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LETTER A: COLLEEN (LEE) BENNER, US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR – MINERALS

MANAGEMENT SERVICE, APRIL 16, 2007

Response A-1 P: The County acknowledges the Department of Interior’s commitment to
work with the State and Coastal Political Subdivisions, including Napa
County, to implement the Coastal Impact Assistance Program. The letter

discloses the allotment amounts for Fiscal Years 2007 and 2008 for the
States and Coastal Political Subdivisions. The County understands that a
total of $3,370.30 is available for the Fiscal Years and may be obtained
through the Department’s standard grant application process. The
County may use these funds only for one or more of the following
authorized uses:

1) Projects and activities for the conservation, protection, or restoration
of coastal areas, including wetlands;

2) Mitigation of damage to fish, wildlife, or natural resources;

3) Planning assistance and the administrative costs of complying with
CIAP;

4) Implementation of a federally-approved marine, coastal, or
comprehensive conservation management plan; and

5) Mitigation of the impact of OCS activities through funding of onshore
infrastructure projects and public service needs.
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LETTER B: JONNA HILDENBRAND, US BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM),
APRIL 16, 2007

Response B-1 E/P: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Ukiah Field Office has informed
the County that the Resource Management Plan (RMP) was approved on
September 25, 2006. The Draft EIR stated that the RMP was proposed

rather than officially adopted. The BLM has also informed the County that
Cedar Roughs has been officially designated as wilderness. The Draft EIR
presented Cedar Roughs as a “wilderness study area.”

In response to the BLM comments, the text on page 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR
has been changed as follows:

 FEDERAL

Bureau of Land Management

Proposed Resource Management Plan for Ukiah Field Office Planning
Area

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) prepared the Resource
Management Plan (RMP) provide direction for managing public lands
within the Ukiah Field Office planning area. The RMP was signed on
September 25, 2006. The purpose RMP is to provide guidance in the
management of the lands and resources administered by the Ukiah
Field Office of the BLM. The Plan addresses conflicts between
motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized/non-mechanized
recreationists; protects sensitive natural and cultural resources from
impacts due to increased recreational use and other land uses;

provides guidance for wind energy development; and addresses
other planning issues raised during the scoping process.

The Ukiah Field Office manages approximately 270,000 surface acres
and 214,000 additional subsurface acres (mineral estate) in northern
California. The geographic area includes all BLM managed public
lands within the counties of Marin, Solano, Sonoma, Mendocino (south
of the city of Willits), Lake, Napa, Yolo, Colusa, and Glenn. Public
lands administered by the field office are influenced by the large
urban centers of the San Francisco Bay Region and the Sacramento
Region, particularly as many of Ukiah’s public land visitors come from
these areas. The Ukiah Field Office area of responsibility is not a
continuous geographic area of public land. The management areas
are spread across nine counties, generally bounded by Humboldt
County to the north, San Francisco Bay to the south, the Sacramento
River to the east, and the Pacific Ocean to the west. The planning
area is separated into nine management areas. The Knoxville and
Berryessa management areas are partially within Napa County. The

Cedar Roughs management area is entirely within the County.

The Knoxville area includes approximately 35,000 acres, including
about 24,000 acres of public land. It is located north of Lake Berryessa.
The Cedar Roughs area includes approximately 12,000 acres,
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including about 6,700 acres of public land on the southwest side of
Lake Berryessa south of Pope Creek and contains the Cedar Roughs
designated wilderness study area. The Berryessa management area

covers an area includes approximately 56,000 acres, including about
15,000 acres of public land east of Lake Berryessa, around Berryessa
peak. The area is on a mountain ridge that is generally inaccessible to
the public. The southern portion of Blue Ridge is included in this
management area and does have public access.

The reference provided on page 4.2-26 of the Draft EIR for the RMP has

been changed as follows:

United States Bureau of Land Management. Proposed Resource
Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement,
Volume I. Signed on June September 25, 2006.
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LETTER C: SCOTT MORGAN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING

AND RESEARCH (OPR), APRIL 10, 2007

Response C-1 E: The purpose of the letter from the State of California Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to respond to correspondence received
from Napa County informing OPR that the County Board of Supervisors

had extended the review period for the General Plan Update and Draft
EIR an additional 60 days to April 17, 2007. The letter served to inform all
reviewing agencies.
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LETTER D: KEVIN BOLES, CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION (CPUC) – RAIL

CROSSINGS ENGINEERING SECTION, MARCH 26, 2007

Response D-1 E/P: The CPUC informs the County that, if the General Plan Update Project
includes a modification to an existing rail crossing or a new rail crossing,
the Commission is a responsible party and the impacts must be discussed

in the EIR. County staff appreciates this input on the General Plan. While
neither the proposed General Plan Update nor the alternatives proposed
in the Draft EIR (see Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR) specifically include a new
rail crossing or modification to an existing rail crossing, such changes are
conceivable as part of follow-on development projects. The subsequent
environmental review for these development projects will identify the
CPUC as a responsible agency and assess rail safety issues. There is
currently limited rail use in the County; however, suggested improvements
identified by the commenter could be considered as part of future
subsequent project designs under the General Plan.

Response D-2 E/P: The CPUC states their concern that any new development must pay their
fair share for rail safety mitigation. See response provided above. If a
future project application is submitted which would affect rail safety,
mitigation will be required when subsequent CEQA review is conducted
at the project level.
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LETTER E: MARINA R. BRAND, CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 28,
2007

Response E-1 E: The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) states it was difficult to
determine from the Draft EIR if any of the land use planning areas would
encroach on State lands. The CSLC notes that they will need to be

contacted to determine if a lease will be required. The County recognizes
the California State Lands Commission’s role as a responsible or trustee
agency for any and all projects that could directly or indirectly affect
State sovereign lands, including navigable waterways (see Draft EIR
pages 1.0-1 and -2). The land use map presented in the Draft EIR is not at
a scale where encroachment onto State lands would be readily
apparent. No encroachment onto State sovereign lands is specifically
proposed under the proposed General Plan Update. However, individual
projects being processed in the future would be required to contact the
CSLC to determine if a lease is required. No changes to the Draft EIR are
recommended.
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LETTER F: STEVEN HERRERA, STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, APRIL 12,
2007

Response F-1 E: The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) recommends that
vineyard development projects involving changes to water rights should
not qualify for the ministerial process as they have the potential to cause

environmental impacts. Mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 on pages 4.11-55
through -61 of the Draft EIR presents very specific conditions a vineyard
project would have to meet to qualify for the ministerial process. These
conditions, including monitoring of the project to ensure that the
ecosystem management goals of Napa County are supported, would
result in less than significant environmental effects. A change in riparian
water use would not result in a significant impact to the environment if all
project conditions are met to qualify for the ministerial process. No
changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.

Response F-2 E: SWRCB Division of Water Rights requests a revision to the description on
State Surface Water Rights section of the Draft EIR. Pages 4.11-24 through
-26 have been modified as follows:

 Surface water rights are administered through the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Two main types of water rights exist
in California law: riparian and appropriative.

Riparian Rights

Riparian water rights are associated with property adjacent to a
watercourse. Owners of such properties are allowed to use naturally
flowing water from the watercourse (i.e., not including any artificial or
augmented flows) for reasonable and beneficial uses. The riparian
right only applies to use of water from the watercourse on the portion
of the subject property that drains to the watercourse in question, and
riparian water rights cannot be stored or transferred off of this portion
of the property. Lands severed from a riparian parcel (e.g., land
subdivision) do not continue to have riparian rights.

No permit is required from the SWRCB to establish or maintain a
riparian water right; however, a Statement of Diversion is required to
be reported to the SWRCB. This statement provides the water right
holder with documented standing in disagreements regarding
priorities and supply cutbacks during a shortage.

Riparian rights are generally senior to appropriative rights (discussed
below), and unlike an appropriative right, are not lost (forfeited) by
non-use. Riparian right holders do not have priorities with respect to
one another, and each holder has a right to a reasonable share of the
total riparian water available.
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Riparian Rights

Lands within the watershed of a natural watercourse, which are
transversed thereby or border thereon, with the exceptions and
limitations hereinafter indicated, may be riparian. Each owner thereof
may have a right, which is correlative with the right of each other
riparian owner, to share in the reasonable beneficial use of the natural
flow or water which passes his land. No permit is required for such use.
The State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) policy is to
consider natural flow as not including return flows derived from use of

ground water, water seasonally stored and later released, or water
diverted from another watershed. In administering the California
Water Code, the SWRCB is governed by the following considerations
relative to the doctrine of riparian rights as applied to this State.

1) The riparian right exists by reason of ownership of land abutting
upon a stream or body of water and affords no basis of right to use

water upon nonriparian land.

2) In order to divert water under claim of riparian right, the diverter
must use the water on riparian land but need not own the land at
the point of diversions. That is, such diverter may divert at a point
upstream from this land so long as permission is granted to use that
point of diversion, and intervening land owners between the point

of diversion and the place of use are not adversely affected by
such practices.

3) A parcel of land loses its riparian right when severed from land
bordering the stream by conveyance unless the right is reserved
for the severed parcel. The riparian right also may be destroyed
when purportedly transferred apart from the land by grant,

contract, or condemnation. Once lost, it cannot be restored.

4) As between riparian owners, priority of use establishes no priority of
right, i.e. one cannot claim superior right merely because water
used first.

5) The riparian right is neither created by use nor lost by nonuse.

6) If there is insufficient water for the reasonable beneficial
requirements of all riparian owners, they must share the available
supply. Apportionment is governed by various factors, including
such owner’s reasonable requirements and uses. In the absence of
mutual agreement, recourse to judicial determination may be
necessary.

7) As between riparian owners, one of them may take the whole
supply if necessary for strictly domestic use; that is, for so-called
“natural uses… arising out of the necessities of life on the riparian
land, such as household use, drinking, watering domestic animals.”
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8) The riparian owner is subject to the doctrine of reasonable use,
which limits all rights to the use of water to that quantity
reasonably required for beneficial use and prohibits waste or

unreasonable use or unreasonable methods of use or diversion.

9) A riparian right may be impaired or lost through prescription.

10) The riparian right attaching to a particular parcel of land is subject
to appropriative rights established by diversion upon vacant public
domain before the first valid steps were taken to acquire said
parcel of land from the United States, whether diversion was made

at points upstream or downstream.

11) The riparian right cannot be transferred for use upon another
parcel of land.

12) The riparian right does not apply to foreign water, i.e., water
originating in a different watershed cannot be used under claim of
riparian right.

13) Water cannot be stored and withheld for a deferred use (other
than regulatory storage) under claim of riparian right.

A record of water use under riparian claim should be established by
filing a Statement of Water Diversion and Use with the SWRCB.

Appropriative Rights

Appropriative rights are water rights granted for diversions (and

transfers) of water to non-riparian land (lands not adjacent to a
watercourse) for reasonable and beneficial uses, including storage.
Appropriative rights are subject to a seniority system, commonly
referred to as “first in time, first in right,” where the appropriative right
holder with the longest standing right has first priority to water in a
shortage. Appropriative water rights must be perfected (legitimized),
and non-use results in loss of the appropriated right.

There are two types of appropriative rights: pre-1914 and post-1914
appropriative rights.

Pre-1914 Appropriative Rights. California’s current permit system of
appropriative water rights was established in 1914. Appropriative
water rights established prior to 1914 are not subject to the permitting
authority of the SWRCB, and hence do not need approvals from the
SWRCB for transfers or changes in place or purpose of use. Changes in
the point of diversion, however, remain subject to SWRCB approval.

Post-1914 Appropriative Rights. Since 1914, appropriative rights have
been subject to the permitting authority of the state. Today, SWRCB
issues and administers these permits, which specify the quantity,
place, and purpose of use, as well as the point of diversion. SWRCB
approval is required for any changes to the above, as well as for
water transfers, and the agency may attach conditions to its permits
and approvals to protect other water rights holders and public trust
resources (e.g., fish and wildlife).
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Appropriative Rights

Prior to 1872, appropriative water rights could be acquired by simply
taking and beneficially using water. The priority of the right was the first
substantial act leading toward putting the water to beneficial use
provided the appropriation was completed with reasonable
diligence; otherwise, priority did not attach until beneficial use of the
water commenced.

In 1872, sections 1410 through 1422 of the California Civil Code were
enacted. These sections established a permissive procedure for
perfecting an appropriation of water. Provisions were made for
establishing a priority of right by posting a notice of appropriation at
the proposed point of diversion and recording a copy of the notice
with the respective County Recorder. If these procedures were not
followed, the pre-1914 appropriative right did not attach until water
was beneficially used.

Once acquired, an appropriative right can be maintained only by
continuous beneficial use of water. Regardless of the amount claimed
in the original notice of appropriation or at the time diversion and use
first began, the amount which now can be rightfully claimed under an
appropriative right initiated prior to December 19, 1914, therefore has,
in general, become fixed by actual beneficial use as to both amount

and season of diversion. The conditions under which an appropriative
right may be forfeited in whole or in part are set forth under the
heading “Loss of Appropriative Rights.”

Successful assertion of an appropriative right which was initiated prior
to December 19, 1914, where the validity of the right is disputed,
requires evidence of both the original appropriation and subsequent

maintenance of the right by continuous and diligent application of
water to beneficial use (see California Water Code section 1202(b)).
Frequently, such evidence consists of oral testimony of persons who
have actual knowledge of the relevant facts. As the years pass, such
testimony, dependent upon the recollection of individuals, may
become difficult or impossible to secure. At least a partial remedy for
this situation may be found in the procedure for perpetuation of
testimony set forth in section 2017 of the California Code of Civil
Procedure.

A record of water use under “Pre-1914 Appropriative Rights” should be
established by filing a Statement of Water Diversion and Use of the
SWRCB.

Appropriative Rights Initiated Subsequent to December 19, 1914

The two methods of appropriation existing prior to December 19, 1914,
the effective date of the California Water Commission Act, are no
longer available for appropriating water from surface steams, other
surface bodies of water, or from subterranean streams flowing in
known and definite channels. An appropriation of such water now
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requires compliance with the provisions of Division 2, Part 2 of the
California Water Code.

The steps which now must be taken in order to initiate and acquire an
appropriative water right are described under the heading “General
Information Pertaining to Applications for Permits to Appropriate
Unappropriated Water.”

Response F-3 E: The Division asks for a definition for “high capacity” and the rationale for
limiting tests/studies to only high-capacity wells. The policy within the
revised General Plan Update (Policy CON-52) that incorporates mitigation
measure MM 4.11.5e interprets the term “high capacity” to mean “large-
capacity” wells. The policy includes an Action Item (Action Item CON
WR-6) that would define the usage of large-capacity wells and establish
standards for pump tests or hydrogeologic studies required for all new
large-capacity wells. Studies will not be limited to only large-capacity
wells as several new Conservation Element policies require protection of

groundwater for all discretionary projects, identification and protection of
mapped groundwater recharge areas, curtailment of any new wells
where hydrogeologic studies have shown adverse well interference,
discouragement of new wells in known areas of saltwater intrusion, and
coordination with agencies, districts, and property owners for new
groundwater data. See Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 related to
water supply for additional information on the hydrologic modeling
related to surface-groundwater interaction.

Response F-4 E: The Division requests a revision to the discussion of water supply to reflect
any current limitation of the water rights (Draft EIR p. 4.11-1 and -2). Table
4.11-1 in the Draft EIR described the major storage facilities in the Napa
River watershed and was not intended as a representation of water rights
associated with Lake Hennessey. Draft EIR page 4.13-18 specifically notes
that the City of Napa’s water rights for Lake Hennessey is 30,500 acre-feet
annually. While it is true that Permit 6960 for Lake Hennessey expired in
December of 1999, the City is currently in the process of either moving
forward to license or to petition for extended time for the permit (Brun,

Phil. Personal communication 11/9/07).
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LETTER G: CHRISTOPHER HUITT, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES,
MARCH 5, 2007

Response G-1 E: The DWR notes that if the project encroaches on an adopted flood
control plan, an encroachment permit would be required from the
Reclamation Board.

