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LETTER AA: TODD HERRICK, NAPA SANITATION DISTRICT, JUNE 18, 2007

Response AA-1 P: The commenter states that the Napa Sanitation District has no plans to
extend sanitary sewer infrastructure into the Coombsville area because
the area was left out during the recent LAFCO Sphere of Influence

update. This comment was in reference to the first sentence on page 68
of the Agricultural/Land Use Element. The commenter’s statements
associated with this policy are understood; however one of the reasons
that LAFCO declined to expand Napa Sanitation District’s SOI in this area
was the absence of support for this change in the County’s General Plan.
The proposed policy (now Policy Ag/LU-73 – also see Policy Ag/LU-92)
would remedy this situation.

Response AA-2 P: The commenter states that the 231 affordable housing units identified for
the Silverado area shown on page 72 of the Agricultural/Land Use
Element are outside of the District’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). If sewer
service were to be provided by the District for the subject parcels, a
sphere amendment, annexation into the District, and downstream
capacity study approved by the Distinct would be required by the
owner/developer. The commenter’s statements associated with this are
understood.

Response AA-3 P: The commenter states that on page 74 of the Agricultural/Land Use
Element, it is noted that the Syar/Boca area is expected to be developed
with new uses during the lifetime of the proposed General Plan Update.
The commenter states that if sewer service were to be provided by the
District for the subject parcels, a sphere amendment, annexation into the
District, and a downstream capacity study approved by the District would
be required of the owner/developer, as well as infrastructure upgrades as
identified in the capacity study as a condition of approval. 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’s statements associated with this are
understood.

Response AA-4 P: The commenter states that the Napa Pipe property is within the District’s

SOI and the District’s boundaries and is currently being served by the
District. Additionally, the commenter states that the project applicant
would be required to study the downstream infrastructure to determine if
proposed uses for the property would require infrastructure upgrades. 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’s statements associated with this
are understood.

Response AA-5 P: The commenter states that the District receives frequent inquiries from
Monticello residents and the surrounding area for sewer service. These
parcels are currently on private septic systems that may not have
adequate area for expansion. The District states that the proposed
General Plan Update needs to address the wastewater issue in this area.
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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. A new policy has been included in the
General Plan Update that would support the resident requests if it would
not result in unplanned growth. (See Policy Ag/LU-92.)

Response AA-6 P: The commenter states that page 4.11-34 of the Draft EIR should be
changed to reflect that the District operates three lift stations. Page
4.11-34 of the Draft EIR has been changed as follows:

 Napa Sanitation District (NSD) provides wastewater collection,
treatment and disposal services to the residents and businesses in the
City of Napa and surrounding unincorporated areas of Napa County.
NSD is an independent local agency governed by three elected
officials from the City of Napa and County, as well as two public
appointees. It services 33,000 connections within approximately 23

square miles of service area, with a network of approximately 250
miles of underground sewer pipelines and six three lift stations.
Wastewater is treated at the Soscol Water Recycling Facility (SWRF),
which provides secondary and tertiary biological physical-chemical
treatment with a dry weather treatment design capacity of 15.4
million gallons per day (MGD).

Response AA-7 E: The commenter states that on page 4.13-47 of the Draft EIR, it is stated
that the NSD “serves a majority of the City of Napa and some southern
portions of the County.” The commenter states that it should be noted
that a majority of the County area south of the City of Napa is in the
Airport Industrial Area. Additionally, the commenter states that the District
is the sewer service provider to the Silverado County Club which is outside
of the City of Napa. Furthermore, the commenter states that the
reference to six pump stations needs to be changed to three. Page
4.13-47 of the Draft EIR under Subsection 4.13.4.1 (Sewer Service, Existing
Setting) has been changed as follows and reflects language used
previously on page 4.11-34 of the Draft EIR (see Response AA-6 above).

 The NSD serves 13 non-contiguous areas encompassing 12,448 acres
and provides wastewater service to over 33,000 customers and serves
the majority of the City of Napa and surrounding unincorporated
areas of Napa County, including the Silverado Country Club and
some southern portions of the County. The LBRID has a contiguous
service area encompassing 2,030 acres and currently has between

150-160 connections. The NBRID service area consists of approximately
1,899 acres and includes the Steele Park Resort and provides service
to 270 to 280 homes. The NRRD currently serves 138 connections, with
the service area encompassing the western side of Edgerly Island near
the San Pablo Bay and the area known as the Ingersoll tract, which
includes 30 existing connections. Table 4.13.4-1 illustrates the County’s
sewer providers, service area, facilities, planned improvements, and
capacity compared to existing demand.

As indicated, the SFWD serves four non-contiguous, unincorporated
portions of the County, encompassing 1,178 acres, and serves 165
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sewer line connections. The COCWD provides sewer service to 252
non-contiguous acres in the unincorporated County with 189 sewer
line connections; whereas, the City of American Canyon Public Works

Department operates the American Canyon WTP and provides
service to two non-contiguous portions of the unincorporated County,
encompassing 2,672 acres. The NSD operates six three pump stations,
267 miles of conveyance pipelines, 250 miles of sewer laterals, and
one Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP). The NSD current capacity
exceeds existing demands (15.4 mgd dry flows and 14 mgd wet flows)
and has adequate capacity to accommodate projected future
growth (Heeley, 2004). However, the NSD has plans that include, but
are not limited to, improving reclaimed water storage facilities,
replacing pump stations, and rehabilitating deteriorated pipelines.
The LBRID has one WPT seven sewer treatment/evaporation ponds,
one storage tank, and various lift/pump stations. The WTP has a
current capacity of 0.85 mgd and receives an average of 0.20 mgd;
therefore, the capacity is adequate to accommodate existing and
project demands. To improve system efficiency, the district is in the
process of obtaining permits for an irrigation field and other
infrastructure improvements.

