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Letter A

United States Department of the Interior

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
Washington, DC 20240

Mr. Patrick Lowe
Deputy Director R E C E l\’ E D

Napa County Conservation, APR 1 6 2007
Development and Planning Department APR 19 2007
1195 Third St., Room 210
Forni NAPA CO. CONSERVATION
Napa, California 94559 DEVELOPVENT & PLANNING DEPT,

Dear Mr. Lowe:

It is with great pleasure that I am writing today to share with yon the status of the Coastal Impact
Assistance Program (CIAP), established in the Energy Policy Act of 2005, administered by the
Minerals Management Service (MMS), and the results of the complex allotment calculations.

In line with Secretary Kempthorne’s commitment to consult closely with affected states and
local governments, as well as to take into account the views of the public, we have pursued full
and open discussions and a close working relationship along the way. In early spring of 2006 we
requested your state’s comments, those of your Coastal Political Subdivision (CPS) and broad
public consultations on the draft guidelines. On September 29, 2006, those comments were A-1P
reflected in the published final state plan guidelines. As another example of a close working
relationship and to provide as much assistance to CIAP recipients as possible we prepared and
placed on our website informal guidelines on the standard grant application process to be used by
all CIAP recipients.

Enclosed are tables that show the Fiscal Years 2007 and 2008 state and CPSs CIAP allotment
amounts. The full break out of allotment amounts and percentages for each recipient can be

found at www.mms.gov/offshore/CIAPmain.htm.,

After the State of California has submitted a CIAP state plan (Plan) and received formal approval
of the Plan from MMS your CPS may submit grant applications for the actual expenditure of the
funds. The MMS will begin accepting grant applications as of mid-October 2007.

TAKE PRIDE"
INAMERICA
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2
If we can be of further assistance, please contact me at (703) 787-1710, or the Regional CIAP
Representative, Mr. John Smith at (805) 389-7833.
Sincerely,
X e Bescrrs”
Colleen (Lee) Benner
National CIAP Coordinator
Enclosures
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Coastal Impact Assistance Program
Fiscal Year 2007 and Fiscal Year 2008 Allocations

Producing State  |% Allocation | Total Allocation |Amount Direct to States  [Amount Direct to CPSs

Alaska 1.00% 2,425,000.00 1,576,250.00 | § 848,750.00
California 3.07% 7,444,441.75 4,838,887.13 | $ 2,605,5654.61
Alabama 10.54% 25,551,607.04 16,608,544.58 | § 8,943,062.46
Louisiana 52.60%| $ 127,547,898.57 82,906,134.07 44,641,764.50
Mississippi 12.76% 30,939,850.55 20,110,902.86 10,828,947.69
Texas 20.04%| $ 48,691,202.09 | § 31,584,281.36 17,006,920.73
Total All 6 States 100.00%]| $ 242,500,000.00 | $ 157,625,000.00 84,875,000.00

State Allocations %s

mMississippi
12.8%

E Texas
20.0%

[ Alaska
1.0%

M California
3.1%

Olouisiana
52.6%
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Coastal Impact Assistance Program
Fiscal Year 2007 and 2008 Allocations - California CPS

Coastal Political Subdivisions (CPS) % Allocation Total Allocation

Alameda 2.14%]| § 55,796.28
Contra Costa 1.02% 26,482.42
Los Angeles 17.52%| $ 456,521.10
Marin 1.80% 46,986.07
Monterey 4.49% 116,865.78
Napa 0.13% 3,370.30
Orange 6.11% 159,222.51
San Diego 6.21% 161,848.79
San Francisco 1.13%| $ 29,350.71
San Luis Obispo 7.04%]| $ 183,485.05
San Mateo 2.67%| $ 68,599.23
Santa Barbara 33.29%| $ 867,491.70
Santa Clara 2.65%| $ 69,051.44
Santa Cruz 1.90%| $ 49,520.67
Solano 0.41% 10,699.51
Sonoma 1.65% 42,998.37
Ventura 9.84% 256,264.67
Total California 100.00% 2,605,554.61

California CPS Allocation %s

Monterey 4.5%
Napa

Orange

San Luis Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara [
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Solano
Sonoma
Ventura

L
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Contra Costa 1.0%
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LETTER A:

Response A-1 P:

COLLEEN (LEE) BENNER, US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR — MINERALS
MANAGEMENT SERVICE, APRIL 16, 2007

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 applicafion 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.

County of Napa
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BLM Ukiah Field Office

Letter B
From: Jonna Hildenbrand@blm.gov
Subject: BLM Ukiah Field Office
Date: Mon, April 16, 2007 3:24 pm
To: info@napacountygeneralplan.com

Thank you for including BLM in your general plan and the planning process.

Just a few updates at this time. The BLM Ukiah Field Office Resource
Management Plan (RMP) ig no longer in "draft" form. The final wag signed or| B-1E/P
September 25, 2006.

Cedar Roughs has been official designated wilderness (Public Law 109-362;
October 17, 2006) and no longer in "wildernese study area" status.

If you have any gquestions, please contact the BLM Ukiah Field Office.
jonna

Jonna Hildenbrand

Planning Coordinator

BLM Ukiah Field Office

2550 North State Street

Ukiah, CA 95482

707/468-4024

http://www.napacountygeneralplan.com:2095/3rdparty/squir..._ent 1d=0&mailbox=INBOX&passed 1d=83&view unsafe images=4/18/2007 1:59:17 PM
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LETTER B:

Response B-1 E/P:

JONNA HILDENBRAND, US BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM),
APRIL 16, 2007

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
Areq

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-motforized/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, partficularly 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,

County of Napa
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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 stody 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. Propeosed Resource
Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement,
Volume I. Signed on June September 25, 2006.
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Lett
etter C P- wv\fé &Q“&eﬂ%‘”’/z]:{{%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA §*x 3
: 0y
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH D &
) o
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT "Rop ot
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CYNTHIA BRYANT
GOVERNOR. DIRECTOR
Memorandum APR 13 2007
. - NAPA GO. GONSERVATION
Dite April 10, 200 DEVESOPMENT & PLENNING DEPT.
To: All Reviewing Agencies
From: Scott Morgan, Senior Planner
Re: SCH # 2005102088

Napa County General Plan Update

Pursuant to the attached letter, the Lead Agency has extended the review period for the

above referenced project to April 17, 2007 to accommodate the review process. Allother | C - {E

project information remains the same.

cc: R. Patrick Lowe
Napa County Department of Conservation
1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(016) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
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, 04/18/2007 88:27 5102689287 PMC DAKLAND PAGE 81

COUNTYof NAPA

OFFICE OF CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING

General Plan Update
Steering Committee

Napa County General Plan Update and DEIR
Public Review Time Extension

Steerng Commtites
Membirs:

Chalr
Peter McCren

Vice Choir
Tem Andreres TO: State Clearinghouse
Geotge Brehich
Mary Ellen Beyet FROM: Hillary Gitelman, Planning Director

Jon-Mark Chippeliet

Sl it RE: SCH #2005102088 Napa County General Plan Update Draft EIR
Peten Pommen On April 3, 2007, the Napa County Board of Supervisors extended the public review comment
o Cambls period for the Napa County General Plan Update and Draft EIR an additional 60 days. The
Michacl Haley original dates for public comment were from February 16, 2007 to April 17, 2007. The new
Snmes Hendicksan closing date for public comments is June 18, 2007, Written comments can still be received at

Guy Key the following address;
; :::::m Napa County Department of Conservation, Development and Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Beth Printer Napa, CA 94559
Sarel Eocle Attn: R. Patrick Lowe, Deputy Director
Jeff Reichel
Or via email:

Brad Simpkina
plowe@napacountygeneralplan.com

Stvart Smith

William Trautmmm
Bob Tor
Duane Wail
APR 0 9 2007
STATE CLEARING HOUSE
Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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Form A
i Nofice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
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W Project Sent to the following State Agencies

y Resvurees State/Consumer Sves
State Review Began: 2 Ao 2007 Boating & Waterways ___ Genenl Services
Coastal Comm Cal EPA

(,:, . Colorado Rvr Bd
! g X Conservation 3
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. Deha Prolection Comm
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ARB - Airport Projects

ARB - Transporiation Projects
ARB - Major Industrial Projects
Integrated Waste Mgmt Bd
SWRCE: Clean Wtr Prag

SWRCB: Wir Quality
SWRCB: Wr Rights
Reclamation Board KX_ Reg. WQCB#_ 2, 576

Please note State Clearinghouse Number X_Bay Cons & Dev Comm X\ Toxic §ub Ctrl- C'TC

(SCH#) on al! Comments _A_DWR Yih/Adit Corrections
2005102088 % OES (Emergency Svs) Corrections
SCH#: Bus Transp Hous Independent Comm
Please forward late comments directly to the _X_ Acronautics Energy Commission
L CHP X_ NAHC
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X Caltrans %

Public Utilities Comm

Trans Planning State Lands Comm
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(Resources: _ - 1 V1 3 X Health Services
Conservancy
Other:
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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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Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007
3.0-76



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter D

P. Lowt

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Armnaold Schwarzenegger, Governor
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3208

March 26, 2007 RECE!VED

MAR 2 72007
Patrick Lowe NAPACO. CONSERVATION
County of Napa DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPT.

1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559

RE: Napa County General Plan Update, SCH# 2005102088
Dear Mr. Lowe:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the rail corridor in the County be
planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase
traffic volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail
crossings. This includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with
respect to railroad right-of-way (ROW).

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, elimination of the at-grade highway-rail crossing by closure of roadway
approaches to the crossings, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings (including
upgrades to existing railroad crossing warning devices both for vehicular traffic on the street and
pedestrian iraffic on the sidewalk, modifications to traffic control devices at highway-highway
intersections near the highway-rail crossing such as installing traffic signals or adding protected
left turn signal phases, etc.) due to increase in traffic volumes. and appropriate fencing to limit the
access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-way. Any project that includes a modification to an
exiting crossing or proposes a new crossing is legally required to obtain authority to construct from
the Commission. If the project includes a proposed new crossing, the Commission wili be a
responsible party under CEQA and the impacts of the crossing must be discussed within the
environmental documents.

D-1E/P

Of specific concern is that new development pay its fair share for rail safety mitigations
improvements, every project adjacent to the rail corridor be required to install vandal-
resistant fencing to prevent trespassing onto the ROW, and that any new or expansion to D-2E/P
an existing school where children must cross the tracks to reach the school provide
pedestrian improvements at the crossings and fencing to prevent trespassing.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is
sought for the new development. Working with Commission staff early in the
conceptual design phase will help improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the

County.
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If you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795.

Very truly yours,

S SoAte

Kevin Boles

Environmental Specialist

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cc: Mary Zerba, Napa Valley Wine Train
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LETTER D:

Response D-1 E/P:

Response D-2 E/P:

KEVIN BOLES, CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION (CPUC) — RAIL
CROSSINGS ENGINEERING SECTION, MARCH 26, 2007

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.

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.

County of Napa
December 2007
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Letter E (7 LoWGs
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governior
CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION PAUL D. THAYER, Executive Officer

(916) 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810
Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1814
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

February 28, 2007

File Ref: SCH# 2005102088

R. Patrick Lowe
Conservation Develop. & Planning Dept. RECE!VED
1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559 MAR 0 2 2007

Py NAPA CO. CONSERVATION
Subject: Napa County General Plan Update DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPT.

Dear Mr. Lowe;

Staff of the California State Lands Commission {CSLC) has received the above
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report. Under the .California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), Napa County Conservation, Development and Planning
Department is the Lead Agency and the CSLC is a Responsible and/or Trustee Agency
for any and all projects which could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands, their
accompanying Public Trust resources or uses, and the public easement in navigable
waters.

The State acquired sovereign ownership of all tidelands and submerged lands
and beds of navigable waterways upon its admission to the United States in 1850. The |E-1E
State holds these lands for the benefit of all the people of the State for statewide Public
Trust purposes which include, waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-
related recreation, habitat preservation, and open space. The landward boundaries of
the State's sovereign interests are generally based upon the ordinary high water marks
of these waterways as they last naturally existed. Thus, such boundaries may not be
readily apparent from present day site inspections. The State's sovereign interests are
under the jurisdiction of the SLC. Although from the DEIR it was difficult to determine if
any of the land use planning areas would encroach onto State lands, please keep in
mind that this office will need to be contacted to determine if a lease will be required.
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Mr. R. Patrick Lowe 2 February 28, 2007

Please contact Nanci Smith at (916) 574-1862 regarding any leasing questions
or comments.

Sincerely,

Marina R. Brand, Assistant Chief
Division of Environmental Planning
and Management

ce: Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Nanci Smith, CSLC

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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LETTER E:

Response E-1 E:

MARINA R. BRAND, CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 28,
2007

The Cadlifornia 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 notfes 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
\"'\ State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights
e . ——
Linda S. 1001 I Street, 14" Floor ¢ Sacramento, California 95814 + 916,341.5300
Adams P.O. Box 2000 ¢ Sacramento, California 95812-2000
FAX: 916.341.5400 ¢ www.waterrights.ca.gov

Arnold Schwarzenegger

Secretary for Gaovernor

Environmental Protection

APR 1 2 2007 In Reply Refer

10:332:KIW:266.0

Patrick Lowe, Deputy Director R

Napa County Department of

Conservation, Development, and Planning E c E l VE D
1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559 APR 1 6 2007
. NAPA CO. GONSER
Dear Mr. Lowe: DEVELOPHENT & PLANmIr:?B'EPI
DRAFT GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(SCH # 2005102088)

The State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights (Division), has reviewed
your February 2007, Draft General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIR) for the proposed adoption and implementation of an updated Napa County General Plan.
The following initial comments are intended to explain the Division’s concerns.

1. The Draft EIR sets forth required project conditions for qualification of new vineyard
development projects for ministerial erosion control plan permit processing (pages 4.11-
55 to 4.11-60). Requirement ‘E’ indicates projects that require a new appropriative
surface water diversion or a water transfer between existing subbasins would not qualify
for the ministerial process. The Division recommends that vineyard development
projects involving changes to existing water right applications, permits, or licenses
and/or projects that require new riparian water use or a change in current riparian water
use not qualify for the ministerial process as well. Projects of this nature may have
potential impacts on the environment and/or senior water diverters and may involve
initiation of a new water right or changes to existing water rights.

F-1E

2. Please review the descriptions of State Surface Water Rights in the Draft EIR
(pages 4.11-24 to 4.11-28). This section includes several inaccurate statements and
language that is inconsistent with the Water Code and related Division publications. Any F-2E
discussion of Water Rights should be consistent in content and language with Division
publications and the Water Code.

3. The Draft EIR includes a discussion related to groundwater resources beginning on
page 4.11-62. Proposed mitigation measure MM4.11.5e indicates that pump tests or
hydrogeologic studies shall be conducted for all new high-capacity wells. Please define
the term “high-capacity” and explain why pump tests or hydrogeologic studies would be
limited to just “high-capacity” wells. Please be advised that the Division has permitting F-3E
authority over subterranean streams flowing through known and defined channels.
Accordingly, we recommend that mitigation measure MM4.11.5e be expanded to require
future groundwater pumpers to determine if they would be diverting water subject to the
Division's permitting authority.

Californie Environmental Protection Agency

Q'.S?Recycled Paper
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Patrick Lowe, Deputy Director -2~

4. The regional study and modeling analysis, discussed on pages 4.11-1 and 4.11-2,
focuses on five significant water storage facilities. The largest facility, Lake Hennessey,
is described as having a storage capacity of 31,000 acre feet (af). Lake Hennessey is
authorized pursuant to Water Right Permit 6960 (A010990). Permit 6960 allows
maximum storage of 30,500 af to be put to full and beneficial use by December of 1999.
The analysis included in the draft EIR suggests unauthorized storage of at least 500 af.
Please be advised that Permit 6960 expired in December of 1999 and no petition for
extension of time has been filed. Diversion or use of water beyond that which occurred
prior to the expiration date of Permit 6960 requires an approved petition for extension of
time to put water to full and beneficial use. Approval of a petition for extension of time F-4E
would amount to a re-authorization of the quantity of water diverted or used beyond the
quantity which was diverted or used prior to permit expiration. The analysis and
discussion of water supply should therefore be revised to reflect any current limitations
of the water right. In addition please review the water right permits and licenses on file
for the remaining, “major storage facilities,” to ensure that the discussion and analysis in
your draft documents accurately reflect the authorized diversion and use of water. By
copy of this letter, the City of Napa is hereby advised of the need for either a petition for
extension of time or a request for license for Permit 6960.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft E!R. Please add me to your mailing list
as the State Water Board’s contact person to receive further correspondence concerning
responses to our comments herein and a copy of the Final EIR. For general water rights
information, please consult the Division's website at www waterrights.ca.gov.

If you have any questions, please contact Katy Washburn by telephone at (916) 341-5386 or
email at kwashburn@waterboards.ca.gov.

Steven Herrera, Chief
Permitting Section

ce: State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Linda Hanson

Department of fish and Game
P.O. Box 47

Yountville, CA 94599

City of Napa

Director of Public Works
P.O. Box 660

Napa, CA 94559-0660

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

3.0-84



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

LETTER F:

Response F-1 E:

Response F-2 E:

STEVEN HERRERA, STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, APRIL 12,
2007

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.

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.

County of Napa
December 2007
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Riparian Rights

Lands within _the watershed of a natural watercourse, which are
fransversed 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 o 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 1o 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 fransferred 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.

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

S

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 animails.”
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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] Acriparian 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.

County of Napa
December 2007
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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 tfoward 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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Response F-3 E:

Response F-4 E:

requires compliance with the provisions of Division 2, Part 2 of the
Cdlifornia Water Code.

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

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 (Actfion 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 infrusion, 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 addifional information on the hydrologic modeling
related to surface-groundwater interaction.

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 infended 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).

County of Napa
December 2007
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Letter G

STATE OF CALIFORN{A -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER,Governor
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESCURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA 942360001

{916} 653-5791

March 5, 2007

Patrick Lowe

County of Napa

1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, California 94559

Napa County General Plan Update
State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number: 2005102088

The project corresponding to the subject SCH identification number has come to our
attention. The limited project description suggests your project may be an
encroachment on the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control. You may refer to the
California Code of Regulations, Title 23 and Designated Floodway maps at
http://recbd.ca.gov/. Please be advised that your county office also has copies of the
Board's designated floodways for your review. If indeed your project encroaches on an
adopted food control plan, you will need to obtain an encroachment permit from the
Reclamation Board prior to initiating any activities. The attached Fact Sheet explains
the permitting process. Please note that the permitting process may take as much as G-1E
45 to 60 days to process. Also note that a condition of the permit requires the securing
all of the appropriate additional permits before initiating work. This information is
provided so that you may plan accordingly.

If after careful evaluation, it is your assessment that your project is not within the
authority of the Reclamation Board, you may disregard this notice. For further
information, please contact me at (916) 574-1249.

Sincerely,

/-J / ; % i —
Christgpher Huitt
Staff Environmental Scientist

Floodway Protection Section

cc.  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Encroachment Permits Fact Sheet

Basis for Authority
State law (Water Code Sections 8534, 8608, 8609, and 8710 — 8723) tasks the

Reclamation Board with enforcing appropriate standards for the construction,
mainfenance, and protection of adopted flood contro!l plans. Regulations
implementing these directives are found in California Code of Regulations (CCR}

Title 23, Division 1.

Area of Reclamation Board Jurisdiction
The adopted plan of flood control under the jurisdiction and authority of the

Reclamation Board includes the Sacramento and -San Joaquin Rivers and their
tributaries and distributaries and the designated floodways.

Streams regulated by the Reclamation Board can he found in Title 23 Section
112. Information on designated floodways can be found on the Reclamation
Board's website at http://frecbd.ca.gov/designated floodway/ and CCR Title 23

Sections 101 - 107.

Regulatory Process
The Reclamation Board ensures the integrity of the flood control system through

a permit process (Water Code Section 8710). A permit must be obtained prior to
initiating any activity, including excavation and construction, removal or planting
of landscaping within floodways, levees, and 10 feet landward of the landside CoF
levee toes. Additionally, activities located outside of the adopted. plan of flood
control but which may foreseeable interfere with the functioning or operation of
the plan of flood control is also subject to a permit of the Reclamation Board.

Details regarding the permitting process and the regulations can be found on the
Reclamation Board's website at http://recbd.ca.gov/ under “Frequently Asked
Questions” and "Regulations,” respectively. The application form and the
accompanying environmental guestionnaire can be found on the Reclamation

Board's website at http://recbd.ca.gov/forms.cim.

Application Review Process
Applications when deemed complete will undergo technical and environmental

review by Reclamation Board and/or Department of Water Resources staff,

Technical Review
A technical review is conducted of the application to ensure consistency with the

regulatory standards designed to ensure the function and structural integrity of
the adopted plan of flood control for the protection of public welfare and safety.
Standards and permitted uses of designated floodways are found in CCR Title 23
Sections 107 and Article 8 (Sections 111 to 137). The permit contains 12
standard conditions and additional special conditions may be placed on the
permit as the situation warrants. Special conditions, for example, may include
mitigation for the hydraulic impacts of the project by reducing or eliminating the
additional flood risk to third parties that may caused by the project.

Additional information may be requested in support of the technical review of
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your application pursuant to CCR Title 23 Section 8(b)(4). This information may
include but not limited to geotechnical exploration, soil testing, hydraulic or
sediment transport studies, and other analyses may be required at any time prior

to a determination on the application.

Environmental Review
A determination on an encroachment application is a discretionary action by the

Reclamation Board and its staff and subject to the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.).
Additional environmental considerations are placed on the issuance of the
encroachment permit by Water Code Section 8608 and the corresponding
implementing regulations (California Code of Regulations — CCR Title 23

Sections 10 and 16).

In most cases, the Reclamation Board will be assuming the role of a “responsible
agency” within the meaning of CEQA. In these situations, the application must
include a certified CEQA document by the “lead agency” [CCR Title 23 Section
8(b)(2)]. We emphasize that such a document must include within its project
description and environmental assessment of the activities for which are being

considered under the permit.

Encroachment applications will also undergo a review by an interagency G=2E
Environmental Review Committee (ERC) pursuant to CCR Title 23 Section 10. cont'd
Review of your application will be facilitated by providing as much additional
environmental information as pertinent and availabie to the applicant at the time

of submission of the encroachment application.

These additional documentations may include the following documentation:

California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Notification
(http://Awww.dfg.ca.gov/1600/),

Clean Water Act Section 404 applications, and Rivers and Harbors Section
10 application (US Army Corp of Engineers),

Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and

corresponding determinations by the respective regulatory agencies to the
aforementioned applications, including Biological Opinions, if available at the

time of submission of your application.

The submission of this information, if pertinent to your application, will expedite
review and prevent overlapping requirements. This information should be made
available as a supplement to your application as it becomes available.
Transmittal information should reference the application number provided by the

Reclamation Board.
In some limited situations, such as for minor projects, there may be no other

agency with approval authority over the project, other'than the encroachment
permit by Reclamation Board. In these limited instances, the Reclamation Board
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may choose to serve as the “lead agency” within the meaning of CEQA and in
most cases the projects are of such a nature that a categorical or statutory
exemption will apply. The Reclamation Board cannot invest staff resources to

prepare complex environmental documentation.
G-2E

Additional information may be requested in support of the envirecnmental review conttd
of your application pursuant to CCR Title 23 Section 8(b)(4). This information
may include biol sgical surveys or other environmental surveys and may be
required at anyti ne prior to a determination on the application.
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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 s
incorporated by reference in this General Plan Update and noted as the
requirement for any project that encroaches on an adopted flood control

plan.
Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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Letter H R
L0 w
Ce.L!FeRNIA élazmgg;q mezglocmo SNHAJE&A Northwest [nformation Center
HisToricAL CONTRAGOSTA  MONTEREY SANTA CRUZ fgggr;lﬂa S@te:)n|v5151w
RESOURCES LAKE NAPA SOLANO aurice Avenue
SAN BENITO SONOMA Rohnert Park, California 94928-3609
INFORMATION SAN FRANCISCO YOLO Tel: 707.664.0880 * Fax: 707.664.0890
SYSTEM E-mail: ieigh.jordan@sonoma,edu

April 13, 2007 File No.: 06-1298

R. Patrick Lowe, Deputy Director

Napa County REGEEVED

Department of Conservation, Development, and Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559 APR 167807
NAPACO. CONSERVATION

re: Napa County Draft General Plan and Draft EIR DEVELOPYENT i NG -

Dear Mr. Lowe:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Napa County Draft General Plan and Draft EIR. Below are the comments
from this office. If we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us at 707.664.0880 or

leigh jordan@sonoma.edu.
General Plan Policy CC-15:

“Significant cultural resources are archaeological sites that have the
potential to yield new information regarding prehistoric or historic
people and events” (page 155)

This policy does not address those cultural resources that are significant topeople for their intrinsic or traditional cultural

value, as opposed to their data potential. For example, a traditional gathering area or sacred location on the landscape may

meet National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) criteria for

eligibility, but yet not provide any new data potential. Data potential (Criterion D for the NRHP and Criterion 4 for the

CRHR) is only one of the four criteria of eligibility.

General Plan Policy CC-21: H-1P
The County supports continued research into and documentation
of the county's history and prehistory, and shall protect significant

cultural resources from inadvertent damage during grading,
excavation, and construction activities.

Action Item CC-21.1: In areas identified in the Baseline Data
Report as having a significant potential for containing significant
archaeological resources, require completion of a an archival study
and, if warranted by the archival study, a detailed on-site survey or
other work as part of the environmental review process.

DEIR MM 4.12-1:
MM 4.12.1 The County shall provide a policy in the General Plan that requires all
discretionary projects involving ground disturbing activity to comply with the
following standards;

 Retain the services of a qualified archaeologist to conduct archival
research and/or pre-construction cuitural resource investigations on sites H_2 E
identified as having cultural resource sensitivity in Baseline Data Report
Map 14-3, which may be updated from time to time.

Questions and comments as related to these sections stem from the use of the sensitivity maps. While understandably useful in
certain contexts, these maps become static representations based on minimal variables.
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»  MM4.12-1 states that the sensitivity determinations will derive from the 2005 report and that it “may be updated
from time to time” (page 4.12-18). It is recommended that the processes and timing for updating this information te
clearly outlined.

e Asstated in the DEIR, “This analysis consisted of GIS mapping involving the identificationof known cultural
resource sites and their relationship with soil conditions, slopes, elevation and distance to water features” (page 4.12-
9). It is unclear how this sensitivity study models historie-era archaeological resources. H-2E

* Inaddition, the map seemed to indicate higher sensitivity toward the lowlands. While this may be true overal, we  |cont'd
caution that large portions of upland environments nmy be categorically removed from potential review.

We recommend participating in our Project Review Program. The main advantage in this partnership is that it assists
planning department staff in their efforts to comply with CEQA in a manor that utilizs the most current database of cultural
resources information.

DEIR, Page 4.12-16, comments relating to discovery of human remains:

As of 30 September 2006, the Public Resources Code has been revised to comply with Assembly Bill 2641 (AB 2641) which | H-3E
amends Public Resource Code Sections 5097.91 and 5097.98 relating to Native American remains and burial grounds. It is
recommended that the DEIR be updated to reflect these changes in the Public Resource Code.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity tocomment on this Draft General Plan and Draft EIR. We appreciate the goals of
the County and look forward to working with you in the future to continue to identify and preserve the nosrenewable cultural
resources of our past.

If you have any questions pkase give us a call (707) 664-0880.