None of the alternatives proposed currently require an encroachment
permit from the Reclamation Board; however, any future project
proposed would be subject to the appropriate General Plan policies and
would be required to apply for an encroachment permit if the project
encroaches on an adopted flood control plan.

Response G-2 E: DWR has attached an Encroachment Permit Fact Sheet, which is
incorporated by reference in this General Plan Update and noted as the
requirement for any project that encroaches on an adopted flood control
plan.
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LETTER H: BRYAN MUCH, CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM,
APRIL 13, 2007

Response H-1 P: Commenter states that the definition of a significant cultural resource as
provided by Policy CC-15 does not address those resources that are
significant for their intrinsic or traditional cultural value. Policy CC-15 has

been changed as follows and is now Policy CC-17:

 Policy CC-17: Significant cultural resources are sites that are listed in or
eligible for listing in either the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register due to their potential to yield new information
regarding prehistoric or historic people and events or due to their
intrinsic or traditional cultural value.

Response H-2 E: Commenter is concerned that cultural resource sensitivity maps may
become static representations based on minimal variables and
recommends that the processes and timing of updating the information in
the BDR be clearly outlined. Commenter is unclear on how the sensitivity
map models the historic era archaeological resources. Commenter
further adds that the maps indicate higher sensitivity towards the lowlands

and cautions that large portions of the upland environments with cultural
sensitivity may be categorically removed from potential review based on
the sensitivity maps.

The mitigation measures identified in Section 4.12 (MM 4.12.1 and MM
4.12.2) are required to comply with all provisions of California Public
Resources Code Section 21083.2 “Archaeological Resources.” The
process and timing of updates to the sensitivity maps is dependent on the
discovery and/or availability of new or updated information. Any new
areas or specific sites identified as having a “cultural sensitivity” or fitting
the criteria as a unique archaeological resource will be added to the
County’s database or GIS system. The Cultural and Historical Resource
Sensitivity Map (Figure 4.12.1) was based on information contained in the
BDR, which used archival research to identify archaeological and
historical sites and features throughout the County. The areas identified
on Figure 4.12.1 were developed using the identified sites and features as
a baseline and using other criteria (i.e., soils, slopes, elevations, and
distance to water features) to determine areas most likely to contain

unique or other sensitive archaeological or historical resources. Figure
4.12.1 identifies areas according to their “potential archaeological and
historical sensitivity” which will be revised based on new discoveries and
the availability of new or updated information. The upland areas may
have a lower probability of containing resources, but these areas would
not be excluded from further review as all areas in the County are subject
to California Resources Code regulations and requirements regarding
archaeological and historical resources.

Response H-3 E: The commenter recommends the Draft EIR be updated to reflect the
changes in Assembly Bill 2641 (AB 2641) as they pertain to Public
Resources Code Sections 5097.91 and 5097.98.
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The following text has been added under the last paragraph prior to
Section 4.12.3 on page 4.12-6 of the Draft EIR:

 Assembly Bill 2641 (AB 2641) establishes the Native American Heritage
Commission (“commission”) and authorizes the commission to bring an
action to prevent damage to Native American burial grounds or
places of worship. The existing law under AB 2641, the California
Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001,
requires all state agencies and all museums that receive state funding
to inventory Native American human remains and cultural items in

their possession for return to the appropriate tribes. The bill was
amended in 2006, which also amended Public Resources Code
Sections 5097.91 and 5097.98, respectively. The amendments
generally set forth new noticing requirements upon the discovery of
Native American burial remains.
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LETTER I: GUY KAY, NAPA COUNTY REGIONAL PARK & OPEN SPACE DISTRICT,
FEBRUARY 23, 2007

Response I-1 E/P: Commenter requests that the comment period for the General Plan and
Draft EIR be extended from 60 days to 120 days. The commenter adds
that County staff and the County Steering Committee have produced an

impressive amount of information over the past two years and states a 60-
day comment period is not an adequate amount of time to understand
what has been developed and to respond in a timely manner. Comment
noted. The comment period for the Draft EIR was extended from 60 days
to 120 days to allow for more public comment.
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LETTER J: RICH RAMIREZ, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON – CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE,
FEBRUARY 1, 2007

Response J-1 P: The City of American Canyon questions the County’s use of the RUL in
both the General Plan and the EIR and suggests that Policy Ag/LU-24 is
inconsistent with the intention to develop areas north of American

Canyon. The commenter also is confused by the map of the South
County Industrial Area. The proposed General Plan Update has been
revised and now identifies an RUL for the City of American Canyon that
reflects the current status of negotiations between the City and the
County. The new RUL (see Policy Ag/LU-30 and accompanying map in
the Revised Draft General Plan Update) would allow the City to expand
northward, but not all the way to Fagan Creek and the City’s 1994 ULL.
Also, please note that the map of the South County Industrial Area has
been revised (see p. 61 of the Revised Draft General Plan Update), and
Policy Ag/LU-24 (now Ag/LU-26) appropriately articulates the County’s
intent to discourage urban developments outside of “designated
urbanized areas.” These areas are identified on the Land Use Map (Figure
Ag/LU-3) and include the airport industrial area north of the City of
American Canyon.
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LETTER K: LEON GARCIA, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON - MAYOR, MARCH 13, 2007

Response K-1 P: Commenter notes maps CIR1 and SAF1 in the proposed General Plan
Update identify the City of American Canyon as Vallejo and requests that
the error be corrected. The County has reviewed and revised all maps in

the Revised Draft General Plan Update as appropriate.

Response K-2 P: Commenter notes that the County has improperly located the location of
the northern RUL for the City of American Canyon south of Fagan Creek.
The commenter provides data indicating the presence of the RUL at
Fagan Creek. The commenter requests the RUL be placed at Fagan
Creek.

The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies
an RUL for the City of American Canyon that reflects the current status of
negotiations between the City and the County. Also, please note that the
City and the County apparently have different interpretations of the 2003
Housing MOU cited by the commenter. Specifically, we disagree that the
MOU commits the County to recognize that line as the RUL in its General

Plan. In fact, the MOU clearly envisions development of a new, mutually-
agreeable RUL line after an assessment of housing needs, stating
definitively “the land owned by Hess Collection Winery and currently in
active agricultural use (APN 057-090-065) will not be included within the
City’s RUL Line.”

It is also important to note that the section of the MOU (section 10)

dealing with the RUL issue is associated with the potential for future
housing transfers between the City and the County. In other words, the
only implication of the City and the County failing to agree on an RUL line
is that the City will be under no obligation to accept a transfer of housing
units from the County in the next Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) cycle.

Response K-3 P: Commenter expresses confusion as to the placement of the Hess property
outside the City of American Canyon RUL. Additionally, the commenter
requests that the “transitional” designation be removed for the Hess
property and that the property be designated for agricultural uses only.
Commenter requests the Hess property be replaced as part of the City’s
RUL.

The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies
an RUL for the City of American Canyon that reflects the current status of
negotiations between the City and the County. Consistent with the 2003
MOU cited by the commenter and referred to in Response K-2, the Hess
Vineyard is not included in that RUL. Nonetheless, the Revised Draft
General Plan Update proposes to redesignate the Hess Vineyard from
“Industrial” to “Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space” as suggested by
many commenters. (See Policy Ag/LU-40 in the Revised Draft General
Plan Update.)
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Response K-4 E/P: Commenter notes that the County placed a large urban area (the Napa
Pipe property) adjacent to the City of Napa without consulting the Mayor
or the City Council. The commenter requests the County return the Napa

Pipe area to an “industrial” designation instead of a “transitional”
designation. Commenter further requests the County to collaborate with
the Cities of American Canyon and Napa to meet the goal of reducing
the jobs/housing imbalance in the County. The proposed General Plan
Update has been revised and now designates the Napa Pipe site as a
Study Area, indicating that further study will be required before non-
industrial uses will be considered on the site.

As indicated in the Draft EIR (page 3.0-12), the land use alternatives set
forth in the General Plan Update were developed by the General Plan
Steering Committee during a series of meetings, and with input from, the
public, affected agencies, the County Board of Supervisors, and the
Planning Commission. Additionally, the proposed alternatives and
designation of the Napa Pipe site were determined as a result of public
and agency comments received on the NOP. In response to the
commenter’s housing-related concerns, the Draft EIR discusses the
County’s Housing Element (Draft EIR page 4.3-8) which is the County’s
primary policy document regarding the provision, preservation,
rehabilitation, and development of housing in the unincorporated portion
of the County, which includes the Napa Pipe site. The housing element
identifies sites that are adequate and feasible to accommodate the
County’s allocation of regional housing needs. The housing element was
developed with extensive public outreach. The Napa County Board of
Supervisors convened a Housing Element Steering Committee to oversee
the development of a draft Housing Element Update. The Steering

Committee included representatives of many key local stakeholder
groups, including the Napa County Farm Bureau, the Napa Valley Grape
Growers Association, the Napa Valley Vintners Association, the Napa
County Non-Profit Coalition, the Farmworker Housing Task Force, and the
real estate community, as well as representatives from the County
Planning Commission and the County Board of Supervisors. The Steering
Committee meetings were conducted as public meetings. In total, the
Steering Committee met with County staff and project consultants eight
times during the course of the Housing Element Update project,
alternating between locations in the City of Napa (South County) and St.
Helena (up-valley). The Steering Committee assisted County staff and

project consultants in reviewing the existing Housing Element, analyzing
local housing needs and constraints, and developing updated goals,
policies, and objectives. The Steering Committee also hosted two public
workshops to explain the importance of a Housing Element; to present
information on local housing needs, challenges, and opportunities; and to
solicit input from concerned citizens and stakeholders. One workshop was
held in St. Helena on May 29, 2001, and one was held in the City of Napa
on May 31, 2001. To publicize these workshops, County staff sent a press
release regarding the workshops to the three major local papers in
Calistoga, the City of Napa, and St. Helena, and gave a short
informational interview on a local radio station. Workshop attendees
included residents of the unincorporated areas, representatives of non-
profit organizations, and residents of some of Napa County’s incorporated
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cities. Direct mail was also sent to interested parties. Additionally, in
response to suggestions made by HCD, the County engaged in a major
supplementary planning process with the cities of Napa and American

Canyon to develop an integrated approach to meeting the housing
needs in the area. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR (page 3.0-9)
“2004 Housing Element/Housing Agreements” for a discussion regarding
the MOU between the County and the cities of Napa and American
Canyon, which represents effective cooperation between these affected
agencies.

While County staff welcomes the City’s views on the topic of Napa Pipe,
several of the statements in this letter are misinformed. Specifically:

 The General Plan proposal has not “placed an extremely large
urban area on the boundary of the City of Napa,” since this site
has been urbanized and used (for heavy industry) for many years.

 The General Plan proposal has not been developed “without
consulting the Mayor and City Counsel of the City of Napa,” and
there are ongoing discussions between County and City staff and
elected officials regarding this site.

 The General Plan proposal does not state “a need to place
intense residential urbanization on the border of the City of Napa,”
but proposes designating this site as a Study Area, indicating the
need for further site-specific planning.

 The County has not sponsored “rapid industrial development of
lands north of Fagan Creek,” but has seen slow and deliberate
build-out of a specific plan for the area adopted in 1986.

 There are also not “hundreds of thousands of square feet of
industrial facilities being approved for construction in the
unincorporated County (North of Fagan Creek).” In fact, most of
the airport industrial area north of Fagan Creek is already built out,
and pending applications are for projects much smaller than the
700,000 square foot Hanna Court Warehouse proposal, Napa
Junction Phase II and III proposal, Oat Hill proposal, and Town

Center proposal pending in the City of American Canyon.

County staff acknowledges the City’s (implied) suggestion that the
County should pursue additional transfers of its Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) to the City rather than pursuing reuse of brownfield sites
such as Napa Pipe, and this is clearly an option articulated in draft
General Plan Policy Ag//LU-30. We further acknowledge the suggestion

that the County work collaboratively with both cities to resolve the need
for housing and the City of American Canyon’s objection to re-
designating Napa Pipe.

Response K-5 P: Commenter provides comments made by the City’s Open Space
Advisory Committee on March 6, 2007, and asks that the proposed
General Plan Update be modified to reflect the committee’s concerns.
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These comments are responded to under Response K-8 through K-22.

Response K-6 P: Commenter requests two actions to alleviate strained relations with the
County: modification of the RUL and intervention by LAFCO to establish
principals for American Canyon’s extension of water service to industrial
lands the County proposes to develop.

See Response K-2 regarding the RUL and Water Supply Master Response
3.4.1 regarding water service to south county industrial areas. Also note
that LAFCO resolved the interpretation of CGC Section 56133 in their
action on October 15, 2007.

Response K-7 E/P: Commenter requests that the 60-day comment period be extended and
the County RUL be replaced at Fagan Creek. Additionally, commenter
requests that the County appoint a City representative prior to the
approval of the General Plan if any matter is referred back to the General
Plan Advisory Committee.

The 60-day comment period was extended to 120 days to solicit
comments from all interested parties and affected agencies. The RUL has
been revised as described in responses above. The Board of Supervisors
did not change the composition of the General Plan Steering Committee,
but the County has attempted to address the City’s concerns in revisions
to the General Plan Update.

Response K-8 E/P: Commenter asks if the General Plan is adoptable by a majority vote from
the Board of Supervisors and asks if the technical studies are available on
CD. The commenter also requests information about the errata to the
Draft EIR reflecting changes since it was published. Additionally, the
commenter notes that the current steering committee does not include a
representative from the City of American Canyon and requests that the
Steering Committee be changed to include one.

A majority vote from the Board of Supervisors is required to find the EIR
complete and adequate and to adopt the proposed General Plan
Update. The Final EIR will include errata that include minor edits made to
the Draft EIR since its release for public comment. The modifications
contained in the errata are based on comments received during the

Draft EIR public review period and will not result in or disclose new
significant environmental impacts or significant new information, nor will
the errata alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Any
changes or modifications in the errata will be provided in revision marks
(underline for new text and strikeout for deleted text). The Board of
Supervisors did not choose to expand the steering committee; however
the County has attempted to address the majority of the City’s concerns
through revisions to the General Plan Update.

Response K-9 P: Commenter questions the designation of Hess Vineyards as Industrial and
the rationale for that designation.

The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now proposes
that the Hess Vineyards be designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open
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Space (AWOS). Policy Ag/LU-40 notes that re-designation to “Industrial”
should occur if Newell Road is extended north of Green Island Road.

Response K-10 P: Commenter asks about transportation for housing developed to serve
agricultural land designations.

The Circulation Element contains provisions to provide a variety of
transportation options and improvements (roadway, transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian) to County residents and workers, and the County believes
that the proposed Element appropriately correlates with land use policies
presented in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. Section
4.4 (Transportation) of the Draft EIR identifies traffic impacts associated
with implementation of the General Plan Update.

Response K-11 P: Commenter notes the City of American Canyon should have had
representation during formulation of the proposed General Plan Update.
Also, the commenter states that the General Plan should address re-use of
the landfill and access to the Napa River.

Re-use of the landfill site has been incorporated into the Recreation and
Open Space Element of the General Plan Update. Also, City and County
representatives have engaged in considerable dialog about a range of
issues since the draft General Plan Update was published. The status of
these discussions is reflected in Policy Ag/LU-130 about the RUL.

Response K-12 P: Commenter asks about the inclusion of Clarke Ranch in the RUL and
states that the ranch is not open to the public as indicated in the
proposed General Plan Update.

There is nothing in the proposed General Plan Update that would prohibit
the City from owning open space in the County and outside the RUL.
County staff has endeavored to ensure that maps in the Recreation and
Open Space Element accurately reflect publicly owned and accessible
open space.

Response K-13 P: Commenter indicates that maps included in the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update show American Canyon incorrectly
labeled as Vallejo. The commenter is referred to Response K-1 above.

Response K-14 P: The commenter notes the need for parks in unincorporated areas of the
County to support the residents in urban bubbles. The commenter is
referred to revisions to the Recreation and Open Space Element
regarding the provision of recreation opportunities. Specifically, Policy
ROS-22 identifies the need for recreation opportunities for the more
developed, non-agricultural areas of the unincorporated County (e.g.,
the urban bubbles).
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Response K-15 E/P: Commenter notes the importance of extending Newell Drive and the
associated benefit to County traffic circulation. The Circulation Element
includes the extension of Newell Drive as far north as Green Island Road,

and the County concurs that this is an important improvement.