Response AA-8 E: The commenter states that the reference to six pump stations on page
4.13-49 of the Draft EIR is incorrect and should be changed to three. Table
4.13.4-1 page 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR has been changed as follows:

TABLE 4.13.4–1
SEWER SERVICE PROVIDERS

Provider Service Area Facilities Capacity Existing Demand

Napa Sanitation
District (NSD)

13 non-contiguous areas
consisting of 12,448
acres. The majority of the
City of Napa and
surrounding
unincorporated areas of
Napa County, including
the Silverado Country
Club.1

Provides sewer service to
over 33,000 connections.

Six Three pump
stations, 267 miles of
pipeline, 250 miles of
sewer laterals, and one
wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) located
at 15 Soscol Ferry
Road.1

The WWTP has a
permitted average
dry weather
capacity of 15.4
mgd which it has
never reached.1

Demand for sewer
service is approx. 6.8
mgd during dry
weather flow and
approx. 14 mgd
during wet weather
flow.1

Response AA-9 P: The commenter states that on pages 4.13-47 and 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR, it
is stated that the District has the treatment capacity of 15.4 mgd during
dry weather flows and 14 mgd during wet weather flows. The District
provided this information in 2004 and will be reviewing the numbers to
verify they are still accurate. With the absence of updated information
from the District, existing wastewater capacity presented in the Draft EIR
was taken from the most recent technical analysis that was conducted in
2004. Furthermore, page 4.13-56 of the Draft EIR presents mitigation
measure MM 4.13.4.1, which requires verification of adequate wastewater
service for development projects prior to their approvals. This will include
coordination with wastewater service purveyors to verify adequate
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capacity and infrastructure either exists or will be available upon
operation of the development project. Mitigation measure MM 4.13.4.1
will ensure a less than significant impact to wastewater services. No

changes to the Draft EIR are necessary.
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LETTER BB: DANA SMITH, CITY OF NAPA – CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE, JUNE 11, 2007

Response BB-1 E/P: The commenter gives an introduction to the comment letter and states
that the City of Napa suggests changes to the Draft General Plan,
followed by clarification of the EIR analysis and re-circulation prior to

Board of Supervisors presentation. The major concerns relate to urban
development at the City’s southern borders. County staff appreciates the
City of Napa’s concern with urban development along its southern
borders and has incorporated many changes into the Revised Draft
General Plan Update to address these concerns. County staff has also
provided detailed responses to the City’s comments and revised the Draft
EIR as necessary to respond to those comments as outlined in this Final EIR.
At this time, County staff does not see the need for re-circulation of the EIR
as no new significant impacts have been identified and no significant
new information has been added to the analysis.

Response BB-2 E/P: The commenter states that the City has concerns with the County’s new
potential development plans for the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca
sites adjacent to the City. The City asks that the County proceed with its
overall county-wide update to its General Plan, but defer making any site-
specific land use designations for the individual transitional sites. County
staff has reviewed the suggestion made by the City and other
commenters, and has elected to take the approach they suggest. As a
result, the Revised Draft General Plan Update designates these properties
as a “Study Area” indicating that further study will be required prior to
consideration of alternative (non-industrial) land uses on the sites.

Response BB-3 P: The City of Napa notes that other comments they have relate to
strengthening the AIA policy, approval of policies for “Rural Residential”
areas and agricultural protection, and focusing housing in cities, but have
concerns with the “transitional” designation. The County appreciates
these comments and refers the commenter to the revised Agricultural
Preservation/Land Use Element and the specific responses provided
below.

Response BB-4 E/P: The City comments that many pieces of the Draft General Plan are open-
ended or yet to be completed, so it is difficult to comment meaningfully
on impacts. The City also states that without an implementation program,
environmental evaluation is incomplete. The Land Use Map presented in
the Draft EIR is at a programmatic level and is insufficient to analyze the
impacts of implementing the General Plan.

The County acknowledges the City’s concerns but believes that it has
provided sufficient detail and analysis in the Draft EIR to allow the reader
to understand potential impacts of the General Plan Update. In fact,
given the Draft EIR’s use of alternatives, the document analyzes five
different possible land use maps, rather than one, and assesses a host of
possible implementation actions. Impacts are determined based on land
use designations proposed under each Draft EIR Alternative, and the Draft
EIR presents mitigation measures to lessen environmental impacts to the
furthest extent possible. The use of alternatives to bracket the possible
outcomes of the planning process is discussed further in the Alternatives
Master Response 3.4.2. Also, please note that the Revised Draft General
Plan Update provides a complete Implementation Program and was
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analyzed as the “Preferred Plan” in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR and found
to result in impacts that fall within the range of the Draft EIR Alternatives.
Also, the County has been quite clear that the Draft EIR provides a

programmatic analysis, and that subsequent project applications will likely
require additional site-specific environmental evaluation.