= Ij/,l_neer ly,

n hL/

Researchgr I

County of Napa
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LETTER H:

Response H-1 P:

Response H-2 E:

Response H-3 E:

BRYAN MUCH, CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM,
APRIL 13, 2007

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:

e 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
Cdalifornia 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.

Commenter is concerned that cultural resource sensitivity maps may
become statfic 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 Sectfion 4.12 (MM 4.12.1 and MM
4.12.2) are required to comply with all provisions of California Public
Resources Code Sectfion 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 idenfified
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 featfures) 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.

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.

County of Napa
December 2007
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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:

e Assembly Bill 2641 (AB 2641) establishes the Native American Heritage
Commiission (*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 Cdlifornia
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 fribes. 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 |
uils
“GINAPA COUNTY REGIONAL PARK
/ %;%%@PEN SPACE DISTRICT
i
Director Ward One Director Ward Two Director Ward Three Director Ward Four Director Ward Five
Harold Kelly Tony Norris Guy Kay Dave Finigan Myma Abramowicz

February 23, 2007

Honorable Chair Moskowite and Members of the Board
Napa County Board of Supervisors

1195 Third Street

Napa, CA 94559

RE:  Request for extension on comment time for the Draft County General Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Chair Moskowite and Members of the Board:

The Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District Board of Directors respectfully
requests that the Napa County Board of Supervisors extend the comment period on the
just-released Draft County General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report to from

60 to120 days.

The County Steering Committee and staff have been working for nearly two years to

develop these draft documents, and over this time have produced an impressive amount I-1E/P

of information as well as draft policies intended to serve as the County’s ptimary

planning document for the next 30 years. We do not believe we can adequately

understand what has been developed and provide thoughtful comments within the

currently-planned 60 day public review period.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Guy Kay

President, Board of Directors

Cc: Hillary Gitelman
County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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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.

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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Letter |

CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON

Administration Gateway to the Napa Valley

February 1, 2007 RECEIVED

Hillary Gitelman, Planning Director

o Ao FEB 0 5 2007
Department of Conservation, Development and Planning NAPACO. CONSERVATION
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPT.

Napa , CA 94559

SUBJECT: Napa County General Plan Update

Dear Hillary:

City of American Canyon staff have reviewed the 12/22/06 draft of the Napa County General
Plan Update, Agriculiural Preservation and Land Use Element. We find several inconsistencies
between the County’s proposed update and the City's current General Plan. This letter covers
our initial and immediate concern and requests an audience before the General Plan Advisory
Committee to raise this and additional issues.

A matter that the City would iike to bring to your attention is the following:

The City of American Canyon's current General Plan and the General Plan EIR, which were
adopted by the City Council in 1994, discusses and shows both a Sphere of Influence (SOI) and
an Urban Limit Line (ULL). The adopted plan and EIR state clearly that the area designated
within the ULL boundaries is the logical and orderly area for expansion of the City's boundaries.
The City's plan calls for accommodation of the various categories of land use in accordance
with the Land Use Plan Map, which designate industrial and Agricultural areas within the Urban
Limit Line area north and northeast of the city's current boundaries and SOL

Nevertheless, Napa County's General Plan Update document presents a map that shows a
proposed RUL fine for the City of American Canyon that clearly ends at the current City limits in
the northern portion of the City west of Highway 29. Policy Ag/LU-20 essentially states that J-1P
urban uses will only be located in already developed areas as they currently exist in 2006.
Policy Ag/LU-24 states the County will discourage developments outside of urbanized areas, yet
clearly intends to develop areas north of the City of American Canyon (and within the City's
adopted ULL) with industrial uses. Furthermore, the County’s map of the South County
Industrial Area in the proposed update to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element
incorporates areas within the City of American Canyon’s current city limits into the County’s
Generat Pian for the areal None of the maps or policies recognize or take into consideration the
City of American Canyon's existing General Plan. This is highly confounding to the City of
American Canyon staff and council.

The October 2003 Agreement between the County of Napa and the City of American Canyon in
fact recognizes (by both parties) that the City seeks to finalize its ultimate Rural/Urban Boundary
based upon the boundaries set forth in the City's General Plan adopted in 1994,

300 Crawford Way, American Canyon, CA 94503 + (707) 647-4360 » FAX (707) 642-1249 + cityhall@ci.american-canyon.ca.us

LEON GARCIA JOAN BENNETT DON CALLISON CINDY COFFEY ED WEST

Mayor Vice Mayor Conncilmember Councilmember Councilmember
County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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Napa County GP update letter, p. 2

The citizens and City Council of the City of American Canyon are very concerned that the

County is ignoring its needs for stable and realistic economic development, as well as a logical

and orderly expansion of the City's boundaries consistent with its General Plan. Many policies in J-1P
our respective General Plans and agreements state that our agencies will work together to | cont'd
resolve our issues, and the City certainly looks forward fo that occurring in the very near future.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (707) 647-4519.

Wa<o

Rich Ramirez, City Manager

copies:  Mayor Garcia and councilmembers
Bill Ross, City Attorney
Nancy Watt, County CEO
Sandra Cleisz, Interim Planning Director
Robert Weil, Public Works Director
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LETTER J:

Response J-1 P:

RICH RAMIREZ, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON — CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE,
FEBRUARY 1, 2007

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
infent 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.

County of Napa
December 2007
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Letter K UL 1R LBEZ

CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON

Administration Gateway 1o the Napa Valley

March 13, 2007

Harold Moskowite, Chairman
Board of Supervisors

County Administration Building
1795 Third Street, Suite 310
Napa, CA 94550

Dear Chairman Moskowite,

On behalf of the City Council of the City of American Canyon, the City requests
an extension on the comment period for the County's Draft General Plan
Update.

As you know, the City is somewhat disadvantaged since we did not have a City
appointee on the County General Plan Advisory Committee that reviewd the draft
plan. This no doubt can explain in large measure why the Draft General Plan
had a number of omissions and inconsistencies with respect fo the City's
adopted General Plan. Chief among the City's concems are:

A. The Draft County General Plan Maps CIR1 and SAF1 failed to label the
City 'of American Canyon as part of the County of Napa. Instead the
County maps locate Vallejo where American Canyon is actually located. If K-1P
leR unaltered, these maps could send the wrong message to the people of
American Canyon and the rest of Napa. County. Piease take action 1o
place the City of American Canyon on the subject maps and remove the
reference to the City of Vallejo, in Solano County.

B. The County General Plan Advisory Commitiee has improperly labeled the
location of the ulimate northern City boundary by moving the County’s
Rural Urban Limit Line (RUL — sometimes referred to as an ULL) south of
Fagan Creek. The northern limit of the City has always been identified as
Fagan Creek, This location was made clear as early as May 23, 1991,
when LAFCO made the mandatory findings relevant to Government Code K-2P
Section 56375.1 and identified-the City's ‘hofthém boundary 28 baing
consistent with, "...the Spheré of influence (S0} of the Américan Canyon
Water District (ACCWD)." The location of the ACCWD SO line was
Fagan Creek. (See the attached LAFCO Map of the former ACCWD and
page 11 or the Resolution of:LAFCO forming the City of Amietican
Canyon).

360 Crawford Way, American Canyon, G4 94503 « (707) 647-4360 - FAX (707) 642-1249 = cityhall @ci.american-canyon.ca.us

LEON GARCEA JOAN BENNETT DOR CALLISON CINDY COFFEY ED WEST
Mayor Vige Movor Counclimember Cowncilmember Conneilmember
Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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C. To reaffirm the Gity's ulimate northern boundary, the City adopted a
General Flan in 1984 sefting the RUL (ULL) at Fagan Creek. The City has
spent the last 14 yeats successfully implementing the approved plan fo
reach this boundary.

D. Ir October of 2003, the County acknowledged the City's northem
boundary as Fagan Creek with its adoption of the “Housing Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) between the County of Napa and the City of
American Canyon.” The document in several locations identifies the City’s
northern boundary as Fagan Creek as depicted in the City's approved
General Plan. Specifically, the MOU indicates:
¢ " .the City seeks to finalize its ultimate Rural/Urban Boundary

based upon the boundaries set forth in the City's General Plan
adopted in 1994 in order to. provide adequate residential,
commercial and industrial land for the City's current and planned

development.”

° The docurnent goes on fo indicate:
« . the County would incorporate the Gity's RUL {ULL) line as part
of its General Plan...that the mutual adoption of a RUL fine” .
Section 12 of the MOU provides that the “County agrees to support K-2pP
the City's efforts to include parcels inside its adopted RUL (ULL) cont'd

line...”

Based on the above, the County General Plan Advisory Committee should
have understoad the location of the City's RUL: instead, the County's
General Plan Advisory Committee unilaterally moved the County RUL
(ULL) line south of Fagan Creek. To the best of the City's knowledge, we
were never formally consulted in advance that such a move was being
considered by tha County’s Advisory Committee. in addition to extending
the comment period, we are requesting the County return its RUL (ULL) to
the historical City ultimate northern limit line, Fagan Creek.

E. The Ciy is further perplexed over the County's altempt to take the Hess
property (located in the City's RUL east of Highway 29) out of the City's
RUL. Specifically, the City's Agricultural designation in-its Land Use
Elernent of the General Plan makes a much stronger commitment than the
County's draft “Industrial Reserve-overay-with-an-Agricultural-twist.” The
City’s General Plan land designation clearly does not permit any other
type of land use unlika that envisioned in the County Draft Plan. In light of K-3P
the uncertainties surrounding thé "Transitional” designation (e.g. Napa
Pipe controversy), we believe that the County should- reclassify the
properdy -as Agriculfural with no reference to Industrial Reserve,
Transitional,” or any other permitied uses except agriculture, and replace
the property as part of the City's RUL.

b

gountybof I;Iapa Napa County General Plan Update
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. With respect to the Napa Pipe debate, the County Advisory Committee
.appears 1o have placed an extremely large urban area on the boundary of
the City of Napa without consulting the Mayor and City Council of the City
of Napa. Further, the City of Napa should be concemed over the stated
need to place intense residential urbanization on the border of the City of
Napa so as to cure, as we undersiand, the job-housing imbalance created
by the County's rapid industrial development of lands rorth of Fagan
Creek. Such an action is not wamanted given the already established
MOU with the City of American Canyon related to affordable housing (see
the attached MOU with American Canyon). K-4E/P

We would Urge the County fo return the Napa Pipe property- o an
industrial designation unitil an agreement with the City of Napa Is reached
as to what exactly should occur on the subject property. Instead of
designating Napa Pipe as a “Transitional Zone" to cure the unmet housing
needs of the County, the County should continue to work collaboratively
with both the City of Napa and the City of American Canyon on related
housing matters. The purpose of the collaboration is to meet new housing
demands created by the hundreds of thousands of square feet of industrial
facilities being approved for construction in the unincorporated County
{North of Fagan Creek). Again, we would urge the County not to
designate the Napa Pipe iand as “Transitional’.

G. To assist the County further in having the draft plan better reflect the
needs and concems of the City of American Canyon, attached are a
series of comments that were made to your Planning Director, Ms. Hillary
Gitelman, during the Joint meeting of the City's Open Space Advisory
Commitiee and the Parks and Recreation Commission. The comments K_5P
relate fo how the County is approaching the draft General Plan as it 3
pertains to the City of Ametican Canyon. We wouid ask that you modify
the Draft Plan to reflect the concerns of the City's Open Space Advisory
Board and Parks and Recreation Commission.

Finally, we acknowledge that the current relations af the policy level between the
City and the County are strained. The existing condition is due in large measure
to unilateral moves by the County’s General Plan Advisory Committee to modify
the City's ultimate northern border and by the Cily's action to further condition
water “Will Serve” lefters refated to south County industrialization. We befieve

much of the tension will be mitigated by two actions: K-6P
1) The County acknowledges the City's Northern City Boundary as
designated by LAFCO In 1991 and the 2003 MOU and return the
County's RUL to Fagan Creek.
3
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2) The County supports intervention by LAFCO (as provided for in
Government Code 561333) to establish reasonable principals for
extending water service by the City io the industrial lands the
County desires to develop north of Fagan Creek. K-6P

Supporting LAFCO’s action with respect to 561333 will provide assurances to the contd

County it will be able to implement its General Plan vis-a-vis the industrialization

of the area norih of Fagan Creek. Likewiss, the above action would pave the

way for the City to finalize implementation of its adopted General Plan.

Based on the above, we would ask that the County extend the comment period
60-days and during this period correctly replace the County RUL at Fagan Creek.
In the event the County refers any matter related to the draft General Plan back K_7E/P
1o the General Plan Advisory Committee, we request the County appoint a City
representative to the Commitiee before the Committee acts on the draft General

Plan.

Most Sincerely,

LM Eravads

Leon Garcia
Mayor

Attachments

C: Mayor & Council
Mayor Jack Gingles of Calistoga
Brian Kelly, LAFCO Public Member
General Plan Steering Committee Members:

Peter McCrea, Chair Guy Kay
Tom Andrews, Vice-Chair Carol Kunze
George Bachich Carole Meredith
Debra Blodgett Beth Painter
Mary Ellen Boyet Carol Poole
John Mark Chappellet Jeff Reichel
Stephen Cuddy Brad Simpkins
Tom Gamble Stuart Smith
Michael Haley Robert Torres
Jim Hendrickson Duane Wall
Conrad Hewitt

4

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

3.0-107



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

A3/14,2087 11:28 NO.111  pa@ar

City of American Canyon
Communily Services Depariment

PARKS & COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMISSION
& OPEN SPACE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SPECIAL JOINT MEETING
Tuesday, March 6, 2007

COMMENTS REGARDING NAPA COUNTY'S DRAFT GENERAL PLAN
PROVIDED MY MEMBERS OF THE PARKS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
COMMISSION AND THE OPEN SPACE ADVISORY COMMITTEE AFTER
HILLARY GITELMAN'S PRESENTATION

Commitiee Member Barty Christian asked if the General Plan could bé adopted
by a simple majority of the Board of Supetvisor and if the technical studies were
included on the compact disc. He also asked about the emata to the draft EIR
which shows corrections and changes made to the EIR since it was published. He | |« gp/p
suggested that the membership of the General Plan Steering Commitiee be
changed to add one or to representatives from American Canyon prior fo the next
“round” of deliberations. It was noted that American Canyon does not have
repréesentation on the County General Plan Steering Committee.

Commission Chair Matthew Plate stated that the Agriculiural Element has
something specifically in the Genetal Plan regarding Hess Vineyards. R proposes
that the vineyards. can be developed into industrial and he wondered where that
came from and what the rational s, Converting the vineyards to an industrial area
takes away the rural character of the City of American Canyon and would be a
visual impediment.

K-9P

Commission Chair Matthew Plate indicated that the Agricultural Element says
that when agricultural land is developed that housing needs to be addressed, but it
doesn't talk about transportation to and from the housing being addressed. The | K-10P
housing creates traffic that impacts all of our citizens.

Commission Chair Matthew Plate indicated that one thing missing from the
General Plan is American Canyon representation. American Canyon needs the
help of the County in order to make the City a sustainable city. We need fo have a
Town Center and we need heip from the County to do that. We need to be able to
cross Highway 29 and we need for Highway 29 not be an impediment to our City
which it is right now. Those types of things are not addressed in the General Plan, | K-11P
but those are the types of things we need from the County. The City General Plan
has a re-use goal for the landfill. Nothing about the fandfill is addressed in the
County General Plan. It would be helpful if things like re-use of the landfill and
access to Napa River were addreéssed in the County General Plan. The landfill is
in the County, not tha City.

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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Commission Chair Matthew Plate asked about the inclusion of Clarke Ranch in
the Rural Urban Limit Line (RUL) due to development restrictions. He also had a
guestion about the possibility of Clarke Ranch and Newell Open Space being | K-12P
included in the City limits but oufside the RUL, A map in the General Plan shows
Clarke Ranch being open to the public, but it is not open fo the public.

Commission Chair Matthew Plate stated that there were maps in the General
Plan that were telling that the review of the Plan was not done by somgone with
any familiarity with American Canyon. Two maps CIR1 and SAF1 label the City of K-13P
American Canyon-as Vallgjo.

Commisgion Chair Matthew Plate indicated that he represented American
Canyon on the County Parks and Open Space Commitiee and he noticed that the
County doesn't have any parks in the unincorporated areas to support the
residents in those urban bubbles. The County hasn’t dedicated any resources to | K-14P
those residents. Thera should be funds for tot lots for the resident's children to
have a place to play and funds for sports fields and other recreational activities.

Commissioner Victor Rivera explained that he believes that the extension of
Newell Drive js also crucial to the traffic circufation for Napa County. The City gets K-15E/P
an enormous amount of non-resident traffic coming through Arnerican Canyon.

Comrnissioner Victor Rivera felt that it would ba betier o underestimats the
growth in vineyard acreage rather than over estimate it. Wine grapes are now
being grown in many other areas that Napa has to compete with. At what pointdo | K-16P
wa saturate the market? There are quality of life issues related fo the industry
such as traffic.

Commissioner Victor Rivera also asked about the ABAG growth projections. He
commented on the number of people that do not live in Napa County but drive to | K-17E/P
or through Napa County.

Committee Member Novak asked how he could obtain the input given by
Arerican. Ganyon residents during the initial County General Plan Update public
workshops.

K-18P

Committee Vice-Chair Stanfield said that it was very telling that some maps in
the General Plan show the invisibility of American Canyon. If plans are being
made in the County with our City as invisible there is obviously a problem. Also,
the lack of representation from American Canyon is a problem. He wrged the | < 19p
Board of Supervisors and City staff to remedy the lack of American Canyon
representation on the General Plan Steering Committee immediately. As with all
things there are established interests with power and emerging interests that try to
get attention and in some ways we are the latter. We are now the 'second largest
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City in the County so presumably it is time to open the door for representation to K-19P
the County. cont'd

Committase Member Barry Christian asked if tha County's proposed RUL plan
for the City of American Canyon came from the Steering Committee or County |[K-20P

staff.

Commission Member Rivera feels that there should be a strong recommendation
to alter the County's proposed RUL and expand the City’s Sphere of Influence as | K_21E/P
well as comect traffic issues by having the Newell Drive extension go to Green
Island Road, which will require County assistance.

Resident Pam Konoval was concemed about the City being expected to continue

to provide sewer and water services to areas that the County doesn’t want in the K-22P
City’s RUL or Sphere of nfluence.
3
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CERTIFIED COPY

RESOLUTION NO. _91-18

RESOLUTIOR OF THE NAPA COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
MAKING DETERMINATIONS

AMERTCAN CANYOR TNCORPORATION

WHEREAB, a petition of the AMERICAN CANYON INCORPORATING

COMMITTEE proposing a Reerganization of cextain described terrifory

was duly filed cn February 13, 1990 with the Exegutive Officer of th

I\

Napa County Local Agency Formation Commissien, hersafter relerrsd to

as “the Commission”, together with supporting docunents reguired by

the rules and requlations of the Cowmission: and

WHEREAS, the Petiticn for Reorganization proposed to

incorporate the Community of American Canyon 2s 2 general ‘law city,

the merger of the American Canyon County Water District intc the naw

city, epd the establishment of the American Canyon Fire Protection

District 2s a suhsidiary district of the new city, and is hersafter

referred to as "the Proposal®: and,

WHEREAS, said proposal was filed with the Executive 0fficer

in acceordance with provisiens of the cortese/Knoa¥ Lecal Gudverrment

Reorganizaticn Act of 1985, as amended, (Title 5, Division 3,

conmencing with Ssetiem 55000 of the cCalifornia Government Codel,

hereefter —eferred to as the "Cortase/Knox Act': and,

KHEREAS, the American Canyon County Water District ia izs

“r oy

Resoclution #601, Sated Mey 8, 19%0 reguested the Commissign tc epprowv

the propesa

sEEYTYV

including the integration of existing gevernmental

|-

ices into the pew Qity; and
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e. The American Canyon Incorporaticn proposal will prémote
the construction of additional housing, incliuding affcrdatle
housing, needed to accommedate future new residents
resulting from the plannsd industrial development within the
Hapa County hiirpert Industrial Area Specific Plan and from
the area's general over all development.
f. Future development within the American Canyon Community
could provide the Community with needed and varied shopping
facilities thereby reducing vehicle txips to outlying
communities,
5. The American Canyon Incorporation will allow residents
and property owners to have self determination and local
contrel over land use matters and public service needs.
WHZREAS, the ¢ommission, in accordance with Califernia
Gavernment Code Section 56375.1, made the following findings and

determinations:

th

(1) The Amended Proposal is consistent with the intent o
the Cortese/Knox Local Government Reorganization Act of 2585
including, but not limited vo the pclicies centazined in
California Government Code Sections 558001, 36200, S5301, and
.56377; and

(2) The Amended Proposal is consistent with the sphere of
influence of the American Cenyon County Water District, the
Amsricen Canyon Fire Protection Distric:, and County Service

JArea No. 1i; and,

County of Napa
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American Canyon County Water District

B e

Nof to Suady
Forsary 2007
Legend Prapared gy K5/T1.G
O ACCWD ACCID's jurisdivtional boundary [ @
isdicti ; and sphare of influgnce deplered Hiemst
higadpngpt Bamdny are GIS-based recreations of an i |
ACCWD original 40"x42” map wvailable LAFCO of Naga County
Sphere of Influence for vigwing at the LAFCO office. 1760 Bl Sibuct Suite 568
Napl, CA 94559
(707) 259-8645
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Napa County Agreetnent No, é/'-ﬂ
American Canyon Agreement No, il

AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF NAPA
AND
THE CITY QF AMERICAN CANYON

This Agreement ("Agrocmient”) is entored info md effective as of OL’&*-“",, 2003 (the
“elfective oais”) by and betwesn: the Comnty of Napa, a political subdivision of the sinte of
Celifornia ("Commty") and the Cify of American Canyon, a municipal corporating ("City").

WHERFAS, the parties recognize the importance of agricultursl preservation and open
space in Napa Countty and desire to preserve agrienthwal lands in Napa Cotmty sc as to maintaty
& viable agriculture-based ecoromy, preserve open spaee, prevent wbam spawl, and direct
rowith and development into oities and to irplement the planned develofiment of the City; and,

WHEREAS, the parfies acknowlsdge the mtent of Coumty Measwres A and J 4o
coneenfrate urban towdst and reteil developoient in existing cities, the City General Plan policy
of ereating an epen space boundery around City development and+to work fopether coopersativaly
through the Napa County Leagus of Governments (™NCLOG") to address the parties® mutuai
preservetion end development goals: and,

WHEREAS, in’ order to meot the Cowrty Regional Housing Needs Determingtion,
{"REIND") from the Association of Bay Area Governments ("ABAG" fior affordable housing for
the 19992006 housing cycle and in order to achieve ceriificsfion of its bousing slement from the
California Department of Honsing and Cormmuonity Development ("HCD?), the County desires to
treosfer a pordon of #e REND allocation to the City, incinding housmg for very low, low,
modetate imd shove moderaté income househiolds; and,

WHEREAS, City seeks to finalize its uliimate Rural/Urbin Boundary based upon tho
boundaries set forth in the City's Géneral Plan adopted in 1994 in order 4o provide adéquate
residential, commercial and industrial land for the City’s curent and planped davelopment; smd,

WBEREAS, the pirfies recognize that housing and ather forms of uthan development
8T8 0TS Appropriate when creaved and maintained within current and firtore City limits; and;

WHEREAS, the Jeff Baitd Study conclnded i the Spring of 2003 indicated fhat City
presently has sufficient affordsble hosing capscity to cover a pottion of County’s RAND
alloestion; and,

WHEREAS, City is willing to assist County in mesting its affordable housing
obligations in exchange for the Cownty’s support of the Sphers of Inflience (“$Q17)
Amepdments and Annexafions specified in this Agreement and their completion. by the Mapa:
Comnify Local Agency Formation Commission (TAFCO™ and other valinble considérasion,

County of Napa
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City-County Housing Agresinent 2003
Page 2 of-11 '

meluding the finslization. of the Rural Urban Timit Line, identified as the "City Urban Limit
Ling" in the City's 1594 Geperal Plan (hersafter *RUL Line"); snd,

WHEREAS, the parties acknowledge that the of:ljgations by this Agreement shall notin
any way adversely affect the existing HCD-certified City General Plan Housing Element.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS;

The parties will comply with the Agreement ferms and respousibilities, which are sat
forth in three phasges consisting of three fime perieds, The thres phases are: Phase I~ Short Taros
{from the Agreément effective daté uutil June 30, 2006) ~ also referred o as the “Phase I housing
cycle™; Phase 1T — Mid Term (Ruly 1, 2006 mmitl Fune 30, 2013) — also referred fo a5 the “Phase I
housing-aycle”;, and Phase I Long Term {July 1, 2013 mfil Juns 30, 2020) ~ also referred to as
the “Phass I bousing cycle.” The parfies intend 1 coordinate. the fransfer of affordable units for
the defined housing cyoles, The beginning dates of Phiase X or Phase IIT may be adjusted based
upon the actusl start dete of each subsequent HCD Housing cycle by wiitten agreement of the
partiss,

PHASE I: SHORT TERM (Agreement effective date to June 30, 2006)

L Iransfer OF Unjtz; ABAG Acceptancer Update of Housing Elements. The parties

agres to obtain ABAG spproval for the transfer of three mmdred ninety-foor (394) affordable
housing units from the County's' RHND allocation to the City in the cwrent housing oycle, to
vpdats the County Housing Element, and to work together to preserve aprioultursl lands and
open space in the County and City while directing growth and development into citfes.

a Reallocation Presented To ABAG: The parties agree that on or before
November 30, 2003, they will presest to ABAG = joint proposal to transfer a portion of

County's RHND aflocation to the City, consisting of three mmdred nfnety-fonr (394) units
of affordable housing from the Comnty's REND allocation o the City, OF the thres.
hundred nipety-four unite (394), one hundred fifty-three (153) units will be in the very
low and low incoms category, ong hundred seventsen (117) mits will be in the modesate
ineome category, and ons hundred twenty-fotr (124) umits will be in the above moderate
innompicategory.

; R 52 Upon ABAG
acct:ptance of ﬂ:m pmposed trausfer of Comty’s RBIND B]lcmahon, the parties will injtiate
the amendment of thelr respective Housing Elenients in compliance with all laWS
including conducting smy public hesings, onvironmental reviews and related
requirements as may bs set forth in federzl, state, aod local laws and reguiations and this
Agreement.” The City will initiate Such amendment of its cnrent Housing Blement only if
it i3 cledtly reuuired by epplicabls law, City Is aware that County is attempting to enfer
fute an Agreement/Memorandtm of Understanding with the City of Népa for the transfer
of a portion of County's REIND allocation to the Cily of Napa, and Cotuty is swars and
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seknowledges.that the current City Housing Flement bas beert cexfified by HCD, Asa
condition precedent fo the reqnirement that the Covmty, and the City if necessaxy, uidate
their respective Housing Elements, ABAG must first accept the proposed reallocation of
mits ftom the County to the City and t6 the City of Naps. In the event that ABAG
socepts transfer of County's REND allocation to one city bt not o the other, this
Agreement shall become ol znd void and of no foree and affect.

