come from on-site resources such as existing levees, upland excavation and dredged material. 
Internal levees would be lowered using similar heavy equipment. 

2.2.8.4 Placement of Fill 
Fill material would be placed for multiple reasons: (1) to create ecotones, (2) to accelerate 
vegetation establishment, (3) to create habitat islands in the managed pond, (4) to create upland 
and (5) to improve levees (as described above). Placement of fill material would require heavy 
machinery such as dozers and scrapers. Ecotone fill would be placed adjacent to levees and the 
new site access road. Raising the elevation of select areas to accelerate vegetation establishment 
(such as in Pond 10) would require placement and compaction of fill material. The fill would 
come from excavation of tidal channels, existing on-site dredged material stockpiles, or material 
generated from the next Napa River dredging project. The amount of fill material placed would 
be based on availability and funding. Construction activities associated with using the North Unit 
as a dredged material reuse site for Napa River maintenance dredging are not considered part of 
the proposed project.  

2.2.8.5 Installation of Water Control Structures 
Installation of water control structures would require the use of heavy equipment including 
excavators and possibly truck mounted cranes to place large-diameter pipes and gates. Placement 
of temporary cofferdams on the Napa River side of the perimeter levee may also be necessary for 
installation of the water control structures. 

2.2.8.6 Realignment of the Site Access Road 
Realignment of the road would require the use of heavy machinery such as excavators, dozers, 
scrapers, and compaction equipment. Fill material needed for the road grade is anticipated to 
come from on-site resources such as existing levees and dredged material. Road base material 
would be imported to the site for the road surface, or salvaged from the existing site access road. 
Demolition of the existing access road would require excavators and haul trucks to remove the 
asphalt surface, and dozers to grade the road into adjacent marsh plain. Asphalt removed from 
the road surface would be disposed of at an off-site location.  

2.2.8.7 Public Access and Facilities Improvements 

Constructing public access and facility improvements would require the use of heavy machinery 
such as excavators, dozers, scrapers, and compaction equipment. Fill material needed for trails is 
anticipated to come from on-site resources such as existing levees and dredged material. Gravel 
for trail base material would be imported to the site. 

2.2.8.8 Installation of a Potable Water Line to the Plant Site, Along Green Island Road 

Installation of the water line would require excavation with trenching equipment, placement of 
bedding material, backfill, and compaction. All existing surface features and covers would be 
replaced in kind. 
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2.2.9 Environmental Protection Measures  
DFG is proposing to employ a variety of environmental protection measures as part of the 
proposed project.  These measures are described below. 

2.2.9.1 Geotechnical Considerations 
The proposed project would maintain the existing level of flood protection by improving the 
levee along the eastern perimeter of the site to an elevation similar to the existing outboard levee. 
To evaluate the condition and stability of the existing levee, a geotechnical field investigation 
and engineering analyses will be performed. Properly designed engineering measures for the 
perimeter levee will be implemented to allow it to withstand seismic events to the extent 
practicable. All levees will also receive regular maintenance. 

In the event that unstable geologic units or soils are encountered during construction of the gated 
culverts, the contractor will remove such materials and will backfill with engineered fill meeting 
the required specifications for compaction and shear strength. The proper operation of the gated 
culverts will be verified periodically, and the structures will be properly maintained and replaced 
as needed. 

Structures will be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable engineering standards 
and building codes. Thus, shrink-swell behavior would not pose a risk of personal injury, loss of 
life, or significant damage to property. In the event that unstable geologic units or soils are 
encountered during construction, the contractor will remove such materials and will backfill with 
engineered fill meeting the required specifications for compaction and shear strength. 

Areas of grading and other construction activity will be designed to minimize runoff. The use of 
temporary controlled drainage measures, including straw rolls, visquene covering, and silt fences 
will minimize erosion and runoff during construction. Placement of engineered fill (and 
geotextile fabric or other protection measures) to the in-board side of perimeter levee will 
provide protection from erosion and piping due to repeated water-level fluctuations. Properly 
designed and implemented drainage plans will minimize post-construction erosion. 

Special dewatering measures will be designed and implemented to allow excavation in areas 
where shallow groundwater is present. In areas where unstable ground and/or saturated soils are 
encountered during earthwork activities, the contractor will take measures such as temporarily 
placing a bridging layer of granular fill or geotextile to facilitate planned activities. Below-grade 
structures and facilities, in particular, the proposed large-diameter culverts with slide gates for 
the managed pond unit, will be designed to withstand excessive water pressure and infiltration. 

2.2.9.2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials Considerations 
Construction contractors working on the project will be required to provide their employees with 
enhanced spill prevention and response training, and will be required to have spill response 
equipment available at the job site, as directed by the project sponsors. Contractors will provide 
double containment for any hazardous materials or wastes at the job site. Contractors will be 
prepared to respond to any spill immediately and to fully contain spills in the project area, 
including any open-water areas. 
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During project excavation activities associated with the new water supply pipeline, the contractor 
will inspect the exposed soil for visual evidence of contamination. If visual contamination 
indicators are observed during excavation or grading activities, all work will stop and an 
investigation will be designed and performed to verify the presence and extent of contamination 
at the site. Results will be reviewed and approved by Napa County’s Environmental Health 
Division or DTSC prior to continuing construction. The investigation will include collecting 
samples for laboratory analysis and quantification of contaminant levels within the proposed 
excavation and surface disturbance areas. Subsurface investigation will determine appropriate 
worker protection and hazardous material handling and disposal procedures appropriate for the 
subject site. Areas with contaminated soil and groundwater determined to be hazardous waste 
will be removed by personnel who have been trained through the OSHA-recommended 40-hour 
safety program (29 CFR 1910.120) with an approved plan for groundwater and soil remediation, 
control of contaminant releases to the air, and offsite transport or on-site treatment. A health and 
safety plan, prepared by a qualified and approved industrial hygienist, will be used to protect the 
general public and all workers in the construction area. 

The project sponsors will ensure that a site-specific health and safety plan is developed and 
implemented by the contractor as part of contract specifications. At a minimum, the contractor’s 
health and safety plan must show how the contractor will comply with the nuisance dust standard 
set by Cal/OSHA in the immediate work area and at the perimeter of the work area. 

2.2.9.3 Water Quality Considerations 
A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Stormwater Monitoring Program will 
be developed and implemented. The Clean Water Act, National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) (33 United States Code 1342) requires that construction projects disturbing 
more than 1 acre of land must develop and implement a SWPPP. Implementation of the Best 
Management Practices in the SWPPP will reduce potential stormwater impacts to less than 
significant. 