Response BB-5 P: The City of Napa requests that page 15 of the Draft General Plan be
rewritten to not assume that lands within the City’s urban limit lines or
spheres of influence will not be annexed prior to the year 2030. The
General Plan Update summary vision section has been substantially
revised in response to comments received from the public and no longer
contains the sentence referred to. Also, please see Policy AG/LU-128
about the City of Napa RUL.

Response BB-6 P: The City of Napa comments that Policy AG/LU-4 on page 34 of the Public
Draft of the proposed General Plan Update could be interpreted very
broadly to potentially include lands currently used for grazing within the
City of Napa’s RUL that are planned to annex. The City wants such areas
excluded from the policy to be consistent with longstanding County and
city policies. The Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element addresses
the RUL for the City of Napa in Policy Ag/LU-128, and County staff believes
modification of Policy Ag/LU-4 is therefore unnecessary.

Response BB-7 E/P: The City of Napa suggests that the streamlined process for small wineries
called out in General Plan Policy AG/LU-15 on page 36 of the Public Draft
of the proposed General Plan Update not apply to wineries proposed for
areas within one-quarter mile of urban development within City limits. This
policy (now Policy Ag/LU-16) has been modified as requested. The City
goes on to say that mitigation measure MM 4.11.4, which identifies permit
streamlining provisions, does not address typical impacts that small
wineries may have when proposed near existing residences and cities.
Mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 clearly states that the ministerial process
would only apply to vineyard projects with a footprint of less than 15 acres
in size, or the project must be less than 20 acres in size and include a net
reduction of anthropogenic sedimentation by 50% or more per parcel.
The ministerial process for small wineries envisioned by Policy Ag/LU-16
would be implemented through a separate ordinance, as specified in
Action Item Ag/LU-16.1, and would be designed to ensure that no
significant impacts would result. The ordinance would be available for
public review and comment prior to adoption.

Response BB-8 P: The City of Napa notes that minimum parcel sizes are provided for
residential development beginning on page 36 of the Public Draft of the
proposed General Plan Update, but there does not appear to be an
indication in the Plan itself of what the anticipated population density
would ultimately be or what assumptions are used for projecting
anticipated development. The commenter is referred to the revised
Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element, which the County believes
meets Government Code provisions for development standards. As
noted in several of the locations cited by the commenter, the County

generally permits one principle residence per parcel unless specified
otherwise in the Housing Element, so by providing minimal parcel sizes, the
County is also providing population densities. Building intensities are
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likewise inherent in the policies provided (Policies Ag/LU-20, -21, -34, -35,
-50, -51, and -52). Commercial building intensities are also informed by
Policies Ag/LU-43, -44, and -45, although commercial sites are limited to

less than 200 acres county-wide as illustrated on Figure Ag/LU-2. Also,
county-wide population estimates are presented on pp. 19-20 of the
Revised Draft General Plan Update; employment estimates are presented
on p. 22.

Response BB-9 P: The City of Napa notes that General Plan Policy AG/LU-38 on page 45 of
the Public Draft of the proposed General Plan Update should be revised

to acknowledge previously stated intentions to coordinate with the
ongoing Napa County League of Governments (NCLOG) Countywide
Visitor Serving Strategy or a similar county-wide effort. This policy (now
Policy Ag/LU-41) has not been altered, since it clearly expresses a County
policy that has been in place for some time (as Policy 5.2 in the County’s
current General Plan). The specific planning effort “or a similar
Countywide effort” referred to by the commenter may be of a shorter
duration and is less clear.

Response BB-10 P: The City of Napa comments that the General Plan should explain how
Policy AG/LU-39 on page 45 of the Public Draft of the proposed General
Plan will accomplish a balance of job creation and availability of
affordable housing and what conditions the County might place on future
nonresidential development to ensure that such development will not
result in a worsening of the existing jobs/housing imbalance. This policy
(now Policy Ag/LU-42) will be implemented via the County’s in lieu housing
fee program at a minimum, as well as any additional requirements
resulting from Action Item Ag/LU-30.2. Also see the County’s Housing
Element.

Response BB-11 P: The City of Napa requests that the General Plan identify and locate on a
map all commercially zoned sites throughout the County where
additional commercial uses could occur under General Plan policies to
evaluate potential impact with respect to Policy Ag/LU-41 and -42 on
pages 45-46 of the public draft of the proposed General Plan. The

commenter also suggests that the appropriateness of residential, mixed
use, and live/work uses be considered in commercial zones. The
commenter is referred to the revised Agricultural Preservation/Land Use
Element where the requested map is provided as Figure Ag/LU-2. Also see
Action Item 45.1 regarding the potential for accessory dwellings on
commercial parcels as suggested. Neither of these provisions would

apply to Planned Development zones.

Response BB-12 P: The City of Napa asks where are the lands designated Commercial on the
General Plan Map that relate to Policy AG/LU-45 on pages 46-47 of the
Public Draft of the proposed General Plan. The General Plan land use
map does not designate any commercial areas, and none are proposed.