& LAFCQ Agproval As Conditlon Precedent To Reallocation; HCD. Cervifieation of

Houging Elemerds, The parties acknowledge arid agree. that LAFCO's approval of the
curzent apphcanm to amend City's SOL a3 more partionlarly set forth i Apgreement
Pamgraph 2 is & condifion precedent fo the City's scceptence of mn additional three
htmdred ainety four (394). units of affordsble housing within the City's jurisdictionnl
Yimits, as deseribed in Agreement Paragraph 2. ¥ prior to HCD certification of the
pasties' housing slements, LARCO tejetts even one of the carrent applicafions to amend
City's SOT, thiz Agresment shall basomes tll znd void and of no force and effect.

d, pal Az Co Citv Am

parties fimther acknowledge and agres that LAFCO s approvat of the cu::rmt apphcanons
1o gmend Chty's SOT as set forth in Agreemnent Paragraph 3 is 2 prerequisits o Ciiy’s
acceptance of an additional three hundred nmaty-four {394) unifs of affordable houging
within the City’s jurdsdictional Umits as deseribed in Agreememt Paragraph La. and of
spproving an amended Housing Element, if necessary. The City- Council will only
consider formal amesdment of its Housing Elemest, if necessary, if LAFCO approves the
current, applications to amend Cly's SOF as st foxth in Pargraph 2. . FLARCO docs not
aprrove all of the fhxee SOI amendments, then City shall bave no. obligation to teke
action. to accept the additional affordable housing units described or consider and approve
en amended Housing Fiement. The County vinderstands that the City expects fo mnex:
thess lands ag soon 28 possible, rnd will support the City’s efforts in that regard before
LAFCO. Ithxtynnd:mtandsﬂmtztwﬂHskaumchnsgomthefaxshmng
ag:ﬂam.,m and prezoming. requived priot to formal amsxation. Both Parfies agres that
time i3 of the essence in ammexing thess parcels, and thet ennexsfion is a condition
precedeat to the City’s participation in Phase IL

part(es ackmw]adge, and a.gree that in ﬂm event that ABAG m}ects the proposedﬁansfer
of wnits or in the event FICD rejects cartification of the Covnty's updated Housing
Element or the City’s updated Honsing Element, if necessary, or the updated Housing
Element of the. City of Napa, this Apreement shafl become mull and void and of no fores
and effeot at the option of sither party.

£ Future RENTY Allncgtion.  The parties asknowledge and agres thai this
Agreement is not intended to, and shall not, in any manner be used to change the baseline
for the City’g fistore Regiomal Housing Needs Asseccments (FRIINAY) or REMD,

Housing HenmtCity of Am. Cayn Aget!
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£ The parfics agree to commence negotintion by March 15, 2004, in order fo agree
by the end of Fhase 1 oa an allocation schedule for any of fhe units desciibed in
Agresment Paragraph 1.4, not yet constructed by the énd of Phase L )

2 Sphers Of Infinence Amendients Apd Adverations.

& . County agrees to support, before LARCO, the following SOI amendments of the
City which ere pending before LAFCO, ag-well is subsequent annexations of the designated teal
propetly subject to the SOI amendments. The areas are depicted im Bxhibit “4” which s
attached and made part of thic Agreement by reference.

1).  American Canyon Road-Flosden Road Area (Napa Coumty Assessor
Parcel Number 059-040-054) consisting'of approximately 45 aores, for nss primarily as a
sehaol site by the Napa Unified School Distriet in the City,

2).-  Green Island Road Industrial Arex, codsisting of approximately 300 acres
(Napa Connfy Assessor Percel Mumbers: 057-090-080; 057-130-001 through 057-130-
G03; 038-030-042; 058-070-05; €58-070-007: 058-070-019:through §38-070-025; 058-
070-027; 058-090-007; 058-330-002; and 038-330-004 through 058-330-009), after pre-
zoning by the City, for general of Hghi-industrisl nse, ' '

k3N _Tht_:‘ama, known as the "Eumlmms Crove” condisiing of the City’s
Wasirwater Tremiment. Plant apd 2 residual arée of approyimately 100 scres (Nepa
County Assessor Peires] Numbers 058-030-0535 and 058-030-056).

. b City and Comiy agree 10 negonate and eppeove a Master Tax-sharing asreement
relative to the 80 amendments desczibed in Agreement Paragraph 2.4, prior to March 15, 2004,

e, City will pre-zone the parcels fn the above referenced SOIs, if required, and take
all other stgps vecessary for formal anpexation prior to the end of Phast L. County agrees to
support the snnexation of those parcels, when presentsd o LAFCO for approval. The parties-
agree that armexafion of the above referenced parcels is & condition precedemt o the City
participating in Phase 11,

3. Code Epforcempor. Loe parocs agree to work cooperatively to address cods

enfbroement probler areas on City's perimeter, including jvakyard use parmit violations, elean

- up of the Bucatypms Grove (Nzpa Counfy Assessor Parcel Nembers 058-030-055 and 058-030-
056), and cock fighting, releted issues. The.paties agree o momitor the progress of -code
enforeement sffoits with qoacterly eview meetings. i

4, - Hee A g i ices. 'The pertiss mgres fo-adopt, by
Deogiber 31, 2003, a special proparty tax/fes shaning agreement for five services provided by the -
American Canyon Fire Protection Disttet, I cooperstion with the Nupa County Fire
Depariment,. which contracis with the Califorbia Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to-
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provide fire protection services, all relating fo the southem portions of the Afport Indunstrial
Area, a5 set forth in the 1986 County Altport ndusirial ‘Arsa Specifie Plan and a3 identified in
Exbibit "B", attached, which is incorporated by this reference,

5. Cousty Servicss Yo Awerledn Canven. Ciy and Counly agree io explore areas in
which County' services will e provided in the City, similar to the menner in which library
services were extonded to the City...

6 Low Income Housiug Project. 'The parties apree to wark with the nonprofit housing
community o build one or more joint low-fncome (inchiding senior) housing projects using the
parti=¢’ respective housing trust fimd monies within the City on property owned or controlled by
the City.

7. Exiepsion Of Devlin Road. Counfy sgress to extand Devlin Road fo Green Island
Road, as contained in Exhibit"D” which is atiached and incorporated by thia refersnce snd
- consigtent with Countv's Transportetion Phasing Plan,

8, Park Ard Oupeén Snsce Azency. The parties agres to support the creation of 2 joiat
power apthorily Park-and Open Space Agency ("Agency™), and will exploze the possibility of
wordng in’ conjunction ‘with offier cities, A Park and Open Space Advisory. Committee
("Advisory Cotmittee®) shafl be esteblithed for the pmrposs of areating the Agency, with.Cty
having representation on ssid Advisory Cominitize, The goals of the Agency shull include the
pressrvation of open space for public aceess, envirdnmenital protéetion and sgrictittmsl uses, and
the provision of permansnt open space around tHe City. The parties will request that the

+ Advisory Comntnittee consider a mnge of potontial revezve-generafing nses to help fmd the
Ageney. This planning protess will ks place in conjungtion with the County®s General Plan
Update and will identify arsas and/or parcels that will be considered for potential agriculiize,
conservation, parks and/or open space Yses. The parics agree that any lands within the, City’s
proposed RUL Line, s determined consisteat with the provistons of Agreement Paragraph 19,
will not be included in any Open Space Agency jurisdiction, without City comsext, except those
Izamds thet eve abovethe 15% slope line as identified in Bxhibit “C™,

9. o jhility’ tud; UC Compositi

a, Compatibifity Zove I3 Study: The perties agres to conduct a joint study to
determine the appropristc boundaries for Afrport Land Uss Commismsjon (“AEUCT)
Compsiibility Zoves D and E in #nd around the Ciiy. The parties agree to onordingte the Hming
of . the-joint Sudy with the Ciiy’s specific plan planning process for the Oat Eill Ares, The
parties recognize that the ALUC Is a stute crested agency anthorized by state law to prepere,
exnerid ahd approve the Afrport Land Uso Compaiibility Plan. - In condncting the joirt sindy, the
pertiss acknowledge and agres fo work with the ATTUC to the extent mthorized and required by
lawe. The parties further recognizs that the ALUC is un independent agency created by state law
and that the findings of the joint study wonld not be binding on the ALUC,

Housing Sloment/City of Am_Coyn_ Agmitf
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b. ALUC Composition: County agrees that upon requast fom both the City and the
City of Napa, and 1o fhe extent suthorized by law, County will consider modificaticns fo the
compositian of the ALUC o include represepiation from both the. City of Nape and ihe Chiy,
The parties recognize that the method of rsconfignring the ALUIC is set forth in the Publis
Utilities Cods section 21670 et seq,

10.  Land For Fuinre Affordable Housing Needs/Adopfion Of 4 Ciiv RUL Line. The
parties agree that as part of thé sharing/transfer of postion(s) of County's REIND altoeations in the
Phase Il housing cyele, the parties will identify areas oulside the City that could be nsed for suck
purposes ag described balow.

2 ’ or Affardable ing Needs: . The parties recopnize that jamd
should be set eside t0 moet fime affordable housing feeds; and that County may make
futove requests that its REIND allocetion(s) in fime rycles (other, than, the current cycle
ending Ttie 30, 2006) be trensfarred to City. In-the event thet Coumty requests fransfar of
its REIND sfloestions in fiture cycles, the perties agree to injtiate a planning process that
éxamines fands adjacent fo City's boundaries (which'may or may not jnchude agriculiwral

Jands) to determrine if such lands have the capahbility o, and should, be set asids. for
affordable hovsing, This planning process shell ke place in conjunetion with the.
Courty’s Gemersl Plan update and will identify parcels that will be considered for
poteatial housing in concert with an overall County agricultural conservation, paik, end

open space plan,

b, The basis for the City's RUL Lins is from its adopted 1994 General Plan: Blowever,

tha land owned by Hess Collection Wiaery and curently in active agricultnre] use (APN
057-090-065) will not be included within City’s RUL Lire,

D] City R 3 i Lrecedant Foy- ion in Phase IT:
Prior to the City agreeing to.any transfers fom the County for their RENA or REND in
PheseTL, both parties must agres. to & City RUL Line, as provided in this Agresmen
Paragraph 10. Bt i ondersioad that the County would incorporate the City’s RUL Line ag
pét of its General Plan Update, if timely accomplished or by edoption of an, Qrdinemes
contirming the City RUL Line prior to Jone 30, 2006, The parties further acknowledge
and agrse that the mufvel adoption of a RUL Lins as described in {his Apreement
parngraph is & condition precedsut to the City’s scoeptance of any additionsl housing unit:
trmsfers from the County as may be required duriiig Phase IT,

& i . Li indi V.. The County is not obligated to
approve iny subsequent change by the City of the RUL Line described In Agresshent
Paragraph 10.b. enid c., imless it slects to do so, Axy subseqment change in the City RUL
Line by the City may anly be accomibshed by 4 4/5vote of the City Counci],

a, Sharing Of Cost: Showld any lands turrently in the unincorporatad areas of the
Cougty be mnexed by City for the mrpose of mesfing future afordshle housing nesds in

Housing Bl=megt/City of Am. Chyn-Agmt/
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fiture cycles as provided in Agreement Paragrsph 10.a, the parties agree t0 develop an
equiisble poaster property tax -exchange - agrcesent fo be implemented ‘st the time
annexstiens ocour in order to compensete City foi any increased cost in the provision of
services associated with Czty’s assumption 6f additional housing nits the County may
ask the City to.absorb in fotmre RHND allocation cycles. Said master propety tax
sxchangs agreement shall be ﬁmhzedbyMarch 15,.2004, 6r by later date if munuslly

agrsed to by the parties,

11, Extension Of Flogden Road. County agress to suppoxt the extension of Flosden Road to
Green Tsland Road, coniinwing to Kelly Road, ag part of its General Plan updats, i such
extension is congistent with the findings of the Napa Comgly Transportation Planning Ageny,

PHASE I: MID-TERM (Fuky 1, 2006 wntil June 30, 2013)
During Phase T, the parties agree to the following:

12, Housing Unifs Provided Te County Bv Gify: In the svent that Comty requests
addtional honsing mnts be transferred to the City, City will have sole discretion in identifying

 the location’ and menner in which those housing units ere to be provided fo the Couxty, i at all..

13, Airpert Indnstifal Ares The parties will explore the possibility of sither creating &
Jjoint powers authority betwesn City, Couniy end the, City of Naps, or of entexing into a
mamatandum of understanding between said jurisdictions for the purpose of addressing the
fiztare of the Afrport Indusirial Area and its impacts 1pon the various juzisdictions,-

14.  Scenie Wighwav 29 Coryidox. The parties will explors the possibility of jointly
developing a “Scemic Fighway 20 Corridor” plan within their respective jurisdictons to dsvelon

he Highway 29 Comidor in 2 comprehetsive and aesﬂmeﬁcaﬂy pleamgmanner
15, g ; cels Wi The Ch ins cluded

I&A.mmmmm.gﬂm Comty agress to Sllppmthﬂ City’s effors to include
parcels insids its adepted RUL Line putsuant to Agresment Patagraph - A0 to be included in 7
revised SOI if City sovess to accept additionat housmg 1nits on Covnty's behalf as set forth in
Agreement Paragraph 12, Such action will be teken prior to the end of Phase 70,

PHASE IE: LONG TERM (Yuly 1, 2015 untd June 30, 2020)

During Phase T, the parties agree t6 the following:

16, . Future e Anmexgtion Of Lapds. Comaty will support the annexation of lands within, the
City's futues SOI, besed upon the processes deseribed in Agreement Paragraphs 10 and. 15,
provided there js-mutnel sgreement. thet such punéxations 'are nesded 1o most the jong-term
regional housing nesds for the Cliy and County.
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ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDETIONS

17.  Hold Hapmless By County. County agrees to defend, indenwify and hold City, its
elected ofiicials, officers, employess and agents ‘and smecessors end assigns of each of them
(coliectively, “Indempified Parties”) harmless from and against. all Habititles, pensliies, costs,
losses, damages, expenses, oauses of sction, claims, demands, proceedings and jndgments
including, withowt Umitation, resgonable attorneys’ -fees arising fom of in any way connected
with any claims against the City for damages or violation of miy law résulting from-any act,
omission, or other dction taken by the County in performance of its duties mder this Agresment.

18,  Hold Harmless By Citv. City agress to defond, indemrmify aod hold County, its elécted
officials, officers, employess and agents and sucoessors and assigns of each of them {colleciively,
“Todemnificd Parties”) hamless from dnd agginst all ligbitifies, panalfies, costs; losses, damages,
expenses, causes of getion, claims, demsmds, proceedings end judgments including, withomt
limitation, reasonable stferneys® fées mising fom or in any way comeoted with apy elaints
ageinst the County for damages or violation of any law resulting from any act, omtission, or other
sction taken by the City in performence of its duties nnder this Agresment. :

19. Ongoing Duties and Respopsibilitiss, In addition to0 the parfies duties mnd
responsibilities as desezibed in Phases I, I, and T above, the parties acknowledge and agree to
perform the following on en onzofug basis during the term of this Agrsement:

a Regulor Sioff Meatings With LAFCO, The respective staffs will meoet ag needed

with LAFCQ to°address matters contained in this Apresment relating to matiérs within
LAFCO' jurisdiction.

b. Regular St Meetings With nd ABAG  The respective staffs will meet 23
needed with HICD end ABAG to address mattersin this Agreement refating #0 the transfor
of County's REND ‘allocation to the City. HCD's certification of the parties’ Housing
Elemeis, end related matters.

o.  Poricipation Jn NCLOG Proces  To-work throngh the NCLOW provess 1o

establish & realistio and reasonahle process for fitize honsing &llocations from HCD and
ABAG.,

d Monitoring Qf Progress. To establish performance-monitoring poiuts for-each of

the itetns. confzined iy this Agréament. In partionlar, the partiss agree fo estsblish 2

mechasism for evalvating and implementing the goals and responsibilities of the parties
a5 set forth in Phase I and 1T of this A greement.

e, Commumity Quirecch, City, with the support of the County, will develop a
commitinity mwarehess and education strategy to address regiopal housing nesds,
agriculbural prepervation snd the more efficient use of govemnments! tesources such 28
sxisting mfrastructure. )
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f Commitment Of Steff And Resources.  To provids sutficient staff and/or resonrces

to this progess to ensure that it continves asa omdi-yédr process, inclnding the
development of a Iongfm:m fmiding strategy.

E Buture Cyeles dnd Allacasion QF Housing Nugpbers, Tp coordinate their efforts in

warldng with ABAG to explore the possibility of receiving one set of REND tiumbers for
all jurisdietions within the County, to be allocated ss dstermined to be appropriate by the
affected fursdictions, Whather fiture REND mmbers are allucaud in this fashion, both
parties will re'gvaluate the rieed for continted assistance upon the ismmnie of these fitture
allocations!

20.  Warranfy Of Lewsl &nthoritv. Bach party wamanis and covenants that it has the
present legal authority to eutey into this Agmement and 1o perform the acts required of it
herevhder. If any party is found tolack the mutherity o perfoun the acis required of it héreunder
ot is prevented from performing the ects by a court of commpefent jurigdiotion, this A.greement
shall ba void,

21, Assignment/Delecgtion, Nefthar party hereto shell assign, or fransfer any bﬂ;]bﬁt or
obligations of this Apreement without the prior written comsent of the other, and no assjpnment
shafl be of any force or effect whatsoever unless and watil fie other party shall kave 5o conseniad.

22 Jevershility. In the event any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid or
unenfoicesble, the valid or enforcesble postien thereof snd the xeznmnmg provisions of this
Agréement will rernain in foll fores and effect

23. mmevs' Feee, The prevailing party in aiy lagal action brought by one party against the
other and arising out of this Agresment shall-be entitled to ‘reimbutsement for its expenses,
inclnding comt costs md reasonsble attomsys' fees.

24.  Waiver. Any walver (express or implied) by either party of any breach of thiz Agresment
shall not constitute 2 waiver of any other or subsequent breach.

25, Exgcmg Of Discretion. The parties recognize and agres that noﬂ:mg in fhis Agresment
14 jntended to-nor shall-be-interpreted to Limit the abﬂxt.y of the individual mémbers of the Czty
Council znd the Board of Supervisots to exercise their disoreifon "in whaiever ‘mapmer
appropnai&

Notiees. Whenever notice i is 10 be given, it-shall bo in writing and delivered by persopal,
avemght EXpress or covrier.service, with & written receipt, or seut by registered or certified madl
in a sealed envelope, postage prepaid, retuen receipt requested and addressed as follows:

Housing Efsaeat/Clty of Am, Gomk;mﬁl
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City of American Conpon:
300 Crawford Way
American Canyon, California 94503
With capy to:
City Attorney
Law Offices of William Ross
400 Lambert Stroct .
Pelo Alto, California 94306

County of Nepa:
Naps County Executive Officer
1195 Third Strest, Suite 310
Napa, CA 0455%

With eopy to:
Conprumity Partuership Manager
Conufy of Napa
1195 Third Street, Suite 310
Napa, CA 94559
Cheoges mey be made in addtesses 1o whees notices ere to be delivered by giving notice
prrsuant io this provision,

', Eatire Agrepment, This document is infended both as the final expression of the
agrceme:at between the parties herefo with respect to the included temms and 25 a complete and
exclusive staement of the terms of the Apresment, This Aoresment may be executed in
counterparts, each of which shall constitute an original

28, Amendment. This Apreement mey only bt smended in writing by an amendment
muthorized by the City Couneil wnd County Board of Sunervisars,

29,  Recitals Adopted. The perties hercby agree to and adopt the Agreement rocitals. as
portions of the Agresment,

30.  Termipation For Cange. Mither purty may terminate fhis Agresment for carse of non-
performance, “Such fermination zhafl be based upon sixiy (60) days® notice given io the other
party in the manner set forth In Agreement Paragraph 26. Such notice shall also constituts a
notice of default, which shall provide the defaulting party with a0 zutomatic dght 15 curs the
default within thirty (30) days.

3L efel Bve Chird Party e Asréewient. Iutheevent
ofatﬁuﬂparty chaﬂenge ofaaytypctotbmAgremm‘, t‘h:: parnes agracto juintly defend the
validity and implementation of the Agreement.
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32.  Lxiensiop of Dates by Mutgal Asrsement. . The dntes provided for the performmce of

auy of the terms of this Agreement may be chenged end/er cxtended by mutusl writtsn apreement
of the parties,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Apreement was execuicd by the perties hersto as of the dats
first above written,

BRAD WAGENKNECHR,
Chatr of the Board.

- APPROVED AS-TO FORM:
ROBERT WESTMEYER, County Connsel

By: /&mcﬁdwu
CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON
P sl G5 B

DONALD COLCILEASER,
Mayor

ATTEST: KAY WOODSON APPROVED AS TO FORM:
American Canyon City Clerk WILLIAM D. ROSS, City Attorney

By: i 5 By: W/"?&m‘b’é“"“"

U
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ND.111  Foa4d
B3 14/ 2087 11:28

Napa County Agraement No.-é/y J4
City of Amsricen Canyon Agresment No., _

This Agreement 15 mards and extered into a8 of Decembisr 27 2003 by and between the
County of Napa, & palifical subdivison of the state of Califormia (“County™).and the City
of American Canyon, 2 municipal corporation {“Tity™, '

WHEREAS, on Ogtober 16, 2003, the parties entered-into an agreesuent (County
Agveement No B3] [ /City Apresment NoJas5-Fhereafter “Housing Agresrien:,”
selating to the franster of & portion of County’s Regional Howsing Numbers
Determination to the City ind other matiers of mutnal interest tand

WHERBAS, patagizph 4 of the Housing Apreemant requires the partiss to ‘adopt, by
Decsmber 31, 2003, 2 special property faxAbs sharing agrecinent, for fire sarvices
provided by the American Canyon Pire Protzetion District in cooperation with the Napa
Connity Fir= Department, which contracts with the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection to provide fire protection servitss; ol rolating to the southern portions of
the Airport Indvstrial Area, a8 set forth In fhe 1086 Cownty Airport Tndugtrial Arta
Specific Plan and a« identified in Exhibit "B” attached to the Housing Agresment; and
WHEREAS, peragraph 32 of the Honsing Agreement sates that the date¢ provided for
the performance of suy of ths terms of the Housing Agresment may bé changed and/or
exitnded by mwtual written agrestent of the parties; and

WHERRAS, on Deceber 16, 2003, the Board 6f Supervisors anthorized its Chiaf
Executive Offider to extend deadlines set forth in the Houslug Agreement as necessary;
and

WEEREAS, on Decetiber 18, 2003, the City Council autharized its City Mansger fo
extend dendlines set forth in the Housing Aeresmont where necessary; and.

WHEREAS, the parties have reached tentativo sersesnent over the terns 1o bo fnctuded fa
a special property tax/fee sharing agreement for fire services; and

WHERBAS, stzff needs additional time to memoriatize the tarms of said agreoment and
to present the agveament to. City™s and County’s governing bodies.

£ : o z A o
-S/' lfa Afb%(’-.}" 'i{;‘-l‘:‘ Lﬂ:j"'!-é:i‘ LC‘L‘?LN—G * ‘L&» alasd -....’.1-1}24 (_fﬂ ?jéjj
-,". A //’? il EE_ ' !:\7}4_ Am 2 . " . 47
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A3-14,2087 11:29

NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWE:

The Dacember 31, 2003 desdline set forth in
hereby extended to March 1, 2004, The
March.1, 2004; 2 special property tax/foe

NDO.111

paragraph 4 of the Housing Agresment J'é./]“’k
parties. therefore agres to adopt, by Derember.
eharfng agresment for fire services provided by

the Americen Canyon Fire Protection District, in cooperation with the Nepa County Fire
Depariment, which contrants with the Cglifornis Department of Forestry. and Fire
Protection to provide fire protection servicss, all relating to the somhern portipny of the

Alrpert Industrial Area, as sef forth

Plan and 28 identified in Bxhibic B of the Housing Agreement .

in the 1986 County Aitpoct Industrial Area Specific

IN WITNESS WHEREOT, this Agreoment was. exseuted by the parties hereto as of the

date first above written.

i, |

CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON-

EBy: ©

Mm JOSEP, —
CityMaLager H{JU ’

By: \n
WHLIAM -
Courty Bxecutive Officer

COUN, OE ""4{

APPROVED AS 'TO FORM:

-WILLIAM D, ROSS, City Atiothey

Willizm Ross .

| APPROVED-AS TO FORM:
ROBERT WESTMEYER, Co

Counsgel o

=

By

Silva Darbinizn: - -

Feas
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Comprehensive Study of Amarican Canyon
Sphere of Influsnce Review - August Updats
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; - %magir;ygnb;gpa SR LG : Offer Araas irlrFli-la( Stafi Raview
%~ Green island Road RSB oty of Americsn Canyon

4 - Eucalypius Groves

“ LAFGO of Napa Cauh'fy'

F;‘Pﬁ‘ 3
Logsl Agency Famation Commissian . (\ >
ol . L Y
Lag Ravisert: Auguist 6, 2003 LI T
Soure; Coumly of Mapa BIS Detabess e tepar ’\ }...'\
Not i seale. b L Ty | Gounty _E‘..A!

County of Napa

Napa County General Plan Update
December 2007

Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-131



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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
negoftiations 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 fo 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” designafion 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
negoftiafions 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.)
Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007
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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 Associatfion, 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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Response K-5 P:

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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 Areq, indicating the
need for further site-specific planning.

e 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.

e 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 Il and Il 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.

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.

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007
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Response K-6 P:

Response K-7 E/P:

Response K-8 E/P:

Response K-9 P:

These comments are responded to under Response K-8 through K-22.

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 notfe
that LAFCO resolved the interpretation of CGC Section 56133 in their
action on October 15, 2007.

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 fo solicit
comments from all inferested 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.

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 maijority 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 Updafte.

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

County of Napa
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Napa County General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-135



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response K-10 P:

Response K-11 P:

Response K-12 P:

Response K-13 P:

Response K-14 P:

Space (AWOS). Policy Ag/LU-40 notes that re-designation to “Industrial”
should occur if Newell Road is extended north of Green Island Road.

Commenter asks about transportation for housing developed to serve
agricultural land designations.

The Circulation Element contains provisions to provide a variety of
fransportation 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.

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.

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.

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.

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).

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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Response K-15 E/P:

Response K-16 P:

Response K-17 E/P:

Response K-18 P:

Response K-19 P:

Response K-20 P:

Response K-21 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.

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 fraffic volumes assumed in the
analysis and their genesis.

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 ftraffic
volumes, fravel demand, and trip distribution patterns.

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.

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 representafion 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.

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.

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.

County of Napa
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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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gi 262887  18:02 NO.198 B2
Letter L

CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON

Administration Gateway to the Napa Valley

March 22, 2007

Assembly Member Noreen Evans
1040 Main Street, Suite 205
Napa, CA 94559-26805

Dear Honorable Assembly Member Evans:

On behalf of the Mayor and City Councit | want to again thank you for taking the
time 1o meet with us to talk about topics of mutual interest. Indeed we have been
‘delinquent not coming to Sacramento fo spend some qualify time with you and
your staff to bring you up to date on the issues facing the City.

We want to especially thank you for your leadership in addressing the unique
needs and issues facing restdents in our Mobile Home communities; especially
seniors living in most of the homes. Your legisiation could have a huge positive
impact for these residents, and coupled with AB 1111 could help to stabilize and
provide assurances to mobile home homeowners.

We also want to acknowledge your prudent suggestion to representatives of
Napa County to work collaboratively with the Cities first on housing issues rather
than seeking legislative relief from meeting the housing needs of workers in Napa
Gounty. This is especially true with respact to addressing housing obligations
created in large measure by the rapid industrialization of South Napa and
continued expansion of agricultural operations needing an ever increasing work
force to supply the labor needed in vineyards and wineries in Napa county.