Impacts to the Napa River will be minimized by constructing the proposed project’s breaches 
while the ponds are dry and by controlling the timing, rate, and concentration of discharges from 
the managed pond. The proposed project would avoid discharging water from the managed pond 
to the Napa River in an abrupt manner. Discharge from the managed pond will be minimized 
during salmonid migration in the river from December 1 through April 30. 

The project will comply with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Waste 
Discharge Requirements or NPDES permit conditions that may be issued for the project. 

2.2.9.4 Noise Considerations 
The following control measures will be incorporated into the project contract specifications to 
minimize construction noise impacts: 

• Monitor construction noise levels at project perimeter to demonstrate compliance with Napa 
County Noise Control Regulations.  If noise regulations are violated then either restrict 
equipment operation to appropriate construction hours or employ shrouds, shields, or other 
noise-reducing features to reduce noise to a level that complies with the County regulations. 



2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

02_ProjDesc 2-18 Napa Plant Site Restoration Project DEIR 

• All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines 
(including haul trucks) will be fitted with mufflers and air-inlet silencers where appropriate. 
These devices will be maintained in good operating condition so as to meet or exceed 
original factory specifications. Mobile or fixed "package" equipment (e.g., air compressors) 
will be equipped with shrouds and noise control features that are readily available for that 
type of equipment. 

• All mobile or fixed noise-producing equipment used on the project, which is regulated for 
noise output by a local, state, or federal agency, will comply with such regulation while in 
the course of project activity. 

• At least 20 days prior to commencement of construction, the contractor will provide written 
notification to property owners and residents within 500 feet of the project area, to 
surrounding homeowners associations, and posted at the access to the construction site. The 
notice will provide a construction schedule, required noise conditions applied to the project, 
and the name and telephone number of the Project Manager who can address questions and 
problems that may arise during construction. 

• The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells will be for 
safety warning purposes only. 

• Electrically powered equipment instead of pneumatic or internal combustion powered 
equipment will be used, where feasible. 

• The contractor will develop a construction noise control plan, which will have been approved 
by DFG prior to commencement of construction activity. 

2.2.9.5 Light and Glare Considerations 
All outdoor lighting will utilize directional lighting methods with shielded and cutoff type light 
fixtures to minimize glare and upward directed lighting. 

2.2.10 Project Phasing 
The project would be implemented in two major phases. The phasing is based primarily on the 
land transfer agreement between DFG and Cargill as it applies to salinity reduction on the site. 
Cargill is planning on having the North Unit, and potentially the Central Unit, available for 
restoration by 2007. The South Unit would be available for restoration at some time between 
2010 and 2012. The proposed phases would include the following construction activities: 

2.2.10.1 Phase 1: North Unit activities (2007) 

• Lowering of levee between Ponds 9 and 10 and Fagan Marsh 

• Excavation of tidal channels in Ponds 9 and 10 

• Levee improvements on the southern and eastern perimeters of the North Unit 

• Placement of fill in Pond 10 

• Excavation of a breach in the Pond 9 levee 
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2.2.10.2 Phase 1: Potential Central Unit activities (2007) 

• Installation of a potable water line 

• Levee improvements on the perimeter of the Central Unit 

• Realignment of site access road 

• Excavation of breach in W1 levee 

It is anticipated that Phase 1 activities could be completed in one construction season, which 
takes into account the potential for construction windows limited by listed species breeding 
season and migration restrictions. Phase 1 may include some Central Unit construction activities 
if salinity reduction in the wash ponds and the need to use the dredged material handling area in 
Pond W1 are completed by 2007. The timing of Phase 1 could be also be affected by the Napa 
River maintenance dredging schedule. If the river dredging occurs in 2006, then the North Unit 
may be made available to Napa County for dredged material disposal if they obtain the required 
permits. If the Napa River dredging occurs in 2007 it would coincide with the project 
construction activity. Phase 1 for the Central Unit could be postponed until 2008 if the Napa 
River dredging is further delayed. Placement of dredge material from the river would only be 
accepted prior to breaching and introduction of tidal action to the ponds. 

2.2.10.3 Phase 2: Central and South Units (between 2010 to 2012) 

• Installation of a potable water line (if not completed in Phase 1) 

• Excavation of tidal channels in the South Unit  

• Levee improvements on the perimeter of the central and South Units 

• Realignment of site access road (if not completed in Phase 1) 

• Internal grading for managed pond levees and habitat features 

• Water control structure installation  

• Public access and facilities improvements 

• Excavation of breaches in CB8, B-3, and W1 (if W1 breach is not completed in Phase 1)  

It is anticipated that Phase 2 activities could be completed in one construction season, which 
takes into account the potential for construction windows limited by listed species breeding 
season and migration restrictions.  

2.2.11 Operations and Maintenance 
The proposed project would require operation and/or maintenance of the following: 

• Perimeter levees 

• Managed pond levees 

• Water control structures 

• Public access features including the boat launch, trails, restrooms, and interpretive signs 
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• Site access road 

• DFG housing 

• On-site water service line 

Perimeter levees would require inspections for erosion, settlement, excessive burrowing animal 
activity, and/or presence of deep-rooted woody plants. Maintenance would be conducted if any 
problems were identified. Managed pond levees would require similar inspections, but 
maintenance standards would be less stringent. 

Water control structures would require ongoing operation and maintenance and possibly 
replacement or modification in the long term. Public restrooms and trash receptacles would also 
require regular maintenance. Parking area and the site access road may require regrading or 
placement of additional road base material. 

If potable water service is brought to the site from the City of American Canyon water system, a 
meter and backflow prevention device will be installed at the main line.  A water service line will 
extend from the meter to the on-site buildings requiring potable water.  This line (pipe) and all 
appurtenances will be the owned and maintained by the property owner. 

2.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
Three alternatives to the proposed project have been identified: 

• Alternative 1: Full tidal restoration  

• Alternative 2: Tidal restoration, managed pond and playa 

• Alternative 3: No Project 

Alternatives 1 and 2 were developed and evaluated in the project planning process. The project 
Restoration Management Plan (RMP) (URS 2005b) (Appendix B) details the development and 
evaluation of the project alternatives. It is important to note that in the project planning process 
the nomenclature for the project alternatives differed from that which is presented in this 
document. Table 2-6 shows the changes in nomenclature that will be used for the project from 
this point forward. 