Policy Ag/LU-50 has been retained in the event the County desires to
designate some commercial lands in the future.
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Response BB-13 E/P: The City of Napa has concerns about the Napa Pipe, Pacific Coast/Boca,
and Transitional designation and Policies Ag/LU-47, AG/LU-90, and AG/LU-
91 on pages 37-48 and page 75 of the public draft of the proposed

General Plan. The commenter goes on to say that Transitional sites should
be identified as a “Study Area,” potentially allowing for a variety of uses.
The commenter states that even though the EIR presents several intensive
urban land use alternatives for the site, insufficient information is available
to identify possible impacts from traffic, water supply, fiscal, and other
impacts. The commenter is referred to Response BB-2 regarding the
Revised Draft General Plan Update, which has been crafted to implement
the City’s “study area” suggestion.

A full range of alternatives are presented in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR.
Section 4.0 and 6.0 of the Draft EIR presents a comprehensive impact
analysis of proposed alternatives including traffic impacts and water
supply. Furthermore, the Draft EIR assesses impacts of the proposed
General Plan Update over a long planning horizon, and consistent with
CEQA, the Draft EIR does not assess impacts based on theoretical “build-
out” of development potential, since build-out (i.e., the maximum
permitted number of developments on every parcel) may occur well past
the 25-year planning horizon, if at all. Instead, the Draft EIR analysis
assesses potential policy changes under each alternative and relies on a
set of reasonable projections of residential and employment growth that
might be expected to occur. Reasonable projections of the potential
growth in vineyard acres over the next 25 years have also been
developed as a basis of analysis, as have potential land use maps for
each of the alternatives. At such time as applications for proposed
projects in these areas are deemed complete by the County, further

environmental review will be conducted to determine the impacts of
these projects on traffic, water supply, and other issues determined as
relevant to the specific project.

Response BB-14 E/P: City of Napa is concerned with the “Transitional” land use designation
and notes that there is insufficient information in the EIR to identify impacts
of possible growth scenarios. See Response BB-13.

Response BB-15 E/P: For Policy Ag/LU-47 on page 47 of the public draft of the proposed
General Plan, the commenter states that although the Napa Pipe site and
the Pacific Coast/Boca site are identified as “urban” areas since they
currently support industrial uses, it is not clear, as the policy notes, that the
urban services necessary to support more intensive urban development
can be adequately provided in these unincorporated areas. See Water
Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a discussion of water supply. As the City
suggests, the City and County are currently working in partnership to
assess water supply issues associated with the sites. This analysis will
appropriately inform a project-specific environmental analysis and was
not needed for the more programmatic assessment provided in the Draft
EIR (see Section 4.11 specifically, including mitigation measures and
conclusions).
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Response BB-16 P: The City of Napa states that Policy Ag-LU-119 on pages 50-56 of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan indicates that Angwin is one of the
County’s unincorporated “urban areas” where some amount of added

housing can be supported as part of a county-wide overall strategy to
address housing needs, yet the commenter notes that there is no policy in
the Angwin land use section that recognizes this connection. The City
notes that if there are other such suitable sites, they should not be ignored.
Angwin currently contains affordable housing sites that are designated in
the County’s Housing Element, and Policy Ag/LU-58 clearly identifies the
community as an urbanized area with residential uses. In addition, since
publication of the Draft EIR, Pacific Union College has filed an application
for residential development in Angwin, which will be the subject of a
detailed project-specific review. The potential for housing development
in the Angwin area is assessed in the Draft EIR via consideration of a
number of alternatives, each of which assumes between 200 and 600
units of new housing in the area by 2030.

Response BB-17 P: The City of Napa supports the Draft General Plan’s approach (pages 61-
73) of providing new area-specific policies to help landowners, the City,
and other interested parties understand the future of these areas, but asks
that descriptions and policies be clearer about what the General Plan
land use categories mean with suggestions provided. County staff
appreciates the support for these policies and has revised these sections
of the plan somewhat. These sections may be amended over time to be
more specific and more detailed as land use changes in the areas are
contemplated or as questions arise.

Response BB-18 P: The commenter suggests that the Big Ranch Road description and Policy
Ag/LU-66 on page 61 of the public draft of the proposed General Plan
could state this is a Rural Residential area with a minimum lot size of 10
units per acre for new subdivisions. The commenter is referred to the
revised Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element (p. 50) where some of
the suggested information is provided, and Policy Ag/LU-35 which
articulates the minimum parcel size of 10 acres in this Rural Residential
area.

Response BB-19 P: The commenter states that for Policies Ag/LU-67, -68, and -69 on page 63
of the public draft of the proposed General Plan, it would be helpful to
describe what the Draft General Plan Map shows and what the future of
the area use is as sewer service would be sized to accommodate “only
the development permitted by this General Plan.” The commenter is
referred to the revised Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element, where
limited changes have been made to this section. Nonetheless, the
commenter is correct that with 10-acre minimum parcel sizes, this Rural
Residential area will not change much in the future.