In that regard, balow is an excerpt from the letter we left with your siaff on the
specific concems we have related to the County’s Draft General Plan and how it
could impact meeting the housing needs of Napa County:

With respect to the Napa Pipe debate, the County Advisory Committee
(responsible for preparing the Draft county General Plan) appears to have
placed an extremely large urban area on the boundary of the City of Napa L-1P
without consuiing the Mayor and City Council of the City of Napa.
Further, the Clty of Napa shoulfd be concemed over the stated need 1o
place _intense residential urbanization on the border of the City of
Napa so0 as to cure, as we understand, the job-housing imbalance
created by the County's rapid industrial development of lands north
of Fagan Creek. Such an action is not warranted given the already

300 Crawford Way, American Canyen, CA 94503 » (707) 647-4360 + FAX (707) 642-1249 - cityhall@ciamerican-canyon.ca.us

LEON GARCIA JOAN BENNETT DON CALLISON CINDY, COFFEY O WEST
Mavor Vice Mavor Councilmember Conrcilmember Councilmember
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{3-2672087 12: 62 NO.198  PB@3

established MOU with the City of American Canyon related to affordable
housing (see the attached MOU with American Canyon).

We would urge the County to return the Napa Pipe property to an
industrial designation until an agreement with the City of Napa is reached
as fo what exactly should occur on the subject property. Instead of

designating Napa Pipe as a “Transitional Zone"” to cure the unmet
housing needs of the County, the County should continue fo work
colfaboratively with both the City of Napa and the City of American
Canyen on related housing matters. The purpose of the collaboration is
to meet new housing demands created by the hundreds of thousands of
square feet of industrial facilities being approved for construction in the
unincorporated County (North of Fagan Creek). Again, we would urge the
County not to designiate the Napa Pipe land as “Transitional”.

We are optimistic that Napa County and the Cities can create solutions to our
housing needs, especially if we are the responsible parties creating the need in
the first place, rather than seeking extraordinary relief from the State Legislature.

We will keep you posted on our deliberations.

Lastly, we will work with your staff for a fall outing that we will sponsor allowing
you and your staff to meet and greet members of the greater American Canyon
Community. This wouid include a tour of the open space preserve (bring hiking
boots), the wetlands (we'll provide the kayaks) and the innovations that the city
has undertaken to meet the housing needs of the people who work in Napa
County. The day's events would include a catered lunch and guests that you
especially would like at the lunch. This will be a very fun and educational day.

Most Sincerely,

L es & area

Leon Gattia,
Mayor

c City Council
Harold Moskowite, Board of Supervisors Chairman
Nancy Watt, CEQ County of Napa
Jill Techel, Mayor City of Napa

L-1P
cont'd

L-2P
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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 solufions to housing needs. The County appreciates
the willingness of the City of American Canyon in this matter.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON

Public Works Department Gateway to the Napa Valley
April 5, 2007

Napa County Department of Conservation, Planning, and Developme
Attn: Hillary Gitelman HEGE!VED
1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559 APR 0 6 2007
; NAPACO. CON:
Dear Ms. Gitelman, DEVELOPYENT 5 Pﬁﬁﬁﬂg)g@r

These are comments from the American Canyon Public Works Department on
the draft Napa County General Plan.

1. Circulation Element, General. Please clarify the reiationship between the
County Circulation Element and the Strategic Transportation Plan being
developed by the Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency. If M-1P
the Strategic Plan identifies a different set of transportation improvements,
will the County General Plan be amended?

2. Circulation Element, p. 119. Please provide additional background on
freight rail transportation and its potential to remove truck traffic from
roadways in the South County. Much of the existing and proposed M-2P
industrial development in American Canyon is accessible from existing
railroads.

3. Circulation Element, p. 121. Please include American Canyon Road east
of American Canyon city limits as one of the major roadways summarized
on Table CIR-B. In addition to being one of only two Napa County M-3P
roadways with direct access to interstate 80, it is key entrance fo
American Canyon.

4. Circulation Element, Policy CIR-1.2. Please define “seamless

transportation system.” M-4P
5. Circulation Element, Policy CIR-1.7. Please clarify the intent of this
policy. What innovative approaches are anticipated to be effective at M-5P

providing transportation service to the County’s rural areas without the
nesed for additicnal rcadway ianes or additional improvements.

6. Circulation Element, Circulation Goal 2. Please consider the opportunity
to meet some of the demand for visitor transportation through transit.
American Canyon would be an ideal location for visitors to lodge and M-6P
obtain transit services to access the upper Napa Valley. These could
include tour buses, shuttle vans, an extension of the wine train route, or
other services.

7. Circulation Element, Policy CIR-2.2. The City of American Canyon is
currently considering whether widening the State Route 29 entrance to
Napa County from Solano County is necessary in order to obtain a M-7P
satisfactory-level of service. Please do not adopt a policy stating that
capacity will not be increased on this key rcadway.

205 Wetlands Edge Road, American Canyon, CA 94503 ¢ (707) 647-4550 « FAX (707) 647-4367 = publicworks@ci.american-canyon.ca.us

LEON GARCIA JOAN BENNETT DON CALLISON CINDY COFFEY ED WEST

Mayor Vice Mayor Councilmember Councilmember Councilmermber
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter to Ms. Gitelman
April 5, 2007
Page 2 of 4

8. Circulation Element, Policy CIR-2.2. | would recommend addressing the
level of service that results from not adding capacity at the key entrances M-7P
to the County. An unacceptable level of service may be incompatible with \
Economic Development Goal 1: maintain and enhance the economic cont'd
viability of agriculture.

9. Circulation Element, Action ltem CIR-2.7.1. Please clarify how the
proposed countywide traffic impact fee would be coordinated with the
traffic impact fees adopted by each of the cities in Napa County. What
types of improvements would the County traffic impact fee fund? Would
developments in each city be required to pay both the city fee and the
county fee?

10.Conservation Element, p. 172. The discussion of the Napa River Marshes
should include an overview of the North Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration M-9P
completed by the City of American Canyon in 2008

11.Conservation Element, Figure CON-1. The map shouid depict Napa River
Marshes on the east side of the river in addition to the west side.

12.Conservation Element, p. 177. The fourth paragraph should be
corrected. The main Napa River groundwater basin does not underiie M-11P
American Canyon.

13.Conservation Element, Table CON-A. American Canyon is constructing a
210-kW microturbine power plant at its wastewater plant that will operate
using methane gas generated by the closed American Canyon landfill. M-12P
Incidentally, the City of Napa recently completed a solar array to provide
power to one of its facilities.

14.Conservation Element, Policy CON-1. Please discuss the funding M-13P
mechanisms that have been considered for preserving land.

15.Conservation Element, Policy CON-21. The North Slough in American
Canyon should be included in the discussion of improving marshland
habitat. There is a possibility of an environmental study area at the M-14pP
current corporation yard site, which may offer some advantages over the
(Cargill) Napa Plant Restoration Site.

16. Conservation Element, Goal CON-9. Please clarify that this policy applies
to the main Napa River groundwater basin and that American Canyon's M-15P
groundwater basin is distinct from that basin.

17.Conservation Element, Policy CON-31. Please identify the specific
policies that the County proposes to apply to encourage and/or require
vineyards to use recycled water.

18.Conservation Element, Policy CON-31.1. Please consider making a M-16P
commitment to using recycled water when it becomes available a
requirement for the streamlined vineyard approval process.

19.Conservation Element, Policy CON-36. Given that the General Plan EIR
finds that water impacts to be significant and unavoidable, this policy M-17P
should be strengthened, amplified, and developed into specific action
items.

20.Recreation and Open Space Element, Figure ROS-4. The proposed
alignment of the Bay Trail and the Bay Ridge Trail should be shown on M-18P

this map.

M-8P

M-10P
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Lefter to Ms. Gitelman
April 5, 2007
Page 3of 4

21.Draft EIR, Figure 3.0-3. The two landfills shown in the vicinity of American
Canyon are not correct. The landfill on the west side is now closed. The
landfill on the east side was never constructed.

22.Draft EIR, Figure 3.0-9. Please correctly label Broadway in American M-19E
Canyon. Newell Drive is incorrectly shown as Broadway (SR 29).

23.Draft EIR, Figure 4,2-1. Please provide a more detailed map of the
Jamieson/American Canyon area so that existing land uses may be
verified.

24 Draft EIR, Figure 4.2-2. The existing American Canyon City Limits are not
shown accurately on the Existing General Plan land use map.

25.Draft EIR, p. 4.4-4. The list of freeways, highways and arterials should be
clarified. American Canyon Road is a highway only East of the City
Limits. Within city limits, it is an arterial. State Route 29 should be shown |M-21E
as an arterial within the city limits of American Canyon. Flosden Road
should be identified as Flosden Road/Newell Drive.

26.Draft EIR, p. 4.4-8. The EIR assumes that two new roadway extensions in
American Canyon, Devlin Road and Newell Drive, will be completed by Mo22E
2030. Please identify the proposed funding mechanism for these
roadways.

27.Draft EIR, Table 4.4-3. The EIR identifies level of Service F and E on
American Canyon Road between Flosden Road and 1-80, but does not

M-20E

recommend any mitigation measures. What is the basis for this M-23E
recommendation?

28.Draft EIR, Figure 4.4-3. The map of the Napa County Bicycle Network
does not accurately show existing and planned bikeways in American M-24E

Canyon. Please contact me for a draft bikeway map.

29.Draft EIR, Table 4.4-14. Congestion in American Canyon on Broadway
{SR 29) between Green Island Road and American Canyon Road is
predicted to worsen by 63% for Alternative A and 54% for Alternative B, M-25E
despite the General Plan Improvements. This is partly due to
development in unincorporated areas. Please identify appropriate
mitigation measures.

30.Draft EIR, Table 4.4-47. The discussion of SR 29 within American
Canyon implies that the congestion is the City of American Canyon’s
responsibility because it is approving development and installing traffic
signals along its main artery. For this statement to be considered valid, M-26E
the author should analyze the various contributions to traffic congestion.
In all cases, the capacity of SR 29 in American Canyon should be
analyzed as an urban arterial, not an expressway.

31.Draft EIR, p. 4.4-49. All of the alternatives have significant and
unavoidable transportation impacts. American Canyon will experience
these impacts. Please pursue additional mitigation measures, at least for
the Jamieson Canyon/American Canyon Area, the highest volume M-27E
gateway to the Napa Valley. Failure to do so is not consistent with the
economic development and conservation goals expressed elsewhere in
the General Plan.

32.Draft EIR, p. 4.4-50, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c. Please clarify the

reference to Table 4.4-20. Is Table 4.4-15 the correct reference? M-28E
Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter to Ms. Gitelman
April 5, 2007
Page 4 of 4

33.Draft EIR, p. 4.4-50, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d. The mitigation measure
calls for densities sufficient to support transit services and development of M-29E
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Please discuss how this mitigation )
measure will be applied to the Airport Industrial Area.

34.Draft EIR, Table 4.4-15. Broadway (SR 29) from Green Island Road to
American Canyon Road is incorrectly shown as a rural highway.

35.Draft EIR, Table 4.4-16. Describe the proposed widening of SR 29
between Green Island Road and American Canyon Road. Describe the
proposed widening of SR 29 between SR 221 and Green lsland Road.
The EIR does not describe the number of lanes to be added.

36.Draft EIR, Table 4.13.3-36. The table is incorrect. It does not include the
demands associated with the industrial development in unincorporated M-31E
areas served by the City of American Canyon.

37.Draft EIR, p. 4.13-47. All of the alternatives have significant and
unavoidable water supply impacts. American Canyon will experience
these impacts as much of our service area is in unincorporated Napa M-32F
County. Please pursue additional mitigation measures. Failure to do so is
not consistent with the economic development and conservation goals
expressed elsewhere in the General Plan.

38. Draft EIR, Traffic Report, Figure 4. Figure is incorrectly identified as a

M-30E

bicycle map. M-33E
39.Draft EIR, Fishery Resources Technical Report, p. 64. The report omits
North Slough, which has been restored to tidal action by the City of M-34F

American Canyon. Reportedly, salmon have been observed in this creek.

40.Draft EIR, Modeling Analysis for Vineyard Scenarios, Figures 1, 2, 3, and
4. No existing vineyards are shown in the American Canyon vicinity,
which is not correct. Please provide additional detail of the new vineyards
that would be proposed. If they are within the City of American Canyon
recycled water application area, they would be required to use recycled
water, not groundwater as modeled. M-35E

41.Draft EIR, Modeling Analysis for Vineyard Scenarios, Figure 7. The
expected decrease of over 5 feet in groundwater levels in American
Canyan is a serious concermn. American Canyon is currently exploring the
feasibility of developing groundwater resources to supplement municipal
supplies.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 647-4366.

Sincerely,

LecDed)

Mr. Robert Weil, P.E.
Public Works Director/City Engineer
City of American Canyon, Napa County, California

Cc.  Rich Ramirez, City Manager
Sandra Cleisz, Interim Planning Director
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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 Transportafion 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
anficipates 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:

e ..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 tfruck 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 sheuld—will work with the cities through NCSTRPA Napa
County Transportation and Planning Agency to coordinate seamless
fransportation systems and improve the efficiency of the
fransportation system by coordinating the construction and operation
of roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and other tfransportation 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 fo avoid conflicts and ease transitions from one
fravel mode to another (e.g., bicycle paths that lead to transit stops).
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response M-5 P:

Response M-6 P:

Response M-7 P:

Response M-8 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 fo implement this policy (now Policy
CIR-10) could consist of various types of transit or paratransit services for
local and infra-county service, tfelecommuting 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:

e Acftion 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 wuse 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.

In reference to Circulation Goal 2, the commenter asks the County to
consider visitor transit opportunities from American Canyon fto upper
Napa Valley. The updated Circulation Element contains several new and
edited policies which note the needs of tourists and seek to provide
fransit, signage, bicycle routes, efc. that could encourage non-vehicle
travel. See for example Policy CIR-30.

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 aft 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.

The commenter inquires about coordination of the proposed county-wide
tfraffic 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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response M-9 P:

Response M-10 P:

Response M-11 P:

Response M-12 P:

Response M-13 P:

Response M-14 P:

Response M-15 P:

Response M-16 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.

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.

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).

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).

Commenter requests that discussion of funding mechanisms for land
preservafion 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.

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.

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.

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
aftention to environmentally sustainable water projects.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response M-17 P:

Response M-18 P:

Response M-19 E:

Response M-20 E:

Response M-21 E:

Response M-22 E:

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

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 fo Figure ROS-4.

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.

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).

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

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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response M-23 E:

Response M-24 E:

Response M-25 E:

Response M-26 E:

Response M-27 E:

Response M-28 E:

Commenter states the Draft EIR identifies a LOS F on American Canyon
Road between Flosden Road and [-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 o aless than significant level.

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.

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 fraffic volumes increasing county- and
region-wide and given that there are no feasible mitigation measures to
improve the condifions on these segments.

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.

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.

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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response M-29 E:

Response M-30 E:

Response M-31 E:

Response M-32 E:

Response M-33 E:

Response M-34 E:

Response M-35 E:

¢ The County shdll 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 ftraffic impact fee shall be
developed in cooperation with NCTPA.

The commenter requests a discussion on how mifigation measure
MM 4.4.1d will be applied to the Airport Industrial Area. MM 4.4.1d is only
associated with uses contfaining residential and commercial
development; therefore, the measure would not apply to the AIA.

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 o 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 fo 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).

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.

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 fo 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.

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.

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. é64. County staff appreciates this correction to the
Fishery Resources Technical Report No. 64.

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

County of Napa
December 2007

Napa County General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-151



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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 WL L 1

» 1480 Main Street
Cz ty of St' Helena St. Helena, Ca 94574
“ , i . " Phone: (707) 967-2792
We will conduct city affairs on behalf of our citizens Fex: (707) 963-7748

using an open and creative process.” .
g P P www.sthelenacity.com

RECEIVED

April 12, 2007

AP

Hillary Gitelman, Director R 162007
Office of Conservation, Development and Planning NAPACO. CONSERUATION
County of Napa DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPT,

1195 Third St., Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559

Dear Hillary:

Selected policies in the Draft General Plan were reviewed by the St. Helena Planning
Commission on April 3, 2007 and by the City Council on April 10, 2007. The focus of the
review was on those policies that staff identified as potentially affecting city/county interface.
The Council and Commission had the following comments:

1. Lolicy Ag/LU-26: The County will plan for and accommodate the distribution of
population among the sub-areas of the County, giving preference to existing incorporated and
urban areas. (Former Land Use Element policy 4.3)

N-1P
This policy, which was carried forward from the existing General Plan needs some
clarification. It appears to imply that much of the County’s population should be living in our
cities and other urban areas. However, it does not seem feasible to “accommodate the
distribution of population”. Perhaps the policy should emphasize that high density residential
development belongs in existing cities or county areas designated for urban uses.

2, Policy Ag/LU-38: The County will support the development of tourist facilities where
there is a showing there would be no conflict with agriculture and the necessity for this type of
service can be documented to the County's satisfaction. (Former Land Use policy 3.2)

N-2P
Policy Ag/LU-39: County review of non-residential development proposals shall address the
balance of job creation and the availability of affordable housing. (Derived from former Land
Use Element policy 6.4)

The City recognizes that County areas along Hwy. 29 to the north and south of the St. Helena
city limits are zoned CL: Commercial Limited, which allows for touvist facilities (hotels, inns,
restaurants, small retail stores and tourist information facilities). The City also recognizes
that this land is somewhat limited and that expansions of these areas would not be allowed
under the General Plan, and that the survival of agriculture in Napa County depends to a

Wshidata\Planning\Napa County General Plan Update\041207 comment letter.doc
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

certain degree on the health of tourism. That said, there was an agreement that the County
commercial areas should also provide for resident serving needs, similar to those in the CN:
Neighborhood Commercial district. The presence of more resident serving uses, providing
Jjobs and services, will contribute to a reduction in vehicular trips; which should be an N-2P
overreaching goal for all Napa County jurisdictions.
cont'd
Recognizing the existing upvalley jobs/housing imbalance, the City of St. Helena also
recommends that the County consider encouraging mixed commercial/residential uses within
the CL and CN zones, limiting it only to residential uses that are designated as affordable or
that meet the needs of the workforce.

3. The City is in agreement with the policies that are proposed for the South St. Helena
area (LU-103 — 105), but would like to see the addition of language that specifically mentions
improving bicycle and pedesirian connectivity to the City of St. Helena; that recognizes the
need for improving information about the availability of bus service; and that mentions N-3P
exploring the possibility of diverting northbound through traffic to the Silverado Trail via
Zinfundel Lane.

4, Policy Ag/LU-106: The County will work cooperatively with the City of St. Helena to
address shared issues affecting this area and the City.

Many properties within the unincorporated areas are connected to City of St. Helena water
(including commercial uses in Rutherford). The City recommends the adoption of a policy
that pertains to the impacis that change of land use can have on water use, for example, “The N-4P
County will work cooperatively with the City of St. Helena to limit land uses that may place an
additional burden on the City of St. Helena water resources.” Such cooperation should
include project referrals for any property that utilizes city water, and support of water
agreements to limit water use.

9, Policy Ag/LU-126: The County will coordinate with cities to establish land use policies
for unincorporated lands located within their respective spheres of influence and will do likewise
for unincorporated lands within any locally-adopted urban growth boundaries.

LAFCO (Local Agency Formation Commission) has not reviewed St. Helena’s sphere of
influence since 1988. The official sphere for St. Helena is actually smaller than the city limits
in that it excludes the Howell Mountain/ Big Rock Road area. Additionally, St. Helena’s ULL
(Urban Limit Line) is smaller than our city limits. The purpose of this is to preserve
agricultural land within the city limits by defining where urban growth should occur. The
City requests that Policy Ag/LU 126 above be modified to recognize the unique situation of St. | N-5P
Helena and allow us to continue to comment on land uses within a certain geographical area
around the city limits, rather than our limited sphere of influence. We would like to have the
County send us referrvals on projects that are within the service area boundaries of the St.
Helena Unified School District in addition to referrals on all properties that have City of St.
Helena water connections. We are also concerned about the potential impacts that a large
development in Angwin may have on the City of St. Helena and ask that we are sent referrals
on that project once an application has been received.

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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6. Policy CIR-2.3: The County seeks to provide a roadway system that maintains current
roadway capacities in most locations, and is both safe and efficient in terms of providing local
access. The following list of improvements, illustrated as the County’s ultimate road network in
Figure CIR-1, has been supported by policy makers within the County and all five incorporated
cities/town, and will be implemented over time to the extent that improvements continue 1o enjoy
political support and funding becomes available:

North of Napa

» Intersection improvements to improve safety and traffic flow at the intersections of State Route
29 and the Rutherford Cross Road, Youniville Cross Road, and Silverado Trail

* Construct safety and flow improvements to SR29 between Oakville and St. Helena.

* Study methods to divert traffic from downtown St. Helena to reduce congestion and improve
intra-county traffic flow.

N-6P

The comments of #3 above should be repeated with this policy: methods to divert traffic should
include directing northbound traffic to the Sitverado Trail via Zinfandel Lane; and bicycle
and pedestrian connectivity should be expanded.

Z Policy CIR-2.6: Traffic safety and adeguate local access will be priorities on roadway
segments and at signalized intersections where a Level of Service D or better cannot be
achieved. Therefore, proposed capital improvements and development projects in these areas
shall be evaluated to determine their effect on safety or local access. Projects that improve
safety, improve local access, or alleviate congestion will be prioritized.

N-7P

The City welcomes a policy that clearly states the County will cooperate with the City of St.
Helena for traffic control (signalization) on Hwy. 29 within the city limits.

8. Policy CON-31: The County shall work to improve and maintain the vitality and health of
the Napa River, Specifically, the County shall:

e) Use all available sources of assistance to protect and enhance the Napa River, its tributaries,
and watershed, to meet or exceed water quality standards imposed by State and Federal
authorities {e.g., pursue grants and other funding opportunities to assist in the identification,
testing and improvement of individual septic. as well as community waste disposal systems, and N-8P
to support watershed monitoring/sampling and scientific understanding to inform and develop
effective and targeted management options in an adaptive and locally driven manner), ...

The City of St. Helena is proud of Sulphur Creek and York Creck and welcomes all efforts to
protect and enhance the Napa River and tributaries. We would like the words above added to
the policy.

8. Policy CON-44: The County shall seek cooperative partnerships with government
agencies, non-profit organizations, private industry groups and individuals in furthering water
conservation strategies in Napa County.

N-9P
The City of St. Helena supports the following policy suggested by the Howell Mountain
Mutual Water Company:
County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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“Consistent with State of California guidelines, land within 2,500 feet of an intake
structure of any domestic watershed serving residents of Napa County shall be designated
as a special protection zone. Within these special protection zones, no future industrial or
commercial development, including wineries, shall be allowed. With the exception of
wineries, future agricultural development within these special protection zones may be N-9P
allowed if in conformance with the Napa County General Plan and provided it involves no | cont'd
land having greater than 30% slope, utilizes permanent ground cover, is organic, and
minimizes concentration of surface runoff. All other applications for land use within
these protection zones shall be in accordance with the Napa County General plan and
reviewed case by case on the basis they are in a special protection zone.”

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the creation of your General Plan. We will
welcome the input of the County Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission and staff when the
St. Helena General Plan Update is under review during the next few years.

Please contact Carol Poole, Planning Director, at 967-2792 if you have any questions about our
correspondence.

Sincerely,
Del Britton
Mayor, City of St. Helena
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APPROVED FOR
CITY COUNCJL AGENDA

DATE: Y/ H oz

MEMORANDUM cywmer:, /77

DATE:  April 10, 2007

To:  Mayor and City Council
From:  Carol Poole, Planning Director W/

RE:  Review of DRAFT Policies within the DRAFT Napa County General Plan update.

Napa County has released the Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report for
public comment. The comment period has been extended to June 17, 2007.

Peter McCrea is the Chairman of the Napa County General Plan Update Steering Committee,
and [ have been serving at the liaison for the cities of Napa County. The focus of the Planning
Commission discussion at their meeting on April 3, 2007 was on those policies in the Draft
General Plan that may affect city/county interface, This does not mean that the City cannot
make comments on other issues, but this report does not contain other policies.

Because the city/county interface will most likely occur around issues of land use, the Planning
Commission staff report (attached) included all of the policies from the Draft General Plan
chapter that is titled Agricultural Preservation and Land Use. Selected policies from the
Circulation and Open Space Conservation elements that directly mention city/county interaction
were also included. The narrative introduction to each element and data that places the policies
within context are not included. The Council will need to access the documents to read the
narrative or request that staff supply specific information at a future meeting,

The Draft General Plan and Draft EIR documents can be accessed at
Www.napacountygeneralplan.com, under the section titled “library”. There are also CD’s

available upon request.

City Council Action Requested:

Review Commission comments and draft letter to Hillary Gitelman, Napa County Planning
Director. Direct staff to amend comment letter as necessary.

Wsb\data\PlanaingiNapa County General Plan Update\041007 CC memo.dac
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DRAFT

April _, 2007

Hillary Gitelman, Director

Office of Conservation, Development and Planning
County of Napa

1195 Third St., Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

Dear Hillary:

Selected policies in the Draft General Plan were reviewed by the St. Helena Planning
Commission on April 3, 2007 and by the City Council on April 10, 2007. The focus of the
review was on those policies that staff identified as potentiaily affecting city/county interface.
The Council and Commission had the following comments:

1. Policy Ag/LU-26: The County will plan for and accommodate the distribution of

population among the sub-areas of the County, giving preference to existing incorporated and
urban areas. (Former Land Use Element policy 4.5)

This policy, which was carried forward from the existing General Plan needs some
clarification. It appears to imply that much of the County’s population should be living in our
cities and other urban areas. However, it does not seem feasible to “accommaodate the
distribution of population”. Perhaps the policy should emphasize that high density residential
development belongs in existing cities or county areas designated for urban uses.

2. Policy Ag/LU-38: The County will support the development of tourist facilifies where
there is a showing there would be no conflict with agriculture and the necessity for this tvpe of
service can be documented to the County's satisfaction. (Former Land Use policy 5.2)

Policy Ag/LU-39: County review of non-residential development proposals shall address the
balance of job creation and the availability of affordable housing. (Derived from former Land
Use Element policy 6.4)

The City recognizes that County areas along Hwy. 29 to the north and south of the St. Helena
city limits are zoned CL: Commercial Limited, which allows for tourist facilities (hotels, irns,
restaurants, small retail stores and tourist information facilities). The City also recognizes
that this land is somewhat limited and that expansions of these areas would not be allowed
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under the General Plan, and that the survival of agriculture in Napa County depends to a
certain degree on the health of tourism. That said, there was an agreement that the County
commercial areas should also provide for resident serving needs, similar to those in the CN*
Neighborhood Commercial district. The Dresence of more resident serving uses, DProviding
Jobs and services, will contribute to a reduction in vehicular trips; which should be an
overreaching goal for all Napa County jurisdictions,

Recognizing the existing upvalley Jobs/kousing imbalance, the City of St. Helena also
recommends that the County consider encouraging mixed commercial/residential uses within
the CL and CN zones, imiting it only to residential uses that are designated as affordable or
that meet the needs of the workforce.

3. The City is in agreement with the policies that are Dproposed for the South St, Helena
area (LU-103 — 103), but would like to see the addition of language that specifically mentions
improving bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to the City of St. Helena; that recognizes the
need for improving information about the availability of bus service; and that mentions
exploring the possibility of diverting northbound through traffic to the Silverado Trail via
Zinfandel Lane.

4. Policy Ag/LU-106: The County will work cooperatively with the City of St. Helena to

address shared issues gffecting this area and the City.