Response K-16 P: Commenter recommends the County underestimate growth in vineyard
acreage, not overestimate it. County staff appreciates this comment and
has made every effort to be conservative when it comes to estimating
future growth and development under the General Plan, including growth
in vineyards. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water

Quality, for an explanation of the vineyard development scenarios
analyzed. Draft EIR Section 4.4 explains the traffic volumes assumed in the
analysis and their genesis.

Response K-17 E/P: Commenter inquires about ABAG growth projections. Commenter notes
the number of non-residents who drive to or through Napa County.
Commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a detailed

discussion on ABAG projections. The comment regarding non-residential
traffic is noted, and this issue is specifically addressed in the Revised Draft
General Plan Update (Objective CIR-1, p. 110) and in the traffic analysis
presented in the Draft EIR. Commenter is referred to Section 4.4,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR for a complete discussion on traffic
volumes, travel demand, and trip distribution patterns.

Response K-18 P: Commenter would like to obtain the input provided by residents of the
City of American Canyon during General Plan Update public workshops.

Public input on the General Plan Update is available at the County’s
General Plan website at: www.napacountygeneralplan.com. See the
“Library” section of the website.

Response K-19 P: Commenter expresses concern about a perceived invisibility of the City of
American Canyon to the County as noted on maps and by the lack of
American Canyon representation on the General Plan Steering
Committee. The commenter is referred to Response K-1 above regarding
the disposition of the City of American Canyon on maps included in the
proposed General Plan Update. The commenter is further referred to
Responses K-7 and K-8 regarding representation by the City of American
Canyon during preparation of the Update.

Response K-20 P: Commenter asks whether the proposed RUL plan originated with the
Steering Committee or County staff. The map was developed by staff
and has now been modified based on negotiations between the City and
the County. See Policy Ag/LU-130 and the accompanying map for
details. Also see Response K-2.

Response K-21 E/P: The commenter requests that the County alter the proposed RUL and
correct traffic issues by having the Newell Drive extension go to Green
Island Road. The commenter is referred to Response K-2 regarding the
RUL. The Preferred Plan includes the extension of Newell Drive to Green
Island Road, which was also part of Alternatives B, C, and E.
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Response K-22 P: Commenter expresses concern about the City of American Canyon
providing sewer and water service to areas that the County does not
include in the City’s RUL or sphere of influence. The commenter is referred

to Response K-2 regarding the RUL. The Revised General Plan Update
does not propose any changes in water or wastewater service for the
Airport Industrial Area.
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LETTER L: LEON GARCIA, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON - MAYOR, MARCH 22, 2007

Response L-1 P: Commenter expresses concern over the County’s proposed use of the
Napa Pipe property to provide an intense residential urbanization of the
border of the City of Napa. The commenter is referred to Response K-4

E/P above.

Response L-2 P: Commenter states American Canyon’s willingness to work together with
the County to create solutions to housing needs. The County appreciates
the willingness of the City of American Canyon in this matter.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007

3.0-142



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
December 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-143



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007

3.0-144



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
December 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-145



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007

3.0-146

LETTER M: ROBERT WEIL, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON – PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT,
APRIL 5, 200

Response M-1 P: The commenter requests clarification of the relationship between the
County Circulation Element and the Strategic Transportation Plan being
developed by NCTPA. The Napa County Transportation and Planning

Agency’s Strategic Transportation Plan is a long-range plan used to
identify future transportation needs county-wide and is used to determine
whether County or City roadway projects are eligible for state or federal
funding distributed by NCTPA.

The County’s Circulation Element is a policy statement of the County
Board of Supervisors which focuses on the circulation system in the

unincorporated area. It is used by the County in part to plan future
roadway expenditures. Please note that the Circulation Element
references the Strategic Transportation Plan (Action Item CIR-10.1) and
anticipates that there will be several updates to NCTPA’s plan during the
lifetime of the County’s General Plan.

Response M-2 P: The commenter asks for additional information on freight rail

transportation and the potential to remove truck traffic from South County
roadways. The following text has been added to the discussion of “Rail
Transportation” on page 98 of Revised General Plan Update:

 …freight service is planned to be reestablished on a line extending
from American Canyon to Schellville, in Sonoma County. This freight
line has a spur which extends north to the County’s industrial area and
the City of Napa. Expansion of industrial uses, and the potential for
new commuter service, could result in the expansion of rail operations
and a concurrent reduction in truck and car traffic.

Response M-3 P: Commenter requests inclusion of American Canyon Road east of the
American Canyon city limits in Table CIR-B. This change has been made
to Table CIR-B as requested. Traffic volumes for American Canyon Road
are:

2003: 19,160
2030: 25,170

Response M-4 P: The commenter asks for a definition of “seamless transportation system”
included in Policy CIR-2.

 The County should will work with the cities through NCTPA Napa
County Transportation and Planning Agency to coordinate seamless
transportation systems and improve the efficiency of the
transportation system by coordinating the construction and operation
of roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and other transportation systems.

“Seamless” as used in this context refers to a transportation system in
which the various components (vehicles, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, rail,
etc.) are coordinated to avoid conflicts and ease transitions from one
travel mode to another (e.g., bicycle paths that lead to transit stops).
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Response M-5 P: The commenter would like clarification of the intent of Policy CIR-1.7.
Specifically, the commenter inquires what approaches will be effective in
providing transportation service to rural areas without additional roadway

lanes or improvements. The programs to implement this policy (now Policy
CIR-10) could consist of various types of transit or paratransit services for
local and intra-county service, telecommuting or other services that could
eliminate the need to travel to access information and/or services, or
other methods not envisioned at this time.

The following action item has been added to address this issue:

 Action Item CIR-10.1: County staff shall participate in the periodic
updates of the Napa County transportation and Planning Agency’s
Strategic Transportation Plan (STP) and use that forum for
consideration and development of innovative strategies related to the
movement of people and services without increasing the use of
private vehicles. The County shall seek input from experts in

sustainability, smart growth, and land use planning in developing
potential new strategies.

Response M-6 P: In reference to Circulation Goal 2, the commenter asks the County to
consider visitor transit opportunities from American Canyon to upper
Napa Valley. The updated Circulation Element contains several new and
edited policies which note the needs of tourists and seek to provide

transit, signage, bicycle routes, etc. that could encourage non-vehicle
travel. See for example Policy CIR-30.

Response M-7 P: The commenter indicates American Canyon is considering widening State
Route 29 and asks that the County not adopt a policy stating that
capacity will not be increased on SR 29 (Policy CIR-2.2). The Circulation
Map has been updated to show a planned width of six lanes for Highway

29 north of the City of American Canyon.

The Circulation Map does not show the planned widths of roadways in the
incorporated cities and town; the width of State Route 29 at the Solano
County line is a decision to be made by the City of American Canyon.
Policy CIR-12 about “gateways” to Napa County would not preclude
widening SR 29 at this location.

Level of service impacts are addressed in detail in the Draft EIR on the
proposed General Plan Update. Please see Section 4.4, Transportation, of
the Draft EIR, particularly Impact 4.4.1, Travel Demand. Tables 4.4-13 and
4.4-14 contain summaries of projected vehicle travel and level of service
impacts both with and without adoption of the proposed General Plan
Update.

Response M-8 P: The commenter inquires about coordination of the proposed county-wide
traffic impact fee between the County and Napa County cities and the
responsibility for fee payment by cities and the County. These decisions
have not been made, but would be a part of any future discussions
regarding establishing a county-wide fee. (See Policy CIR-19 and related
action item.)
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Response M-9 P: The commenter recommends that an overview of the North Slough Tidal
Marsh Restoration completed by American Canyon in 2006 be included in
the Conservation Element’s discussion of the Napa River marshes on page

172 of the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update.

Information has been added to the Conservation Element under the
heading of Napa River Watershed regarding the North Slough Tidal Marsh
Restoration.

Response M-10 P: The commenter states that the Napa River marshes on the east side of the
river should be shown on the map in Figure CON-1. Figure CON-1 has
been amended as requested.

Response M-11 P: The commenter requests that the fourth paragraph on page 177 in the
Conservation Element be corrected, as the Napa River groundwater
basin does not underlie American Canyon. The commenter is referred to
revisions to the Conservation Element. As documented in the 2050 Napa
County Water Resources Study, the vicinity of American Canyon is within
the Main Basin of Napa Valley (see 2050 Napa County Water Resources
Study Technical Memorandum Number 5 page 3).

Response M-12 P: Commenter states that Table CON-A should include a microturbine power
plant at the American Canyon wastewater plan and a solar array in the
City of Napa.

The microturbine power plant at the American Canyon wastewater plant
in American Canyon and the solar array in the City of Napa are not
included in Table CON-A as the facilities are smaller than those included
in the table. Nonetheless, the Conservation Element introduction has
been expanded to provide more information on local solar energy
generation (see p. 159).

Response M-13 P: Commenter requests that discussion of funding mechanisms for land
preservation be included in Policy CON-1. This request has been
addressed under various policies, including CON-3, 8, 9, and 24 and
Action Item CON NR-6.

Response M-14 P: In Policy CON-21, the commenter asks that the North Slough be included
in the discussion of improving marshland habitat. The North Slough has
been added to the revised General Plan and is the policy number is now
Policy CON-31.

Response M-15 P: Commenter seeks clarification that Goal CON-9 applies to the main Napa
River groundwater basin and that American Canyon’s basin is distinct
from the Napa River basin. The commenter is referred to revisions to the
Conservation Element.

Response M-16 P: The commenter asks what policies under Policy CON-31.1 will be applied
to encourage/require vineyards to use recycled water.

This topic is addressed under Policies CON-61 and CON-62 to identify and
support utilization of recycled water for irrigation and give priority
attention to environmentally sustainable water projects.
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Response M-17 P: The commenter believes that Policy CON-36 should be strengthened in
light of the fact that the EIR finds water impacts to be significant and
unavoidable. Water resources policies in the Conservation Element have

been substantially expanded and reorganized to address this comment
and others. Please see policies beginning on p. 179.

Response M-18 P: The commenter asks that the proposed alignment of the Bay Trail and Bay
Ridge Trail be shown on the map on Figure ROS-4. This edit has been
made to Figure ROS-4.

Response M-19 E: Commenter indicates that the two landfills shown in the vicinity of
American Canyon are incorrect. Commenter requests that Figure 3.0-9
correctly label Broadway in American Canyon. Additionally, commenter
requests a more detailed Figure 4.2-1 for the Jamieson/American Canyon
area to verify existing land uses.

Figure 3.0-3 and Figure 3.0-9 have been updated and modified to reflect
the correct information (see Section 4.0 of this document). The existing
land uses illustrated in Figure 3.0-9 were based on the BDR and County
Conservation and Planning Department figures. The Draft EIR contains a
detailed description of the existing land uses in American Canyon (page
4.2-7) and includes a description of the land use categories and graphical
overlays displayed in Figure 4.2-1 (see edits to this figure in Section 4.0 of
this document). The County recognizes that its county-wide land use

data base requires substantial refinement as parcel-specific information is
verified.

Response M-20 E: Commenter states the American Canyon city limits are not shown
accurately on Figure 4.2-2. Figure 4.2-2 has been modified to reflect the
accurate city limits (see Section 4.0 of this document).

Response M-21 E: Commenter states the list of freeways, highways, and arterials be clarified
(i.e., American Canyon Road, State Route 29, and Flosden Road.

The following text has been added to page 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR:

Freeways and Highways
 American Canyon Road (east of the city limits)

Arterials

 State Route 29 (within American Canyon)
 Flosden Road/Newell Drive

Response M-22 E: Commenter requests that the funding mechanism for roadway extensions
in American Canyon, Devlin Road and Newell Drive, be identified.
General Plan Circulation Element Policy CIR-13 indicates that the list of
recommended improvements will be implemented over time as funding

becomes available. Funding may include impact fees, local tax
revenues, or regional, state or federal sources. (Please note that the Draft
EIR analyzes alternatives with and without the list of suggested roadway
improvements precisely because funding is not currently available, so the
timing of their implementation is unclear.)
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Response M-23 E: Commenter states the Draft EIR identifies a LOS F on American Canyon
Road between Flosden Road and I-80 but does not recommend
mitigation measures to lessen the impact. The Draft EIR indicates that

growth proposed under the proposed General Plan Update could cause
substantial traffic increases compared to existing volumes and there are
no feasible mitigation measure to lessen the impact on some roadway
segments. The Draft EIR clearly states that travel demand impacts are
significant and unavoidable and there is no feasible mitigation available
to lessen the impacts to a less than significant level.

Response M-24 E: Commenter indicates the Draft EIR does not accurately display the Napa
County Bicycle Network (i.e., existing and planned bikeways in American
Canyon). Figure 4.4-4 has been provided to reflect the correct information
(see Section 4.0 of this document for this added figure). Draft bikeway
map was obtained from commenter.

Response M-25 E: Commenter requests that mitigation measures be identified for increased

congestion on Broadway (SR 29) between Green Island Road and
American Canyon Road. As indicated in Table 4.4-14, the existing PM LOS
on SR 29 between Green Island Road and American Canyon Road is LOS
F. The Draft EIR indicates that only 1 of the 10 segments with existing LOS F
will improve under 2030 conditions even with all improvements in place.
The Draft EIR further indicates that the vast majority of significant impacts
would occur whether or not the General Plan is implemented (page 4.4-
46). This is due to the projected traffic volumes increasing county- and
region-wide and given that there are no feasible mitigation measures to
improve the conditions on these segments.

Response M-26 E: Commenter recommends the Draft EIR analyze the various contributions
to traffic congestion and should analyze SR 29 in American Canyon as an
urban arterial and not an expressway. The Draft EIR includes a discussion
of trip distribution patterns and other contributors to congestion (i.e.,
approved development and regional traffic increases). The traffic
analysis and model is based on roadway capacity, not on classification.
The analysis adequately analyzed conditions and capacities which are

independent of urban classifications; therefore, no further response is
required.

Response M-27 E: The commenter requests that additional mitigation measures be pursued
to lessen significant and unavoidable impacts to the Jamieson/American
Canyon area and indicates that failure to do so would be inconsistent
with many of the proposed General Plan goals. Commenter is referred to

Response M-25.

Response M-28 E: The commenter requests clarification on the reference to Table 4.4-20 in
mitigation measure MM 4.4.1c. and questions whether the reference
should be to Table 4.4-15. The commenter is referred to the revisions
below and those provided in Section 4.0 of this document to correct the
table references.

The commenter is correct and the following text has been changed in the
Draft EIR under MM 4.4.1c:
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 The County shall include a policy in the General Plan that
requires new development projects to mitigate their impacts
and to pay their fair share of county-wide traffic improvements

they contribute the need for, including improvements identified
in DEIR Table 4.4-17. A countywide traffic impact fee shall be
developed in cooperation with NCTPA.

Response M-29 E: The commenter requests a discussion on how mitigation measure
MM 4.4.1d will be applied to the Airport Industrial Area. MM 4.4.1d is only
associated with uses containing residential and commercial
development; therefore, the measure would not apply to the AIA.

Response M-30 E: Commenter states that SR 29 from Green Island Road to American
Canyon Road is incorrectly shown as a rural highway. Additionally, the
commenter requests a description of proposed widening of various
segments on SR 29 and the number of lanes to be added. Table 4.4-15
identifies roadway segments and proposed improvements and does not
include roadway or segment classifications. SR 221 north of SR 29 is a 4-
lane facility in the traffic model for 2030 and is not anticipated to expand
beyond four lanes before 2030. SR 29 is proposed for widening from four
to six lanes from 221 south to the County line (see Policy CIR-13).