Response BB-20 P: The commenter states that Policies Ag/LU-86, -87, and -88 on page 73 of
the public draft of the proposed General Plan should describe more
clearly the General Plan’s future intent for the Silverado area in order to
be able to evaluate potential effects associated with plan
implementation. The commenter is referred to the revised Agricultural
Preservation/Land Use Element, where limited changes have been made
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to this section. As noted on pp. 59-60, the Urban Residential area of
Silverado is essentially built out. No re-designation of the Rural Residential
area is proposed at this time; however there are property owners in the

area who may initiate such an amendment in the future, and the County
Planning Commission has expressed a desire to examine this issue in the
context of the 2008-2009 Housing Element Update.

Response BB-21 P: The commenter notes that the Patrick Rural Residential area (prior
General Plan map, page 90) could have an Agricultural designation as
there is no added development potential, with owners of parcels over 10

acres potentially applying for a small winery. The Draft EIR addresses the
environmental effects of this suggestion; however elimination of the
Partrick Road “bubble” is no longer proposed in the Revised General Plan
Update. See the earlier Response BB-7 regarding small wineries.

Response BB-22 P: The commenter states that for Policies Ag/LU-92 on pages 74-75 and E-11
on page 226 of the public draft of the proposed General Plan, there is no

discussion about what is planned for the Airport Industrial Area or
definitive policies relating to it. The commenter is referred to the revised
Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element which has been revised (pp.
61-63) to indicate that the 1986 Specific Plan will continue to guide
development in this area and that the County will encourage industrial
use and limit tourist-serving and regional retail uses. (See Policy Ag/LU-96
in the Revised Draft General Plan Update.)

Response BB-23 P: The commenter states that Figure Ag/LU-2 on page 90 of the public draft
of the proposed General Plan identifies Rural Residential areas within
“urban” areas on the land use map. This definition results in confusion as
to how other policies will be interpreted and the commenter requests that
the intent of this policy in relation to policies Ag/LU-119 and -121 be
clarified. The definition of non-agricultural land use designations as
“urban” is determined by the legend on the County’s longstanding Land
Use Map. In the Revised Draft General Plan Update, this map legend has
been adjusted somewhat to use the terms “urbanized or non-agricultural”;
however the County is reluctant to make more significant changes since

the map is referenced in Measure J (1990) and has proven to be an
effective tool in preserving agriculture throughout the County.

Response BB-24 P: The commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-113 on page 92 of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan directs the reader to a table showing
zoning designations to determine consistency with the Draft General Plan
where zoning and land use designations are not identical. The

commenter states that this discussion needs further clarification. The
commenter is referred to the revised Agricultural Preservation/Land Use
Element Policy Ag/LU-114 where policy and table revisions have been
made to address this concern.

Response BB-25 P: The commenter states that in regard to Policy Ag/LU-120 on page 106 of
the public draft of the proposed General Plan the key exception to the

one percent growth limit is not consistent with Housing Element Goal 12
and Policy 4b. This policy was omitted from the Revised Draft General
Plan Update.
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Response BB-26 P: The commenter states that in regard to Policy Ag/LU-126 on page 108 of
the public draft of the proposed General Plan, the policy should include
coordination with cities in the development of lands within the planning

areas of cities. The County currently refers projects within proximity to the
cities to those agencies for review and sees no need to document this
ongoing practice in General Plan policy.

Response BB-27 P: The commenter notes appreciation for Policy Ag/LU-127 on page 108 of
the public draft of the proposed General Plan, as it is more streamlined
and readable. However, this policy should be located with similar other

urban-centered growth policies. This policy (now Policy Ag/LU-128) has
been revised as requested, although it remains within the “regional
planning issues” section of the revised Agricultural Preservation/Land Use
Element.

Response BB-28 E/P: The commenter suggests that the existing and projected traffic
information should be included in the Draft General Plan so as to assess

traffic impacts associated with Plan alternatives and implementation.
Level of service (LOS) impacts are addressed in detail in the Draft EIR on
the proposed General Plan Update alternatives. See Section 4.4,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR, particularly Impact 4.4.1, Travel Demand.
Tables 4.4-13 and 4.4-14 of the Draft EIR contain summaries of projected
vehicle travel and level of service impacts, both with and without
adoption of the proposed General Plan Update. Table CIR-B of the
Circulation Element has been modified to include the following data for
selected County roadways:

 2003 Daily Traffic Volumes
 2030 Daily Traffic Volume Projections
 Projected Increase from 2003 to 2030 of Daily Traffic Volumes

Response BB-29 P: The commenter notes that Policy CIR-2.2 on page 128 of the public draft
of the proposed General Plan should clarify the “certain” County
entrance “roads” that are referred to. The policy (now Policy CIR-12)
states that the five key entrances that will generally not be increased
include:

 Hwy 128 from Yolo County
 Hwy 29 from Lake County
 Petrified Forest Road from Sonoma County
 Hwy 121 from Sonoma County
 Butts Canyon Road from Lake County

Other entrances, as determined by the County, may also be given special

consideration. Flosden Road is not considered an entrance to the County.

Response BB-30 P: The commenter states that the Draft General Plan does not provide level
of service information to enable the reader to evaluate whether Policy
CIR-2.5 is being addressed or appears to reasonably mitigate impacts of
proposed land uses. Please see Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR for an
assessment of traffic impacts. Policy CIR-16 states that the County shall

seek to maintain Level of Service D or better on all county roadways,
except where maintaining this desired level of service would require the
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installation of more travel lanes than shown on the Circulation Map. For
implementation of this policy, Action Item CIR-16.1 states that Napa
County will work with NCTPA, adjacent counties, the MTC, and the State

of California to monitor traffic volumes and congestion on the roadway
system in Napa County. Also see Response BB-28.