Many properties within the unincorporated areas are connected to City of St. Helena water
(including commercial uses in Rutherford). The City recommends the adoption of a policy
that pertains to the impacts that change of land use can have on water use, for example, “The
County will work cooperatively with the City of St. Helena to limit land uses that may place an
additional burden on the City of St. Helena water resources.” Such cooperation should
include project referrals for any property that utilizes city water, and support of water
agreements to limit water use.

3. Policy Ag/LU-]26: The County will coordinate with cities to establish land use policies
or unincorporated lands located within their respective spheres of in uence and will do likewise
for unincorporated lands within any locally-adopted urban growth boundaries.

LAFCO (Local Agency Formation Commission) has not reviewed St. Helena’s sphere of
influence since 1988. The official sphere for St. Helena is actually smaller than the city limits
in that it excludes the Howell Mountain/ Big Rock Road area. Additionally, St. Helena’s ULL
(Urban Limit Line) is smaller than our city limits. The purpose of this is te preserve
agricultural land within the city limits by defining where urban growth should occur. The
City requests that Policy Ag/LU 126 above be nodified to recognize the unique situation of St.
Helena and allow us to continue to comment on land uses within a certain geographical area
around the city limits, rather than our limited Sphere of influence. A referral on projects
within a 2 mile radius was suggested, in addition to referrals on all properties that have City of
St. Helena water connections.

6. Policy CIR-2.3: The County seeks to provide a roadway s stem that maintains current
roadway capacities in most locations, and is both safe and efficient in terms of providing local
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access. The following list of improvements, illustrated as the County’s ultimate road network in

Figure CIR-], has been supported by policy makers within the County and all five incorporated

cities/town, and will be implemented over time to the extent that improvements continue to enjoy

political support and funding becomes qvailable:

North of Napa

* Intersection improvements to improve safety and trafic flow at the Intersections of State Route

29 and the Rutherford Cross Road, Yountville Cross Read, and Silverado Trail,

> Construct safety and flow improvements to SR29 between Oakville and St. Helena.
» Study methods to divert traffic from downtown St. Helena to reduce congestion and improve

intra-county traffic flow.

The comments of #3 above should be repeated with this Dpolicy: methods to divert traffic should
include directing northbound traffic to the Silverado Trail via Zinfandel Lane; and bicycle
and pedestrian connectivity should be expanded.

7 Policy CIR-2.6: Traffic safety and adequate local access will be priorities on roadway

segments and at signalized intersections where a Level of Service D or better cannot be

achieved. Therefore, proposed capital improvements and development projects in these areas

shall be evaluated to determine their effect on safety or local access. Projects that improve

safety, improve local access, or alleviate congestion will be prioritized.

The City welcomes a policy that clearly states the County will cooperate with the City of St.
Helena for traffic control (signalization) on Hywy. 29 within the city limits,

8 Policy CON-31: The County shall work to improve and maintain the vitality and health of

the Napa River. Specifically, the County shall:

e} Use all gvailable sources of assistance to protect and enhance the Napa River,_its tributaries,
and wartershed, to meet or exceed water guality standards imposed by State and Federal
authorities (e.g., pursue grants and other funding opportunities 1o assist in the identification,
testing and improvement of individual septic, as well as community waste disposal systems, and
fo support watershed monitoring/sampling and scientific understanding to inform and develop
effective and targeted management options in an adaptive and Jocally driven manner), ...

The City of St. Helena is proud of Sulphur Creek and York Creek and welcomes all efforts to
protect and enhance the Napa River and tributaries.

8. Policy CON-44: The County shall seek cooperative parinerships with government
agencies, non-profit ovganizations, private industry groups and individuals in Jurthering water
conservation strategies in Napa County.

The City of St. Helena supports the following policy suggested by the Howell Mountain
Mutual Water Company:

“Censistent with State of California guidelines, land within 2,500 feet of an intake
structure of any domestic watershed serving residents of Napa County shall be designated

County of Napa
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as a special protection zone. Within these special protection zones, no future industrial or
commercial development, including winevies, shall be allowed. With the exception of
wineries, future agricultural development within these special protection zones may be
allowed if in conformance with the Napa County General Plan and provided it involves no
land having greater than 30% slope, utilizes permanent ground cover, is organic, and
minimizes concentration of surface runoff. All other applications for land use within
these protection zones shall be in accordance with the Napa County General plan and
reviewed case by case on the basis they are in a special protection zone.”

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the creation of your General Plan. We will
weleome the input of the County Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission and staff when the
St. Helena General Plan Update is under review during the next few years.

Please contact Carol Poole, Planning Director, at 967-2792 if you have any questions about our
correspondence.

Sincerely,

Del Britton
Mayor, City of St. Helena

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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MEMORANDUM

DATE:  April 3, 2007 /3-/

To:  Planning Commission §
FroM:  Carol Poole, Planning Director M/

RE: Review of DRAFT Policies within the DRAFT Napa County General Plan update.

Napa County has released the Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report for
public comment. The comment period ends on April 17", but there is a very good possibility
that the Board of Supervisors will extend it for an additional 60 day period.

Peter McCrea is the Chairman of the Napa County General Plan Update Steering Committee,
and T have been serving at the liaison for the cities of Napa County. We briefly discussed that
the focus of this presentation to the Planning Commission should be on those policies in the
Draft General Plan that may affect city/county interface. This does not mean that the
Commission cannot make comments on other issues, but this report does not contain other
information.

Because the city/county interface will most likely occur around issues of land use, the staff report
includes all of the policies from the Draft General Plan chapter that is titled Agriculturai
Preservation and Land Use. Selected policies from the Circulation and Open Space
Conservation elements that directly mention city/county interaction are also included. The
narrative introduction to each element and data that places the policies within context are not
included. The Commission will need to access the documents to read the narrative or request
that staff supply specific information at a fufure meeting. -

The Draft General Plan and Draft EIR documents can be accessed at

www.napacountygeneralplan.com, under the section titled “library”. There are also CD’s
available upon request.

Commission Action Requested:
Review policies and staff comments, request additional information if needed, give direction to

staff to draft memo for review by City Council and as basis for comment letter to the County.

ling\Napa County Plan Upx PC memo.doc
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AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION AND LAND USE GOALS

Ag /1U Goal 1: Preserve existing agricultural land uses.

Ag /LU Goal 2: Support the economic viability of agriculture, including grape growing,
winemaking, other types of agriculture, and supporting industties to ensure the preservation of
agricultural lands.

Ag /LU Goal 3: Concentrate non-agricultural land uses in existing urbanized or developed areas.

Ag /LU Goal 4: Provide for commercial, industrial, residential, recreational, open space and
public land uses in locations that are compatible with adjacent uses.

Ag /LU Goal 5: Create a stable and predictable regulatory environment that encourages
investment by the private sector and balances the rights of individuals with those of the
community.

Ag /LU Goal 6: Plan for demographic changes and desired social services when siting public
facilities and when considering the design of those facilities.

Policies in Support of Urban-Centered Growth

Policy Ag/LU-22: Commercial uses will be grouped in geographically compact ateas outside of
areas designated for agricultural uses in the General Plan {subject to any exceptions contained in
this General Plan). (Portion of former Land Use Element policy 5.1b)

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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Policy Ag/LU-24: The County will discourage proposed developments outside of urbanized
areas which require urban services. However, nothing in this Land Use Element is intended to
preclude the construction of a single-family residence, day care center or private school on an
existing, vacant, legal parcel of land, in compliance with adopted County ordinances and other
applicable regulations. (Former Land Use Element policy 4.11 and 4.13)

Policy Ag/LU-25: For the purposes of this General Plan, the terms “urbanized” or “urbanizing”
shall include the subdivision, use, or development of any parcel of land for non-agricultural
purposes. Engaging in nature-based recreation or nonagricultural uses that are permitted in the
applicable zoning district without the issuance of a use permit, such as development of one single
family house and/or second unit on an existing legal lot, shall not be considered urbanizing.
(Former Land Use Element policy 4.12 with clarifying edits)

Policy Ag/LU-27: Governmental uses and public utility uses shall be permitted in appropriate
locations. Only those new governmental and public utility uses which specifically implement
programs mandated by the state or federal government shall be permitted in non-urban areas. On
parcels which are designated "Agricultural Resource" or "Agriculture, Watershed and Open
Space" on the Napa County Land Use Map, Governmental uses and public utility uses existing
as of 1983 shall be allowed to continue to operate and to use the existing buildings and/or
facilities but shall be allowed to expand in size and volume of business only for the purpose of
modernizing the facilities and meeting additional demonstrated public needs. (Former Land se
Element policies 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3)

Residential Land Uses

Policy Ag/LU-28: The County shall use a variety of strategies to address its long term housing
needs and te meet the State and regional housing requirements in its cyclical updates of the
Housing Element. In addition to working with the State and ABAG to reduce the County’s
regional allocation, these strategies shall include:

¢ Use of overlay designations to permit/facilitate multifamily housing on specific sites
within other developed areas shown on the Land Use Map.

@

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007
3.0-164



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

+ Collection and disbursement of housing impact fees to subsidize construction of

moré:kousing:

4 Actions that provide housing to farm workers and their families.

¢ Use of County-owned land for affordable housing where this land is no longer needed to
meet the County’s operational requirements and would be appropriate for housing.

¢ Actions to allow production of second units in all areas of the unincorporated county as
appropriate.

+ Other policies and programs which address the need for workforce housing,

Policy Ag/LU-29: The County will work with the Cities to see that low and moderate cost
housing is provided to address the needs of low and moderate income householders in Napa
County. In addition, the County will accept responsibility for meeting its fair share of the
housing needs, including a predominant percentage generated by any new employment in
unincorporated areas. (Former Land Use Element policy 4.4)

Policy Ag/LU-30: The County will maintain and improve the safety and adequacy of the existing
housing stock in the County through application of applicable building and housing codes, and
related enforcement programs. (Former Land Use Element policy 4.3)

Policy Ag/LU-31: The County will promote development concepts that create flexibility,
economy and variety in housing without resulting in significant environmental impacts. (Former
Land Use Element policy 4.7)

Commercial, Industrial, and Transitional Land Use Policies

Policy Ag/LU-35: The County will plan to locate industrial areas adjacent to major
transportation facilities. Necessary utilities and services, including day care centers, will be
planned to meet the needs of the industrially zoned areas. (Former Land Use policy 6.7)

Policy Ag/LU-36: The County will plan for the reservation of sufficient industrial property to
satisfy future demands for orderly growth and economic development of the County. Non-

&
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agriculiurally oriented industry shall not be located on productive agricultural lands, but should
be located in areas more suitable for industrial purposes. Industrial areas should be located
adjacent to major transportation facilities. (Former Land Use Element policies 6.1, 6.3, and 6. 7)

Policy Ag/LU-37: The properties known as the “Hess Vineyards™ shall remain in agrioultural
zoning but shall be reserved for industrial uses to meet the county’s long term need for industrial
space. Prior to rezoning these lands for non-agricultural uses, the County shall make a specific
finding that no other suitable industrial land is available in the unincorporated area. The 230-acre
Hess Vineyard site is located on the east side of Highway 29, north of the city of American
Canyon and diagonally across from Green Island Industrial Park. The site is designated on the
Land Use Map for Industrial uses, but is currently (2006) zoned agricultural and is in use as a
vineyard.
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Policy Ag/LU-40: Lands along the west bank of the Napa River south of the City of Napa and
specific urban areas within four miles of the high water mark of Lake Berryessa are appropriate
areas for marine commercial zoning and development. (Former Land Use Element policy 5.6)

Action Item Ag/LU 40.1: Consider amendments to the Zoning Code to allow additional
commercial, residential, and mixed uses in the Spanish Flat, Moskowite Corners, and southern
Pope Creek areas which are complementary to recreation activities at Lake Berryessa.

Policy Ag/LU-41: For parcels fronting upon the west side of the Napa River south of the city of
Napa which are designated “Agriculture, Watershed, and Open Space” or “Agricultural
Resource” on the Land Use Map of this General Plan which have commercial zoning, additional
commetcial development will be allowed as follows:

+ All existing commercial establishments that are currently located within a commercial
zoning district shall be allowed to continue to operate and use the existing buildings
and/or facilities.

¢ Additional commercial uses which are permitted by the existing commercial zoning of
the parcel shall be permitted on that portion of the parcel zoned commercial.

+ Bxisting restaurants qualifying under this Policy that are currently located within a
commercial zoning district shall be allowed to increase the number of seats

©
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accommodated within existing buildings and/or facilities on any parcel designated as a
historic restaurant combination zoning district, (Former Land Use Policy 5.4a)

Policy Ag/LU-43: Legal structures and uses destroyed by fire or natural disaster may be rebuilt
within three years of most recent occupancy or as otherwise approved by the County, whether or
not they conformed to the zoning ordinance at the time of the fire/disaster.

Policy Ag/LU-44: Land uses in Airport Approach Zones shall comply with applicable Airport
Land Use Compatibility policies. This policy shall apply to Napa County Airport and Angwin
Alrport (Parrett Field). (Derived from former Land Use Element policy 1.1)

Action Item Ag/LU-44.1: Use zoning and, if necessary, acquisition of development rights to
implement this policy. (Former Land Use Element policy 1.1)

Action Item Ag/LU-44.2; Refer General Plan land use changes, proposed rezonings, and
proposed developments in Airport Approach Zones to the Napa County Airport Land Use
Commission for review and comment. (Former Land Use Element policy 1.1)
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Social Equity/Environmental Justice

Policy Ag/LU-107: The County shall seek to ensure that equal treatment is provided to all
persons, communities, and groups within the county in its planning and decision-making
processes, regardless of race, color, creed, or economic status.

Policy Ag/LU-108: The County shall provide a clear, consistent, timely, and predictable review
process for all proposed projects, ensuring that all applicants are treated fairly, that staff’s
analysis is objective, and that decision makers and interested members of the public receive
information and notice as required by law.

Policy Ag/LU-109: With the proviso that no rights are absolute, that we will all best be served by
striking a balance between private property rights and all our other rights and our other irnportant
community values, this General Plan nevertheless explicitly acknowledges that private
ownership provides valuable incentives for the proper care of property and the environment, that
preservation of property rights is an important cultural, economic, and comrounity value, that
protection of property rights is one of the primary and necessary functions of government at all
levels, and that private property rights are therefore deserving of respect and consideration
whenever land use decisions are made.

Land Use Categories, Land Use Map, and Zoning Consistency
The following policies shall apply to the interpretation and use of the Land Use Map.

Policy Ag/LU-111: Figure Ag/LU-1 depicts the land use policy of the County of Napa. (Map)

Policy Ag/LU-112: The Land Use Map is a generalized illustration of land use policy as applied
to lands within the unincerporated area. The information shown on the map is not intended to be
parcel specific and should not be interpreted as such. Information should be interpreted at a
printed or displayed scale of one inch = 1,000 feet to ensure that the intended level of specificity
is maintajned.

Policy Ag/LU-113: Zoning shall be consistent with General Plan land use designations. In areas
where the zoning and the land use designation are not identical, Table Ag/LU-B shall be used to
determine consistency for rezoning applications,

Policy Ag/1.U-114: The standards shown or contained in this Land Use Element shall apply to
the land use categories shown on the Land Use Map. All discretionary approvals shall be in
conformance with these standards.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

TABLE AG/LU-B: GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY: FOR USE IN
CONSIDERING CHANGES IN ZONING General Plan Land Use Category Consistent
Zoning Designations
Urban Residential

RC- Residential Country

RS-Residential Single

RM-Residential Multiple

RD-Residential Double

PD-Planned Development

CL-Commercial Limited

CN-Commercial Neighborhood

Rural Residential
RC-Residential Country
RS-Residential Single
PD-Planned Development
Transitional IP-Industrial Park
I-Industrial
PD-Planned Development
Properties in the Transitional land use category may aiso have other commercial and
residential zoning designations if needed to implement the intent of this land use category

Schools

Policy Ag/LU-121: Work with the school districts serving students in the County to coordinate
the provision of school facilities in conjunction with demographic changes and student
populations. Also encourage incorporated areas to reserve school sites within their jurisdictions.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Policy Ag/LU-122: Coordinate an exchange of information with school districts regarding school

needs and new residential developments in the unincorporated area. (Non-numbered policy from
the current Schools Element)

Policy Ag/LU-123: Consider school districts’ proposed school sites in relation to:

a) General Plan designations

b) Geology and seismic considerations; topography; drainage; soils

c) Location and general utility of land; population distribution

d) Access, transportation facilities, utilities

e) Conflicting or hazardous conditions (e.g. noise, traffic)

f) Protection of agricuitural lands
The results of the review are to be forwarded to the appropriate school district board within 30
days from the receipt of the referral. (Non-numbered policy from the current Schools Element)

Policy Ag/IU-124: Establish general school site location criteria such as:
a) New school facilities shall not be located within two miles of an airport unless approved
by the State Department of Education.
b) School facilities shall, whenever practical, be located in areas designated in the
appropriate general plan for urban development.

¢) Coordinate County plans and ordinances to be supportive of school use and to minimize
eed 1
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Policy Ag/LU-127: The County recognizes the urban limit line or Rural Urban Limit (RUL)
established for the City of Napa (See Figure LU-2), and agrees that unincorporated land located
within the RUL will not be further urbanized without annexation to the City except as otherwise
provided herein. For purposes of this policy only, engaging in uses that are permitted in the
applicable zoning district without the issuance of a use permit shall not be considered urbanizing,
In all cases, subdividing property shall be deemed urbanizing for purposes of this policy.
(Former Land Use Element policy 7.1 with new introductory text.)

Policy Ag/LU-128: Notwithstanding the policies immediately above and below, day care centers
and schools will be allowed inside the RUL. (Former Land Use Element policy 4.10 — shortened
and expanded to inciude schools.)

Policy Ag/LU-129: The County recognizes the urban limit line or Rural Urban Limit (RUL) for
the City of American Canyon depicted in Figure LU-3, and agrees that unincorporated land
located within the RUL will not be further urbanized without annexation to the City except as
otherwise provided herein For purposes of this policy only, engaging in uses that are permitted in
the applicable zoning district shall not be considered urbanizing. In all cases, subdividing
property shall be deemed urbanizing for purposes of this policy. The RUL for the City of
American Canyon shall be reassessed in the future, if and when the Hess Vineyard property is
rezoned for industrial use, pursuant to Policy LU-38.

Policy Ag/LU-130: Pursuant to the agreements between the County and the City of American
Canyon, the County will support the City’s efforts to include parcels inside its RUL o be
included in a revised sphere of influence if the City agrees to accept additional housing units on
the County’s behalf. In addition, the County agrees to support the annexation of lands within the
sphere of influence provided there is mutual agreement that such annexations are needed to meet
the long-term regional housing needs for the City and County.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CIRCULATION

Circulation Goal 1: The County’s transportation system shall be correlated with the policies of
the Agricultural Preservation & Land Use Element and protective of the County’s rural
character.

Policy CIR-1.4: The county’s roadway improvements should minimize disruption to residential
neighborhoods, communities, and agriculture,

Policy CIR-1.5: Roadway improvements shall be designed to conform to existing landforms, and
shall include landscaping and/or other treatments to ensure that aesthetics and rural character are
preserved.

Policy CIR-~1.6: The County supports beautification programs for roadways in the
unincorporated area. Roadway beautification shall be consistent with the character of the area in
which the roadway is located, and with other County policies related to preserving the character
of the county including policies on signage as defined in the Recreation and Open Space
Element.

Policy CIR-1.7: Seek to develop innovative approaches to providing transportation service to the
county’s rural areas without the need for additional roadway lanes or other improvements that
would detract from the visual and community character of these areas.

Circulation Goal 2:

The County’s transportation system shall provide for safe and efficient movement on well-
maintained roads throughout the County, meeting the needs of Napa County residents,
businesses, employees, visitors, special needs populations, and the elderly.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

LETTER N:

Response N-1 P:

Response N-2 P:

Response N-3 P:

Response N-4 P:

Response N-5 P:

Response N-6 P:

Response N-7 P:

DEL BRITTON, CITY OF ST. HELENA - MAYOR, APRIL 12, 2007

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.

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
ltem Ag/LU-45.1, which has been added to the Revised Draft General
Plan Update to implement the commenter's suggestion.

The commenter indicates that the City of St. Helena would like to see the
addifion of language fo Ag/LU-103-105 that improves bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity and information about bus service, and the
possibility of fraffic 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.

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.

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.

Commenter states that Policy CIR-2.3 should be changed to incorporate
language about bicycle/pedestrian connectivity and diversion of fraffic
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.

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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

« The County will work with the cities through NCTPA to coordinate
seamless fransportation systems and improve the efficiency of the
transportation system by coordinating the construction and operation
of roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and other tfransportation 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 ltem CON WR-3 for specifics.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter O

M" CITY MANAGER
7/////”\\\\\\ R Ec E lV ED 955 School Street

Mailing Address:

MAR 2 1 2007 P.O. Box 660
. Californi ;
CITY of NAPA NAPAGO.CONSERVATON e
DEVELOPMENT & FLANNING DEPT. FAX (707) 257-9534

March 16, 2007

Patrick Lowe, Deputy Director

Department of Conservation, Planning & Development
County of Napa

1195 Third Street

Napa, CA 94559

Re: Request for Extension of Time relating to Draft Napa County General Plan and EIR

Dear Mr. Lowe:

City representatives are currently discussing aspects of the Draft County General Plan

and EIR with County representatives. These are lengthy and complex documents that O-1E/P

raise planning issues of consequence for the City. We respectfully request an extension
of the review time period to continue discussions prior to submitting our comments.

Thank you very much,

1 ess
City Manager

Cc: Nancy Watt, CEO
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

When are comments due? Letter P
From: "Sahrye Cohen" <sahryec(@bcde.ca.gov>
Subject: When are comments due?
Date: Mon, March 26, 2007 3:28 pm
To: info@napacountygeneralplan.com
Hello,
When is the comment period over for the General Plan and draft EIR? I have
received two copies of the CD and the first loocked like comments were due P-1E/P

April 2 while the letter attached to the second CD has April 17th as the end
of the comment period.

Thanks,

Sahrye Cohen

Coastal Planner

SF BCDC

http://www napacountygeneralplan.com:2095/3rdparty/squir..._ent id=0&mailbox=INBOX&passed id=47&view unsafe images=4/18/2007 3:42:14 PM
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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 lefter GG). Responses to comment letter GG are
provided later in this document.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter Q
1700 Second Street, Suite 268
" & - N
Local Agency Formation Commission i
LAFCO of Napa County FAX (707) 251-1053

http://napa.lafco.ca.gov

June 4, 2007

Hillary Gitelman, Planning Director
County of Napa

1195 Third Street, Room 210

Napa, CA 94559

SUBJECT: Draft General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report

Ms. Gitelman:

Thank you for presenting the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Napa
County with the opportunity to comment on the County of Napa’s Draft General Plan
Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report. LAFCO will use both final documents
in fulfilling its regulatory and planning responsibilities under the authority of the Cortese- | Q-1E/P
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. These duties include,
but are not limited to, approving annexations, sphere of influence updates, and special
district formations, consolidations, or dissolutions,

With respect to the Draft General Plan Update, LAFCO’s primary consideration pertains
to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. Notably, this section enumerates
the goals and policies of the County with regard to future land uses in Napa County.
Particular focus is provided on new land use policies that could facilitate new or
intensified urban uses requiring new or elevated public services in the unincorporated
area. With these parameters in mind, LAFCO offers the following comments.

Regional Planning Issues

Policy Ag/LU-125 addresses the role of LAFCO in directing future growth and
development in Napa County. This is an important addition to the County |Q)-2P
General Plan, and LAFCO welcomes the County’s commitment to work with the
Commission in encouraging urban-centered growth and the preservation of
agricultural and open-space lands.

Jack Gingles, Chair Brad Wagenknecht, Vice-Chair Brian J. Kelly, Commissioner
Mayor, City of Calistoga County of Napa Supervisor, 1st District Representative of the General Public
Juliana Inman, Commissioner Bill Dodd, Commissioner Gregory Rodeno, Alternate Commissioner
Councilmember, City of Napa County of Napa Supervisor, 4th District Representative of the General Public
Cindy Coffey, Alternate Commissioner Mark Luce, Alternate Commissioner Keene Simonds
Councilmember, City of American Canyon County of Napa Supervisor, 2nd District Executive Officer
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments on Draft General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report
June 4, 2007
Page 2 of 3

Angwin

The Draft General Plan Update identifies two scenarios that would make
substantive changes to land use designations and zoning standards involving the
unincorporated community of Angwin (pages 51-58). © With minor variations,
both scenarios would eliminate existing agricultural zoning standards for all lands
designated for urban use. Both scenarios would also redesignate a number of
developed properties from agriculture to urban, which is subject to a countywide
vote as required under Measure J. If implemented, it is expected that both
scenarios would facilitate the expansion and intensification of urban uses in
Angwin. It is also reasonable to expect that the expansion and intensification of
urban uses would trigger the need for a range of new or elevated public services.
The Final General Plan Update and Final Environmental Impact Report would be
measurably strengthened by contemplating and addressing these needs.

Napa Pipe Area

The Draft General Plan Update redesignates approximately 250 acres of
unincorporated land in south Napa County from industrial to transitional use. The
subject area is located immediately south of the City of Napa and includes the
former site of the Napa Pipe Company and properties commonly referred to as
“Bocca” and “Pacific Coast.” The intent of this redesignation is to provide
flexibility to the County in redeveloping the area with a mixture of commercial,
industrial, and residential uses. If implemented, it is expected that redevelopment
would trigger the need for a range of new or elevated public services. The Final
General Plan Update and Final Environmental Impact Report would be
measurably strengthened by contemplating and addressing these needs.

Berryessa Estates/Berryessa Highlands

The Draft General Plan Update provides summary descriptions involving the
unincorporated communities of Berryessa Estates and Berryessa Highlands (pages
57-60). The Final General Plan Update should recognize that these communities
receive water and sewer services from the Lake Berryessa Resort Improvement
District and the Napa Berryessa Resort Improvement Districts, respectively.

In terms of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the document does not address
specific activities or projects that would underlie the implementation process for the
General Plan Update. It is LAFCO’s understanding that this approach is by design and
that the County will address the impacts associated with implementing specific phases of
the General Plan Update as part of separate and tiered environmental documents.
However, as mentioned in the preceding section regarding Angwin and the Napa Pipe
area, the Final Environmental Impact Report would be strengthened by addressing the
probable need for new or elevated public services to accommodate additional urban

Q-3E/P

Q4E/P

Q5P

Q-6E
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments on Draft General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report
June 4, 2007
Page 3 of 3

growth within these areas. Other comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
Report include:

Identify the aspects of implementing the General Plan Update that will produce
projects that are contingent on LAFCO action. Specific LAFCO actions that may
be engendered by the implementation of the General Plan Update include
annexations, detachments, special district formations, and establishment of
subsidiary special districts. The Final Environmental Impact Report and future
environmental documents associated with specific projects should also reference
the factors LAFCO is required to consider in the review of a proposal under
California Government Code §56668.

Mitigation Measures 4.13.3.1b and 4.13.4.1 would require that the County include
a policy in the Final General Plan Update to coordinate with public and private
service providers to verify the availability of adequate water and wastewater
services to accommodate new development projects. These mitigation measures
should be amended to also require that the County coordinate with LAFCO
pursuant to California Government Code §56000 et seq.

Figure 3.0-2 identifies Bell Canyon Reservoir as part of the water supply system
of the City of Napa. Bell Canyon Reservoir is part of the water supply system of
the City of St. Helena.