Response M-31 E: The commenter states Table 4.13.3-36 in the Draft EIR is incorrect as it does
not include demands associated with industrial development in the
unincorporated areas served by the City of American Canyon. Table
4.13-36 was based on the 2050 Napa Valley Water Resources studies and
included projected demands for all unincorporated areas in the Main
Basin. The commenter is also referred to Water Supply Master Response
3.4.1 for a detailed discussion regarding water resources.

Response M-32 E: Commenter requests that additional mitigation be pursued to lessen the
significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the Draft
EIR and further adds that failure to do so would be inconsistent with
economic and conservation goals included in the General Plan. See
Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding water supply issues.

Response M-33 E: The commenter notes that in the Draft EIR Traffic Report, Figure 4 is
incorrectly identified as a bicycle map. This error has been noted and
corrected as identified.

Response M-34 E: The commenter points out that the North Slough was restored by tidal
action by the City of American Canyon and has been observed as
containing salmon; however, it was omitted from the Fishery Resources
Technical Report No. 64. County staff appreciates this correction to the
Fishery Resources Technical Report No. 64.

Response M-35 E: Commenter states that Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Modeling Analysis for
Vineyard Scenarios in the Draft EIR Appendix H do not illustrate the existing
vineyards in the vicinity of American Canyon and requests additional
details on new vineyards that would be proposed. If new areas are within
the City’s recycled water application area, they would be required to use
recycled water, not groundwater as modeled. The modeling analysis
provided in Appendix H by DHI Water and Environment consultants was
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conducted with input from staff of the Napa County Resource and
Conservation Department based on GIS data from the County. The
commenter does not provide information regarding the vineyards noted

in the vicinity of American Canyon. County staff is not aware of new
vineyards proposed within the recycled water area of American Canyon;
however, any vineyard proposed for that area would follow the
established regulations.

Commenter expresses serious concern over the projected five foot
decrease in groundwater levels in American Canyon and adds that the
City is currently exploring the feasibility of supplementing municipal
supplies. Comments are noted; however, the comment is a statement of
concern over decreases in groundwater level and the City’s plans for
supplementing its municipal water supplies. Commenter is referred to
Water Supply Maser Response 3.4.1 which addresses groundwater and
municipal water supply related impacts.
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LETTER N: DEL BRITTON, CITY OF ST. HELENA - MAYOR, APRIL 12, 2007

Response N-1 P: The commenter seeks clarification on Policy Ag/LU-26 in reference to
accommodating the distribution of population. This policy has been
revised as suggested to clarify the County’s intent for growth to occur in

existing and designated urban areas. Please see Policy Ag/LU-28 in the
Revised Draft General Plan Update.

Response N-2 P: The commenter refers to Policies Ag/LU-38 and -39 and notes that the City
of St. Helena recommends that the County consider encouraging mixed
commercial/residential uses within CL and CN zones. Please see Action
Item Ag/LU-45.1, which has been added to the Revised Draft General

Plan Update to implement the commenter’s suggestion.

Response N-3 P: The commenter indicates that the City of St. Helena would like to see the
addition of language to Ag/LU-103-105 that improves bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity and information about bus service, and the
possibility of traffic diversion. A new policy has been added in the
Circulation Element regarding implementation of the Napa Countywide

Bicycle Plan, and additional policy language has been added regarding
publicizing and improving access to transit services. Changes have also
been made to the area-specific policies for the South St. Helena area in
the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element to specifically address
the commenter’s suggestion. Please see Policy Ag/LU-104 for specifics.

Response N-4 P: The commenters states that language should be added to Policy

Ag/LU-106 that limits land uses that would be a burden on City water
resources. The suggested revisions have been incorporated into the
General Plan Update as Policy Ag/LU-105.

Response N-5 P: Commenter requests that Policy Ag/LU-126 be modified, as they are
concerned about development in Angwin and outside of St. Helena’s
Urban Limit Line.

The County currently solicits and will continue to solicit the City’s input on
projects in the vicinity of the City, and does not see the need to
memorialize this practice in the County’s General Plan. For example, the
County recently provided the City with the Notice of Preparation for an
EIR related to development proposed in Angwin, and provided the City
with a referral related to a proposed hotel north of the City where the
outlet malls are located.

Response N-6 P: Commenter states that Policy CIR-2.3 should be changed to incorporate
language about bicycle/pedestrian connectivity and diversion of traffic
to the Silverado Trail via Zinfandel Lane. See Response N-3 above. Also,
please note that Policy CIR-13 includes language related to diverting
traffic from downtown St. Helena.

Response N-7 P: The commenter states that St. Helena welcomes a policy that clearly
states the County will cooperate with the City for traffic control on
Highway 29. Policy CIR-1.2 (now Policy CIR-2) has been edited as follows
in response to this and other comments:
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 The County will work with the cities through NCTPA to coordinate
seamless transportation systems and improve the efficiency of the
transportation system by coordinating the construction and operation

of roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and other transportation systems.

Response N-8 P: Commenter requests the addition of the words “tributaries and
watershed” to Policy CON-31(e). The addition has been made to the
policy (now Policy CON-42(a)) per the commenter’s request.

Response N-9 P: Commenter would like to add language to Policy CON-44 as suggested
by the Howell Mountain Water Company. An action item has been
added to this policy to update the Conservation Regulations as required
by state guidelines. See Action Item CON WR-3 for specifics.
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LETTER O: MIKE PARNESS, CITY MANAGER – CITY OF NAPA, MARCH 16, 2007

Response O-1 E/P: The commenter requested that the County Board of Supervisors extend
the comment period for the Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR.
Comment noted. On April 3, 2007, the County Board of Supervisors

extended the public review comment period by 60 days, for a total
comment period of 120 days.
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LETTER P: SAHRYE COHEN, BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION,
MARCH 26, 2007

Response P-1 E/P: The commenter requested clarification of the public comment period for
the Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR. Comment noted. The
commenter, on behalf of the Bay Conservation and Development

Commission, submitted formal comments to the County in a letter dated
June 25, 2007 (comment letter GG). Responses to comment letter GG are
provided later in this document.
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LETTER Q: JACK GINGLES, LAFCO OF NAPA COUNTY, JUNE 4, 2007

Response Q-1 E/P: LAFCO notes that they will use both final GPU and EIR documents to fulfill
their regulatory and planning responsibilities and notes that their main
concern is the Ag/LU Element of the General Plan. County staff

appreciates LAFCO’s review of these documents as part of their
governmental responsibilities.

Response Q-2 P: LAFCO notes that they welcome the County’s commitment to working
with the Commission on Policy Ag/LU-125. County staff looks forward to
cooperating with LAFCO in regards to Ag/LU Element Policy Ag/LU-125.
The County appreciates LAFCO’s comments and support regarding this

policy provision.

Response Q-3 E/P: LAFCO addresses the proposed Angwin development related to new or
elevated public services. These needs should be addressed more
comprehensively in both documents.

The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now removes
areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble and
identifies the existing residential neighborhood of Angwin for inclusion in
the bubble someday, (subject to a Measure J vote). Neither of these
actions would necessarily “facilitate the expansion and intensification of
urban uses in Angwin” as suggested by the commenter. In fact, the
changes would reduce the amount of land designated for “Urban
Residential” uses and merely recognize an existing residential

neighborhood with a “Rural Residential” designation that would carry with
it a 10-acre minimum parcel size (therefore not allowing additional small
lot subdivisions). The Revised Draft General Plan Update would neither
facilitate nor preclude the PUC’s proposed development proposal in
Angwin, and the development proposal will be subject to its own project-
specific EIR. The General Plan Update Draft EIR provides an appropriately
programmatic analysis of potential future growth in the area by
considering a number of alternatives that assume various levels of
development in Angwin. The commenter is also referred to Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1 regarding water service concerns.

Response Q-4 E/P: LAFCO has public service concerns for the Napa Pipe property proposal.

The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now designates
the Napa Pipe site as a Study Area , indicating that further study will be
required (along with a subsequent General Plan amendment) prior to
consideration of land use changes on the site. The General Plan EIR
appropriately assesses potential cumulative development and the need
for services by examining a number of alternatives which assume a
different mix of land uses in this area, although additional site-specific
analysis will be conducted at a later date. The commenter is also referred
to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding water service concerns.

Response Q-5 P: LAFCO notes that the proposed General Plan Update should recognize
that Berryessa Estates and Berryessa Highlands receive water and sewer
services from Lake Berryessa Resort Improvement District and Napa
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Berryessa Resort Improvement District. County staff appreciates this
clarification, and this information has been incorporated into the
Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element (see pp. 46 and 48).

Response Q-6 E: Commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should address probable new
public services needed due to Angwin and Napa Pipe developments.
See Responses Q-3 and Q-4 above.

Response Q-7 E/P: Commenter suggests identifying aspects of implementing the General
Plan that will produce projects subject to LAFCO action. Commenter also
suggests the EIR should reference factors LAFCO is required to consider in
review of a proposal. At this time, there are no specific projects that have
indicated a need for LAFCO action for either incorporation or annexation,
although the Revised Draft General Plan Update articulates a proposed
growth boundary for American Canyon (see Policy Ag/LU-130) that may
at some point result in actions by LAFCO (i.e., an SOI amendment and
annexations). At such time when a proposed project may request an

action subject to LAFCO review, that information will be forwarded to the
agency.

Response Q-8 E: Commenter suggests that mitigation measures MM 4.13.3.1b and MM
4.13.4.1 should include LAFCO in coordination with the County. The two
mitigation measures relate to verification of adequate water supply
(under SB 610 and 221) and wastewater service for development projects,

which do not necessarily require an action by LAFCO. Should
coordination with LAFCO be deemed necessary by the County, the
agency will be informed.

Response Q-9 E: Commenter notes that Figure 3.0-2 should show Bell Canyon Reservoir as
part of the City of St. Helena. The requested change has been made to
the figure.

Response Q-10 E: Commenter notes that Napa Sanitation District is a dependent special
district, not independent. County staff acknowledges this change in the
type of special district for NSD.

Response Q-11 E: Commenter suggests that the Draft EIR Public Services section, pages
4.13-15 to -33, should identify LAFCO as a source of water service

operations information. County staff acknowledges LAFCO as a source of
water service operations information.
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LETTER R: IRIS P. YANG, MCDONOUGH HOLLAND & ALLEN ON BEHALF OF CITY OF

AMERICAN CANYON, JUNE 5, 2007

Response R-1 E/P: McDonough Holland & Allen has provided a copy of a letter that the City
of American Canyon submitted to LAFCO of Napa County. This letter has
been included in these responses to comments.

Response R-2 E/P: The commenter agrees that LAFCO’s letter to the County properly focuses
on policies that would encourage new urban uses in unincorporated
areas. The County has noted its willingness to cooperate with both the
City of American Canyon and LAFCO regarding issues related to
development proposal applications when they are submitted for agency
review. The commenter is referred to Responses Q-1 through Q-11 as well

as Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding water service provision.

Response R-3 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address the County’s
specific activities or projects to implement the General Plan Update
because the Implementation Plan has been included in the revised
General Plan Update and thus is being made available for public review
and comment during the plan adoption process. An Implementation

Plan has been included in the Revised Draft General Plan Update and is
available for public review. The Implementation Plan repeats action items
from the various elements of the General Plan Update, except for the
Housing Element, which contains its own implementation strategies and
quantitative objectives. All of the proposed action items in the
Implementation Plan were evaluated for their potential physical effects
on the environment, since they were either included in the collection of
actions and policies represented by Draft EIR Alternatives B and C as
described on Draft EIR page 3.0-17 and 3.0-24, or they are based on Draft
EIR mitigation measures (see Draft EIR page 4.0-3). The County believes
that the Final EIR, consisting of the Draft EIR plus comments, responses,

required text changes, and other materials provided herein, provides a
complete and adequate analysis of the anticipated environmental
effects of the General Plan Update and its implementation. The
commenter is welcome to submit additional comments on the
Implementation Plan at any time during the public hearing process which
begins at 9 AM on January 15, 2008.

Response R-4 E/P: The commenter is concerned with the Draft EIR’s lack of discussion of the
Hess vineyard site. The Revised Draft General Plan Update now proposes
to re-designate this site as Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space
(AWOS), based on the public comments received (see Policy Ag/LU-40).
The revised plan also notes (Policy Ag/LU-114) that there may be instances
in the County where general plan and zoning designations are not
identical; this does not mean that the zoning and General Plan are
inconsistent, because the General Plan consists of policies as well as
maps. The Draft EIR appropriately discusses the Hess Vineyard site and the
potential change to the site under various Draft EIR alternatives. Only
Draft EIR Alternative E assumes that the Hess Vineyard property would be
redeveloped for industrial use prior to 2030 (see p. 6.0-32 of the Draft EIR).
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Response R-5 P: Commenter concerned with Policy Ag/LU-37 regarding Hess property
rezoning. The commenter is referred to Response R-4. The policy referred
to (now Policy number Ag/LU-40) has been substantially revised in

response to comments.

Response R-6 E: Commenter states that the EIR needs to demonstrate how long-term
demand for water supply is likely to be met, the environmental impacts of
exploiting those sources, and how impacts will be mitigated. Commenter
states mitigation measures that require future verification are not
adequate (MM 4.13.3.1b and MM 4.13.4.1). See Water Supply Master

Response 3.4.1.
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LETTER S: GRAHAM S. WADSWORTH, PE, CITY OF NAPA – PUBLIC WORKS

DEPARTMENT, JUNE 11, 2007

Response S-1 E/P: Commenter notes that the mitigation strategies from the Napa Area
Operational Hazard Mitigation Plan should be incorporated into the
policies of the GPU, not just referenced in SAF-36. Policy SAF-36 has been

revised as follows and is now Policy SAF-38:

 Policy SAF-38: The County will continue to implement the Napa
Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan in the planning and
operations of the County to achieve the goals, objectives and actions
of the Plan, including:

Promoting a flood safer community
Promoting an earthquake safer community
Promoting a fire safer community
Promoting a technological and biological safer community
Reducing impacts from flooding
Reducing impacts of earthquakes
Minimizing the risk of wildfire at the urban interface

Improving the County’s ability to mitigate technological hazards
and agricultural threats.

A detailed list of mitigation strategies has not been included in the Safety
Element in order to ensure that the General Plan remains current with
changes in the Napa Area Operational Hazard Mitigation Plan.

Response S-2 E/P: Commenter notes that the General Plan Update should include a policy
that freeboard should be maintained so FEMA will continue to recognize
one percent change per year “100-year” flood protection with the
project limits in the City of Napa. As identified in the Draft EIR on page
4.11-73, the County allows for development within designated flood
areas provided that residential structures are built at least one foot higher
than the 100-year flood level and that non-residential structures are either
elevated similar to residential structures or provide an alternate form of
flood proofing. Since release of the public draft of the proposed General
Plan Update, the Safety Element has been further revised to include
policy provisions that incorporate Draft EIR mitigation measures MM
4.11.3a and MM 4.11.9 that provide for maintenance of current flow rates
under the 2-, 10-, 50-, and 100-year flood events as well as requiring no
increase in severity of flood conditions from development. Policy SAF-24
has been revised as follows to respond to this comment and is now Policy
SAF-25:

 Policy SAF-25: The review of new proposed projects should shall

include an evaluation of the potential flood impacts that may result
from the project. This review shall include an evaluation of the
project’s potential to affect flood levels on the Napa River; the County
shall seek to mitigate any such effects to ensure that freeboard1 on
the Napa River in the area of the Napa River Flood Protection Project
is maintained.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007

3.0-194

Response S-3 E/P: The NPDES Phase 2 General Permit for MS4’s and TMDL requirements and
implementation plans should be incorporated into policies, not just
referenced (CON-31 and CON-32). The County recognizes that all

requirements set by the Regional Water Quality Control Board must be
met by future development projects and it is not necessary to detail out
all regulatory requirements of the General Permit and TMDLs. Policy CON-
50 is now revised in part (f) to include language that references NPDES
Phase II requirements. Policy CON-47 specifies compliance requirements
with applicable TMDL process to improve water quality.
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LETTER T: BETTY YEE, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
CENTRAL VALLEY REGION, JUNE 12, 2007

Response T-1 E/P: The commenter notes the jurisdiction of the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region (Central Valley Board) as
well as their regulatory requirements associated with discharges to surface

waters of the state. The Draft EIR specifically notes the Central Valley
Board is a “Responsible Agency” associated with subsequent
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update (see Draft EIR page
1.0-2) and does generally note the role of the RWQCBs in protecting
surface waters from point and non-point sources of pollution. As
requested by the commenter, the following is added to the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR page 4.11-24, the following change is made to the first full
paragraph:

 The California State Water Resources Control Board and RWQCBs that
enforce State of California statutes are equivalent to or more stringent
than the Federal statutes. RWQCBs are responsible for establishing
water quality standards and objectives that protect the beneficial
uses of various waters in the County including Morrison Creek, and
other creeks in the Planning Area. In the County, Planning Area the
RWQCBs is are responsible for protecting surface and groundwaters
from both point and non-point sources of pollution. For example, the
Central Valley RWQCB has adopted conditional waivers that regulate
discharges from irrigated lands, managed wetlands, and commercial
timber activities.