Response BB-31 E/P: The commenter states that on page 177 of the public draft of the
proposed General Plan, the “2050 Napa Valley Water Resources Study”
cannot replace the analysis required by California state law. Recent case
law has determined that an SB 610 assessment is not required for a
General Plan Update. See Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a
discussion of water supply issues.

Response BB-32 E/P: The commenter states that Goal CON-9 on page 199 of the public draft of
the proposed General Plan may not be consistent with the potential use
of groundwater on the South County “transitional” sites for urban
development. County staff agrees. Also, the “Transitional” land use
designation first proposed for sites in the South County are now
designated as “Study Areas.” Any proposed project will be subject to
environmental review by the County when their application is determined
to be complete and impacts to water supply will be assessed at that time.
Also see Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Response BB-33 P: The commenter suggests that a synopsis of the ALUCP be provided in the
Public Draft of the proposed General Plan page 274 and the commenter
provides other edits to the Circulation and Conservation Element.
Objective CIR-3.1 has been modified to state that 40 miles of additional
bike lanes will be provided by 2030. Policy CON-39 has been modified to
eliminate a specific number of square feet of non-residential construction.
County staff notes the concern regarding the discussion on page 223 of

the public draft of the proposed General Plan. Policy CON-47 of the
public draft of the proposed General Plan specifically states that design
features would need to be incorporated in new developments for
projects that have been determined to have air quality impacts per
BAAQMD standards. The County has elected not to repeat or summarize
provisions of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, which is separately
adopted and maintained by the Airport Land Use Commission under
authorities derived from state law.

Response BB-34 E: The commenter states that there is insufficient information regarding
“transitional” sites in the Draft EIR to evaluate environmental impacts with
the Plan’s major urban development scenarios. The “Transitional” land
use designation previously proposed for these areas has been modified as
suggested by several commenters to “Study Areas.” The General Plan
Update Draft EIR acts as a Programmatic EIR as described on page 1.0-3
of the Draft EIR. When individual projects or activities under the General
Plan are proposed, the County would be required to examine the project
or activities to determine whether their effects were adequately analyzed
in this EIR. In Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR presents five
alternatives that were intended to “bracket” the range of potential
outcomes of the planning process for the General Plan Update (see DEIR
pages 3.0-12 and -13). The level of detail being requested in the Draft EIR
would not be appropriate at the programmatic level.
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Response BB-35 E/P: The commenter states that that there is no information in the Draft EIR
regarding how traffic impacts to roadway segments will translate to
impacts to roadway intersections. The commenter goes on to say that

the City of Napa General Plan identifies Soscol/Highway 221 north of
Imola as having six lanes. The commenter believes that Policy CIR-2.3
should be revised to include this capacity improvement. The comments
suggest a comprehensive study of the impacts of these sites, which is best
addressed in a localized traffic analysis prepared to inform a project-
specific EIR for these sites. The Draft EIR for the General Plan Update
appropriately provides a programmatic analysis of county-wide impacts,
describing areas where adoption and implementation of the General
Plan Update may result in significant traffic impacts, and suggesting
mitigation measures where these are feasible without altering the rural
character of the County. The commenter’s suggestion that SR 221 be
widened to six lanes was considered and rejected as explained on p.
4.4-53 of the Draft EIR. Additional analysis of traffic impacts associated
with development at Napa Pipe will be undertaken in the context of a
project-specific EIR.

Response BB-36 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address additional
access or emergency access issues for the Napa Pipe site that would
occur with the addition of 3,200 residential units by the year 2030. At such
time as a proposed project is deemed to have a complete application by
County staff, a project-specific environmental review will determine the
impacts to access for the proposed development. The commenter must
understand that in evaluating a county-wide general plan, the County
cannot assess every intersection, but must select representative links like
the SR 221 segment referred to in Response BB-35. Similarly, the Draft EIR

evaluates emergency access at a level of detail commensurate with the
county-wide nature of the plan and the programmatic nature of the
environmental analysis. Impacts to fire protection and emergency
medical response are discussed on pages 4.13-6 through -9 of the Draft
EIR. Specifically, the Draft EIR presents mitigation measure MM 4.13.1.1b,
which states that the County must include a policy that requires that all
new development complies with established fire safety standards. Design
plans shall be referred to the appropriate fire agency for comment to
verify compliance with applicable requirements such as site design for fire
equipment in and around structures and the ability for a safe and efficient
fire department response. Mitigation measure MM 4.13.1.1b is reflected in

Draft General Plan Policy SAF-20. This policy would ensure that projects
are reviewed by the appropriate agency at the appropriate time to
determine emergency access conflicts.

Traffic-related impacts are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.
Specifically, the Draft EIR presents mitigation measures MM 4.4.1a, 4.4.1b,
and 4.4.1c to address subsequent project impacts on traffic operations.