Page 4.13.53 suggests that the Napa Sanitation District is an independent special
district. Napa Sanitation District is a dependent special district as defined under

" California Government Code §56044.

Pages 4.13.15 through 4.13.33 provide a summary of public water service
operations in Napa County. The majority of information included in this section
is drawn directly from LAFCO’s Comprehensive Water Service Study (2004).
LAFCO requests that the Final Environmental Impact Report identify LAFCO as
the information source where appropriate.

If you have any questions, please contact the LAFCO Executive Officer Keene Simonds

at ksimonds@napa.lafco.ca.gov 6r by phone at (707) 259-8645.

Chairman

Q-6E

cont'd

Q-7E/P

Q-8E

QOE

Q-10E

Q-11E
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

LETTER QQ:

Response Q-1 E/P:

Response Q-2 P:

Response Q-3 E/P:

Response Q-4 E/P:

Response Q-5 P:

JACK GINGLES, LAFCO OF NAPA COUNTY, JUNE 4, 2007

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.

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.

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
programmatfic analysis of pofential 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.

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.

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

County of Napa
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response Q-6 E:

Response Q-7 E/P:

Response Q-8 E:

Response Q-9 E:

Response Q-10 E:

Response Q-11 E:

Berryessa Resort Improvement District. County staff appreciates this
clarification, and fthis information has been incorporated into the
Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element (see pp. 46 and 48).

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.

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 SOl 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.

Commenter suggests that mitigation measures MM 4.13.3.1Tb 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.

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.

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.

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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Sacramaento

555 Capito] Mall

Sth Floor
Sacramenta CA
95814-4692

te1 916.444.3900

rol! frea 800.403.3200
fax 918.444.8334

Oakland

1901 Harrison Street
9th Floor

Oakiand CA
94612-3501

tel 510.273.8780

10lf free 800.338.3030
fax 510.839.9104

Yuba City

422 Century Park Drive
Suite A

Yuba City CA
95891-5729

el 530.874.2761

fay 530.671.0990

www.mhalaws.com

‘Enclosed please find a copy of a leiter that the City of Ameri¢an Canyon submitted to

Letter R

McDonough Holland & Allen pc
Attorneys at Law

Iris P. Yang
Attorney at Law

Sacramento Office
916.325.4576 tel
916.444.3826 fax
iyang@mhalaw.com

June 5, 2007

The Honorable Harold Moskowite, Chairman
Members of the Board of Supervisors

County Administration Building

1195 Third Street, Suite 310

Napa CA 94559

Re:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for County General Plan Update

Dear Chairman Moskowite and Members of the Board:

the Local Agency Formation Commission of Napa County yesterday. At the R-1P

suggestion of the LAFCO board, we are hereby sending a copy of that letter divectly
fo the County as well. Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

)
A P v
Iris P. Yang
IPY:jih
enc,
cc: Mayor and Members of the American Canyon City Council

Richard J. Ramirez
William D. Ross, Esq.

1018150v] 36498/0001

County of Napa
December 2007
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

MM McDonough Holland & Allen pc
1 Attorneys ar Law

Iris P. Yang
Altorney at Law

Sacramento Office
016.325.4576 tel
916.444.3826 fax
iyang@mhalaw.com

Jume 4, 2007

HAAND-DELIVERED

The Honorable Jack Gingles, Chair
Members of LAFCO of Napa County
1700 Second Street, Suite 268

Napa, CA 94559

Re: June 4, 2007 Agenda Item 7(2) q:omments on the County of Napa's
Draft General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Gingles and Members of the Commission

I am submitting my comments on behz‘tlf of the City of American Canyon with respect to
LAFCO's proposed letter to Napa County on its draft Environmental Impact Repori and on its [R_HF /P
General Plan update.

First, we would like to express our appreciation to Keene Simonds and Jacqueline Gong for
teking the time to meet with the City s aff to discuss our concerns, In addition, we believe
the proposed revisions to LAFCO's letter to the County properly focus on the need for the
County to address those land use policie‘s that would encourage new urban uses requiring new

or higher levels of public services in thé unincorporated area.

The proposed LAFCO letter states that the DEIR does nat address the County's specific
activities or projects to implement the General Plan Update. We agree. The Draft General

Sacramento Plan specifically states that an Implementation Plan will be prepared after the public review |R-3E
556 Capitol Mall process and included in the Final General Plan submitted for adoption to the Board of
s“m"?;';'“'::g Supervisors. As a result, the environmental impacts of specific implementing actions will
95874-4682 not and canzot be evaluated in the EIR. | That is completely contrary to the purpose of CEQA,
tel 916.444,3300 which is "to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about
withae gui i the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment." Citizens for
o Responsible Growth v. City, 40 Cal. 4" 412 (2007); Pub. Resources Code § 21061,
Oakland
1907 Harrison SWEEt 1 yor issue s the lack of any comment on the DEIR's discussion of the Hess vineyard site.
Oakland CA The county and LAFCO recognize that the current zoning of the property for Agricultural|R_4Af/p
" 51”;3;2::33;. Watershed is at variance with the current designation of Industrial. The County propesed to
toll fraa 80D.332.3030 adopt & policy statement that the County would not rezone the property for non-agricultural
fax 510.839.9104 use unless it makes & specific finding that there is no other suitable industrial land available in
Vuba Gity the unincorporated area.
422 Century Park Drive
Suita A
Yuba €ity CA
B85991-5728

tal 530.674.8761
fax 530.671.0890
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MM McDonough Hailand & Allen pc
[ ¥ Attorneys at Law

The Honorable Jack Gingles, Chair
Members of LAFCO of Napa County
June 4, 2007

Page 2

There are several concerns with this atternpted "fix." Government Code section 65860
requires that a county zoning ordinance be consistent with the county's general plan. Any
resident or property OWIer ¢an request a court order to require that property be rezoned to
ensure consistency. Section 65860 further provides that if a zoning ordinance becomes
inconsistent with a general plan because of an amendment to the plan, the zoning ordinance
wshall be amended within a reasonable time" (emphasis added) so that it is consistent with the
general plan. In this instance, the zoning has been inconsistent with the general plan for
several years, and the proposed General Plan Update will only perpetuate, not cure, that
inconsistency. This is a matter that is well within LAFCO's authority to comment upon.

Second, the Ag/LU-37 policy provides that the Hess Property would not be rezoned unless
there was no other suitable industrial land available in the unincorporated area. There is no
limitation in the law that suitable land must be in the unincorporated arca, In looking at
reasonable alternatives, the California Supreme Court has said that jurisdictional borders are
simply one factor for the lead agency to take into account and "do not establish an ironclad
limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 575 (1990); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(£)(2).

TFinally, with respect to mitigation Measures 4.133.1b and 4.13.4.1, we believe that it is no
longer acceptable to simply state that the County will require verification of adequate water
supply and wastewater service for land uses and development. Under Citizens for
Responsible Growth v. City, 40 Cal.3d 412 (2007), the California Supreme Court held that an:
EIR was deficient because it "[did] not clearly and coherently explain, using material
properly stated or incorporated in the EIR, how the long-term demand is likely to be met with

R-4E/P
cont'd

R-5P

R-6E

those sources, the environmental impacts of exploiting those sources, and how those impacts
are to be mitigated.” Id. at421.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our comments.
Very truly yours,
B 1 4.
Iris P. Yang 474
PY:jjh

ce: Mayor and Members of the American Canyon City Couneil
Richard J. Ramirez

1017908v2 36498/0001
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

LETTER R:

Response R-1 E/P:

Response R-2 E/P:

Response R-3 E:

Response R-4 E/P:

IRIS P. YANG, MCDONOUGH HOLLAND & ALLEN ON BEHALF OF CITY OF
AMERICAN CANYON, JUNE 5, 2007

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.

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 ifs wilingness 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.

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
qguantitative 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.

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
(AWQS), 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:

Response R-6 E:

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.

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.

County of Napa
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Letter S

From: Wadsworth, Graham

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 1:01 PM

To: 'info@napacountygeneralplan.com'

Cc: O'Bryon, Michael; Pollard, Laurence; Jones, Sam; Harnois, Karen
Subject: General Plan Update and EIR

Dear Sir or Madam:

| read a February 16, 2007 media release that this is the email address for comments
on the Napa County General Plan Update and EIR. Please consider the following
comments:

1) Mitigation Strategies from the Napa Area Operational Hazard Mitigation Plan S-1E/P
should be incorporated into the policies in the General Plan, and not just referenced to
be implemented in SAF-36.

2) Land use planning should to take into account that the Napa River Flood
Protection Project was designed for current watershed conditions, so potential higher
base flood water surface elevations within the project limits caused by land S_OF/P
development should be mitigated to net sum zero. A policy should be set that freeboard -
should be maintained so the Federal Emergency Management Agency will continue to
recognize one percent chance per year "100-year" flood protection within the project
limits in the City of Napa.

3) NPDES Phase 2 General Permit for MS4's and Total Maximum Daily Load
requirements and implementation plans should be incorporated into the policies in the S-3E/P
General Plan, and not just referenced to be implemented in CON-31 and CON-32.

If you have any questions or want clarification about these comments, please contact
me at the phone number below.

Graham S. Wadsworth, P.E.
Senior Civil Engineer

City of Napa Public Works Dept.
P. O. Box 660 / 1600 First St.
Napa, CA 94559-0660
707-257-9520

fax 257-9522

www . cityofnapa.org
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LETTER S:

Response S-1 E/P:

Response S-2 E/P:

GRAHAM S. WADSWORTH, PE, City OF NAPA — PUBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMENT, JUNE 11, 2007

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:

e Policy SAF-38: The County will confinue 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.

Commenter notes that the General Plan Update should include a policy
that freeboard should be maintained so FEMA will confinue 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 mifigation 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:

e 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 freeboardl on
the Napa River in the area of the Napa River Flood Protection Project
is maintained.

County of Napa
December 2007
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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, notf 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 Il requirements. Policy CON-47 specifies compliance requirements
with applicable TMDL process fo improve water quality.
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Letter T
Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board
‘ / Central Valley Region ¢.Land
Karl E. Longley, ScD, P.E., Chair GE
Linda S, Adams Arnold

Sacramento Main Office

5
E:;’;f;g;fz, 11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, California 95670-6114 S“’“g;‘;;f;a"'rgger
it Phone (916) 464-3291 » FAX (916) 464-4643
http:/fwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley
12 June 2007 JUN 13 2007
NAPA GO. CONSERVATION
DEVELOPMENT & PLANMING DEPT.

Mr. Patrick Lowe, Deputy Planning Director

Napa County Office of Conservation, Development & Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite # 210

Napa, CA 94559

NAPA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

The Central Valley Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) appreciates the
opportunity to review and comment on the Napa County General Plan Update. Our jurisdiction
extends to the part of the County that drains into the Central Valley or the eastern part of the
County that includes the Putah Creek watershed. The San Francisco Bay Water Quality
Control Board is responsible for the Napa River and the Suisun Creek watersheds. The
following comments relate to the eastern part of the County. T1E/P

The Central Valley Water Board has adopted conditional waivers that regulate discharges
from irrigated lands to surface waters of the State. Please note that managed wetlands are
also subject to this waiver. The Central Valley Water Board has also adopted conditional
waivers for commercial timber harvest acfivities. The General Plan and the draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) should acknowledge these regulatory requirements.

The DEIR assesses the wastewater needs in the County by comparing the wastewater
treatment demand against the capacity of the various treatment systems. However, in at least
one case, the listed capacity is inconsistent with the Waste Discharge Requirements and other
Orders for these facilities. The DEIR identifies the capacity of the Napa Berryessa Resort
Improvement District as 0.176 mgd. The Napa Berryessa Resort Improvement District is TOE/P
covered under Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 95-173, which prescribes a
maximum monthly average flow of 0.05 mgd. Due to overflows at this facility, the District was
required to evaluate the capacity of the facility and to prepare and implement a plan to
address the capacity issues. The Central Valley Water Board issued a Cease and Desist
Order and imposed a sewage connection restriction. To this day, the District remains in
violation of its Waste Discharge Requirements. The DEIR must evaluate the compliance
history of the wastewater treatment facilities in order to determine if adequate capacity is
available.

The Central Valley Water Board is pleased that the County in policies CON-2 (d), CON-31 (a),
and CON-35 (d) encourages advanced wastewater treatment facilities to generate recycled  [T-3E/P

California Environmental Protection Agency

zz?, Recycled Paper
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Mr. Patrick Lowe -2- 12 June 2007

water and promotes use of recycled water. Providing an evaluation of the existing facilities T-3E/P
and a plan for these facilities to meet these policies would be very helpful. Cont'd

Finally, while the County has recognized that Putah Creek has been identified as impaired for
mercury in the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list, the listing for Putah Creek is from Solano
Lake to the Putah Creek Sinks, which is a reach outside the County boundaries. Within the
County’s boundaries, Lake Berryessa is listed as impaired for mercury and James Creek,
tributary to Pope Creek and thence to Lake Berryessa, is impaired for mercury and nickel. T-4E/P
Additionally, the County should have concerns that the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment has issued a health advisory for fish caught in Lake Berryessa due to the levels
of mercury in the fish tissue. We are aware of local and federal efforts to assess and address
the source of mercury in the Putah Creek watershed. The Central Valley Water Board would
be pleased if the County chooses to work with these other efforts to address the mercury
issues in this watershed.

If you have any questions on this matter, please feel free to contact me at 916-464-4643 or
byee@waterboards.ca.gov.

Letty oo

BETTY YEE ‘
Senior Water Resource Control Engineer
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LETTER T:

Response T-1 E/P:

Response T-2 E/P:

BETTY YEE, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
CENTRAL VALLEY REGION, JUNE 12, 2007

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 Confrol 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—-Meorrison-Creek—and
othercreeksinthePlanning-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
fimber 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.

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
freatment plant’s design capacity (nof 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 mifigation 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.

County of Napa
December 2007
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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 Draff 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:

e 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, info 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 @ ! LOY\/é

Napa County Resource Conservation District
1303 Jefferson St., Ste. 500B, Napa, CA 94559
\ PHONE: 707-252-4188 FAX: 707-252-4219 WEB: www.naparcd.org

RECEIVED

JUN 1.4 2007
Mr. Patrick Lowe, Deputy Planning Director ;
Napa County Censervation, Development and Planning Department , CONSERVATION
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPT.

Napa, CA 94559

June 12, 2007

Dear Mr. Lowe:

Thanls you for the opportunity to comment on the draft General Plan Update and associated draft
Environmental Impact Report.(EIR). Thank you also for developing the necessary tools to evaluate
consistency between the General Plan Update and draft EIR and to compare the draft Plan with the existing
Plan. Both of these tools were extremely helpful.

U-1E/P
Your staff and the General Plan Steering Committee are to be commended for developing an impressive
update to the existing General Plan, which has served Napa County well over the past decades. The overall
goals of the General Plan Update remain reflective of the County's support for agriculture as a primary land
use in the County while balancing several other land uses and important values, including protection and
conservation of natural resources.

With regard to the draft General Plan Update, we offer the following comments for consideration:

1. Circulation Goal 1 should explicitly be correlated with the Conservation Element and be protective of
the County’s natural resources. A policy should be added to this-element to encourage upgrading of  |[J-2P
roads to address concerns related to resource protection and conservation. Suggested language for a
new policy is “Roadway; culvert, and bridge improvements and repairs shall be designed and
constructed to minimize fine-sediment and other pollutant delivery to waterways and where applicable
to allow for fish passage and migration.”

2. Ag/LU Goal 5 and subsequent additional policies should encourage agricultural practices that avoid
negative impacts on public health and the environment and encourage sustainable agricultural
practices. Ag/LU — 5 should be amended to read, “Create a stable and predictable regulatory
environment that encourages investment by the private sector and balances the rights of individuals
with those of the community and the needs of the environment.” In addition, consider adding a goal to|U-3P
the Ag/LU element to support sustainable and organic agricultural practices and consider adding a
subsequent policy that requires the County to support programs that provide technical advice to
farmers wishing to shift from conventional to sustainable and/or organic farming methods.

8. “Inrecognition of their limited impacts” should be deleted from Policy Ag/LU — 15. Small wineries
and vineyards may have an impact on natural resources and other community values. The streamlined U-4E/P
permitting process called for in Action Item Ag/LU-15.1 should reference the necessity to evaluate
impacts under CEQA as part of the streamlined process.

4, The District, in our efforts to promote responsible watershed management through voluntary
stewardship and technical assistance, recognizes the importance of reasonable land use policies and U-5P
enforcement of those polices. We suggest some minor language change to Policy Ag/LU — 118 to

The Napa County Resource Conservation District is a non-regulatory agency whose mission is to promote responsible
watershed management through voluntary stewardship and technical assistance.
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reflect the County’s commitment to enforcing existing regulations to protect the quality of life in Napa
County. Suggested language is, “The County is committed to maintaining the quality of life in Napa U-5P
County through enforcing regulations and codes. The County shall uniformly and fairly enforce codes
and regulations, and shall assign high priority to abatement of violations that may constitute potential Cont'd
threats to public health or safety or that may cause irreversible environmental damage.”

5. Similar to #4, we suggest new language for Policy CON — 5 as follows: “The County is committed to
maintaining or improving the current overall level of environmental quality found in Napa County
through enacting and enforcing regulations and codes. The County shall uniformly and fairly enforce
codes and regulations, and shall, with respect to enforcing regulations related to environmental
quality, assign high priority to abatement of violations that may constitute potential threats to public
health or safety or that may cause irreversible environmental damage. Enforcement actions shall be
non-discretionary and shall be sufficient to discourage irreversible damages.”

U-6P

6. Add language to Policy CON — 22 to support actions necessary to limit the spread of Sudden Oak
Death. Visit the website of the California Oak Mortality Task Force for specific recommendations and L)7P
State laws.

7. We suggest adding the following measures to CON — 23 to maintain and enhance fisheries habitat:

a. Encourage leaving large-woody-debris in stream to the extent consistent with flood control

considerations.

b. Implement road building and maintenance practices to minimize bank failure and sediment
delivery to channels. U-8pP
Encourage practices that buffer urban runoff from local storm drains.

d. Ensure that sufficient flow and channel characteristics are maintained for fish passage
consistent with State and Federal guidelines.

e. Add “development projects and conversions” and “vineyard roads and avenues” to the list of
sediment sources that need to be controlled under existing measure (f).

o

8. The District supports the goals and objectives of the Watershed Information Center and Conservancy
and would like to see the following minor language change to Policy CON — 88, “The County will
support the work of the Watershed Information Center and Conservancy (WICC) Board as a U-9P
clearinghouse for watershed information, a forum for citizen and interagency discussion and
cooperation, and development and coordination of watershed monitoring efforts and strategic
planning.” The word “watershed” rather than “water quality” should be used to be more reflective of
the goals and objectives of the WICC.

9. We support inclusion of a policy in the Conservation Element of the General Plan Update that is
consistent with MM 4.6.1a in the draft EIR to establish a fishery monitoring program. Results from U-10E/P
such a monitoring program, combined with results from water quality monitoring, may be the most
effective and defensible way to establish a basis for de-listing the Napa River.

10. We suggest a new policy in the Conservation Element related to the importance of wateruse efficiency
during the spring to protect and prolong the duration of in stream flows for migrating anadromous
fish such as steelhead and Chinook salmon. Along those same lines, we support a policy consistent U-11E/P
with MM 4.11.5¢ in the draft EIR regarding use of water conservation measures to improve water use
efficiency and reduce overall water demand.

11. We support inclusion of a goal and policies related to reducing greenhouse gasses and carbon |U_1 2P
emissions.
2
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With regard to the draft Environmental Impact Report:

12. Review of the draft General Plan Update for consistency with the draft EIR, as detailed in the March
20, 2007 Comparison of Proposed General Plan Update Policies and the Draft EIR Mitigation Measures,
indicates that additional work by staff and the General Plan Steering Committee may be necessary to U-13E/P
improve the consistency among the documents. Specifically with regard to the policies in the
Conservation Element and the mitigation measures contained in the Biological Resources, Fisheries,
and Hydrology and Water Quality, we encourage staff and the Steering Committee to seek a balance
between the standards called for in the mitigation measures and the current policies.

13. The MIKE SHE model referred to in section 4.11 (Hydrology and Water Quality) will have a
tendency to overestimate soil loss and sediment delivery from vineyards developed and managed
under the Conservation Regulations. While it incorporates the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE)
factor for cover crop (C), it excludes consideration of other mitigating factors such as practice (P) and U-T4E
length of slope (LS), thereby resulting in an overestimation. While this may be acceptable for large-
scale analysis, it should be recognized that the model has serious flaws with regard to estimating soil
loss and sediment delivery at the project scale and its use for this purpose should be avoided.

14

The requirement of MM 4:11.3a and other mitigation measures in the draft EIR that require
development projects not to increase the 2-, 10-, 50- and 100-year peak flow rates beyond pre-project
conditions, may result in unintended consequences including possible development of a large number
of flood attenuation basins throughout Napa County’s watersheds. These attenuation basins would do U-15E
little to retain fine sediments that are the subject of a TMDL for the Napa River and they would -
further retain a large portion of the course sediments that provide necessary habitat for steelhead and
Chinook salmon and for which the County’s streams are already starved. We encourage consideration
of establishing thresholds of significance for peals flow based upon watershed or sub-basin
characteristics and District staff is available to work with County staff to that end.

15. The intent to provide a ministerial vineyard review process is commendable. However, the standards
set forth in MM 4.11.4 are daunting and the nature of these standards, while consistent with CEQA,
may be prohibitive to actual implementation. District staff is available to provide technical input to
establishing alternative thresholds and/or standards for this mitigation measure. Also with regard to
MM 4.11.4 the following should be considered:

a. The breeding season for ground-nesting birds encompasses nearly all of the allowable grading U-16E
season. Pre-construction surveys should be allowed more than two weeks before grading, to
preclude the likelihood of last-minute delays and to allow for reasonable projection of
construction scheduling and costs.

b. An alternative to the requirement for “individual vineyard block fencing,” such as a wildlife
circulation plan submitted by a qualified wildlife biologist, should be allowed. Individual block
fencing may be counterproductive if it creates “inside corners” where wildlife can be trapped.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on these important policy documents that will shape the
future of Napa County. We appreciate the dedication and time intensive efforts of County staff, the Steering
Committee, and the consultants in preparing these documents that balance the needs and desires or our
community within the constraints of existing State and Federal laws and regulations. If you have any
questions regarding our comments or would like clarification, please contact me at (707) 252-4188 ext. 110.

Sincerely,
Leigh K Sharp
District Manager
3
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LETTER U:

Response U-1 E/P:

Response U-2 P:

Response U-3 P:

Response U-4 E/P:

Response U-5 P:

Response U-6 P:

LEIGH K. SHARP, NAPA COUNTY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT,
JUNE 12, 2007

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, Nno response is necessary.

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.

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).

The commenter suggests that the fext “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 ltem Ag/LU-16.1, and the ordinance
would be subject to public review prior to adoption.

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.

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:

Response U-8 P:

Response U-9 P:

Response U-10 E/P:

Response U-11 E/P:

Response U-12 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 Conservatfion Element under CON-24
part (f) that helps to enforce the state and federal regulations concerning
Sudden Oak Death.

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.

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.

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
ltem CON NR-2 that includes protective measures for fisheries, which
would specifically require monitoring.

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 4.11.5¢c 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.

The District supports inclusion of a goal and policies related to greenhouse
gas emissions and carbon emissions. Policies have been added tfo
address this issue in the revised General Plan Conservation Element in the
new Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental
Health section.

County of Napa
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Response U-13 E/P:

Response U-14 E:

Response U-15 E:

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.

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
info 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, “If should be noted that these vineyard
development scenarios are infended 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 safturated flow, for the four
large-scale potential vineyard development scenarios.

The commenter states that some unintended consequences may result
from implementation of mitigafion measures such as MM 4.11.3q,
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 confinued agricultural and
resource development, as well as to Appendix | (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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Response U-16 E:

River TMDL for sediment, pathogens, and nutrients. These measures would
mitigate any potential impacts that flood attenuation basins would have
on surface water quality.

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 quadlified wildlife biologist as this type of fencing could be
counterproductive if it creates “inside corners” where wildlife can be
frapped.

The County appreciates the input regarding the stringency of the
mitigation measure 4.11.4, but does not recommend a change fo 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 confinued 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:

County of Napa
December 2007
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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 fo wildlife
movement, particularly in riparian areas, where a nexus
exists between the proposed project and the existing
fencing.
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Letter V

<y California Regional Water Quality Control Board
b San Francisco Bay Region

Linda Adams 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612
Agency Secretary (510) 622-2300 * Fax (510) 622-2460
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay

Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor

June 15, 2007

Mr. Patrick Lowe

Deputy Planning Director

Napa County Office of Conservation, Development, and Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, California 94559

Subject: Comments on Draft EIR for Proposed Napa County General Plan Update
Dear Patrick Lowe:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the County General Plan update. We focused our review
primarily on the draft EIR, in order to assess whether proposed policies and measures will support attainment of \V-1E
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for sediment, nutrients, and pathogens, as well as the broader goal of
protecting the beneficial uses of the Napa River and its tributaries.

Comments Relating to Attainment of the Napa River Sediment TMDL
Approximately two-thirds of the sediment that reached the Napa River during the most recent decade was

human-caused. To achieve the TMDL, no more than half of the sediment reaching the Napa River can be human
caused (Water Board, 2007). The General Plan update evaluates potential impacts of an additional 10,000 to
15,000 acres of new vineyards in Napa County by 2030, approximately 75 percent of which are anticipated in
the Napa River watershed'. Although additional residential and commercial development is also expected,
projected future vineyard development is of a much larger scale, and therefore poses a greater threat of
increasing sediment loads to the Napa River. Keeping these points in mind, and accounting for the uncertainty in
our estimates both of sediment delivery rates and the future effects of BMP implementation, we offer the
following comments related to attainment of sediment water quality objectives for the Napa River watershed:

o We find that the draft EIR does not adequately consider impacts caused by direct disturbance of
headwater channels (e.g., all Class III channels and some Class II channels).It is critically important to
provide effective stream setbacks along headwater channels in order to protect downstream water
quality and habitat conditions (Alexander et al., 2007; Freeman et al., 2007; Meyer et al, 2007; Wipfli et
al., 2007). Furthermore, headwaters channels comprise approximately two-thirds of the total length of
channels in the Napa River watershed. These channels function as primary zones of runoff, balance
sediment and nutrient inputs to downstream reaches, and provide critical habitats for native plant and
wildlife species. Available information should be presented to evaluate impacts, mitigation measures,
and implementation actions including adoption of effective stream setbacks, as needed to protect the
beneficial uses of the Napa River.

" In comparison to present-day, the projected additional vineyard acreage would represent an approximately 20-to-30
percent increase in land area being cultivated for grapes within the Napa River watershed.

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area’s waters for over 50 years

@vded Paper
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Patrick Lowe
June 15, 2007
Page 2

e Approval of new hillside development projects, and/or redevelopment projects2, should require
assurances of achievement of post-development average annual rates of sediment delivery to channels \V_3EF
less than 175 percent of natural background rate or the pre-development rate, whichever is lower. We h
believe that this requirement will be essential to achievement of the TMDL by 2025.

e We agree with the finding that in order to avoid channel enlargement and/or gully erosion (which are
significant sources of human caused erosion and habitat degradation), peak runoff following
development should not be significantly greater than pre-development. We applaud the County for \/_4F
proposing this mitigation measure (i.e., MM 4.11.3a). Please note that Water Board staff are available to
discuss and evaluate the specific performance conditions, evaluation criteria, and methods for estimating
pre- and post-development peak runoff rates and durations.

e We suggest the County explore ways to coordinate and administer the proposed fisheries, habitat, and
water quality monitoring programs called for in the draft EIR, as opposed to requiring project-specific
monitoring (except as needed to document BMPs and mitigation measures). By doing so, efficiency and \/_5EF
consistency of monitoring will be greatly enhanced and management questions can be answered -5
expeditiously. We further encourage the County to involve academic experts in salmonid population
dynamics, geomorphology, and hydrology in development and review of a study plan and to interpret
results of the watershed monitoring program.