Water quality objectives for all of the water bodies within the Planning
Area were established by the RWQCB and are listed in its Basin Plan.

Response T-2 E/P: The commenter identifies conflicts with capacity information provided in
the Draft EIR and Central Valley Board Waste Discharge Requirements
and other orders associated with the Napa Berryessa Resort Improvement
District’s (NBRID) wastewater facilities. The commenter further notes that
due to overflows at the wastewater treatment facility, a Cease and Desist
Order has been issued and that the Draft EIR needs to consider this
circumstance as part of its evaluation. The capacity information provided

in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Table 4.13.4-1) identifies NBRID’s wastewater
treatment plant’s design capacity (not its permitted capacity) at 0.176
million gallons per day (mgd). This table also notes that this facility’s wet
weather flows occasionally exceed the maximum RWQCB limits. Draft EIR
mitigation measure MM 4.13.4.1 specifically requires (through continued
implementation of County Code provisions regarding sewer service)
verification of adequate wastewater service prior to project approvals.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that
development in the NBRID does not occur which is counter to restrictions
set forth in the RWQCB’s Cease and Desist Order. It should also be noted
that since release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan
Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element of the General Plan has
been further modified and now incorporates Draft EIR mitigation measure
MM 4.13.4.1 into its policy provisions.
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Response T-3 E/P: The commenter identifies that the Central Valley Board supports the
recycled water generation and use policies in the Conservation Element
of the proposed General Plan Update. This support of the County’s

proposed General Plan Update policy provisions associated with the use
of recycled water is noted. The Draft EIR includes a programmatic
analysis of the environmental effects regarding the potential use of
recycled water in the Coombsville and Carneros areas. Further
refinements of these policy provisions in the Conservation Element have
been made since release of the public draft of the proposed General
Plan Update and Draft EIR.

Response T-4 E/P: The commenter identifies that Lake Berryessa is listed as an impaired
waterway for mercury and James Creek is listed as an impaired waterway
for mercury and nickel. The commenter also notes that the County should
be concerned about the health advisory for fish caught in Lake Berryessa,
and that the Central Valley Board would be pleased if the County chose
to work with efforts to address mercury issues. The Draft EIR does identify
that Lake Berryessa is impaired for mercury (see Draft EIR page 4.11-14)
and notes the health advisory for fish caught in Lake Berryessa (see Draft
EIR pages 4.6-4 and-5). The water quality impact analysis in the Draft EIR
addresses potential water quality issues associated with subsequent
development under the proposed General Plan Update (development
and vineyard conversions) and includes mitigation measures to protect all
water features (including Lake Berryessa and the Putah Creek/Lake
Berryessa Watershed) in the County from these activities (see Draft EIR
Impacts 4.11.1, 4.11.2, and 4.11.3). The Draft EIR mitigation measures
identified under these impacts (MM 4.11.2a and b, MM 4.11.3a and b)
have now been incorporated into refinements to the Conservation

Element of the proposed General Plan Update, which also now includes
policy provisions that include monitoring of all County watersheds to
assess their health and the effectiveness of BMPs in meeting the
requirements of applicable TMDL Basin Plan provisions. These provisions
would apply to Lake Berryessa as well.

The following modifications are made to the Draft EIR to note the impaired
status of James Creek.

Draft EIR page 4.11-14, second paragraph is modified as follows:

 Currently, the Napa River and its tributaries have been listed under
Section 303(d) as water quality impaired for nutrients, pathogens, and
sedimentation/siltation. The Putah Creek Watershed/Lake Berryessa is

listed as water quality impaired for mercury, while James Creek is
impaired for mercury and nickel. San Pablo Bay, into which the Napa
River drains, has been listed as impaired for chlordane, DDT, diazinon,
dieldrin, dioxins and furans, exotic species, mercury, nickel, PCBs, and
selenium.
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LETTER U: LEIGH K. SHARP, NAPA COUNTY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT,
JUNE 12, 2007

Response U-1 E/P: The District commends the County staff and General Plan Steering
Committee and states that the overall goals of the proposed General
Plan update remain reflective of County support for agriculture and

conservation of natural resources. Because the commenter states
support, no response is necessary.

Response U-2 P: The commenter states that Circulation Goal 1 should be correlated with
the Conservation Element to be protective of the County’s natural
resources. The commenter suggests a new policy in the Circulation
Element to reduce pollutants from road improvements. Policy CIR-8 has

been included in the revised General Plan Update to address minimization
of pollutants during improvements and repairs.

Response U-3 P: The District suggests amended language to Ag/LU Goal 5 to avoid
negative impacts to public health and the environment and encourage
sustainable agricultural practices. The commenter suggests revisions to
Ag/LU-5 and adding another policy that supports sustainable agriculture

and provides technical advice to farmers wishing to convert from
conventional to organic farming practices.

The Conservation Element has been revised contain policy provisions
regarding sustainable agricultural practices (see Policy CON-3).

Response U-4 E/P: The commenter suggests that the text “In recognition of their limited
impacts” should be deleted from Policy Ag/LU-15. The commenter also
suggests that, as part of the streamlined process under Action Item
Ag/LU-15.1, impacts should be evaluated under CEQA.

The Draft EIR addresses the environmental effects of policy
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update. Small wineries
that would meet this definition are of such size that no significant impacts

are expected. Details of the suggested program would be worked out in
an ordinance as suggested by Action Item Ag/LU-16.1, and the ordinance
would be subject to public review prior to adoption.

Response U-5 P: The District suggests language change in Policy Ag/LU-118 to reflect the
County’s commitment to enforcing existing regulations to protect the
quality of life in Napa County. The suggested edits to this policy were

made to the Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element.

Response U-6 P: The District suggests language change to Policy CON-5 to show that the
County is committed to improving the overall level of environmental
quality in Napa County. Subsequent to the release of the public draft of
the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has
been made to the General Plan Conservation Element under CON-5 that

include several of the text changes proposed for the enforcement of
codes and regulations which maintain or improve the environmental
quality found in Napa County.
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Response U-7 P: The commenter suggests adding language to Policy CON-22 to prevent
the spread of Sudden Oak Death. Subsequent to the release of the
proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has

been made to the General Plan Conservation Element under CON-24
part (f) that helps to enforce the state and federal regulations concerning
Sudden Oak Death.

Response U-8 P: The District suggests adding measures to Policy CON-23 to enhance
fisheries habitat. Subsequent to the release of the proposed General Plan
Update and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General

Plan Conservation Element under CON-11 through CON-14 and related
Action Item CON NR-2 that includes several additional measures to
protect fisheries habitat including encouraging maintenance and
restoration necessary for fish passage consistent with state and federal
guidelines.

Response U-9 P: The District suggests changes to Policy CON-33 for the Watershed

Information Center and Conservancy to include citizen involvement.
Subsequent to the release of the proposed General Plan Update and
Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the revised General Plan
Update Conservation Element under CON-63 that includes the proposed
text changes for citizen involvement and watershed monitoring.

Response U-10 E/P: The commenter notes that there should be a policy consistent with

mitigation measure MM 4.6.1a in the Draft EIR. Subsequent to the release
of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification
has been made to the revised General Plan Conservation Element Action
Item CON NR-2 that includes protective measures for fisheries, which
would specifically require monitoring.

Response U-11 E/P: The commenter suggests a new policy related to the importance of water

use efficiency during the spring for migrating anadromous fish. The
commenter also suggests that a policy consistent with mitigation measure
MM 4.11.5c to reduce overall water demand should be included in the
General Plan.

The water flows in Napa County are dictated by water rights permits
which are enforced by the SWRCB and/or local municipalities. Therefore,
measures for the protective water levels for migrating anadromous fish are
enforced by those agencies. Additionally, subsequent to the release of
the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has
been made to the revised General Plan Conservation Element under
Policy CON-11 that now includes a policy to reflect the content of MM
4.11.5c and includes measures in part (c) specifically to prolong the
duration of in-stream flows.

Response U-12 P: The District supports inclusion of a goal and policies related to greenhouse
gas emissions and carbon emissions. Policies have been added to
address this issue in the revised General Plan Conservation Element in the
new Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental
Health section.
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Response U-13 E/P: The commenter suggests that the General Plan and Draft EIR should be
reviewed for consistency between the two documents. The commenter
also notes there should be a balance between standards called for in the

mitigation measures and the current policies, especially between the
policies in the Conservation Element and the mitigation measures in the
Biological Resources, Fisheries, and Hydrology and Water Quality sections
of the EIR. The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan
process. The County will consider the comment when evaluating
proposed revisions to the General Plan prior to adoption of the policy
document and certification of the EIR.

Response U-14 E: The commenter suggests that the MIKE SHE model may have
overestimated soil loss and sediment delivery from vineyards. The
commenter also notes that the model has flaws for project scale analysis
and should be used primarily for large-scale analysis. While the
commenter notes that the MIKE SHE model has flaws and does not take
into account practice (P) or length of slope (LS), the commenter does not
recommend a better model to use for such an analysis. As stated on
page 4.11-38 of the Draft EIR, “It should be noted that these vineyard
development scenarios are intended to evaluate potential County-wide
water resource impacts from vineyard development by the year 2030 and
are not predictions of precisely where vineyard development would
occur under the proposed General Plan Update.” Therefore, the
modeling run analysis using the MIKE SHE model was appropriately used
for the proposed General Plan Update analysis by showing flow
components of the hydrologic cycle, including overland flow,
unsaturated flow, evapotranspiration, and saturated flow, for the four
large-scale potential vineyard development scenarios.

Response U-15 E: The commenter states that some unintended consequences may result
from implementation of mitigation measures such as MM 4.11.3a,
including construction of a large number of flood attenuation basins
throughout Napa County’s watersheds that may result in indirect impacts
to the habitat of the steelhead and Chinook salmon by capturing the
course sediments and not preventing fine sediments from entering the
Napa River. The commenter suggests establishing thresholds of
significance for peak flow based upon watershed or sub-basin
characteristics.

The commenter is referred to Impact 4.11.3 on pages 4.11-49 through -54
of the Draft EIR for a discussion of increased sediment and nutrients in
downstream waterways associated with continued agricultural and
resource development, as well as to Appendix I (Approach to Impact
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Through the County
Conservation Programs and BMPs) of the Draft EIR for information
pertaining to the effectiveness of attenuation basins. Additionally,
mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a is considered to be in combination with
mitigation measure MM 4.11.3b, which requires the implementation of
Napa County Conservation Regulations (Chapter 18.108 of the County
Code) in order to mitigate surface water quality impacts from land use
activities consistent with and in compliance with applicable Basin Plans
and Basin Plan amendments associated with implementation of the Napa
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River TMDL for sediment, pathogens, and nutrients. These measures would
mitigate any potential impacts that flood attenuation basins would have
on surface water quality.

Response U-16 E: The commenter notes that the standards for mitigation measure MM
4.11.4 in the Hydrology section of the Draft EIR are daunting and that the
Napa County Resource Conservation District staff is available to provide
technical input for alternative thresholds and/or standards for this
mitigation measure. The commenter also suggests an alternative for
“individual vineyard block fencing,” such as a wildlife circulation plan

submitted by a qualified wildlife biologist as this type of fencing could be
counterproductive if it creates “inside corners” where wildlife can be
trapped.

The County appreciates the input regarding the stringency of the
mitigation measure 4.11.4, but does not recommend a change to the
proposed ministerial process. Additionally, the proposed General Plan

Update would include policies resulting in modifications to the County’s
Conservation Regulations (County Code Chapter 18.108) to provide a
ministerial process for environmentally superior vineyard development
projects that would not require environmental review under CEQA. This
process has been proposed in order to meet the proposed General Plan
Update’s policy provisions for the continued promotion of agricultural
activities in the County that are protective of the environment. These
projects would be required to go beyond current regulatory requirements
and meet performance criteria demonstrating no significant adverse
effects to the environment in order to qualify for the streamlined process.
Additionally, the proposed ministerial process for environmentally superior
vineyard development projects was developed according to CEQA
standards and specific regulatory requirements. The ministerial permit
cannot be modified due to the fact that the performance criteria
demonstrating no significant adverse effects are specific to CEQA
standards.

Preferred General Plan policies CON-13, CON-27 and Action Items CON

NR-1 of Policy CON-27 now address the intent of the mitigation measure
MM 4.11.4; however, the measure provides detailed performance
standards that are not addressed in the revised policies. This approach is
consistent with public comments, which suggested reasons why some of
the components of MM 4.11.4 are infeasible, and also suggested that the
County take more time to develop the suggested program. County staff is
recommending that policy makers reject MM 4.11.4 as infeasible, and
adopt the policy and action items which generally call for development
and implementation of a streamlined permitting program for
environmentally superior projects. The specific components of such a
program will have to be developed based on additional public outreach,
and the resulting program will require additional environmental review.

For protection of wildlife movement corridors, the Conservation Element
now includes the following regarding fencing to reduce impacts on
habitat conservation and connectivity:
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The County shall require new vineyard development to be
designed to minimize the reduction of wildlife movement to
the maximum extent feasible. The County shall require the

removal or reconfiguration of existing wildlife exclusion
fencing to reduce existing significant impacts to wildlife
movement, particularly in riparian areas, where a nexus
exists between the proposed project and the existing
fencing.
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LETTER V: DYAN WHYTE, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION, JUNE 15, 2007

Response V-1 E: The commenter notes their review of the Draft EIR on whether the analysis
proposed provisions will support attainment of TMDLs for sediment,
nutrients and pathogens, as well as beneficial uses in the Napa River

Watershed. Comments provided by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, San Francisco Region (RWQCB) are responded to below. It
should be noted that since release of the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element of the
General Plan has been further modified to include additional water
resource protection provisions.

Response V-2 E: The commenter summarizes information provided in the Draft EIR
regarding existing and future sediment impacts associated with the Napa
River and states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts
from direct disturbance of headwater channels. The commenter
identifies the importance of headwater channels regarding sediment
control and habitat and recommends that further analysis of this impact
and possible mitigation measures (e.g., setbacks) be provided.

As identified in the methodology section of the Hydrology and Water
Quality Section of the Draft EIR (Section 4.11, pages 4.11-36 through -43),
the Draft EIR provides a programmatic County-wide analysis of potential
water resource impacts of the subsequent activities under the proposed
General Plan. This included large-scale water resource modeling (County
watersheds grouped into evaluation areas – six evaluation areas were
used for the Napa River Watershed). Four future vineyard development
scenarios county-wide were developed to determine how changes in
vegetation cover and water use (increased groundwater usage) would
change overland flow conditions, water quality, and water balances. The

results of this modeling and the probable location of future vineyard
development were able to provide a programmatic analysis of impacts
to water quality associated with activities in the upper portions of the
Napa River Watershed (including areas that would be considered
“headwaters”). Draft EIR Impact 4.11.7 (Changes to Drainage Patterns
Leading to Increased Runoff and Streambank Erosion) and 4.11.8
(Changes to Drainage Patterns Leading to Increased Runoff and Hillside
Erosion) address this potential impact and specifically identify the
following on Draft EIR page 4.11-69:

Typically, upland watersheds with short, steep drainage
pathways and watersheds with brushland and forest covers
are more susceptible to adverse effects from alterations in
runoff patterns than more gently sloping areas with
grassland cover. In addition to urbanization, the conversion
of forested and brushland hillside areas to cultivated crops
can also significantly alter runoff and erosion (drainage
patterns), altering watershed processes, especially in
watersheds with unstable geology or highly erodible soils.
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Biological resource impacts from conversion of land areas to vineyards
and other development is quantified and addressed on Draft EIR pages
4.5-45 through -69. Given this macro-scale of analysis (the County consists

of approximately 507,438 acres of land area), it is not feasible at a general
plan level of analysis to pinpoint exact impacts on specific features of the
Napa River Watershed. However, the Draft EIR does include mitigation
measures (see MM 4.11.3a and b) that address sediment impacts through
compliance with performance standards (maintenance of current water
quality conditions or compliance with Basin Plan requirements).
Implementation of these mitigation measures may require additional
setbacks or other features in order to comply with these performance
standards. It should be noted that since release of the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element
of the General Plan has been further modified to include these mitigation
measure water resource protection provisions. No additional mitigation
measures for the proposed General Plan Update are recommended.