Table 2-6 
Nomenclature for Project Alternatives 

Prior Nomenclature used in Restoration 
Management Plan and Hydrology Technical 

Memoranda Nomenclature for EIR 
Alternative 1: Full tidal restoration Alternative 1: Full tidal restoration 
Alternative 2: Tidal restoration and managed pond Proposed Project 
Alternative 3: Tidal restoration, managed pond and 
playa 

Alternative 2: Tidal restoration, managed pond and 
playa 

None Alternative 3: No Project 
 



2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Napa Plant Site Restoration Project DEIR 2-21 02_ProjDesc 

The project alternatives are summarized in the following sections. The public access features for 
Alternatives 1 and 2 are the same as for the proposed project. 

2.3.1 Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration 
Alternative 1 would restore tidal action to all salt ponds in the project area (Figure 2-7). No 
managed pond habitat would be created. Alternative 1 would not require construction of 
managed pond levees, water control structures, and topographic relief for islands within the pond 
complex. The levee breach in CB8 may be larger than designed for the proposed project because 
the tidal drainage basin area would be greater; however, the breach size would not exceed 660 
feet. All other project components and associated construction activities are equivalent to the 
proposed project. Alternative 1 would require less long-term operation and maintenance than the 
proposed project because there are no water control structures and managed pond levees to 
maintain.  

2.3.2 Alternative 2: Tidal Restoration, Managed Pond and Playa 
Alternative 2 differs from the proposed project in that the Central Unit ponds (i.e., wash ponds 
W1, W2 and W3) would function as playa habitat, i.e., the hydrology of the ponds would be 
dependent on direct precipitation rather than tidal action (Figure 2-8). This condition would 
produce an environment that would mimic natural playa habitat, which can be defined as 
“shallow, ephemeral ponds or lagoons that experience significant seasonal changes in semiarid to 
arid climates … and often have high salinity or may be completely dry” (Aber 2003). In the 
winter the open-water habitat of the playa would have moderate water salinity and would attract 
waterfowl. In the spring increased evaporation and decreased precipitation would cause water 
depths to drop and salinity to rise. This condition would provide suitable foraging habitat for 
shorebirds. When the ponds are nearly dry in the summer a salt crust would form on the surface, 
providing potential breeding habitat for ground-nesting birds such as snowy plover and killdeer 
(Charadrius vociferous). 

In general, playa habitat hydrology would be based on direct precipitation. However, water 
control structures would be installed to allow exchange of water to and from the Napa River. 
Introducing river water could influence salinity concentrations, assist in managing adverse water 
quality conditions (e.g., low dissolved oxygen), or optimize management for certain wildlife 
species. 

The site access road would not be realigned for Alternative 2 because the wash ponds would not 
be tidal, allowing the existing road to be operated and maintained in its current condition and 
location. Additionally, perimeter levees in the Central Unit would not need improvements 
because maximum inundation would be similar to existing conditions, and pond depth could be 
managed using the water control structure (Figure 2-8). All other project components and 
associated construction activities are equivalent to the proposed project, except the potable water 
line may need to be longer and placed adjacent to the existing site access road. 

Alternative 2 would potentially require more long-term operation and maintenance than the 
proposed project because at least one additional water control structure would need maintenance. 
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2.3.3 Alternative 3: No Project 
In the absence of the proposed project an environment similar to the playa habitat described in 
Alternative 2 would characterize the Napa Plant Site. When Cargill completes the salinity 
reduction program the salt ponds would function as seasonal wetlands. The ponds would flood 
via direct precipitation. Based on contractual agreements between DFG and Cargill related to 
land transfer conditions, surface water salinity concentrations under the No Project Alternative 
would be approximately 60 ppt when the ponds are completely filled with rainwater. Water 
salinity concentrations would vary intra- and inter-annually based on climatic conditions (e.g., 
precipitation and wind). Salinity would be lower in the winter, and increase in the spring and 
summer. Water temperatures would rise as water depths decreased, which could decrease 
dissolved oxygen concentrations although the shallow water depths would facilitate mixing and 
atmospheric oxygen exchange. The ponds would be nearly dry by summer, with isolated pockets 
of hypersaline water in topographic low spots (e.g., borrow ditches). Salinity would be conserved 
in the system because no discharge of water would occur, and the perched groundwater table and 
clay soils would not allow for significant leaching of salt.  

The majority of the seasonal ponds would be devoid of vegetation because of the prolonged 
duration of inundation and residual salinity. Some halophytic species may be able to colonize the 
pond margins and areas of higher ground. Some wildlife use would likely occur. The ponds 
could provide suitable habitat for waterfowl in winter and shorebirds in the spring.  

Operation and maintenance of the site would be limited to emergency levee repair, and no public 
access facilities would be developed under this alternative. 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF CEQA COMPLIANCE 
This chapter provides an overview of CEQA compliance required for the proposed project, the 
intent and scope of the EIR, public involvement and scoping, issues of known controversy, 
consultation and other requirements. 

3.1 CEQA COMPLIANCE 
CEQA is regarded as the foundation of environmental law and policy in California. CEQA’s 
primary objectives are to: 

• Disclose to decision makers and the public the significant environmental effects of proposed 
activities 

• Identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage 

• Prevent environmental damage by requiring implementation of feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures 

• Disclose to the public reasons for agency approval of projects with significant environmental 
effects 

• Foster interagency coordination in the review of projects 

• Enhance public participation in the planning process 

CEQA applies to all discretionary activities proposed to be carried out or approved by California 
public agencies, including state, regional, county, and local agencies, unless an exemption 
applies. It requires that public agencies comply with both procedural and substantive 
requirements. Procedural requirements include the preparation of the appropriate public notices 
(including notices of preparation), scoping documents, alternatives, environmental documents 
(including mitigation measures, mitigation monitoring plans, responses to comments, findings, 
and statements of overriding considerations); completion of agency consultation and State 
Clearinghouse review; and provisions for legal enforcement and citizen access to the courts. 

CEQA’s substantive provisions require agencies to address environmental impacts disclosed in 
an appropriate document. When avoiding or minimizing environmental damage is not feasible, 
CEQA requires agencies to prepare a written statement of overriding considerations when they 
decide to approve a project that will cause one or more significant effects on the environment 
that cannot be mitigated. CEQA establishes a series of action-forcing procedures to ensure that 
agencies accomplish the purposes of the law. In addition, under CEQA’s direction, the California 
Resources Agency has adopted regulations, known as the CEQA Guidelines, which provide 
detailed procedures that agencies must follow to implement the law. In general, the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15382) provide that, if an impact will 
create an adverse change in the land, water, air, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, or objects 
of historic or aesthetic significance, then the impact is considered significant. The key elements 
in the definition presented in the Guidelines are (1) adverse and (2) substantial, or potentially 
substantial. DFG is the state lead agency and would use this EIR to comply with the CEQA 
Guidelines and to document CEQA compliance. 