Comments Relating to Riparian Area Protection Measures
Wetland and riparian areas are among the state’s most valuable, most heavily impacted, and most threatened

natural resources. They support a variety of beneficial uses and provide important water quality functions,
including pollutant removal, flood attenuation, and habitat connectivity (State Board 2003). California has lost
an estimated 91 percent of its historic wetland acreage, the highest loss of any state (Dahl 1990). Similarly,
California has lost between 85 and 98 percent of its historic riparian arecas (RHJTV 2004). Loss of wetlands and
riparian areas in the state contributes to significant water quality impairments. Our specific comments and
recommendations are as follows:

e The draft EIR relies heavily on the County Conservation Regulations (County Code Chapter 18.108), as V-6E
currently adopted, to reduce potential impacts to stream and riparian habitats to less than significant.
However, stream setback widths specified therein are intended primarily to achieve pollutant filtration.
To achieve other aquatic habitat and water quality functions including thermal buffering, recruitment of
large woody debris, maintenance of dynamic equilibrium between sediment supply and transport
capacity, and complex physical habitat structure, all of which are essential for conservation and/or
recovery of native fishes, broader setbacks are needed. We welcome the opportunity to work with the
County to enhance stream and riparian functions afforded through General Plan policies and
implementation actions.
®
“New hillside development projects include agricultural (e.g., vineyards, etc.) and structural (e.g., residential, commercial,
and mdustrial development) projects. Redevelopment, with regard to agriculture, would include vineyard replants, which
present an opportunity for cost effective refinement of erosion control and drainage design to achieve environmental
protection goals.
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Patrick Lowe
June 15, 2007
Page 3

e Mitigation Measure 4.5.2a offers a mitigation ratio of 2:1 for preservation but does not offer a ratio for
restoration or creation. In the experience of Water Board staff, a 1:1 ratio is unlikely to meet the No Net
Loss Policy for wetland functions in all but the most exceptional circumstances due to temporal impacts
and the risk of mitigation project failure. We strongly encourage Napa County to identify a mitigation
ratio that is sufficient to ensure the goals of the No Net Loss Policy 3 are met.

\V-7E

Comments Relating to Protection of Instream flow
We offer the following comments related to protection and/or enhancement of instream flow:

e We feel strongly that greater coordination and coupling between permit processes for land uses and
water rights is needed to facilitate an integrated and consistent impact assessment, and to reduce the \/-8E
uncertainty associated with impact evaluations and permit approval. Both permit review processes
would benefit from coordinated monitoring to refine understanding of baseline conditions with regard to
streamflow, and fish and aquatic wildlife populations. We look forward to working with your staff to
explore mechanisms for enhanced coordination between the State and Regional Water Boards and the
County.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and to work with you to enhance water quality and habitat conditions
in the Napa River watershed.

Sincerely,

Dyan Whyte
TMDL Program Manager

CC: Maura Moody, NOAA Fisheries, Corinne Gray, California Department of Fish and Game
Attached: references cited

* Executive Order W-59-93
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LETTER V:

Response V-1 E:

Response V-2 E:

DYAN WHYTE, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION, JUNE 15, 2007

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
Conftrol Board, San Francisco Region (RWQCB) are responded o 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.

The commenter summarizes information provided in the Draft ER
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 potfential
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 potentfial 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
paitterns), altering watershed processes, especially in
watersheds with unstable geology or highly erodible soils.

County of Napa
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Response V-3 E:

Response V-4 E:

Response V-5 E:

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.

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 fo
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
Conftrol/Basin Plan as amended by the TMDL.

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.

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:

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

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

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

e 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:

Response V-7 E:

Response V-8 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 intfended 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. Draftf 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.

The commenter identifies that Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a
does not provide a ratio for creation or restoration. Draft EIR mifigation
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).

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.
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December 2007
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Letter W

NAPA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT
FIRE MARSHAL’S OFFICE
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Cooperative Fire Protection Since 1932
1199 Big Tree Road
St. Helena, California 94574-9711
Phone: (707) 967-1419 Fax: (707) 967-1474

Emie Loveless

Chief

June 15, 2007

Patrick Lowe, Deputy Planning Director

Napa County Conservation, Development and Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite #210

Napa, Ca 94559

Dear Patrick,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft General Plan and the

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). | am very impressed with the draft plan that the  [W-1 E/P
Steering Committee has put together. From the perspective of the County Fire

Department, the goals and policies of the Safety Element closely parallel many of the

goals the fire department is working towards.

Comments on the Environmental Impact Report:

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Response section of 4.13 Public Services
and Utilities-

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection formerly referred to as 5
CDF is now referred to as CAL FIRE. All of the references to CDF should be W-2E
changed to CAL FIRE.

The Insurance Services Office has made some minor changes to their rating system.
The NCFD now has a property protection class (PPC) of 6/8B. The PPC 6 is for
property within 5 miles of a fire station and within 1000’ of a hydrant, the PPC8Bis |W-3E
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.

| have reviewed the potential impacts to fire protection for Napa County for all of the
alternatives proposed. The mitigation measures that are offered starting with MM
4.13.1.1a through MM 4.13.1.1¢ do not mitigate the potential impacts of any of the W-4E
alternatives. All of the mitigation measures that are proposed are already required by
the codes and standards that have been adopted by the County.

Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
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An appropriate mitigation measure to all of the alternatives proposed would be similar
to the one that is proposed in MM 4.13.2.1a under Law Enforcement Service and
Standards. Development that results in substantial concentrations of residents and  |\W-4F
or and businesses will adversely impact fire protection services and should be Cont'd
required to consult with the County Fire Department to determine the impact to
services and potential mitigation. Even in Alternative A, retaining the existing land
use designations under the current general plan, the impact to emergency services
should be reevaluated every ten years to ensure that the desired level of service is
provided.

Comments on the Draft General Plan:

The published draft General Plan dated February 16, 2007 varies slightly from the \Wo5P
version that is available on the counties website so | will comment on both. The B
differences | noted were in Policy SAF -21 and Policy SAF-22.

Printed Material-

Policy SAF —21: The County shall continue to support 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.

Website-

Policy SAF — 21: The County shall continue to support the California Department of
Forestry in their budget requests to the state legislature for state funding to provide
desired levels of fire protection in Napa County.

Funding for the Napa County Fire Department is primarily through county property
taxes and budget requests for funding is through the Napa County Board of \W-6P
Supervisors and not the State Legislature. ‘

State funding to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL
FIRE) is for funding of the state mission: The Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection protects the people of California from fires, responds to emergencies, and
protects and enhances forest, range, and watershed values providing social,
economic, and environmental benefits to rural and urban citizens.

The language in both drafts of Policy SAF-21 does not adequately address funding
for either agency. If the goal is to ensure that the fire department has the appropriate
funding to provide the desired level of protection and services that is what it should
say.

Printed Material-

Policy SAF-22: The county supports preservation of existing fire roads/trails and
development of new roadsitrails meeting the California Department of Forestry \W-7P
guidelines requested by the local fire district board.

County of Napa Napa County General Plan Update
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Website-

Policy SAF-22: The County supports preservation of existing fire roads/trails and
development of new roads/trails as required by the California Department of Forestry.

CAL FIRE does not have requirements for the development of roads or trails unless a
property is being developed. Essentially if you are not constructing a structure then  [\y/_7p
you are not required to build a road. Also the only fire district Board that exists in the Conf'd
County is the American Canyon Fire Protection District. CAL FIRE and the Napa on
County Fire Department encourage and support the maintenance of existing fire
roads and fuel breaks but do not have the jurisdiction to require it.

| believe Policy SAF -22 should be deleted from the general plan because fuel
modification priorities are identified in Policy SAF - 17.

Please contact me at (707) 967-1421 if | can provide any additional information or
clarification.

Gabrielle Avina

Fire Marshal
Napa County General Plan Update County of Napa
Final Environmental Impact Report December 2007
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LETTER W:

Response W-1 E/P:

Response W-2 E:

Response W-3 E:

Response W-4 E:

Response W-5 P:

GABRIELLE AVINA, NAPA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT — FIRE MARSHAL’S
OFFICE, JUNE 15, 2007

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.

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 Cadlifornia Department of Forestry and Fire Protection{EBF (CAL
FIRE

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 4/8B. 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.

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 fo 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 ¢ 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.

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 nofed, 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 confinue 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.

County of Napa
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Response W-6 P:

Response W-7 P:

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.”

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.

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 frails.

The County feels that both policies should be retained.
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Letter X

m Napa County Flood Control and
: ' Woater Conservation District

Astensan Sanyen - Caistags - s

St Helara « Toumindly » g Caurty

804 First Street
Napa, California 94559

MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 18, 2007
TO: Patrick Lowe, Napa County Planning
FROM: Richard Thomasser, Watershed and Flood Control Operations Manager

SUBJECT: Comments on DEIR and Napa County General Plan Documents
Eaa——————  ——————— ——  ——— ———  ——— ————— "

As the local sponsor of the Napa River/Napa Creek Flood Protection Project, a $300 million
dollar project designed to provide flood protection to the City of Napa, the Flood Control
District has a vested interest in maintaining the level of flood protection designed into the
project. In addition, the District is supportive of the efforts of the County and the
municipalities in floodplain management in their respective roles as administrators of the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Increase in runoff volume or rate from new
development, whether it relates to agriculture, residential or commercial development may
cumulatively affect water surface elevations and velocities in downstream receiving waters.
If not mitigated, this may lead to an increase in flooding in FEMA-established Special Flood [X-1E/P
Hazard Zones, diminished flood protection for the Napa River Flood Protection Project or
other flood protection projects within the County. Furthermore, increased runoff may result
in the failure of river and stream restoration projects that are underway in the County, which
are designed to reduce bank erosion and enhance fish habitat.

The District appreciates the efforts made by the County to evaluate the potential impacts of
new vineyard development on downstream flooding, It is unclear why the DEIR only
includes an analysis of 100-year flood conditions for vineyard development under Scenario
1. The District recommends that the County also include similar analyses of peak stream
flow and water levels for the other 3 vineyard development scenarios.

While residential and commercial development encompasses a much smaller area of the
County, the relative effect of impervious surfaces even on a small area may be significant.
The District also recommends an analysis of 100-year peak stream flow and water elevations
for projected county-wide residential and commercial development build-out through 2030. X_2F
It is our understanding that recently the City of Roseville, California conducted so-called
“future conditions floodplain mapping” for its ultimate build-out, an approach which was
lauded by FEMA. Considering such as approach for Napa County may increase County and
municipal Community Ratings for the NFIP,

1
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The District would also like to clarify a few matters related to the County’s Stormwater
Management Program:

Page 4.11-24: The City of American Canyon should be included as a co-permittee. | X-3E
Page 4.11-30: The grading season for structural projects is year-round for less than 5% and|X_4E
April 1* through Oct 15" for 5% slopes and greater regardless of watershed type.

Page 4.11-47: Standard erosion control measures for structural projects are reviewed by|
Engineering Services within the Dept of Public Works. X-5E

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR and General Plan documents, Please
teel free to contact me if you have questions or need clarification,

County of Napa

ty General Plan Update
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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 Tand 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.
Table 1: 100-yr flood condition peak discharge and water level data.
Current Scenario 1 Scenario 4
Location® Peak Peak Water Peak Peak Water
(number refers to 2_4-_hr_ _Peak Peak Water _Peak Discharge (% Peak Water Level _Peak Discharge (% Peak Water Level
A Precipitation | Discharge Discharge Discharge
location in Figure iy Level (ft asl) change from Level (ft asl) (change from change from Level (ft asl) (change from
(in) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs)
1) current) current ft) current) 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

L 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
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

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:

Response X-3 E:

Response X-4 E:

Response X-5 E:

The District recommends considering “future conditions floodplain
mapping” for ulfimate 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.

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.

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 Aprii 1 and September 1 of each vyear. 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.

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—tnspection—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

CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON
Planning/Building Department Gateway to the Napa Valley

June 18, 2007

Hillary Gitelman, Director

Napa County Department of Conservation, Development & Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

SUBJECT: Comments on Napa County Draft General Plan Update
Dear Ms. Gitelman:

| would like to commend you on an attractive and well-designed document that is in general
clear, well-organized and easy to read. It is clear that Napa County's vision is to preserve its
rural, grape-growing and wine related character, and most aspects of the plan support the
vision. It is generally a forward looking document that attempts to create a realistic appraisal of

the near future. Y-1 E/P

The City of American Canyon Planning Department has several comments related to how the
city is represented in the County’s Draft General Plan, and wishes to express ideas and
concerns about specific policies and proposals. We also have minor technical corrections we
wish to note for improvement of the document. Following are our comments on the draft
General Plan. Following these are comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

1. Ag/LU Goal 6 should add planning for environmental and climatic changes in the siting |Y P
and design of public facilities. =

2. Policy Ag/LU-6: The County needs to recognize in its tax assessment policies that
agricultural land uses create large demands for farmworker housing. If this is not assessed Y_3P
as a property tax, which appears to be the most logical (based on acreage of vineyards i
and size of winery), then there should be another method of assessment and payment for
the burden they place on the County and cities.

3. Policy Ag/LU-10: The County should also examine and establish criteria for production of
farmworker housing on individual agricultural properties (eg. of a certain size) to be Y-4P
provided by an agricultural concern, and not a public agency. This would be in support of
Policy Ag/LU-11 and 20, as these would not necessarily be “urban uses”.

4. Policy Ag/LU-20:; Please consider deleting the end of the sentence after the word County:
“as they existed in 2006.” It is simply unrealistic for the County to keep all urban usesto a Y-5P
2006 footprint. The sentence is clear enough in its intent without the ending phrase.

5. Policy Ag/LU-28: The redesignation of former industrial sites to “Transitional” does not
appear to be appropriate as this would create intense land uses in areas that are not urban
centers now, nor does it appear that they should be urban centers within the General Y-6P
Plan’s planning horizon. These areas would compete with existing urban centers for
resources and attention and place the burden of providing services and resources on the

3423 Broadway, Suite D-2, American Canyon, CA 94503 ¢ (707)647-4336 ¢ FAX (707)552-8564 ¢ www ci.american-canyon.ca.us
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American Canyon comment letter on the Napa County General Plan Update

p. 2

nearby jurisdiction. Given the City of Napa's potential to serve as a vital and viable urban
center, the need and opportunities for redevelopment within Napa'’s urban core, as well as
the County General Plan Update’s emphasis on concentration of urban uses in
incorporated cities and urban centers, these outlier areas are likely to pull economic
development and limited services away from where they are in fact needed.

Although this policy is intended to address long term housing needs, in fact the
“Transitional” redesignhation appears to be driven by an application for development rather
than by a clear intent by the County to carefully examine and consider the consequences
of such a land use designation. The presentation given to the Airport Industrial Area
Committee by the applicant for one of the Transitional areas appeared to produce “high
end” new urbanism-type housing opportunities, which is not likely to produce the range and
numbers of housing units the County actually needs. The County should more carefully
consider the results of creating a new land use designation for a specific development
proposal vs. the more appropriate method of the County and its citizens determining the
appropriate land uses for areas within the County.

Furthermore, the likely impacts of such development cannot possibly be taken into account
with a general category labeled “transitional”, which introduces serious concerns about the
adequacy of the environmental review. Deferring environmental review to a later time is not
adequate, since the County is taking a major step by proposing to amend the General Plan
designation. Given the fact that the County wishes to reserve additional land for industrial
uses (Ag/LU-36 and see comment #6 below), and that one of the “transitional” areas is in
the Napa River floodplain, the County needs to reexamine these areas and eliminate the
“Transitional” desighation.

Policy Ag/LU-37: Reserving the Hess Vineyards properties for industrial use appears
incongruous with the County’s emphasis on the preservation of agricultural lands. The City
of American Canyon sees the Hess Vineyard property as a key feature in helping to define
the entry to the City from the north, and defining the edge of the City by providing a
greenbelt to the north of the City. It is a vital visual resource and visual relief in the south
county area that cues visitors to their having arrived in Napa County/ wine country.

It is time to redesignate the Hess Vineyards properties as Agricultural Resource. Covering
this important agricultural land with industrial uses would be a detriment to all. Given that
this land is clearly not needed for Industrial purposes according to the studies the County
has prepared, the fact that the designation and zoning are currently inconsistent while they
clearly should be consistent and in line with the County’s vision, the City formally requests
that the Hess properties be redesighated to Agricultural Resource.

As a side comment on this policy, in the case that the County were to retain the Industrial
designation, the second sentence that requires a specific finding should at a minimum state
that “no other suitable industrial land is available in the south county area (including nearby
incorporated areas).”

Policy Ag/LU-46: The “Intent” statement is not very clear; it reads that the industrial uses
you wish to encourage are “administrative facilities, research institutions”, etc. (in other
words, you list the ancillary uses first, after the “such as”).

Policy Ag/LU-47: The Transitional land use designation does not appear to be clearly
thought out, as it applies to only two specific properties in the County, both of which would
probably be best reserved for industrial uses. Please see other comments above under
item #5.

Y-6P
Cont'd

Y-7P

Y-8P

Y-9P
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American Canyon comment letter on the Napa County General Plan Update

p.3

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

South County Industrial Areas, page 74-75: The map of the South County Industrial Areas
is described as being generally between the cities of Napa and American Canyon, however
the map depicts the northern portion of the City of American Canyon as being within the
South County area. This is either a mistake, or perhaps the County is considering
requesting a de-annexation of the incorporated area north of Green Island Road? The City
of Napa is not shown in this manner; it is shown as a distinct green color, clearly separate
from the county’'s South County designation. Please modify the map to show only areas
within the unincorporated county area. It is inappropriate to include city lands on this
County General Plan map.

The City is relieved to see that the Hess Vineyards properties are not included on the
South County Industrial Areas map. In addition, please see the comments under item #5
above as they are relevant to the Napa Pipe property and Policy Ag/LU-90.

The South County Industrial Area description refers to the Airport Industrial Area Specific
Plan’s 1986 adoption. That plan is 20 years old, and the General Plan includes only four
policies for this area, one of which states that industrial and locally-serving uses will be
encouraged consistent with that plan. It appears that the General Plan is not intending to
update that plan or bring it up to current standards if necessary. Moreover, the few policies
coveting this area do not address the housing needs created by employment in the South
County Industrial Area, which is the County’s most important economic generator aside
from agriculture.

In italic type under the South County Industrial Areas policies, is a repeat of a portion of
Policy Ag/LU-37. Please see comment #6 above regarding the Hess Vineyards.

Policy Ag/LU-111, page 89, states that Figure Ag/LU-1 depicts the land use policy of the
County of Napa. The Figure referred to is a map of the Hess Vineyards on page 44. You
probably mean Ag/LU-2, on page “90”, found in my copy between pp. 99 & 1007 The policy
should probably refer to it by title as well as by number. Likewise, the next policy on page
92 mentions the “Land Use Map”, but the title of the Figure says Land Use Policy Map.
Also see comment #13 below.

Policy Ag/LU-116, page 93 states that the County will work with the cities and LAFCO to
define and establish limits of current and future urban expansion and development,
however it clearly attempts to limit the City of Napa with this policy, and the City of
American Canyon with Policy Ag/LU-129, while providing for urban expansion and
development in the unincorporated County areas near and adjacent to both cities. Perhaps
the County should define “work with”.

The County Land Use Policy map is a bit confusing. It is labeled Land Use Policy Map on
the Figure title, Land Use Map next to the top of the map, and Napa County Land Use Plan
1998-2000 at the bottom of the map! The date is confusing as well, since it's labeled
“1998-2000" yet isn’t the plan projecting General Plan Land Uses for a 20-year period? We
are already in 2007, and this plan may not be approved until 2008, so perhaps it is a
decade behind?

In any case, assuming this is the General Plan Land Use map that the County intends to
adopt and use (vs. an Existing Land Use map?), the City of American Canyon’s boundaries
do not reflect at a minimum the existing city limits and land uses, especially to the east of
Highway 29, or the current Sphere of Influence. (Meanwhile, it appears that the City of
Napa’s RUL is depicted.)

The City suggests that the map be amended to reflect Flosden Road and Newell Drive to
the Town Center, and the Vintage Ranch area as planned and built. Please take a look at

Y-10P

Y-11P

Y-12P

Y-13P

Y-14P
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American Canyon comment letter on the Napa County General Plan Update

p. 4

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

the City's General Plan map, and contact me for the latest updated 2007 edition that
reflects our latest changes. The County map shows an “Urban Residential” designation
east of Hwy 29 that draws a sweeping curve where it should obviously be designated as
“Cities”. Also please refer to Item 6 above regarding the Industrial designation east of Hwy
29 north of American Canyon, which should be modified to Agriculture. In addition, the map
in my draft is labeled page 90, yet is found between pp. 99-100.

On page 108, Policy Ag/LU-129 is rather shocking to the City of American Canyon! The
fact that the County is attempting to set an Urban Limit Line (ULL)/Rural Urban Limit (RUL)
for the City through the preparation and presentation of a General Plan Land Use Policy for
the County, without “working with” the City’s citizens or decisionmakers is discomforting at
the very least. The City’s General Plan contains a ULL that has been adopted and is clearly
the intent of the City’s citizens for its future. Although it is possible that the City and County
could work together to mutually amend the ULL, the presentation of this policy and its
accompanying map on page 112 (Figure LU-3 or 4, depending on which page you view)
does not in any way reflect an agreement of any sort. The County should not be imposing a
RUL for the City as a top-down measure. In addition, it is contradictory to call out a RUL for
the northern part of the City when the County plans on fully urbanizing all land uses north
of the current city limits. There is no plan for a greenbelt or rural area between the City and
the Airport in any of the County’s documents, and indeed even the Hess property is in
question according to the County’s plans.

Additionally, the statement that the RUL shall be reassessed if and when the Hess
Vineyard property is rezoned for Industrial use (pursuant to either Policy LU-38 or 37,
depending on which page you view) is also quite shocking. The City believes it is critical
that the Hess properties remain agricultural, which is one of the reasons that the Hess
properties are within the City’s ULL.

Further, the proposed expansion of the RUL to the east of the City does not match the ULL
in the City’s General Plan. Although the City will eventually want control (as in Sphere of
Influence) over lands east of the City to gain more control over County actions on that land,
there is currently no agreement for any portion of the County’s proposal for the RUL as
shown in your document. For your information, preservation of the hillsides east of the City
is important to the local citizens.

Policy Ag/LU-130 again attempts to impose the County’s current belief system on the City,
and set limits on the County’s ability to support the City’s ULL or sphere of influence
amendments into the future, based on the 2003 County-City MOU on Affordable Housing.
Since neither entity is sure of the future of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation and
whether we can agree to continue to take on additional units for the next 20 years, it is
simply not logical to hold either party to an agreement that may or may not be valid at the
present, much less a future, time. Holding the city hostage for all future annexations unless
there’s mutual agreements for affordable housing is unacceptable.

Under the Circulation Element, check that your reference to “American Canyon Transit” is
still valid, given the changes that have occurred in the recent past. (page 118)

On page 119, Class lll bike routes are typically not designated with pavement markings,
but simply with (or without) signs. On page 120, the green box contains a “typo™: the 3
bullet has two “account” words in it.

Policy CIR-1.2: Please change “should” to “shall”.

On Figure CIR-1 Circulation Map, assuming that this is the General Plan Circulation Map, it
should be much larger in size and readable (11x17). In addition, it shows the word “Vallejo”
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where American Canhyon is (Vallejo is in Solaho County, to the south), and it should
accurately show the American Canyon city limits, which it does not. The map should depict
Devlin Road in its entirety or at least within the unincorporated area, as well as Newell Y-20P
Drive and South Kelly Drive, as planned. These roads are key thoroughfares to provide Cont'd
traffic relief in the South County area and should be shown and planned for by and in the
General Plan.

20. On page 129, Policy CIR-2 .3 first of all contains a statement that the following list of
improvements are illustrated as the ultimate road network in Figure CIR-1, which they are
not, as stated above. In addition, the bullet points under “South of Napa” may or may not
be accurate. Recent modeling suggests that Newell Road may extend further north than
Green Island Road in the future, possibly connecting with Kelly Road. Devlin Road will
assuredly not connect all the way south to American Canyon Road, but will stop at Green
Island Road. Highway 29 should be widened southward to the Napa/Solano County line,
since this is a regional highway serving the entirety of Napa County (and since recent City
modeling shows that 75-80% of traffic on this highway does not originate in American
Canyon.

Y-21P

21. Action ltem CIR-2.2.1 should add: Develop and implement (or Impose)Traffic Impact Fees Y.22P
to fund regional improvements, including the widening of Highway 29 to the south county
line.

22. Policy CIR-2.7, page 131 uses bad grammar! Please rewrite the sentence so that it does |Y—23P
not end with “they contribute to the need for”.

23. Circulation Goal 3: perhaps you should define “paratransit”. 1Y-24
24. Objective CIR-3.1: perhaps by now, you know the number of miles that “X” is. [Y-25P
25. Policy CIR-3.8: Please use “shall” instead of “should”. |Y-26P

26. Community Character Element: page 145, under noise, the second to last paragraph on
the page states that "Projected noise levels...” The last sentence says that “ noise levels
associated with roadways will also increase.” | suggest you revise that to say “are expected|Y-27P
to” instead, because in the next 20 years, it is to be hoped that electric and hybrid vehicles
with quieter engines, and modifications to the roadways such as those built with recycled
rubber or other materials, could substantially alter (and lower) noise levels.

27. Figure CC-1 showing noise contours for the Napa Airport shows the wrong city limits for Y-28P
American Canyon. Please correct.

28. Policy CC-10, on page 153: please change “their’ respective jurisdictions to “our”. | Y-29P

29. Policy CC-39 and Action CC-39.1: Within the next 20 years, the Airport Master Plan
projects larger and larger jets to use the Napa County Airport. Although the City respects
and supports this economic generator for the County, because of the Airport’s proximity to Y-30P
the City of American Canyon, the City wishes to make sure that the County takes some
responsibility for ensuring that the jets used become quieter and use less energy over time
to partially mitigate its impacts.

30. Inthe Conservation Element, on page 177 and on the accompanying map, Figure CON-2,
Groundwater Subregions, the second paragraph describes 3 main groundwater basins, but

the map does not reflect the North Napa Valley (NNV). This is confusing. In the second to Y-31P

last paragraph, the second sentence states that “...the valley floor was defined...and

American Canyon is in the list. This is confusing, because American Canyon is not within

the valley, but south of the actual valley, is it not?
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Under Conservation, the Water Supplies section on page 177-178 does hot describe the
different water supplies in Napa County and what is relied on where. For example, the
American Canyon Water Service Area is not mentioned as providing the water for all of the
industrial, resort, and other uses in the South County unincorporated area in addition to the
City of American Canyon. Nor is the City’s Urban Water Management Plan described or
referred to as a document that might affect land uses in any portion of the unincorporated
area.