Response V-3 E: The commenter suggests that development and redevelopment projects
should be required to achieve pre-development rate of sediment delivery
or post-development average annual rates of sediment delivery to
channels less than 175% of natural background rate (whichever is lower)
associated with the TMDL. The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR
mitigation measures discussion above in Response V-2 as well as to
revisions to the Conservation Element of the proposed General Plan
Update that call for the County to comply with applicable Water Quality
Control/Basin Plan as amended by the TMDL.

Response V-4 E: The commenter agrees with the impact analysis and the need for Draft
EIR mitigation measure MM 4.10.3a regarding peak run-off control. It
should be noted that since release of the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element of the
General Plan has been further modified to include this mitigation measure
into the policy provisions.

Response V-5 E: The commenter suggests that the County explore ways to coordinate and

administer the water quality and fishery mitigation measures in the Draft
EIR. In response, the County has modified the Conservation Element to
include policy provisions generally consisting of the following:

 Coordination with other governmental agencies and private interests
to conserve and improve fish and wildlife habitat.

 Provision of mitigation measures to avoid impacts to fish and wildlife
habitat.

 Prohibition of construction within waterways that may contain
spawning habitat during certain seasons.

 Establishment of a program to maintain and update information
(including mapping) regarding the condition of biological resources in
the County (update of the Baseline Data Report).
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Response V-6 E: The commenter identifies concerns regarding the loss of riparian habitat
and the importance of this habitat and notes that County Code provisions
regarding setbacks identified in the Draft EIR are intended to address

water quality protection. The commenter offers to work with the County
to enhance stream and riparian functions through the proposed General
Plan Update and its implementation. Draft EIR mitigation measure
MM 4.6.1a specifically requires that in circumstances where impacts to
riparian habitat cannot be avoided, restoration and enhancement
activities will be conducted to ensure a no net loss of aquatic habitat
functions and values. It should be noted that since release of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the
Conservation Element of the General Plan has been further modified to
include this mitigation measure in the policy provisions.

Response V-7 E: The commenter identifies that Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a
does not provide a ratio for creation or restoration. Draft EIR mitigation
measure MM 4.5.2a provisions for restoration or creation purposely do not
specify a ratio, given that such ratios will vary depending on the sensitive
biotic community that is being impacted. Since release of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the
Conservation Element of the General Plan has been further modified to
include this mitigation measure in the policy provisions that specify that
the County shall require no net loss of sensitive biotic communities when
mitigating the impact (rather than preservation of existing habitat).

Response V-8 E: The commenter states that better coordination between land use water
right permit processing (associated with concerns with in-stream flows) is
needed to fully address the impacts and that the RWQCB looks forward to
improved coordination between the County and State Water Resources
Control Board. This statement is noted. The Draft EIR does address
potential environmental effects associated with changes to stream flows
in Section 4.6, Fisheries, and Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007

3.0-214



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
December 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-215



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007

3.0-216



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
December 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-217

LETTER W: GABRIELLE AVINA, NAPA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT – FIRE MARSHAL’S
OFFICE, JUNE 15, 2007

Response W-1 E/P: The commenter notes that the goals and policies in the Safety Element
are similar to the goals of the fire department. The County appreciates the
input regarding the General Plan process. The County will consider the

comment when revising the General Plan.

Response W-2 E: The commenter notes that CDF is now referred to as CAL FIRE.

All references to CDF will be changed in Sections 4.1 Agriculture, 4.5
Biological Resources, and 4.13 Public Services as follows:

 The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) (CAL
FIRE)

Response W-3 E: The commenter notes there have been some minor changes to the rating
system by the Insurance Services Office.

The following text has been added to page 4.13-1 of the Public Services
Section.

 The NCFD has an ISO rating of 6 in areas with fire hydrants and 9 in
those areas of the County not having hydrants. The NCFD has a
property protection classification (PPC) of 6/8B. The PPC 6 is for
property within 5 miles of a fire station and within 1000’ of a hydrant,
and the PPC 8B is for property within 5 miles of a fire station but not
within 1000’ of a hydrant. Property that is more than 5 miles from a fire
station, regardless of proximity to fire hydrants, is given a PPC 10.

Response W-4 E: The commenter notes that mitigation measures MM 4.13.1.1a through
MM 4.13.1.1c do not mitigate the potential impacts of any alternatives
proposed because they are already required by the codes and standards
adopted by the County. The commenter suggests that an appropriate
mitigation would be similar to the proposed MM 4.13.2.1a. The County
appreciates this input. However, the requirements provided within
mitigation measures MM 4.13.1.1a through c are not explicitly in the
County Code and thus are recommended for the General Plan Update.
Mitigation measure 4.13.2.1a has been carried forward in the Final EIR and
the County will continue to consult with the County Fire Department as it

currently does for projects.

Response W-5 P: The commenter notes that Policy SAF-21 and -22 vary slightly between the
published version printed on February 16 and the online versions. The
County appreciates the commenter’s correction of the published versus

online versions. This correction has been noted, and the correct version of
the draft General Plan Update is now located online. The correct versions
of Policy SAF-21 and -22 are listed below:

Policy SAF-21: The County shall continue to support CAL FIRE and the

Napa County Fire Department in their budget requests to the legislature
for state funding to provide desired levels of fire protection in Napa
County.
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Policy SAF-22: The County supports preservation of existing fire roads/trails
and development of new roads/trails meeting the CAL FIRE guidelines
requested by the local fire district board.”

Response W-6 P: The commenter notes that Policy SAF-21 language does not adequately
address funding for the NCFD. The commenter suggests that the goal
should ensure the fire department has appropriate funding to provide the
desired level of protection and services. See Response W-5. SAF-21 has
been revised to clarify the County’s support for CAL FIRE.

Response W-7 P: The commenter suggests that Policy SAF-22 should be deleted because
fuel modification priorities are identified in SAF-17. The commenter also
notes that CAL FIRE and the Napa County Fire Department encourage
and support the maintenance of existing fire roads and fuel breaks but do
not have the jurisdiction to require it. Policies SAF-17 and SAF-22 address
separate issues:

SAF-17 is focused on programs to manage the amount of fire fuel in the
county;

SAF-22 addresses the preservation and development of facilities in the
form of fire roads and trails.

The County feels that both policies should be retained.
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Table 1: 100-yr flood condition peak discharge and water level data.

Location
1

(number refers to

location in Figure
1)

24-hr
Precipitation

(in)

Peak
Discharge

(cfs)

Peak Water

Level (ft asl)

Peak
Discharge

(cfs)

Peak
Discharge (%

change from
current)

Peak Water

Level (ft asl)

Peak Water
Level

(change from
current ft)

Peak
Discharge

(cfs)

Peak
Discharge (%

change from
current)

Peak Water

Level (ft asl)

Peak Water
Level

(change from
current ft)

NR @ SH (2) 11.0 12103.27 211.35 12953.47 7.0% 212.03 0.68 12937.19 6.9% 211.57 0.22
NR @ Napa (4) 10.5 14973.99 54.29 15032.51 0.4% 54.34 0.05 15018.44 0.3% 54.33 0.04

NR Conn (3) 10.6 12831.29 100.34 13605.97 6.0% 101.16 0.81 13589.38 5.9% 100.54 0.20
NR Carneros (6) 9.5 14485.81 0.44 14409.29 -0.5% 0.40 -0.04 14398.17 -0.6% 0.41 -0.03

SC @ NR (5) 7.3 2.88 29.28 2.87 -0.3% 29.31 0.03 2.87 -0.4% 29.23 -0.05
CC @ BC (1) 10.4 680.40 269.62 726.99 6.8% 270.27 0.66 726.43 6.8% 270.01 0.39

WVC @ SC (8) 7.9 313.33 212.25 321.03 2.5% 211.86 -0.39 330.03 5.3% 211.88 -0.37
PC @ LB (7) 8.9 5107.86 469.47 5108.42 0.0% 469.43 -0.04 5109.09 0.0% 469.46 -0.01

SC @ NR: Salvador Creek at Napa River, CC @ BC: Canon Creek @ Bell Creek, WVX @ SC: Wooden Valley Creek at Suisun Creek, PC @ LB: Pope Creek at Lake Berryessa

Current Scenario 1 Scenario 4

1 NR @ SH: Napa River at St. Helena, NR @ Napa: Napa River at Napa, NR Conn: Napa River below Conn Creek, NR Carneros: Napa River below Carneros Creek

LETTER X: RICHARD THOMASSER, NAPA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER

CONSERVATION DISTRICT, JUNE 18, 2007

Response X-1 E/P: The District suggests conducting similar analysis of peak stream flow and
water levels for the Vineyard Development Scenarios 2, 3, and 4, not just
for Scenario 1.

Scenario 4 was analyzed to determine the 100-year flood event peak
discharge and water levels. The analysis of Scenario 4 tests the effects of
development of 15,000 new vineyard acres and includes an increased
slope limit of 35% for both prime soils and timberlands availability.
Scenarios 2 and 3 were not analyzed due to the fact that Scenario 1 tests
the scenario and effects of development of 10,000 new vineyard acres,

with 75% designated within Napa River Basin and 25% in Berryessa and
Suisun Basins (both of which are not located along hillsides). Therefore, the
analysis of Scenarios 1and 4 represents the complete range of 100-year
flood event peak discharges and water levels and is inclusive or Scenarios
2 and 3.

The water quantity results of peak water level and peak stream flow data
for Scenario 4 are presented below. Total rainfall depths for the 24-hour
100-year storm condition at each of the eight locations are shown below.
Also shown are the peak discharge and water level at each location for
current conditions and for vineyard development Scenario 1 and
Scenario 4. The percent change in the Scenario 1 peak discharge and
the Scenario 4 peak discharge relative to current conditions as well as the
absolute change in peak water level are also shown for comparison
purposes.

The results conclude that Scenario 4 would result in lower peak discharge
and water levels than Scenario 1. Therefore, Scenario 4 would result in less
storm water runoff during 24-hour 100-year storm conditions, and Scenario
1 would result in a larger impact to peak discharges and water levels
relative to current conditions. These results present the water quantity of
Scenarios 1 and 4 and do not reflect the water quality of either scenario.
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Response X-2 E: The District recommends considering “future conditions floodplain
mapping” for ultimate build-out similar to that done by the City of
Roseville to increase Community Ratings for the NFIP. The implementation

of future conditions floodplain mapping would be managed under the
NPDES program carried out by public works agencies. Therefore, the
County does not have authority to implement future conditions floodplain
mapping.

Response X-3 E: The commenter notes that the City of American Canyon should be
included as co-permittee on page 4.11-24.

The following text has been added to page 4.11-24 of the Hydrology
Section.

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

The County is a co-permittee on an MS4 municipal stormwater NPDES
permit along with the cities of Napa, St. Helena, American Canyon,
and Calistoga, and the town of Yountville.

Response X-4 E: The commenter notes that the grading season is year-round for structural
projects less than 5% slopes and April 1 through October 15 for 5% slopes
and greater, regardless of the watershed type discussed on page 4.11-30.

The following text has been added to page 4.11-30 of the Hydrology
Section. However, the commenter’s note that ground-disturbing activities
can take place regardless of the watershed is inaccurate. To clarify the

ground-disturbing activities period for different watershed types, further
information is provided below.

Ground-disturbing activities located within the County’s Domestic Water
Supply Drainages are only allowed to take place during the dry season,
between April 1 and September 1 of each year. Installation of
winterization measures may take place during other times of the year, but

must be in place by September 15 of any given year. Ground-disturbing
activities located within municipal watersheds are allowed between April
1 and September 1, and ground-disturbing activities within other
watersheds are allowed between April 1 and October 1.

Response X-5 E: The commenter notes that standard erosion control measures for
structural projects are reviewed by Engineering Services within the
Department of Public Works.

The following text has been added to page 4.11-47 of the Hydrology
Section.

Structural grading permits for projects with 5-15 percent slopes allow for
“standard erosion control measures” proposed by the property owner, to

be reviewed by Engineering Services within the Public Works Department
the Building Inspection Division (as required under County Code
[Ordinance 1240] as well as coverage under the state’s General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit).
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LETTER Y: SANDRA CLEISZ, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON – PLANNING/BUILDING

DEPARTMENT, JUNE 18, 2007

Response Y-1 E/P: The commenter identifies that their comments on the proposed General
Plan Update and Draft EIR are in regard to how the City of American
Canyon is represented and how policy provisions. Comments provided

by the City of American Canyon are responded to below.

Response Y-2 P: The commenter provides comments on Ag/LU Goal 6. The Conservation
Element has been modified to include policy provisions that address the
environmental effects of climate change. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding this topic.

Response Y-3 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-6. The County has
established CSA-2 is a tax on vineyards that was established for the
purpose of providing funding for farm worker housing production. No
changes to the General Plan Update are necessary.

Response Y-4 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-10. State law
currently allows for farm worker housing in agricultural zones. No changes
to the General Plan Update are necessary.

Response Y-5 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-20. This policy (now
Ag/LU-22) was changed in response to comments received.

Response Y-6 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-28. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now designates the Napa
Pipe site and the Pacific Coast/Boca site as a Study Area, indicating that
further study (and another General Plan amendment) will be required
prior to consideration of land use changes. However, the County
disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the site, which is
currently urbanized and has been part of the urban fabric of Napa
County since the World War II era. The Draft EIR includes a programmatic
assessment of possible land use changes on the sites by evaluating a

number of different land use alternatives. Nonetheless, additional site-
specific analysis will be required.

Response Y-7 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-37. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now proposes that the Hess
Vineyards be designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space
(AWOS).

Response Y-8 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-46. This policy (now
Policy Ag/LU-51) was changed in response to comments received.

Response Y-9 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-47. The commenter
is referred to Response Y-6.

Response Y-10 P: The commenter provides comments on the discussion of the South County
Industrial Area on pages 74 and 75 of the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update. This map in the General Plan Update has been
revised in response to comments (see p. 61 of the Revised Draft General
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Plan Update). Also, please note the additional text in this section
regarding the County’s intent to retain the Airport Industrial Area Specific
Plan as the implementing policy document in the area. Housing needs

generated by employment in the AIA and elsewhere are addressed in
Policy Ag/LU-31 and in the County’s Housing Element.

Response Y-11 P: The commenter provides comments on the discussion of the South County
Industrial Area associated with the Hess Vineyard. This policy was
changed in response to comments received (see Response Y-7, above).

Response Y-12 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-111. The Agricultural
Preservation/Land Use Element has been revised and figure references
have been corrected.

Response Y-13 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-116. The County
disagrees with this interpretation of this policy. The County currently works
with the cities and will continue to work with the cities on development
issues. No changes to the General Plan Update are necessary.

Response Y-14 P: The commenter provides comments on the County Land Use Policy Map
associated with the City of American Canyon. This map has been revised
(see Figure Ag/LU-3 in the Revised Draft General Plan Update) to reflect
proposed land use designations, but is not the appropriate place to
illustrate City policies or circulation improvements. (The County Land Use
Map is rarely changed due to provisions of Measure J, and as a result of
Measure J requirements, County staff would like to avoid wholesale
reformatting or adjustments.)