3.0 OVERVIEW OF CEQA COMPLIANCE 

03_Overview of CEQA Compliance 3-2 Napa Plant Site Restoration Project DEIR 

3.2 INTENT AND SCOPE OF THE EIR 
The intent of this EIR is to disclose the environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
restoration project. The restoration effort would have substantial habitat benefits by restoring 
portions of the Napa Plant Site to a mosaic of wildlife habitats consisting of tidal marsh and a 
managed pond, but may result in significant geologic, land use, and public health and safety 
effects. 

In accordance with CEQA regulations, this document describes the potential environmental 
effects caused by construction, operation, and maintenance activities related to restoring the 
Napa Plant Site. It focuses on key issues, including biological resources, hydrology, land use and 
planning, public health and safety, and water quality. Other resource topics such as air quality, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous materials, noise, public services and public 
access, recreation, and visual resources are also addressed in this document. 

3.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND SCOPING 
Presentations regarding project planning were made to the Napa-Sonoma Marsh Restoration 
Group on February 18 and July 27, 2005. Representatives from the following groups were 
present: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Wildlife 
Conservation Board, USACE, Sonoma Land Trust, San Francisco Bay Joint Venture, DFG, 
Ducks Unlimited, Bay Institute, Cargill, Inc., San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC), California Bay Delta Authority, and California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB). 

Presentations and discussions were held on July 21 and September 22, 2005, with a Science 
Team established to review and comment on project progress. Representatives from USGS, 
BCDC, RWQCB, San Francisco Estuary Institute, and Wetlands and Water Resources attended 
these meetings. 

Meetings were held with Napa County staff representing the Napa County Airport and the Napa 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District on July 25 and November 8, 2005.  On 
August 30, 2005 a meeting was held with staff from the City of American Canyon and the Napa 
County Mosquito Abatement District. 

A public scoping session was held September 29, 2005, at Donaldson Way Elementary School in 
American Canyon. Public notices announcing the meeting were published on September 25, 
2005, in the Napa Register and Vallejo Times Herald prior to the meeting and over 300 Notices 
of Preparation were mailed to agencies and local residents. 

Specific questions and comments raised during the scoping meeting are included below along 
with written comments received by the following agencies and citizens: 

• RWQCB 

• County of Napa  

• City of American Canyon 

• San Francisco Bay Trail proposed project 

• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
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• Cecil Bruce Shaver, Mayor of City of American Canyon 

• John and Judy Ahmann 

• Barry Christian 

• Terence C. Keenan 

• Mathew Keller 

• Harold B. Mead 

Flooding 
• What effects will restoring tidal action to the proposed project area have on flooding in 

relation to FEMA Flood Maps at the Napa County Airport, adjacent lands, the additional 
pressure on the back levees, and the railroad tracks? 

Napa Airport 
• Does the FAA have a mileage (or distance) of clearance from the airport? 

• Does the CEQA exemption supersede FAA rules? 

• Is there a “no project” alternative? Napa County Airport likes the salt ponds and prefers the 
“no project” alternative. 

• The EIR should identify and mitigate all potential conflicts associated with short- and long-
term increases in bird activity with the Napa County Airport and consider proposed project 
revisions or mitigation to the proposed project to address any impacts to the goals and 
objectives outlined in the Airport Master Plan (currently being revised) including runway 
and taxiway extensions, improvement of a runway safety area, construction or perimeter 
security fencing, acquiring property for a runway protection zone (RPZ), and improving 
access over Fagan Creek. 

• The EIR should address the proposed project’s consistency with the joint FAA/USDA 
publication Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports (Cleary and Dolbeer 2005), the 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (Caltrans), and the State of 
California’s Airports Land Use Handbook and the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(Napa County 2002) since the proposed project falls within zones B, C, and D of the plan. 
The DEIR should also be submitted to the Airport Land Use Commission for review.  

• The EIR should consider the potential for the Army Corps of Engineers and the Napa County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District to be allowed to place dredged material taken 
out of the Napa River (to maintain navigation channels and 100-year flood control capacity) 
in Ponds 9 and 10 to create uplands at the end of the airport runway as partial mitigation for 
the impacts of increased bird activity in the vicinity of the airport.  

• The EIR should assess the negative safety implications of the proposed project, which is 
believed to be a permanent, not temporary, wildlife attractant, and whether wetlands have the 
potential to increase hazards to aviation based on the size and nature of the species that could 
be attracted to the proposed wetlands versus the existing salt ponds. The FAA recommends a 
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separation distance of 10,000 feet for any wildlife attractant and recommends a 5-mile 
separation distance for any attractant that could cause hazardous wildlife movement into or 
across the approach or departure airspace. 

• The EIR should address the negative airport growth and operations limitations as well as 
potential agency liability issues associated with the implementation of the proposed project. 

Sedimentation, Salinity, and Water Quality 
• The EIR should fully assess potential impacts to erosion, sedimentation, and water quality, 

and discuss the proposed project’s relationship to the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board’s ongoing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process intended to improve the 
beneficial uses of the Napa River.  

• Managed ponds will need to meet water quality standards. The dissolved oxygen standard 
has been hard to meet for managed ponds in the South Bay in which influent and effluent 
discharge points are different. Muted tidal ponds may achieve higher dissolved oxygen levels 
than managed ponds with more limited tidal influence. If the managed ponds are designed to 
have elevated salinities, then a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit will be required for the added risk to estuarine aquatic life.  

• If dredged material is used to raise subsided elevations, the sediment should be tested (unless 
there is good reason such as no history of human activity at the site where the sediment was 
dredged) for the typical suite of chemicals listed in the Draft Guidelines for Beneficial Use of 
Dredged Materials [www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/Download.htm] or similar 
guidelines.  

Public Access 
• The EIR should be consistent with and address public access and planning issues stated in the 

City of American Canyon General Plan (City of American Canyon 2003) and the Napa-
Berryessa Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the San Francisco Bay Trail and the 
Airport Area Bicycle Route Study, prepared for the Napa County Department of Public 
Works (LandPeople et al. 2005), in regards to public access along the Napa River and at the 
end of Eucalyptus Road, including possible support linkages between the City of American 
Canyon and the City of Napa, incorporating the restoration of the tidal slough south of the 
current proposed project area, the Oak Hill and Clark Ranch developments and the effects of 
additional housing in the area on public access, and public access projects, including Park 
Ranch, and Master Planning on Eucalyptus Road. 

• Will public access facilities in the proposed project area include trails for dogs and 
equestrians, bridges over levee breaches, hunting in tidal and managed pond areas, 
educational facilities, and a launch area for non-motorized water craft? 