In the Conservation Element Climate Change should be further and more completely
addressed. In fact, the State has adopted legislation requiring the state to develop goals,
policies, and regulations pertaining to the reduction of energy use, carbon emissions, and
other climate change factors. AB 32 is only the beginning of the requirement for the
development of regulations on climate change, and local jurisdictions need to be in the
forefront of this major issue, especially in the development of our General Plans.

Water Quality, Water Use and Water Conservations Goals, CON-8: please add “and
conservation” after “the responsible use...”

On page 203, Policy CON-34 f), “Requiring” should be “Require”. In addition, it is always
more conservation-oriented to first prevent removal or destruction of riparian vegetation,

than simply to require replanting and restoration. Some riparian vegetation, such as oaks
older than 20 years, provide habitat values that are often very difficult to replace.

Please add the word “with” after “Cooperate and coordinate...” in Policy CON-36. This
policy is especially relevant given the intense development occurring in the South County
Airport Industrial Area and the potential limits to the water supply picture there. The end of
the policy statement “in the future” should be deleted, as the future has arrived (or revise it
to “for the future” to imply ongoing cooperation). The City of American Canyon also heeds
the County’s cooperation to set implementable water conservation goals, policies, and
objectives, as those are critical to the water supply picture, as is a new fee structure.

Regarding Waste Management and specifically Policy CON-64, perhaps the County
wishes to do more than provide information and encourage businesses to recycle
construction and demolition materials. Other counties are or may soon be enacting
ordinances requiring 50% or more construction and demolition recycling and reuse.

Under Economic Development, page 227, Policy E-13 raises the issues of housing and
transportation that are indeed so strongly linked to economic health. The City would like to
reiterate that the provision of an adequate amount of farmworker housing is key to the
health of this county’s economy, and the County needs to ensure that (especially larger)
agricultural/vineyard /winery businesses financially support and/or establish such housing,
and that the County supports such housing in agricultural areas.

On page 266, Figure SAF-1; Earthquake Faults map lists Vallejo at the bottom of the map.
Please delete Vallejo, and include American Canyon in its place. The West Napa fault and
Alquist-Priolo zones running through the south County area affects a large portion of
American Canyon, and this should be reflected on the map.

Please recheck all of your maps to ensure that American Canyon is indicated correctly,
both in name, and where city limits are indicated, in boundaries as well.

Without an Implementation Plan, it is difficult to ascertain the level to which the County will
take its General Plan policies seriously, how they will be implemented, and if the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is adequately analyzing impacts created by this plan.
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This concludes the City of American Canyon Planning Department's comments on the Draft
Napa County General Plan. The comments below pertain to the Environmental Impact Report
for the General Plan Update.

a. Under the Executive Summary table and within the document many of the Mitigation
Measures state that the “General Plan shall include (or provide) a policy that requires...”
yet it was difficult to find whether those policies had been included or not, and therefore Y-42E
see if the Mitigation Measures were included. A reference to the Specific Policy would be
helpful, or perhaps the document should state that these are proposed measures, not
yet included. Since it’s not clear, it's difficult to tell if there would be any reduction of
impacts.

b. In the Project Description Section, the Project Location Map, Figure 3.0-2 could be
enhanced to hame the cities on the map, and identify the locations of the items named in
“Areas under the Jurisdiction of Cther Agencies”, on page 3.0-7, including the City of
Vallejo's lands and other state and federal lands (or refer to another map that does).

Y-43E

c. Figure 3.0-9, Proposed Circulation Diagram shows American Canyon, but its boundaries
are incorrect. In addition, a dark black line east of town is shown as “Broadway”
(whereas this is Newell Drive, turhing into Flosden Road south of American Canyon
Road), and it appears that Highway 29 is relocating eastward, possibly following that Y_44E
line?! In addition, Devlin Road is shown incorrectly, and doesn’t match the diagram in
the Airport Specific Plan. The legend is confusing, as the road configuration (number of
lanes) is inconsistent with each other and with the map. In addition, the General Plan
lists Highway 29 as planned for 6 lanes, not 4. Obviously, the map needs work!

d. Under Section 4.1, Agriculture, the proposed mitigation measures do not adequately or
fully address the protection or potential loss of the Hess Vineyards under Alternative A or
other vineyard/agricultural lands for that matter under all alternatives. Additional
measures such as the development of necessary findings prior to conversion should be Y-45E
proposed to prevent the conversion of these important lands under most circumstances.
Related to this is the proposed redesignation of the Napa Pipe and Boca sites, which if
pursued could actually increase pressures for conversion of the Hess site in direct
contrast to the EIR’s analysis.

e. Section 4.2, Land Use contains a description of the City of American Canyon on page
4.2-6,7. The City requests that the description be modified slightly, as follows: where it
cites the population numbers, please indicated that the 1990 figure is prior to
incorporation. In addition, please note that the older land uses also consist of some of
the unincorporated county's first smaller lot subdivisions of post World War Il housing Y-46E
stock supporting the Mare Island Naval Base. The City is planning the update of its
General Plan, instead of “beginning the process of updating’. Please don’t assume that
the City’s ULL “is expected to be” updated—it may be updated or alternatively the
citizens may consider it adequate as it stands. Page 4.2-11 also contains a reference to
the City’s General Plan which needs correction.

f. Section 4.2, page 4.2-6 the text describes planning areas, ULLs, and SOls. The
description of the Sphere of Influence is incorrect. In fact, SOls in many counties are
extended well beyond city limit lines to include lands that a jurisdiction wishes to control I
for the foreseeable future whether annexed or not. The description states that none of Y-47E
these areas “give a city any regulatory power”, but an SOI in fact gives cities the power
to negotiate with counties and agree on policies and development for those areas, so
that if and when annexed in the future, the land uses are logical and well-planned.
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Under Impact 4.2.1, the City disagrees with the analysis that Alternative A’s impacts are
less than significant. The retention of an Industrial designation for the Hess properties
which is inconsistent with its zoning, is in fact a significant impact. It implies that the
Hess properties will be converted to industrial land uses within the planning horizon and
the zoning will be modified for consistency with the General Plan. The EIR needs to
ahalyze the impacts of the conversion of these agricultural lands to industrial uses.

For Alternatives B and C under Impact 4.2.1, the single mitigation measure proposed
cannot possibly mitigate for the conflict between land uses introduced by the
redesignation of the Napa Pipe and Boca sites. There are impacts on the floodplain, on
the City of Napa by introducing incompatible land uses that compete and conflict with
that city’s downtown area, and on industrial land uses which may continue in the area.

Under Impact 4.2.2, the retention of the Hess Properties in Industrial land use conflicts
with several of the County's own policies protecting agricultural lands, as well as with
LAFCO policies for the promotion of orderly, well-planned development that provides for
the efficient provision of public services and utilities. It also conflicts with state law
requiring consistency between General Plan designations and zoning, unless the county
proceeds to rezone the properties to Industrial. That would in turn conflict with Policy
Ag/LU-37. The retention of the Hess properties as Industrial also conflicts with the City of
American Canyon’s General Plan Land Use Map that shows the area as Agriculture.

Likewise, the redesignation of the Napa Pipe and Boca sites appear to cause impacts
related to the introduction of residential and commercial land uses that would conflict
and compete with the City of Napa’s redevelopment plans, LAFCO policies for orderly
extension of services, and with the County’s own policies in support of urban-centered
growth and the reservation of industrial properties for the future. The County is not
“merely” altering land uses of currently developed areas, but proposing major land use
modifications with numerous impacts that are not sufficiently examined.

The implementation of an RUL for the City of American Canyon directly conflicts with the
City’s Urban Limit Line in the City's adopted General Plan. The City considers this
conflict significant, as the area in question is within the City’s planning area and the
County’s proposal is not a result of consultation and negotiation with the decisionmakers
or citizens of the City of American Canyon. Nor is the RUL consistent with the City’s SOI,
as it incorporates additional lands wherever the County wishes to extend the SCI, such
as west of Green Island Road, and east of the city boundaries so that in effect, only to
the north and south is the proposal consistent with the existing SOI.

Under Transpottation, Section 4.4, Figure 4.4-1, the map of the existing roadway
network does not appear to be accurate in the American Canyon area.

. On page 4.4-47, the description of traffic on SR29 within American Canyon states that

traffic “south of SR12 is composed of local traffic from American Canyon and regional
traffic between...Vallejo...and the northerly portions of Napa County.” Because
Ametrican Canyon is listed first, and further elaborated with the statement that “significant
development has occurred along SR29 within American Canyon”, it appears that the EIR
is assuming that the majority of traffic impacts on SR29 are caused by development in
American Canyon. The City’s own recent traffic modeling shows that in fact 75% or more
of the traffic within American Canyon is regional traffic moving from or to points north.
This should be reflected in the EIR.

It is unclear how the traffic model used incorporates the Napa Pipe and Boca sites into
its analysis. Although all alternatives were deemed to have significant, unavoidable
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impacts, it is unclear what level of development was estimated for these sites which are
proposed for new land use designations, and the resulting impacts on SR29, especially
through the City of American Canyon. Mitigation Measures 4.4.1b &c simply require
policies in the General Plan to require traffic analyses prior to discretionary approvals
(which are typically already required) and for projects to mitigate their impacts and pay
associated fees and improvements. However, the EIR does not adequately analyze nor EEE
discuss the traffic impacts of the redesignation of the Napa Pipe and Boca sites to mixed |~
use, and the mitigation measures do not adequately mitigate for these projects, which Con't.
could introduce new land uses that cause unmitigable impacts that cause the entire road
system in the south county area to fail. Where the Level of Service falls below LOS D, E,
or F, how does the County propose to mitigate? If the County adopts the General Plan
with Overriding Considerations related to Transportation impacts, how is the public
assured that the Board of Supervisors clearly considered the impacts of the
redesignation of these sites separately from all other significant and unavoidable impacts
related to traffic?

0. Likewise, it is not clear if the traffic modeling for the General Plan update or the Airport
Specific Plan adequately analyzed the traffic impacts related to the full development of
Industrial land uses in the south county area. Because the City of American Canyon has
been informed that the South County Industrial Area and north American Canyonisthe [Y_-56F
ideal location in all of California for wine-related distribution warehouses, and the
numbers of trucking terminals appear to be increasing over other potential industrial
uses, it is not clear that this has been fully analyzed or mitigated. Impacts to SR29
through American Canyon could be significant with buildout of the Airport Industrial Area.

p. In Section 4.5, Biological Resources, Figure 4.5-3 should include the purplish-gray color
in the legend. These are assumed to be non-sensitive areas, but nevertheless should be
labeled. In addition, the map does not clearly show the riparian habitats on the Napa
Valley floor, much less within the American Canyon area. It also is likely that extensive
coniferous forest exists in the Mayacamas along the western edge of Napa County.

Y-57E

q. The City of Ametican Canyon commends the County for including a checklist item under
Section 4.8, Air Quality, that addresses greenhouse gases and climate change. V_58E
Mitigation Measure 4.8.7 could be strengthened by stating that after the inventory
analysis, the County would “implement actions to reduce emissions” instead of simply
seeking reductions.

r. Figure 4.10-2 shows the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone in American Canyon as the “Green Y-59F
Valley Fault” whereas it is actually known as the West Napa Fault.

s. With regard to Section 4.11, the redevelopment of the Napa Pipe site for residential and
mixed uses could affect the Napa River floodplain (or vice versa, especially given V_60F
climate change). The Flood Zone map is difficult to read, and it is not clear how -
redevelopment of this site might affect the floodplain in the area and other land uses
upstream and downstream of this proposed land use redesignation.

t. Under Section 4.13, Public Services and Ultilities, water supply is inadequately
addressed. All three scenarios for the south county area show significant and
unavoidable impacts, but it is unclear if the pace of industrial development in the Airport
Industrial Area was adequately analyzed or if potential high water users within the Y-61E
American Canyon Water Service Area (such as bottling plants and other manufacturing
facilities, or resorts) were incorporated into the analysis, along with and associated with
the growth of the City of American Canyon. In the implementation of the City’s own
General Plan, it has been found that residential, industrial and commercial users must
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aa.

introduce conservation measures and apply other mitigations in order to address the
major issues related to limits on water supply. The single mitigation measure proposed
by the county simply requires verification of adequate water supply prior to approvals,
without addressing the core of the issue. Additional mitigation measures are necessary
to further address requirements for water conservation measures, water recycling and
use of recycled water, water catchments and rooftop collection systems, pacing of
development, sharing of and/or agreements to reduce water entitlements from industrial
users, and other measures that must be incorporated into the EIR and draft plan to
adequately address the issue. Without such additional measures, the south county area
could readily run out of water and find itself physically and economically limited.

Under the same section, the mitigation measure related to sewer (MM 4.13.4.1) requires
verification of service prior to approvals, however again, it should introduce conservation
and recycling measures that seek to reduce the amount of wastewater and its potentially
toxic or problematic components.

Figure 4.14-2 shows that SR29 north of Green Island Road as a Scenic Corridor. This
portion is adjacent to the Hess Vineyard properties. The conversion of the Hess
Vineyards to industrial uses would greatly affect this scenic corridor and is potentially
significant. None of the proposed mitigation measures address this potential scenario,
and it is not clear that Viewshed Protection Ordinance would adequately address this
impact. The EIR should introduce additional mitigation measure(s) to attempt to reduce
the potential impacts to this corridor, including the “tunnel” effect that could be created
with the development of industrial uses on both sides of the highway in that area.

Under Section 5, Cumulative Impacts, the City believes that the land use impacts are
significant and have not been mitigated. First, the RUL proposed for American Canyon,
although within the unincorporated area, is nevertheless proposed within American
Canyon'’s planning area, and second, the RUL is not consistent with the LAFCO adopted
SOl for the City, as its western and eastern sides are inconsistent. The RUL also
conflicts with the City's General Plan and its expression of the intent of the citizens of
American Canyon.

Further, the land use impacts related to Alternatives B and C regarding the Napa Pipe
and Boca sites are cumulatively considerable and have not been mitigated to less than
significant. The redesignation of these sites conflicts with the City of Napa’s planning
area and with LAFCO policies for logical and orderly planning of services, the change
from industrial to Mixed Use is undefined and not thoroughly analyzed, and these
changes conflict with the County’s own policies for city-centered growth and
urbanization. In addition, there are potential conflicts with floodplain policies and flood
management plans.

Cumulative impacts to biological resources would best be mitigated through a
comprehensive habitat protection and management plan that looks at the entire county
or bioregion as a network. A piecemeal approach of individual biclogical analyses on a
project by project basis has been found not to adequately protect the variety of sensitive
species of plants and animals within regions.

Regarding Greenhouse Gases, the county needs to commit to a countywide (and state)
effort to reduce emissions and energy use. This issue is indeed cumulatively
considerable.

Under Cumulative Water Quality and Flood Hazard Impacts, the impacts of a
redesignation of Napa Pipe on the floodplain has not been analyzed enough to call them
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bb.

CC.

dd.

ee.

ff.

less than considerable after mitigation. This project especially could have impacts on
both of these issues that have not been identified.

Under Cumulative Public Services and Utilities impacts, if the County continues allowing
development of residences in chaparral habitat and other fire-sensitive areas, these
impacts must be deemed cumulatively considerable, as these uses cost taxpayers
millions of dollars when fire-adapted vegetation communities burn, as they eventually do.
The construction of residences on slopes within these areas, if adequately protected with
fire safe buffers (which is not really possible), in turn cause the destruction of habitat
(biological resources), which is also cumulatively considerable.

Regarding cumulative impacts on water supply, please see the comments under the
general section on water supply, “t” above, as this issue is largely a cumulative issue,
especially with regard to development within the American Canyon Water Service Area.

Under cumulative electricity and natural gas, it is assumed that the County will have the
power it needs within the plan’s time horizon, however it needs to also consider the
promotion of alternative fuels and power sources such as solar and wind, as these
technologies are likely to be increasingly used in the future within the timeframe of this
plan. These technologies should be promoted both for individual homes and businesses
as well as for the larger system as a whole.

Under cumulative visual resources, the County contains a mitigation measure requiring
development projects on County owned sites to be designed to be visually compatible,
however nowhere does the plan call for the private development to be visually
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. The Hess properties, if converted
to another use, would not be required to protect the visual character of the area. Given
the industrial designation of the west side of the road, such a conversion would
cumulatively impact visual resources in the south county area.

Under Growth-inducing impacts, the redesignation of the Napa Pipe and Boca sites
could lead to development that induces growth in areas of the unincorporated county
that are inconsistent and incompatible with surrounding uses. These redesignations
would extend services, infrastructure, housing, and commercial development into areas
that do not now have development and could induce additional growth around them. In
addition, development of the Hess property as Industrial would also introduce major
infrastructure to the east side of Highway 29, potentially inducing growth of additional
urban development into agricultural areas.

This concludes the City of American Canyon Planning Department’s comments on the draft
General Plan and EIR. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The City looks forward to
working with the County to improve the documents and address our mutual interests.

Sincerely,

Sandra Cleisz
Interim Planning Director
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LETTERY:

Response Y-1 E/P:

Response Y-2 P:

Response Y-3 P:

Response Y-4 P:

Response Y-5 P:

Response Y-6 P:

Response Y-7 P:

Response Y-8 P:

Response Y-9 P:

Response Y-10 P:

SANDRA CLEISZ, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON — PLANNING/BUILDING
DEPARTMENT, JUNE 18, 2007

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.

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.

The commenter provides comments on Policy Ag/LU-6. The County has
established CSA-2 is a fax 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.

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.

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

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 Areaq, 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 Il 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.

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
(AWQS).

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

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

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 fo comments (see p. 61 of the Revised Draft General
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Response Y-11 P:

Response Y-12 P:

Response Y-13 P:

Response Y-14 P:

Response Y-15 P:

Response Y-16 P:

Response Y-17 P:

Response Y-18 P:

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.

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).

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

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.

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.)

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.

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.

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)

The commenter provides comments associated with information provided
on the marking of Class Ill 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 lll routes has been revised as follows:
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Response Y-19 P:

Response Y-20 P:

Response Y-21 P:

Response Y-22 P:

Response Y-23 P:

Response Y-24 P:

Response Y-25 P:

e Class Ill 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.

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.

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 fo 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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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:

Response Y-27 P:

Response Y-28 P:

Response Y-29 P:

Response Y-30 P:

Response Y-31 P:

Response Y-32 P:

Response Y-33 P:

Response Y-34 P:

Response Y-35 P:

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.

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.

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.

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.

The commenter provides comments on Policy CC-39 and Acfion 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.

The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element on
page 155 regarding Figure CON-2 and associated text discussion
regarding groundwater basins. As idenfified 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).

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.

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.

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.

The commenter provides comments on the Conservation Element Policy
CON-34 regarding suggested text changes. The suggested changes fo
the language of this policy are not recommended by County staff at this
time.
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Response Y-36 P:

Response Y-37 P:

Response Y-38 P:

Response Y-39 P:

Response Y-40 P:

Response Y-41 P:

Response Y-42 E:

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.

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.

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 fo 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.

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.

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.

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.

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:

Response Y-44 E:

Response Y-45 E:

Response Y-46 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.

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

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.

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)

County of Napa
December 2007

Napa County General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-239



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

and 9,700 in 2000. In 2005, American Canyon's population was
estimated at 14,271 according fto the California Department of
Finance. American Canyon contains a mixture of old (approved by
the County post World War Il 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-theprocessof
&pde#—mg its generol plan. Dwag—tms—preeess—the—%l_—mewn—m—the

The ULL may be wa#—eﬂse—be updoted as a resuIT of negoho‘nons W|Th
the County stemming from the 2003 Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) related to housing issues. At present, the City's LAFCO-
designated SOI essentially mafches the current City boundary, with
the addition of land anticipated to be included in the Town Center
development. Land outside the City Limits buf 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 SOl 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 ofher 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:

Response Y-50 E:

Response Y-51 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 info 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 fo
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).

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 fo 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.

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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Response Y-52 E:

Response Y-53 E:

Response Y-54 E:

Response Y-55 E:

activities, especially given that redevelopment activities provide
incentives to encourage revitalization and development.

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 negofiations between the City and the County.

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.

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 ftraffic than local ftraffic, the traffic congestion and delays
experienced in the area can be attributed to the additional traffic signals,
cross traffic, and development infroduced in the area in recent years, as
well as to increases in fraffic volumes.

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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Response Y-56 E:

Response Y-57 E:

Response Y-58 E:

Response Y-59 E:

Response Y-60 E:

further studies and environmental review associated with specific
development on the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites.

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 mifigation 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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Response Y-61 E:

Response Y-62 E:

Response Y-63 E:

Response Y-64 E:

that are intended to protect such development from flood hazards (see
Draft EIR page 4.11-73).

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
anficipated 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 4.11.5¢c 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).

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.

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.

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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Response Y-65 E:

Response Y-66 E:

Response Y-67 E:

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.

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.

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
inferest).

The commenter suggests that the County needs to commit to county-
wide (and state) efforts fo 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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response Y-68 E:

Response Y-69 E:

Response Y-70 E:

Response Y-71 E:

Response Y-72 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.

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 ¢ 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).

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 4.11.5¢c 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).

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.

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) fo 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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Response Y-73 E:

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.

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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OEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEF
Hilary Gitelman
County of Napa

Department of Conservation, Development and Planning
1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559

Dear Ms. Gitelman:
Subject: Napa County General Plan Update, SCH 2005102088, Napa County

This letter is intended to provide the California Department of Fish and Game's (DFG)
general comments regarding botanical, wildlife and fishery impacts associated with the Draft
Environmental impact Report and Napa General Plan for development in Napa County.
DFG appreciates the opportunity to discuss long term planning goals and provide guidance
on opportunities to protect and restore sensitive resources in Napa County. Because of the
diverse nature of Napa County and current development pressures, DFG recognizes the 7-1E/P
County’s difficulty in balancing growth needs with resource protection. However, DFG
believes that the two are not necessarily mutually exclusive, and long term resource
protection can be achieved with. proper preparation. Many future projects will have potential
habitat for sensitive species and should be thoroughly assessed for presence of sensitive
resources and mitigated appropriately. In addition, DFG encourages the County to continue
to pursue opportunities to encourage landowners to restore degraded habitat and provide
information on the many resources available to provide assistance.

DFG is concerned about the current level of existing and proposed development within the
Napa County area and its impact on sensitive resources. Future impacts to native habitats
and species which rely on these habitats may be cumulatively significant in the context of
other related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable probable future impacts (California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA], Section 15355). Though agricultural conversion to
vineyard is considered open space per the General Plan, vineyards do not contain the same
habitat values that other less intensive uses might provide. Aerial photo records reveal
extensive loss of native forest, grassland and oak woodland areas around the Napa River  (7-2E/P
and within other watersheds of the Napa Valley, without any feasible permanent
compensation for wildlife habitat loss. Though recent changes have required that
conversions of native habitat minimize impacts to sensitive resources such as oak
wocdlands and riparian resources, development has been allowed to continue without
providing any long term protections to undeveloped areas. In those cases where projects
cannot completely avoid impacts to sensitive resources, lands should be set aside and
maintained in perpetuity to prevent further net loss of habitats. [nclusion of wildlife corridors
and avoidance areas within new development does minimize impacts but many sensitive
resources require larger unfragmented tracts of habitat. For most new developments,
cumulative analysis and mitigation measures have mainly relied on fuiure CEQA documents
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to restrict new development and provide long term resource sustainability. DFG
recommends that feasible mitigation alternatives be developed to off-set the impacts for the
continual and cumulative loss of wildlife habitat including forest, oak woodland, riparian and
native grassland. In order for future developments to be able to proceed with some level of
confidence, the County should develop alternative mitigation options. These options could
include setting aside funds for acquisition of native habitat, requiring developments to set
aside an adequate portion of contigucus property, or the development of mitigation banks.
Mitigation lands, banks, or set-asides should be protected in perpetuity against future
development.

Appropriate mitigation ratios should be developed on a project-by-project basis and should Z-2E/P
consider the quality of the habitat in question and replace, enhance and preserve in kind Cont'd
habitat. Loss of oak woodland habitat can be considered cumulatively significant in most
portions of Napa County, and all future development in oak woodland habitat should be
mitigated at an appropriate ratio. DFG is concerned in most situations; the proposed
mitigation for loss of lost oak woodland at a 2:1 ratio may not be adequately protective.
Creation of viable oak woodland habitat requires extensive time to develop mature habitat
features that many species are dependent upon. Mitigation ratios should reflect differences
in habitat quality and should address temporal losses due to permanent removal of mature
trees and replacement with immature trees without similar values. Having a thorough set of
mitigation options in mind allows project developers to expend less time and energy on
development of adequate mitigation scenarios and is a better plan for the future. In order to
maximize the benefits of habitat protection, the County should also develop plans for future
native habitat acquisition with an eye towards habitat value and continuity. DFG is available
to assist the County in the development of a long term strategy for future development.

Future development within Napa County will require the expanded use of already stretched
water resources in the area. The increased development of water rights in unincorporated
areas and the potential effects of future development on water quality and quantity should
be a focus on all future development. The “2050 Napa Vailey Water Resources Study”
(Study) states that in “wet years, with ample rainfall, there is currently and will be enough
water for all users, though not everyone has enough capacity to store what they need.
Projections for dry years, however, show users in both Napa's incorporated and
unincorporated areas may not have enough water to meet all their needs through the year
2050.” Therefore, as described, the County does not have sufficient water to accommodate Z-3E/P
planned build-out in dry years. In addition, DFG has concerns that the analysis does not
appear to take into consideration the need to provide protective flows for fisheries and
wildlife resources. Several streams in the Napa County area are fully appropriated and all
streams are at increased risk of impact from water users and agricultural development.
This brings into question the assumption that water will be available for future build-out in
even normal and wet years. All future development analysis should thoroughly review the
availability of surface water and groundwater prior to issuance of any permits. Those
projects which will require storage of surface water should be reviewed in the context of
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries)/DFG Guidelines for Maintaining
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Instream Flows to Protect Fisheries Resources Downstream of Water Diversions in Mid-
California Coastal Streams {Guidelines). Completion of environmental review without
imposition of protective conditions required in subsequent permits will create unnecessary
delays and potential conflicts with land use objectives and sensitive resources. In review
and approval of any new development that will either increase the consumptive use of an
existing water right or require that the landowner acquire additional rights, the County 7-3E/P
should closely consult with the appropriate agencies prior to issuance. The County should
also consider that future restrictions on already stressed surface water resources will
impose further pressure on alternative sources such as groundwater or local municipalities.
As such, the Study should be reevaluated to address whether there is sufficient water for
build out and should not include assumed unsecured water rights without required
protective fisheries flows. DFG is available to discuss proper interpretation and
implementation of the Guidelines and to consult on future projects which may require
additional water use.

In conclusion, DFG recommends that the Napa General Plan include meaningful disclosure
of species impacts associated with long term conversion of native habitat and include

appropriate mitigations to address those issues. The Napa General Plan should also Z-4E/P
identify all potential sources of water and further address future availability in the context of
fisheries protection.

DFG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Napa General Plan and we are
available to meet to further discuss our concerns. If you have any questions, please contact
Corinne Gray, Environmental Scientist, at (707) 944-5526; or Greg Martinelli, Water
Conservation Supervisor, at-{(767) 944-5570.

Sincerely,

Charles Arnjor
Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc: State Clearinghouse
Via Fax: (916) 323-3018
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LETTER Z:

Response Z-1 E/P:

Response Z-2 E/P:

CHARLES ARMOR, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, JUNE 18,
2007

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 contfinue 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.

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the level of existing and
anficipated 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 sensifive 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
preservatfion 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
unincorporafed 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 7-4 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.
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