Response Y-15 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-129 associated with
the proposed RUL around the City of American Canyon. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies an RUL for the
City of American Canyon that reflects the current status of negotiations
between the City and the County. Consistent with the 2003 Housing MOU
between the City and the County, the Hess Vineyard property is not
included within the RUL.

Response Y-16 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-130 associated with
the proposed RUL around the City of American Canyon. This policy has

been revised and is now silent on housing. Please see revised Policy
Ag/LU-130.

Response Y-17 P: The commenter provides comments on the Circulation Element
associated with the references to “American Canyon Transit.” The
reference in the Circulation Element is correct at this time. (Source: City of
American Canyon web site, at

http://www.ci.american-canyon.ca.us/Departments/Community_
Services/ACTBusInformation.html)

Response Y-18 P: The commenter provides comments associated with information provided
on the marking of Class III bike routes on page 119 of the Circulation
Element as well as a typographical error on page 120. The text in the info
box related to Class III routes has been revised as follows:
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 Class III Bike Routes are usually designated by pavement markings to
indicate signs the use of bicycles within the vehicular travel lane of a
roadway.

The grammar mistake on page 120 has been corrected.

Response Y-19 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy CIR-1.2 associated with the
use of “should” versus “shall.” The text of CIR-1.2 (now Policy CIR-2) has
been further refined to provide more definite language as suggested by
the commenter.

Response Y-20 P: The commenter provides comments on the Circulation Element Map
regarding its scale and suggested corrections to the map. The Circulation
Element Map has been corrected regarding information associated with
the City of American Canyon, and additional policy provisions have been
added to the Circulation Element regarding the use and scale of the
map. Some of the improvements listed in Policy CIR-2.3 (now Policy
CIR-13) are below the level of detail shown on the Circulation Map.

Response Y-21 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy CIR-2.3 regarding roadway
improvements. The list of improvements (now in Policy CIR-13) has been
checked, and it is County staff’s opinion that the list is correct. The
Circulation Map has also been revised to show a six-lane configuration for
Highway 29 north of the City of American Canyon. Widening of Highway
29 southward to the County line falls within the City (rather than the
unincorporated area) and thus is not appropriate to be designated by
the County for six lanes on this map.

Response Y-22 P: The commenter provides comments on Action Item CIR 2.2.1 regarding
roadway improvements. Establishment of a county-wide traffic impact
fee is addressed in Action Item CIR-19.1. The development of a county-
wide impact fee will require a dedicated work effort on the part of the
County and the cities and towns, including the preparation (as required
by state law) of a nexus study demonstrating how any proposed fee is
related to the improvements it will fund. Preparation of the nexus study
will require that all of the jurisdictions first agree on the list of projects to be
funded by the fee.

Response Y-23 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy CIR-2.7 regarding
suggested changes to the policy. The language of this policy (now Policy
CIR-19) has been corrected as generally suggested by the commenter.

Response Y-24 P: The commenter provides comments on Circulation Goal 3 regarding the
definition of “paratransit.” Paratransit is used in this General Plan as
defined by federal law. Generally, paratransit refers to a curbside transit

service that picks up and delivers persons to and from specific locations.

Response Y-25 P: The commenter provides comments on Objective CIR-3.1 regarding the
number of miles. This text has been modified to identify the objective of
designating or constructing up to 40 miles of additional bike lanes (see
Objective CIR-3 on p. 111 of the Revised Draft General Plan Update).
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Response Y-26P: The commenter provides comments on Policy CIR-3.8 regarding
suggested use of “shall.” The language of this policy (now Policy CIR-33)
has been corrected as generally suggested by the commenter.

Response Y-27 P: The commenter provides comments on the Community Character
Element on page 145 regarding noise levels. Page 124 of the revised
Community Character Element has been changed to state that noise
levels associated with roadways are expected to increase.

Response Y-28 P: The commenter provides comments on the Community Character
Element Figure CC-1 regarding the location of the City of American
Canyon’s limits. Map CC-1 has been footnoted to state that the American
Canyon boundaries are shown Pre-2005.

Response Y-29 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy CC-10 regarding a
suggested text change. Policy CC-10 has been revised with the
suggested text change and is now Policy CC-11.

Response Y-30 P: The commenter provides comments on Policy CC-39 and Action Item
CC-39.1. Jet noise is beyond the jurisdiction of the County and there is no
General Plan Policy that the County could implement that would ensure
that jets become quieter. No changes to the General Plan would be
appropriate.

Response Y-31 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element on
page 155 regarding Figure CON-2 and associated text discussion
regarding groundwater basins. As identified in the 2050 Napa Valley
Water Resources Study, the vicinity of American Canyon is within the Main
Basin of Napa Valley (see 2050 Napa Valley Water Resources Study
Technical Memorandum Number 5 page 3).

Response Y-32 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element
regarding the different water supplies in the County. The Draft EIR pages
4.13-14 through -36, as well as Draft EIR Appendix J, provide a detailed
description of all water supply sources in the County and where this water
is generally served. The commenter is also referred to Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1.

Response Y-33 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element
regarding its climate change discussion. The Conservation Element has
been revised to contain an expanded section on climate change and
energy conservation. Please also see Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4.

Response Y-34 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element Goal
CON-8 regarding additional suggested text. The language of this goal
(now Goal CON-10) has been corrected as generally suggested by the
commenter.

Response Y-35 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element Policy
CON-34 regarding suggested text changes. The suggested changes to
the language of this policy are not recommended by County staff at this
time.
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Response Y-36 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element Policy
CON-36 regarding suggested text changes. The water resources policies
of the Conservation Element have been substantially revised and

reorganized. Please consult the revised policies beginning on p. 179 of
the Revised Draft General Plan Update.

Response Y-37 P: The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element Policy
CON-64 regarding suggested changes to the approach of the policy.
While this specific policy has not been changed, changes have been
made in other policy provisions in the Conservation Element to address

this comment. Generally, waste diversion standards are a function of
state law, and Napa County is currently exceeding the 50% standard.

Response Y-38 P: The commenter provides comments on the Economic Development
Element Policy E-13 regarding housing. The commenter is referred to
revisions to the Economic Element. Also, please see Response Y-3, above.
The County currently has a Community Services District mechanism in

place whereby vineyard properties are paying for the provision of farm
worker housing. It should also be recognized that one of the logical
outcomes of Napa County’s longstanding commitment to urban
centered growth is that housing to support the County’s agricultural
industry must logically be provided within incorporated cities to some
extent. This seems like a small price that cities pay to reap the benefits of
a County that has retained its agrarian landscape and a strong
agricultural economy.

Response Y-39 P: The commenter provides comments on the Safety Element Figure SAF-1
regarding a mapping label error. Figure SAF-1 has been revised to correct
this error.

Response Y-40 P: The commenter provides comments regarding mapping in the General

Plan Update regarding the proper identification of the City of American
Canyon. As noted above, mapping has been corrected.

Response Y-41 P: The commenter expresses concerns that the proposed General Plan
Update does not include an implementation plan and whether the Draft
EIR can adequately address impacts caused by the implementation plan.
An Implementation Plan is included in the Revised Draft General Plan
Update and is available for public review prior to plan adoption. The
implementation plan is based on the policy provisions and land use map
of the General Plan Update, and the Draft EIR appropriately analyzes
impacts associated with adoption and implementation of the General
Plan by assessing a range of alternatives. No conflicts with the General
Plan Update or shortcomings in the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR
have been identified.

Response Y-42 E: The commenter expresses concerns that proposed Draft EIR mitigation
measures cannot be found in the public draft of the proposed General
Plan Update. The Revised Draft General Plan Update has incorporated
the vast majority of the Draft EIR mitigation measures, and the commenter
is referred to a matrix comparing mitigation measures and policies that is
available on the County’s website at www.napacountygeneralplan.com.
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Response Y-43 E: The commenter suggests changes to Draft EIR Figure 3.0-2 including the
inclusion of the city names and other major features. Draft EIR Figure 3.0-2
does include the city names on the figure (see the legend) as well as

other major features of the County (e.g., identification of the major
reservoirs and state highways). No changes to this figure are necessary to
meet CEQA requirements for an EIR project description.

Response Y-44 E: The commenter suggests changes to the proposed General Plan
Circulation Diagram similar to comments made in Comment Y-20P. The
commenter is referred to Response Y-20.

Response Y-45 E: The commenter suggests that the mitigation measures in Draft EIR Section
4.1, Agriculture, do not adequately address the potential loss of the Hess
Vineyard, which may be further enhanced by the development of the
Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites. As noted on Draft EIR Figure
3.0-3, the Hess Vineyard site is currently General Plan designated as
Industrial, and its potential conversion to an industrial use would not result

in a loss of designated agricultural lands in the County (see Draft EIR page
4.1-28). However, the conversion of the Hess Vineyard was included in the
analysis of impacts to state-designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland
and Farmland of Statewide Importance. Mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a
and b would provide for preservation of equal or greater farmland of
importance at a 1:1 ratio for land areas lost, which is a commonly used
method in the state for minimization of agricultural land loss. It should be
noted that the County has gained 17,593 acres of farmland of concern
under CEQA (state-designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Statewide Importance) (see Draft EIR page 4.1-27). Also, only
Alternative E in the Draft EIR assumes that the Hess Vineyard would
convert to industrial use prior to 2030. Regarding the potential of the
redevelopment of the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites to further
induce farmland loss (such as the Hess Vineyard), the potential changes in
land use pressures associated with this circumstance (under Alternative C)
is addressed on Draft EIR page 4.1-27, which does not identify that it
would necessitate a conversion of agricultural lands. Also see Draft EIR
Appendix B regarding the demand for industrial space.

Response Y-46 E: The commenter requests corrections to the Draft EIR land use discussion
regarding the City of American Canyon regarding population estimates
and its general plan. While the commenter suggests that something is
incorrect with the Draft EIR’s discussion of the City of American Canyon’s
General Plan on Draft EIR page 4.2-11, the commenter does not provide
any information on what is identified as incorrect.

The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

The following changes are made to Draft EIR page 4.2-6 (last paragraph)
and page 4.2-7 (first paragraph):

 The City of American Canyon is located in southern Napa County,
adjacent to the Solano County and the City of Vallejo border.
American Canyon has expanded over the past decade and a half,
increasing in its population from 7,700 in 1990 (prior to incorporation)
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and 9,700 in 2000. In 2005, American Canyon’s population was
estimated at 14,271 according to the California Department of
Finance. American Canyon contains a mixture of old (approved by

the County post World War II housing associated with the Mare Island
Naval Base) and new urban land uses. Older land uses consist of
heavy industrial and commercial uses scattered along Highway 29
and areas of large lot residential development along the City’s
periphery.

The City of American Canyon is planning on beginning the process of

updating its general plan. During this process the ULL shown in the
existing American Canyon General Plan is expected to be updated.
The ULL may be will also be updated as a result of negotiations with
the County stemming from the 2003 Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) related to housing issues. At present, the City’s LAFCO-
designated SOI essentially matches the current City boundary, with
the addition of land anticipated to be included in the Town Center
development. Land outside the City Limits but within the ULL is
designated in the City of American Canyon as Low and Medium
Residential, Residential Estate, Agriculture, Industrial, and Commercial
Recreation. Areas of Low and Medium Residential (with overlays), and
Residential Estate (with a Commercial Recreation overlay) are
primarily located to the east of the City. Areas of Agriculture are
located to the northeast, with Industrial areas located to the north,
and Commercial Recreation to the west of the City Limits.

Response Y-47 E: The commenter states that the description of spheres of influence
provided on Draft EIR page 4.2-6 is incorrect regarding the lack of
regulatory power. The following correction is made to clarify the intent of
this discussion.

Draft EIR page 4.2-6, the fourth paragraph is modified as follows:

 The purpose of a planning area, ULL, or SOI is to facilitate long-range
planning and compatibility of land uses. While a defined planning
area, ULL, or SOI does not give a city any regulatory land use power or
authority, it acts to inform the planning process by notifying the
County and other nearby local and regional authorities that the city
recognizes that development within this area has an impact on the
future of the city. Under state law, cities are invited to comment on
development within their planning area that is subject to review by
the County. However, unincorporated portions of these planning

areas ultimately remain under the jurisdiction of Napa County.

Response Y-48 E: The commenter identifies that the Draft EIR fails to address the
environmental effects of the conversion of the Hess Vineyard to industrial
uses under Draft EIR Impact 4.2.1. As identified in Draft EIR pages 4.2-19
and -20, Impact 4.2.1 is associated with the division of an established
community and is not an impact analysis associated with agricultural land

conversion. The potential agricultural resource loss from conversion of the
Hess Vineyard under Alternative A is addressed under Draft EIR Impact
4.1.1 (see Draft EIR pages 4.1-22 through -24).
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Response Y-49 E: The commenter suggests that Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 does
not provide adequate mitigation for potential land use conflicts as well as
floodplain issues with Napa Pipe. The analysis provided under Draft EIR

Impact 4.2.1 specifically takes into account current land use conditions in
this area (industrial uses and associated conflicts with noise, truck traffic,
and vibrations) in the consideration of the impact of converting the Napa
Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites. Mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 (in
addition to noise mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR) sets forth
design performance standards that would buffer these land uses from
existing industrial operations. The commenter provides no evidence to
counter the analysis and conclusions of the Draft EIR. Development of the
Napa Pipe site would be required to meet County Code requirements for
any development in the floodplain that are intended to protect such
development from flood hazards (see Draft EIR page 4.11-73).

Response Y-50 E: The commenter suggests that the potential conversion of the Hess
Vineyard would conflict with several proposed policies involving the
protection of agricultural resources, LAFCO provisions, current zoning
designations, and the City of American Canyon’s General Plan Land Use
Map. As noted on Draft EIR Figure 3.0-3, the Hess Vineyard site is currently
General Plan designated as Industrial and potential development into
industrial uses would complement existing land uses to the south and
north of this property. The environmental effects of the conversion of this
land to an Industrial designation (under Alternative E) have been
addressed in the Draft EIR (e.g., agricultural conversion, traffic, public
service demands [including water and wastewater], and visual impacts).
While the City of American Canyon General Plan addresses the Hess
Vineyard, this site is within the County and its land use controls (rather than

the City). Also, please note that the Revised Draft General Plan Update
now proposes to re-designate the Hess Vineyard as Agriculture,
Watershed and Open Space, and Policy Ag/LU-114 explains that there
may be instances in the County where zoning and General Plan map
designations are not identical, yet consistency is maintained due to policy
language in the plan.

Response Y-51 E: The commenter suggests that the redesignation of the Napa Pipe and
Pacific Coast/Boca sites would conflict and compete with the City of
Napa’s redevelopment plans, County policy provisions associated with
urban-centered growth, and provisions for the reservation of industrial
properties for the future. The commenter suggests that there are impacts
associated with this, but fails to specify what these impacts are. The Draft
EIR addresses the environmental effects of these land use designation
changes in its various technical sections (see Draft EIR Sections 4.1 through
4.14). The Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites are located in areas
currently designated by the existing Napa County General Plan for urban
uses (see Draft EIR Figure 3.0-3). As identified in Draft EIR Appendix B

(Industrial Land Use Study, Napa County General Plan Update), all but
Alternative C would provide adequate industrial land to meet projected
demands. The potential changes in land use pressures associated with
this circumstance under Alternative C are addressed on Draft EIR page
4.1-27. There is no evidence to suggest that the redesignation of these
sites would result in physical effects to the City of Napa’s redevelopment
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activities, especially given that redevelopment activities provide
incentives to encourage revitalization and development.

Response Y-52 E: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed
establishment of an RUL for the City of American Canyon under the
proposed General Plan Update. The environmental effects of the
establishment of the proposed RUL for the City of American Canyon are
addressed as part of the evaluation of impacts associated with Draft EIR
Alternative C. Also see Section 2.0 of this Final EIR which assesses the
impacts of the Preferred Plan and which includes a variation of the RUL

based on negotiations between the City and the County.