• The EIR should consider proposals to install a shipping channel and railroad spur through the 
proposed project site to allow ferries to transport commuters to the proposed Sonoma-Marin 
Area Rapid Transit (SMART) commuter line railroad, which runs through the proposed 
project area. 
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Mosquito Abatement 
• What are you doing about mosquito related problems, who will do the mosquito control 

measures for DFG, and would the no project alterative create a mosquito condition?  

• Low spots behind high areas are good mosquito habitat. Provide transitional areas to 
minimize isolated areas.  

Maintenance 
• Have long-term funding for maintenance needs been assessed (i.e., full-time maintenance 

staff) and the use of low maintenance materials (i.e., concrete and stainless steel that will not 
corrode in saltwater) been addressed? 

Wildlife/Habitat 
• There will be noise from construction, which may limit the construction activities to avoid 

sensitive species nesting periods (e.g., clapper rail).  

• Dogs and cats from homes close to wetlands can be a concern for wildlife and high ground 
refuge areas for waterfowl should be provided.  

• How long has Cargill been producing salt at the Napa Plant Site and has any “adaptive” 
habitat developed since then that may provide critical habitat to species that should be 
addressed before conditions are returned to a historic state? 

Monetary 
• I read that 300 million (dollars) was spent for the purchase of the salt ponds. What portion of 

that money was for this site? 

• Where is the money coming from for construction? 

Recommendations/Considerations 
• Friends of the Napa River would like to see tidal exchange between the north and south areas 

considered 

• Having a DFG Warden or staff presence at the site will be a positive benefit for the proposed 
project vicinity. 

• The restoration should be managed as freshwater seasonal wetland not salt-water marsh. 

• The EIR should address regional issues such as the railroad usage as a commuter line by 
Sonoma-Marin Area Rapid Transit (SMART).  

• The EIR should identify all required approval actions by local, State, and federal agencies, 
and identify the federal agency acting as the lead under the National Environmental Policy 
Act.  

• Caltrans should be encouraged to participate in the proposed restoration project as mitigation 
for future improvements to State Route 37 to the south. 
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Consistency With Other Plans 
• The proposed project should be designed in consideration of potential activities and/or future 

improvements in the vicinity (such as the Airport Master Plan (currently being revised), 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, and Napa County General Plan (Napa County 2002)) 
and should assess effects on these potential activities/improvements, including agricultural 
uses, use of recycled water for irrigation, boating and ferry service on the Napa River; 
consistency with the Napa County General Plan in relation to the land being designated as 
Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space (AWOS). 

Miscellaneous 
• Was a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document prepared for the purchase of 

the Cargill property?  

• How will you determine the preferred alternative? 

• In the worst-case scenario, and design elements fail, what is the contingency and liability? 
Who is responsible?  

• Breach depth is more critical than the width. How deep will the breaches be? 

• How high are the existing levees and what are the existing elevations of the salt ponds?  

3.4 ISSUES OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 
There is much support for the proposed project from both the public and resource agencies. 
However, there are some areas of controversy associated with the proposed project. The primary 
issues of known controversy associated with the restoration of the Napa Plant Site are related to 
the site’s proximity to Napa County Airport. The proposed project has the potential to increase 
the area’s attraction to waterfowl and, thus, increase the potential for aircraft bird strike hazards, 
which in turn could be considered an incompatible land use relative to the airport. 

The proposed project has the potential to increase mosquito breeding habitat, which could be a 
public health concern in the project vicinity. Also, there is concern regarding how the proposed 
project may affect water quality in the surrounding waters and change the existing hydrology in 
the project vicinity. 

3.5 CONSULTATION AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 

In addition to CEQA, the NPSR project will require compliance with other federal, state, 
regional, and local environmental laws, including 

• Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act; 

• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act; 

• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; 

• Sections 404, 401, 402, and 313 of the Clean Water Act; 

• Clean Air Act; 
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• Coastal Zone Management Act; 

• National Historic Preservation Act; 

• Executive Order 11988—Floodplain Management; 

• Executive Order 11990—Protection of Wetlands; 

• Executive Order 12898—Environmental Justice; 

• Migratory Bird Treaty Act; 

• McAteer-Petris Act; 

• California Fish and Game Code (Section 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement 
program); 

• California Department of Transportation encroachment permit requirements; 

• Disabilities regulations (Americans with Disabilities Act, Rehabilitation Act, and 
Architectural Barriers Act); and 

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permitting and Section 401 water quality 
certification processes through the San Francisco Bay RWQCB and State Water Resources 
Control Board. 
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4.1 AIR QUALITY 

4.1.1 Environmental Setting 

4.1.1.1 Sources of Information 
Significant portions of this section were developed from the following resources: 

• Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration Project. Final Environmental Impact Report (NSMRP 
EIR) (CSCC and DFG 2004) 

• California Air Resources Board (CARB), Aerometric Data Analysis and Management 
System (ADAM) (CARB 2005) 

4.1.1.2 Regional Setting 

Climate 
The NSMRP EIR (CSCC and DFG 2004) provides a summary of the regional air quality 
setting: 

The San Francisco Bay area, like much of California’s central coast, 
experiences a Mediterranean climate characterized by mild, wet winters 
and warm summers. Moderated by proximity to the San Francisco Bay 
system and the ocean, temperatures are seldom below freezing. Summer 
weather is dominated by sea breezes caused by differential heating 
between the interior valleys and the coast, while winter weather is 
dominated by storms from the northern Pacific Ocean that produce nearly 
all the annual rainfall. 

San Pablo Bay typically receives about 90% of its precipitation in the late 
fall and winter months (November–April); January has the greatest 
average rainfall. Average annual precipitation ranges from about 20 
inches in San Pablo Bay to 40 inches in the upper watersheds of the 
region’s major tributaries (Napa and Sonoma Creek). 

Atmospheric conditions such as air temperature gradients, local and 
regional topography, and winds influence air quality. In the San 
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), of which Napa County is a 
part, [average] summer maximum temperatures are about 64○F along the 
coast, and about 88○F farther inland. In winter, average minimum 
temperatures are in the low to mid-40s along the coast and in the low to 
mid-30s inland. 

Topographical features, the location of the Pacific high pressure system, 
and varying circulation patterns resulting from temperature gradients 
affect the speed and direction of local winds. The winds play a major role 
in the dispersion of pollutants. Strong winds can carry pollutants far from 
their source; a lack of wind will allow pollutants to concentrate in an 
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area. Wind patterns in Napa, Sonoma, and Marin Counties are affected by 
the Bolinas Ridge along the coast, Big Rock Ridge south of Novato, and 
the Sonoma Mountains to the north. 