Mitigation measure MM 4.4.1a requires the County to provide a policy in
the General Plan establishing a standard for adequate level of service on
roads and intersections to be applied to all discretionary projects (Policy
CIR-16). Mitigation measure MM 4.4.1b requires a General Plan policy
requiring new development projects with the potential to significantly
affect traffic operations to prepare a traffic analysis prior to approval of
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the project. Mitigation measure MM 4.4.1c requires a General Plan policy
that requires new development projects to mitigate their impacts and to
pay their fair share of county-wide traffic improvements (Policy CIR-19).

Response BB-37 E/P: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide any discussion
related to the possible loss of what could be an important industrial dock
resource along the Napa River that could occur with development
scenarios for the area. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s
concern and has re-designated the site as a “study area” to allow further
consideration of issues associated with reuse of the site for non-industrial

purposes.

Response BB-38 E/P: The commenter states the Draft EIR in Section 4.11.5 pages 4.11-62 to -65
anticipates that under development of the proposed General Plan
Update, water supplies would be exceeded even with implementation of
mitigation measures. The commenter is concerned that while a General
Plan policy is recommended to require projects to demonstrate adequate

groundwater supplies, the urban development scenarios in the
“transitional areas” may require other water supplies. County staff has
changed the proposed “transitional” land use designation to “study area”
as suggested by several commenters. Also see Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1 for a discussion of water supply. Specifically relating to
dependence on groundwater supplies, mitigation measure MM 4.13.3.1b
of the Draft EIR requires verification of adequate water supplies and
distribution facilities for development projects prior to their approval.

Response BB-39 E/P: The City of Napa has concerns about the provision of services to the
transitional sites and hydrology and land use issues relating to the Napa
Pipe site that will require more detailed review and analysis prior to any
changes in urban development occurring there. The proposed
transitional site will now be designated as “study areas,” and issues
regarding provision of services, hydrology, land use, and the potential for
annexation will be addressed in greater specificity at a later date. Please
see Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR for a program-level analysis of various land
use alternatives for the site.

Response BB-40 E: The commenter states that the Napa Pipe description is not consistent in
the Draft EIR page 3.0-24 and the Keyser Marston land use study
(Appendix B). In addition, an application from March 2007 for a General
Plan Amendment proposes a different mix of land uses for the Napa Pipe
site. At the time the Draft EIR was published, no formal application had
been submitted to the County with a detailed description. The Draft EIR

made certain assumptions that are closely aligned with the proposed
project. No specific proposal was analyzed in the Draft EIR, but several
possibilities were proposed to bracket the potential impacts of such
development. As indicated earlier, the Revised Draft General Plan
Update now designates the site as a “study area” as suggested by the
City.
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Response BB-41 E/P: The commenter states that the Draft EIR should explain why it is stated that
directing urban development toward the Napa Pipe and Boca/Pacific
Coast sites could relieve development pressure on agricultural land

elsewhere in the County. The commenter compares the possibilities for
development pressure if Measure J were to lapse. There is no question
that over the next 25 years, the County will continue to experience
pressure from the state and from private organizations and individuals
related to provision of housing in the unincorporated area. These
pressures – driven by market forces and state legislation – will be difficult to
rebuff indefinitely, and identification of adequate sites for multi-family
housing will be the only way to relieve this pressure.

Response BB-42 E: The commenter suggests that areas adding ALUCP considerations
regarding future residential development in Zone E would be helpful
along with an explanation of what is required to achieve consistency with
the ALUCP. Mitigation measure MM 4.4.2 presented on page 4.2-25 of the
Draft EIR was developed to address conflicts with existing land use plans.
Residential development within Zone D of the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan would be a direct conflict, and mitigation measure MM
4.4.2 reduces that impact to less than significant. Residential development
is permitted within Zone E of the ALUCP and therefore was not called out
as a significant impact. Furthermore, page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR gives a
complete description of the regulatory powers of the Airport Land Use
Commission in reviewing land use plans to ensure compliance with the
ALUCP. No changes to the Draft EIR or the General Plan Update are
recommended.

Response BB-43 E/P: The commenter states that the Draft EIR analyzes many different variations
of alternatives, but that this approach makes informed public
participation difficult. The commenter also states that there is no
implementation plan, so if the EIR is certified before the Implementation
Program has been developed, there would be no review of this Program.
The final Implementation Program is available for review as part of the
Revised Draft General Plan Update. This revised plan is described as the
“Preferred Plan” in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR, which includes an analysis
demonstrating that impacts of the plan fall within the range of impacts
associated with alternatives in the Draft EIR. See Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 for a discussion of the adequacy of alternatives
considered in the Draft EIR.

Response BB-44 E: The commenter states that there is a lack of information and mitigation
regarding key environmental impacts associated with traffic congestion.
Also, the commenter questions why certain roadway improvements
shown in Table 4.4-15 are determined to be infeasible due to
environmental constraints. See Response BB-36 E for a discussion on the
analysis of traffic impacts in the Draft EIR. Relating to the improvements
listed in Table 4.4-15 that were determined infeasible, a full explanation as
to why the improvements are infeasible is presented on page 4.4.53 of the
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR not only states that the improvements would be
infeasible due to environmental constraints, but that the improvements
would also be inconsistent with the vision set forth in the General Plan
Update. The General Plan Update states:
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This General Plan will preserve and improve the quality of
life and the rural character of the County by proactively
addressing land use, traffic and safety concerns in addition

to sustaining the agricultural industry.