Response Y-53 E: The commenter suggests that Draft EIR Figure 4.4-1 does not accurately
reflect the existing roadway network for American Canyon, but does not
provide any specifics. Draft EIR Figure 4.4-1 is intended to graphically
illustrate the major roadways in the County that were evaluated in the
Draft EIR traffic analysis provided in Section 4.4, Transportation. No

changes are recommended to this figure.

Response Y-54 E: The commenter states that the discussion regarding SR 29 with American
Canyon on Draft EIR page 4.4-47 suggests that traffic impacts to the
operation of SR 29 are the result of development in the City, while City
studies have identified that 75% of the traffic on SR 29 is regional in nature.
As specifically noted in this discussion, the development along the SR 29

corridor in the City has resulted in additional side street accesses to the
roadway, which have affected travel times and congestion on SR 29. In
other words, although SR 29 is a regional facility and clearly carries more
through traffic than local traffic, the traffic congestion and delays
experienced in the area can be attributed to the additional traffic signals,
cross traffic, and development introduced in the area in recent years, as
well as to increases in traffic volumes.

Response Y-55 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR is unclear on how it accounted
for the development of the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites in the
traffic modeling and did not identify mitigation measures necessary to
address the associated impact. Draft EIR Appendix C (The Napa County
General Plan Update EIR, Technical Memorandums for Traffic and
Circulation Supporting the Findings and Recommendations) specifically
identifies the various development assumptions for these sites under
Alternatives B and C (see Technical Memorandum Tables 1 and 2 for
development assumptions). The Draft EIR also identifies all feasible
mitigation measures to address traffic impacts from development under

the proposed General Plan Update (MM 4.4.1a through j). In addition, the
Draft EIR identifies what roadway improvements would be required to
meet the County’s LOS standard and why these improvements are
infeasible (see Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through -53). Since release of the
public draft of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the
Circulation Element of the General Plan Update has been further modified
and now includes these mitigation measures as policy provisions. Also,
please note that although the Board of Supervisors may adopt Overriding
Considerations associated with the General Plan Update, there will be
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further studies and environmental review associated with specific
development on the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites.

Response Y-56 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR is unclear on how it accounted
for the development of the Airport Specific Plan in the traffic modeling
and did not identify mitigation measures necessary to address the
associated impact. Draft EIR Appendix C (The Napa County General Plan
Update EIR, Technical Memorandums for Traffic and Circulation
Supporting the Findings and Recommendations) specifically identifies the
various development assumptions for the Airport Industrial Area under

each alternative (see Technical Memorandum Table 2 for development
assumptions). Significant traffic impacts to SR 29 in the American Canyon
area are specifically noted in Draft EIR Table 4.4-13 and 4.4-14. The Draft
EIR also identifies all feasible mitigation measures to address traffic
impacts from development under the proposed General Plan Update
(MM 4.4.1a through j). In addition, the Draft EIR identifies what roadway
improvements would be required to meet the County’s LOS standard and
why these improvements are infeasible (see Draft EIR pages 4.4-51
through -53). Since release of the public draft of the proposed General
Plan Update and Draft EIR, the Circulation Element of the General Plan
Update has been further modified and now includes these mitigation
measures as policy provisions.

Response Y-57 E: The commenter provides comments regarding the content of Draft EIR
Figure 4.5-3 regarding the color coding and location of coniferous forests
in the Mayacamas (also known as the “Western Mountains”). The legend
and coding of this figure specifically notes that the information is focused
on sensitive biotic communities and uses a color code system to clearly
show these areas. Given the scale of the figure (which is based on
detailed GIS data on vegetation and habitat conditions in the County), it
is not possible to provide a figure in the Draft EIR that illustrates in detail
every location of sensitive biotic communities in the County. However, this
GIS data is available at the County. While coniferous forest does occur in
the Western Mountains, these forests are located outside of the County.
No changes to Draft EIR Figure 4.5-3 are recommended.

Response Y-58 E: The commenter suggests the addition of a checklist item to address
climate change and greenhouse gases in Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the
Draft EIR as well as suggested strengthening of mitigation measure
MM 4.8.7. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 for a further discussion of additional climate change provisions
added to the Conservation Element of the proposed General Plan
Update since its release in February 2006.

Response Y-59 E: The commenter identifies that Draft EIR Figure 4.10-2 mislabels the West
Napa Fault. Draft EIR Figure 4.10-2 has been corrected and is provided in
the Text Changes section of this Final EIR.

Response Y-60 E: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the development of the

Napa Pipe site in relation to potential flood hazards associated with the
Napa River. Development of the Napa Pipe site would be required to
meet County Code requirements for any development in the floodplain
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that are intended to protect such development from flood hazards (see
Draft EIR page 4.11-73).

Response Y-61 E: The commenter states that the water supply analysis in the Draft EIR is
inadequate and fails to address growth and potential range of uses in the
Airport Industrial Area, growth of the City of American Canyon, and does
not provide adequate mitigation measures. As further responded to in
Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 the Draft EIR water supply analysis
includes water supply and demand projections for years 2020 and 2050 as
provided in the 2050 Napa Valley Water Resources Study (which includes

water demands of the City of American Canyon). In addition to this
anticipated water demand, the Draft EIR identifies water demands
specifically associated with growth in the unincorporated County
between 2005 and 2030 (including the Airport Industrial Area – see Draft
EIR Appendix B for a breakdown of development in the Airport Industrial
Area). Water conservation mitigation measures are provided in the Draft
EIR and consist of mitigation measures MM 4.11.5c and d. These
mitigation measures have now been incorporated into the Conservation
Element of the proposed General Plan Update (see Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1).

Response Y-62 E: The commenter suggests water conservation measures in regard to sewer
service impacts identified in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to
Response Y-61.

Response Y-63 E: The commenter identifies that additional mitigation measures should be
considered for potential visual impacts associated with the conversion of
the Hess Vineyard. As previously noted, the Hess Vineyard site is currently
General Plan designated as Industrial and potential development into
industrial uses would complement existing land uses to the south and
north of this property. Significant visual resources designated by the
County (e.g., Napa County Viewshed Protection Combination District and
Napa County Viewshed Protection Program) consist of key hillsides and
ridgelines as viewed from roadways. However, the Draft EIR does include
mitigation measures (MM 4.14.2a through d) to avoid significant light and

glare from development along public roadways (e.g., SR 29). In addition,
the Community Character Element includes policy provisions for the
County to work with the City of American Canyon on the development
and implementation of a Scenic Highway 29 Corridor plan to maintain the
corridor in an aesthetically pleasing manner. Please also note that the
Hess Vineyard would be re-designated as Agriculture, Watershed and
Open Space under the Revised Draft General Plan Update.

Response Y-64 E: The commenter suggests that cumulative land use impacts to the City of
American Canyon are significant and have not been mitigated. The
cumulative land use impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR
acknowledges that the proposed RUL for the City of American Canyon
under Alternative C is not consistent with the City of American Canyon
General Plan Urban Limit Line. As specifically addressed on Draft EIR page
4.2-25:
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Alternative C would establish a new RUL around the City of
American Canyon that is different than the Urban Limit Line
(ULL) illustrated in the City’s current general plan. This

conflict would not be considered significant, since the
County’s general plan is the governing document in the
unincorporated area, and the proposed RUL would be
consistent with the formally adopted (by LAFCO) Sphere of
Influence (SOI) for the city. Also, the City-County MOU
anticipated establishment of a new RUL, and the City has
begun an update to its general plan which will review the
ULL. Urban development within the proposed City of
American Canyon RUL could result in conflicts with the
Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan;
however, the potential extent of this impact is not known
given the uncertainty of the future mix of land uses. The
mix of land uses would ultimately be determined by the
City of American Canyon if and when annexation
occurred, and would require review under the Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan.

Thus, no physical effects to the environment are associated with land use
are expected under project and cumulative (year 2030) conditions under
the proposed General Plan Update.

Response Y-65 E: The commenter suggests that potential land use conflicts associated with
Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites (under Alternatives B and C) are
cumulatively considerable and have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. Environmental impacts associated with potential land use
conflicts for these sites are based on their site-specific conditions and do
not contribute to any other land use conflicts under cumulative
conditions. The commenter provides no evidence to demonstrate that
these sites would add to other cumulative land use conflicts anticipated
to occur in year 2030. The commenter is referred to Response Y-49
regarding the Draft EIR’s treatment of General Plan-related land use
conflicts with these sites.

Response Y-66 E: The commenter suggests that cumulative biological resource impacts
should be addressed through comprehensive habitat protection and
management planning for the entire County rather than on a project-by-
project basis. As identified in Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3,
further modifications to the Conservation Element of the proposed
General Plan Update now include policy provisions that involve county-
wide monitoring, conservation and restoration efforts and watershed
planning (in coordination with other governmental agencies and private
interest).

Response Y-67 E: The commenter suggests that the County needs to commit to county-
wide (and state) efforts to reduce greenhouse gases. The commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a further discussion
of additional climate change provisions added to the Conservation
Element of the proposed General Plan Update since its release in February
2006.
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Response Y-68 E: The commenter expresses concerns regarding cumulative flooding
impacts on future development of the Napa Pipe site. Development of
the Napa Pipe site would be required to meet County Code requirements

for any development in the floodplain that are intended to protect such
development from flood hazards (see Draft EIR page 4.11-73). In addition,
Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.11.9 requires that subsequent projects
include drainage improvements that ensure no new or increased flooding
impacts on upstream or downstream areas.

Response Y-69 E: The commenter states that continued County allowance of development

of residences in fire-sensitive areas should be determined a cumulatively
considerable impact. The Draft EIR does identify this impact as
cumulatively considerable and identifies that implementation of
mitigation measures (MM 4.13.1.1a through c and MM 4.9.4) as well as
compliance with County Code provisions (Chapters 15.32 and 18.84) and
Public Resources Code sections 4290 and 4291 would mitigate this impact
to less than cumulatively considerable (see Draft EIR page 5.0-22).

Response Y-70 E: The commenter states concerns regarding the project and cumulative
water supply analyses provided in the Draft EIR. As further responded to in
Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1, the Draft EIR water supply analysis
includes water supply and demand projections for years 2020 and 2050 as
provided in the 2050 Napa Valley Water Resources Study (which includes
water demands of the City of American Canyon). In addition to this
anticipated water demand, the Draft EIR identifies water demands
specifically associated with growth in the unincorporated County
between 2005 and 2030 (including the Airport Industrial Area – see Draft
EIR Appendix B for a breakdown of development in the Airport Industrial
Area). Water conservation mitigation measures are provided in the Draft
EIR and consist of mitigation measures MM 4.11.5c and d. These
mitigation measures have now been incorporated into the Conservation
Element of the proposed General Plan Update (see Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1).

Response Y-71 E: The commenter suggests that the County should explore alternate energy

sources to meet its future needs. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a further discussion of additional
alternate energy provisions added to the Conservation Element of the
proposed General Plan Update since its release in February 2006.

Response Y-72 E: The commenter states concerns regarding the cumulative visual impacts
associated with the potential conversion of the Hess Vineyard site to

industrial uses. As previously noted, Hess Vineyard site is currently General
Plan designated as Industrial and potential development into industrial
uses would compliment existing land uses to the south and north of this
property. Significant visual resources designated by the County (e.g.,
Napa County Viewshed Protection Combination District and Napa
County Viewshed Protection Program) consist of key hillsides and
ridgelines as viewed from roadways. However, the Draft EIR does include
mitigation measures (MM 4.14.2a through d) to avoid significant light and
glare from development along public roadways (e.g., SR 29). In addition,
the Community Character Element includes policy provisions for the
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County to work with the City of American Canyon on the development
and implementation of a Scenic Highway 29 Corridor plan to maintain the
corridor in an aesthetically pleasing manner. Please also note that the

Revised Draft General Plan Update has proposed re-designating the Hess
Vineyard as Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space.

Response Y-73 E: The commenter suggests that the redevelopment of the Napa Pipe,
Pacific Coast/Boca, and Hess Vineyard sites could lead to the
inducement of growth in other unincorporated areas of the County. The
Draft EIR acknowledges that the alternatives could result in varying

growth-inducing effects that in turn could result in physical effects to the
environment. Anticipated environmental effects are associated with
further housing issues that require workers to seek housing opportunities
outside of the County, resulting in traffic, noise, and air quality impacts
(see Draft EIR pages 7.0-2 and -3). However, it is speculative to suggest
that unplanned growth would occur given the County’s existing growth
control measures (Measure J and the Napa County Housing Allocation
Program [Measure A]).
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LETTER Z: CHARLES ARMOR, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, JUNE 18,
2007

Response Z-1 E/P: The commenter notes their review of the Draft EIR and proposed General
Plan Update associated with botanical, wildlife, and fishery impacts. The
commenter also states that the County should continue to pursue

opportunities to encourage landowners to restore degraded habitat and
provide assistance. The Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of impacts
to habitat conditions in the County as well as the associated impacts to
special-status plants, wildlife and fishery resources (see Draft EIR pages
4.5-45 through -69 and pages 4.6-20 through -34). It should be noted that
since release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update
and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element of the General Plan has been
further modified to include additional biological resource protection
provisions. This includes policy provisions that call for coordination with
other governmental and non-governmental entities to conserve and
improve habitat and resources in the County, as well as inclusion of Draft
EIR mitigation measures from Section 4.5, Biological Resources, and 4.6,
Fisheries. The commenter is referred to Biological Resources Master
Response 3.4.3 regarding further details of modifications to the
Conservation Element and the biological resources impact analysis in the
Draft EIR.

Response Z-2 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the level of existing and
anticipated future development in the County (under project and
cumulative conditions) and its impact on sensitive biological resources
(loss of forest, grassland, and oak woodland of particular concern). The
commenter also states that the County should consider a menu of options
to mitigate habitat impacts such as requiring developments to set aside
funds for habitat acquisition or set aside property, or the development of
mitigation banks. Finally, the commenter recommends that mitigation
ratios be developed on a project-by-project basis and questions whether
the proposed 2:1 ratio for oak woodlands would be adequate.

Draft EIR Tables 4.5-3 through 4.5-6 provide estimates on potential loss of
biotic community and areas containing sensitive biotic communities (as
defined on Draft EIR page 4.5-50). Thus, the Draft EIR acknowledges that
future development under the proposed General Plan Update could
result in significant impacts to habitat conditions in the County (see Draft
EIR pages 4.5-56 through -67). Mitigation measures MM 4.5.2a and b
provide options for mitigating impacts to sensitive biotic communities and
oak woodlands through restoration, creation, and preservation (as
suggested by the commenter). The oak woodland replacement and
preservation ratio of 2:1 for habitat loss is based on other mitigation/
preservation programs that have been prepared or are under
preparation by other counties in the state (e.g., El Dorado County Oak
Woodland Management Plan and Tuolumne County Oak Woodland
Management Plan). The commenter is referred to Biological Resources
Master Response 3.4.3 regarding further details of modifications to the
Conservation Element that now incorporates mitigation measures MM
4.5.2a and b.
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Response Z-3 E/P: The commenter states concerns regarding existing and future water
supply demands on in-stream flows and associated impacts to fisheries
and wildlife resources. The commenter recommends the utilization of the

National Marine Fisheries Service/DFG Guidelines for Maintaining Instream
Flows to Protect Fisheries Resources Downstream of Water Diversions in
Mid-California streams. As identified in Water Supply Master Response
3.4.1, the Draft EIR acknowledges anticipated water supply impacts for
the County and the cities within the County under future year conditions.
This includes potential impacts to surface water features from increased
groundwater usage (i.e., reductions in groundwater discharge) in the
unincorporated area of the County (since groundwater is the County’s
primary source of water supply). The Draft EIR identifies mitigation
measures (MM 4.11.5e) to address this potential impact to surface water
features that have since been incorporated into the modifications to the
Conservation Element of the proposed General Plan Update.

Response Z-4 E/P: The commenter requests that the County (as part of the General Plan)
provide a meaningful disclosure of species impacts associated with
conversion of habitats and identify appropriate mitigation. The
commenter also requests that the County reevaluate water supply
impacts of the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Responses
Z-2E/P and Z-3E/P above.