[Vertical] air dispersion also affects pollutant concentrations. As altitude 
increases, air temperature normally decreases. Inversions occur when 
colder air becomes trapped below warmer air, restricting [the vertical 
mixing of air]. Pollutants become trapped, which promotes the 
production of secondary pollutants. Subsidence inversions, which can 
occur during the summer in the SFBAAB, result from [the subtropical 
high pressure zones] that cause the local air mass to sink, compress, and 
become warmer than the air closer to the earth. Pollutants accumulate as 
this stagnating air mass remains in place for 1 or more days. 

Air Quality 
The federal and state governments have each established their own ambient air quality 
standards.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established primary and 
secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that specify allowable ambient 
concentrations for criteria pollutants under the provisions of the Clean Air Act.  Primary 
NAAQS are established at levels necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the 
public health, including the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the 
elderly.  Similarly, secondary NAAQS specify the levels of air quality determined appropriate 
to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with air 
contaminants.  Allowable ambient concentrations are set for ozone (O3), respirable particular 
matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  Table 4.1-1 summarizes the NAAQS for these pollutants.  
The 8-hour O3 and PM2.5 standards listed in the table were promulgated in 1997 but were 
challenged in the courts. In 2002, the courts upheld these two standards. EPA made final 
designations for the 8-hour O3 standards on April 15, 2004 and final designations for the new 
federal PM2.5 standards on December 2004. With the new 8-hour O3 standard in place, the 1-
hour O3 standard has been revoked for the region. Now EPA and the states are working together 
to develop air quality plans to achieve compliance with the standards, where needed. 

In California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), which is part of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency, has promulgated ambient air quality standards for O3, PM10, 
PM2.5, CO, NO2, SO2, and Pb that are more stringent than U.S. EPA’s standards, as shown in 
Table 4.1-1.  In 2002, CARB revised the state annual PM10 standard and established an annual 
PM2.5 standard.  These standards were formally approved by the Office of Administrative Law 
on June 7, 2004 and went into effect July 7, 2004.  CARB has also developed standards for 
sulfates and hydrogen sulfide.  In April of 2005, CARB approved a new 8-hour average 
standard for ozone which is expected to go into effect in 2006. 
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Table 4.1-1 
Federal and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal(a) State 
1-Hour None(d) 0.09 ppm 

O3 8-Hour 0.08 ppm 0.070 ppm (c) 
24-Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

PM10 
Annual Average 50 µg/m3 20 µg/m3 

24-Hour 65 µg/m3 None 
PM2.5 Annual Average 15 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 

1-Hour 35 ppm 20 ppm 
8-Hour 9 ppm 9.0 ppm CO 

8-Hour (Lake Tahoe) None 6 ppm 
1-Hour None 0.25 ppm 

NO2 Annual Average 0.053 ppm None 
30 days None 1.5 µg/m3 

Pb 
Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m3 None 

1-Hour None 0.25 ppm 
3-Hour 0.5 ppm (b) NA 

24-Hour 0.14 ppm 0.04 ppm 
SO2 

Annual Average 0.03 ppm None 
Sulfates 24-Hour None 25 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1-Hour None 0.03 ppm 

Visibility Reducing 
Particles 8-Hour None 

Extinction 
coefficient of 

0.23 per 
kilometer 

Vinyl Chloride 24-Hour None 0.01 ppm 
Source:  CARB ADAM website, www.arb.ca.gov/aqs/aaqs2.pdf 
Notes: 
(a) Primary NAAQS unless otherwise noted 
(b)Secondary NAAQS 
(c)Approved by CARB on April 2005 and expected to go into effect in 2006. 
(d)1-hour ozone standard revoked June 5, 2005 except for areas that do not yet have an 
effective date for their 8-hour designations. 
 

Counties and metropolitan areas are classified as being in attainment or nonattainment with 
respect to federal and state ambient pollutant standards. Allowable ambient concentrations are 
set for ozone (O3), respirable particular matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). An area’s 
classification is determined by comparing actual monitored air pollutant concentrations with 
state and federal standards. More than 200 air monitoring stations are located in California and 
are part of the State and Local Air Monitoring Network. CARB, local Air Pollution Control 
Districts or Air Quality Management Districts, private contractors, and the National Park 
Service operate these stations. Based on pollutant concentrations measured at these stations, the 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam
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SFBAAB has been designated as attainment or unclassified for all pollutants except for the 
federal and state ozone standards and state PM10 standard as listed in Table 4.1-2. 

Table 4.1-2 
Federal and State Attainment Status for the Bay Area 

Pollutant Federal Attainment Status State Attainment Status 
Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment 

CO Attainment Attainment 
NO2 Attainment Attainment 
SO2 Attainment Attainment 
PM10 Attainment Nonattainment 
PM2.5 Attainment Unclassified 
Lead Attainment Attainment 

 

Air quality data are available from two monitoring stations in the site vicinity: Napa and 
Vallejo. Existing air quality conditions for O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are shown on 
Tables 4.1-3 through 4.1-7. 

Unlike other parts of the SFBAAB, no exceedances of the 1-hour or 8-hour average federal air 
quality standards were recorded for O3 at the Vallejo and Napa monitoring stations between 
2002 and 2004. However, similar to other areas of the SFBAAB, exceedances of the state 
1-hour average O3 standard occurred at both stations. CARB recently adopted a new 8-hour O3 
standard (0.07 parts per million [ppm]), which is expected to go into effect at the end of 2005 or 
early 2006. The proposed state 8-hour average standard for O3 has been exceeded at the Napa 
station.  

Tables 4.1-4, 4.1-5, and 4.1-6 show that federal and state CO, NO2, and SO2 standards were not 
exceeded at the monitoring stations between 2002 and 2004. Only the Vallejo station monitors 
SO2 concentrations. 

The monitoring data for the 24-hour average and annual average PM10 ambient concentrations 
at the Napa and Vallejo stations have remained below the federal PM10 standards (see Table 
4.1-7). However, the state annual average PM10 standard was exceeded in 2002 at both the Napa 
and Vallejo stations. Exceedances of the state 24-hour average PM10 standards have also 
occurred at both stations.  

PM2.5 ambient concentrations are monitored at the Vallejo monitoring station. The federal 
annual average PM2.5 standard was not exceeded between 2002 and 2004. In 2002, one 
exceedance of the federal 24-hour average PM2.5 standard was recorded; however, the 24-hour 
average PM2.5 standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations averaged over 3 
years is equal to or less than the standard. Therefore, this single exceedance did not result in a 
nonattainment designation for the region. The state annual average PM2.5 standard was 
exceeded in 2002 at the Vallejo monitoring station. 
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Table 4.1-3 
Summary of Measured Ozone Ambient Concentrations in the 

Vicinity of the NPSR Project 

Yearb 

Pollutant 
Monitoring 

Stationa Average Period 

Federal/ 
State 

Standard 2002 2003 2004 
Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.12d/0.09 0.12 0.105 0.092 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 
Days above state standard  1 2 0 
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.08/0.07 c 0.08 0.08 0.07 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 

Napa 

Days above state standard  c c c 
Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.12/0.09 0.109 0.101 0.104 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 
Days above state standard  1 2 1 
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.08/0.07c  0.07 0.07 0.07 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 

O3 

Vallejo 

Days above state standard  c c c 
Notes: 
a Monitoring stations located at 2552 Jefferson Ave., Napa; 303 Tuolumne St., Vallejo. Data obtained from CARB ADAM 

website accessed May 31, 2005 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). 
b Highest monitored values. 
c CARB adopted a new state 8-hour O3 standard on April 28, 2005; the standard expected to go into effect at the end of 2005 

or early 2006. 
d 1-hour ozone standard revoked June 5, 2005 but historical attainment provided as reference. 
 

Table 4.1-4 
Summary of Measured Carbon Monoxide Ambient Concentrations in the 

Vicinity of the NPSR Project 

Yearb 
Pollutant 

Monitoring 
Stationa Average Period 

Federal/ 
State 

Standard 2002 2003 2004 
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 9/9.0 2.36 2.49 2.00 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 Napa 
Days above state standard  0 0 0 
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 9/9.0 3.85 2.89 3.39 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 

CO 

Vallejo 
Days above state standard  0 0 0 

Notes: 
a Monitoring stations located at 2552 Jefferson Ave., Napa; 303 Tuolumne St., Vallejo. Data obtained from CARB’s ADAM 

website accessed May 31, 2005 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). 
b Highest monitored values. 
 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
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Table 4.1-5 
Summary of Measured Nitrogen Dioxide Ambient Concentrations in the 

Vicinity of the NPSR Project 

Yearb 
Pollutant 

Monitoring 
Stationa Average Period 

Federal/ 
State 

Standard 2002 2003 2004 
Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) None/0.25 0.052 0.066 0.056 
Days above federal standard  NA NA NA 
Days above state standard  0 0 0 

Napa 

Annual Average concentration (ppm) 0.053/None 0.013 0.012 0.011 
Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) None/0.25 0.051 0.067 0.049 
Days above federal standard  NA NA NA 
Days above state standard  0 0 0 

NO2 

Vallejo 

Annual Average concentration (ppm) 0.053/None 0.013 0.012 0.012 
a Monitoring stations located at 2552 Jefferson Ave., Napa; 303 Tuolumne St., Vallejo. Data obtained from CARB’s ADAM 

website accessed May 31, 2005 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). 
b Highest monitored values 
NA=not applicable. 
 

 

 

Table 4.1-6 
Summary of Measured Sulfur Dioxide Ambient Concentrations in the 

Vicinity of the NPSR Project 

Yearb 
Pollutant 

Monitoring 
Stationa Average Period 

Federal/ 
State 

Standard 2002 2003 2004 
Annual Average concentration (ppm) 0.030/None 0.001 0.001 0.001 
Peak 24-hour concentration (ppm) 0.14/0.04 0.004 0.003 0.005 
Days above federal standard  0 0 0 

SO2 Vallejo 

Days above state standard  0 0 0 
a Monitoring stations located at 303 Tuolumne St., Vallejo. Other two stations (2552 Jefferson Ave., Napa and 837 5th St., 

Santa Rosa) do not monitor SO2 concentrations. Data obtained from CARB’s ADAM website accessed May 31, 2005 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). 

b Highest monitored values. 
 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
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Table 4.1-7 
Summary of Measured Respirable Particulate Matter Ambient Concentrations in the 

Vicinity of the NPSR Project 

Yearc 
Pollutant 

Monitoring 
Stationa Average Periodb 

Federal/ 
State 

Standard 2002 2003 2004 

Annual Average concentration (µg/m3) 50/20 25.4/ 
26.4 

20.6/ 
NA 

22/ 
NA 

Peak 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 150/50 66.9/ 
69.9 

40.6/ 
30.8 

59.2/ 
NAv 

Days above federal standard  0 0 0 

Napa 

Days above state standard  4 0 NAv 

Annual Average concentration (µg/m3) 50/20 21.4/ 
22.2 

16.8/ 
17.3 

18.9/ 
19.6 

Peak 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 150/50 79.8/ 
83.5 

38.2/ 
39.0 

50.8/ 
51.4 

Days above federal standard  0 0 0 

PM10 

Vallejo 

Days above state standard  2 0 1 
a Monitoring stations located at 2552 Jefferson Ave., Napa; 303 Tuolumne St., Vallejo. Data obtained from CARB’s ADAM 

website accessed May 31, 2005 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). 
b µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 
c Highest monitored values 
NAv=data not available. Federal/State measurements provided. Differences may occur due to use of different methods. 
 

 

Table 4.1-8 
Summary of Measured Fine Particulate Matter Ambient Concentrations in the 

Vicinity of the NPSR Project 

Yearb 
Pollutant 

Monitoring 
Stationa Average Period 

Federal/ 
State 

Standard 2002 2003 2004 
Annual Average concentration (µg/m3) 15/12 13.6 9.4 11.1 
Peak 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 65/None 72.3 30.8 39.7 
Days above federal standard  1 0 0 

PM2.5 Vallejo 

Days above state standard  0 0 0 
a Monitoring station located at 303 Tuolumne St., Vallejo. Napa station (2552 Jefferson Ave., Napa) does not monitor PM2.5 

concentrations. Data obtained from CARB’s ADAM website accessed May 31, 2005 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html). 

b 1st Highest monitored values  

4.1.1.3 Project Setting 
Cargill is currently conducting salt-processing activities at the NPSR project site as part of the 
phase-out agreement with DFG. This activity includes monitoring pond conditions, managing 
water control structures, pumping water, harvesting, and shipping salt. These activities generate 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
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air emissions, primarily associated with harvest equipment, as well as transportation (by pickup 
truck or small boat) around the proposed project area. The only other current sources of 
emissions is limited recreational traffic (i.e., personal vehicle traffic and small boat traffic) and 
tugs towing the salt barges. 

Relatively few sensitive receptors (i.e., land uses that are particularly sensitive to air pollutant 
emissions such as residential development, schools, hospitals, child care centers, etc.) are 
located in close proximity to the site. The Milton Road community is a rural residential 
development on the west bank of the Napa River and a few residences are located along Green 
Island Road. Also Napa County airport, some commercial development, a vineyard, the 
American Canyon wastewater treatment plant, and a closed landfill are in close proximity to the 
site. 

4.1.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed 
project, and suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact.  

4.1.2.1 Methodology and Significance Criteria 
The analysis follows the approach recommended in the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District’s CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 1999) to determine potential impacts on air quality. 
The air quality impacts of the proposed project are considered significant if the proposed project 
would: 

• Substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality standard violations 

• Exceed the thresholds that BAAQMD defines as significant under CEQA for project 
operation activities:  total emissions greater than 80 pounds per day or 15 tons per year of 
reactive organic compounds (ROGs), NOX, and PM10 (BAAQMD 1999) 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, or 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans or local community 
plans 

The primary concern for this proposed project would be the potential impacts from construction 
activities. According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, fugitive dust emissions (PM10) from 
construction activities are considered less than significant if mitigation measures appropriate for 
the magnitude of a proposed project are applied. Exhaust emissions of CO and O3 precursors 
(ROGs and NOX) during construction are considered less than significant because these 
emissions are included in the emission inventory that is used in the regional air quality plans. 
Therefore, such emission would not be expected to interfere with the attainment and 
maintenance of the CO and O3 ambient air quality standards. The construction impact 
discussion below focuses on the appropriate mitigation measures to determine if impacts are 
significant. 
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Operational impacts are based on the expected emissions of criteria pollutants, toxics, and odors 
and consistency with the air quality plans. The proposed project would not result in new sources 
that would generate significant toxic emissions.  

In addition, severity of odor impacts depends on numerous factors including the nature, 
frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and sensitivity of the receptor. 
In general, odors are generated from sources that include wastewater treatment plants, 
composting facilities, chemical plants, and other similar facilities. Near the proposed project, 
winds tend to blow from the west, minimizing the transport of any odors to the rural residential 
development on the west bank of Napa River. Although, a few residences live on the east side 
of the proposed project. Under properly managed conditions, the proposed project is not 
expected to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. Proper 
management of the pond would control odors. Pond management is discussed in Section 4.7 
(Water and Sediment Quality).  

Also, the proposed project is expected to be consistent with the air quality plans as long as other 
impacts are not significant. Therefore, the operational impact discussion below focuses on 
potential criteria pollutant emissions. 

4.1.2.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

PROJECT – TIDAL RESTORATION AND MANAGED PONDS 

AQ-1: Construction-related 
impacts to air quality 

Construction activities would directly emit both fugitive 
dust (PM10) from ground disturbance and exhaust pollutants 
(NOX, CO, PM10, SO2, and ROGs) from construction 
equipment. 

Significance: Potentially significant 

Mitigation AQ-1: Apply the following mitigation measures to reduce fugitive 
dust and equipment exhaust emissions: 

 • Water all active construction areas at least twice daily, 
if needed. 

 • Cover all trucks traveling off site that are hauling soil, 
sand, and other loose materials or require all such 
trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 

 • Pave, apply water 3 times daily, or apply (nontoxic) 
soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking 
areas, and staging areas at construction sites, if 
needed. 

 • Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access 
roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction 
sites, if needed. 

 • Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible 
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soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 

 • Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (nontoxic) 
soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.), if 
needed. 

 • Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

 • Install sandbags or other erosion-control measures to 
prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 

 • Minimize the time equipment is idling. 

 • Maintain properly tuned equipment. 

Residual Significance: Less than significant 
  
Impact Analysis Discussion: Construction activities for the proposed project would include 
breaching existing external levees, improving levees, excavation of tidal channels, installing 
water control structures, grading internal levees and habitat features, and adding fill material. 
These activities would be performed over two construction seasons and would likely require the 
use of excavators, haul trucks, dozers, scrapers, compactors, and barges. Most of the material 
excavated would be used for on-site improvements. Some material not appropriate for on-site 
improvements may be recycled or disposed of off-site. All fill material, except road base and 
gravel for trails, is expected to come from on-site sources or from routine dredging of the Napa 
River. 

These construction activities would generate fugitive dust (PM10) and emit exhaust pollutants 
(NOX, CO, PM10, SO2, and ROGs) from gasoline- and diesel-fueled construction equipment. 
Off-site impacts from these criteria pollutant emissions would vary from day to day depending 
on the level of activity, the specific operations, and the prevailing weather. These emissions may 
impact the relatively few nearby sensitive receptors that consist primarily of rural residential 
areas located to the west, on the opposite side of the Napa River.  

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not provide a numerical threshold of significance for 
these emissions, nor is quantification of such emissions required. They focus on the application 
of appropriate mitigation measures to minimize construction impacts. Without any mitigation 
measures, the short-term construction activities would be considered significant. However, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 identified above includes a number of feasible control measures that 
can be implemented to significantly reduce fugitive dust emissions from ground-disturbing 
activities and minimize exhaust pollutants from construction equipment. With the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, short-term construction impacts are anticipated to 
be less than significant. 

 

AQ-2: Air quality impacts 
related to recreational use  

Increased emissions from vehicles and equipment from 
recreational users. 

Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation: No mitigation required 



4.1 AIR QUALITY 

Napa Plant Site Restoration Project DEIR 4.1-11 04.01_Air Quality 

  
Impact Analysis Discussion: The improvements to the site would include a new water line and 
new water control structures. The associated equipment would not directly generate emissions. 
However, the proposed project would provide facilities for recreational users. For example, 
staging areas would be provided for parking, picnicking, restrooms, and a boat launch. Also, 
new trails would be created for pedestrians and cyclists and limited hunting may be allowed. 
These facilities may indirectly increase emissions from the use of vehicles and other equipment 
(e.g., boats). It is anticipated that the proposed project site would receive 30 to 40 visitors per 
day during the week and 75 to 100 per day on the weekends. This additional number of 
recreational users is small and the resulting emissions increase would be less than significant. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 – FULL TIDAL RESTORATION 

Air quality impacts for Alternative 1 are essentially equivalent to the proposed project. 
Mitigation measures would be the same as for the proposed project.  

ALTERNATIVE 2 – TIDAL RESTORATION, MANAGED POND AND PLAYA 

Air quality impacts for Alternative 2 are essentially equivalent to the proposed project. 
Mitigation measures would be the same as for the proposed project.  

ALTERNATIVE 3 – NO PROJECT 

The only emissions associated with the No Project Alternative would be from vehicles and 
equipment used for levee repair and for staff access to the site. No mitigation measures are 
implemented for the No Project Alternative. 
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