The Draft EIR goes on to say that the widening of these roadways would
result in more severe environmental impacts associated with visual
resources, water quality, noise, air quality, and growth inducement. The
Draft EIR concludes by saying that several roadway segments such as SR
128 and Tubbs Lane lack sufficient right-of-way for widening.

Response BB-45 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.3.1 on page 2.0-9 of
the Draft EIR only addresses residential growth under Alternatives B and C
and does not address the effects of employment growth in excess of
regional projections. Impact 4.3.1 presented on page 4.3-11 of the Draft
EIR states that implementation of the proposed General Plan Update
could result in substantial growth in population, housing, or employment.

This impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable, even with
implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.3.1 for Alternatives B and C.
No mitigation measure has been identified that could effectively pace
anticipated employment growth, and the County is curious whether the
City is in fact suggesting that future employment in the County should be
somehow metered or constrained.

Response BB-46 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.3.2 on page 2.0-10
of the Draft EIR should explain how it would pace employment growth
and identify other feasible mitigation measures. Mitigation measure MM
4.3.2 is not intended to “pace” growth in the County, but is presented to
improve the balance of jobs to housing in the County (Impact 4.3.2).

Response BB-47E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR should identify the locations of

commercially zoned and commercially designated sites and indicate
development assumptions for these areas. The commenter also suggests
an error in Table 4.2-1, which indicates a large amount of vacant
commercial land in the unincorporated County. This error has been
corrected as shown in Section 4.0 of this document and a map of
commercial sites is now provided as Figure Ag/LU-2 in the Revised Draft
General Plan Update. As shown in Appendix B of the Draft EIR,
employment growth of up to 1,125 new jobs is assumed in “up valley”
locations associated with wineries or other activities. This assumption
appears conservative given the limited supply of commercial land and
the fact that most wineries employ very few individuals.

Response BB-48 E: The commenter states that the land use discussion on pages 4.2-1 through
-9 of the Draft EIR does not contain an overview of existing and potential
urban development within the unincorporated Airport Industrial Area. In
addition, the commenter requests that the EIR provide more definitive
information regarding this nonresidential urban area. The description of
the 1986 Napa County Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan presents the

total acreage of the Specific Plan Area and land use designations within
the Specific Plan Area. The description is more than adequate to
describe the land use regulatory framework in the County and each of
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the Draft EIR alternatives assumes substantial job growth in this area. Also
see Appendix B of the Draft EIR and Response B-22, above.

Response BB-49 E: The commenter questions the statement on page 4.2-9 in the Draft EIR
that the vast majority of growth and land development has occurred
within the cities. The commenter believes that may not be true for non-
residential uses. Commercial land use assumption trends are discussed on
page 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR. It is stated that from 1999 to 2004, only 54
permits were issued for commercial construction. This leads to the
statement that there has been very little urban development in the

unincorporated areas of the County. In regard to specific trends for
industrial development in the AIA, please see the detailed assessment
contained in the Keyser Marston study included as Appendix B in the Draft
EIR. Also see Response B-22.

Response BB-50 E: The commenter states that the only mitigation measure presented to limit
growth would actually permit residential development to further exceed

regional growth projections. Mitigation measure MM 4.3.1 presented on
page 4.3-13 of the Draft EIR is intended to reduce Impact 4.3.1 to the
furthest extent feasible. See Response BB-45, above.

Response BB-51 E: The commenter states that the discussion associated with Impact 4.13.3.1,
pages 4.13-40 and -41, for water supply may need revision in that the 2050
Study did not evaluate the alternatives identified in the Draft EIR. See

Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a discussion of water supply issues,
mitigation measures, and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

Response BB-52 E: The commenter asks whether the Napa Sanitation District has the planned
capacity to provide service to the areas south of the City of Napa that
would support major development. Mitigation measure MM 4.13.4.1
requires that the County include a General Plan policy requiring that new

development provide verification of adequate wastewater service prior
to a project’s approval. This measure ensures that adequate wastewater
services are available, or development would not go forward. Also note
that the sites south of the City of Napa have been designated as a “study
area” indicating that further studies will be undertaken (and a further
General Plan amendment will be required) prior to consideration of non-
industrial uses on the sites.

Response BB-53 E: The commenter asks whether there would be any increased use of
existing recreational facilities associated with development under the
General Plan that could lead to deterioration of those facilities. Impact
4.13.9.1 on page 4.13-79 of the Draft EIR clearly states that land uses and
development under the proposed Napa County General Plan Update
would increase population that would result in an increase in the demand
for recreational opportunities and facilities. The Draft EIR presents
mitigation measures MM 4.13.1b, 4.13.1b, 4.13.1c, and 4.13.1e to reduce
this impact to a less than significant level.
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Response BB-54 E: The commenter asks if the cumulative impact varies between the
different alternatives. The commenter is referred to the impact statements
contained in Section 5.0 that clearly call out to what alternatives the

specific cumulative impact relates.

Response BB-55 E: The commenter states that Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR does not determine
if the General Plan would induce growth within unincorporated portions of
the County that would not otherwise take place as planned growth would
exceed that projected by ABAG during the planning period. Section 7.1
discusses the growth inducing impacts of the proposed General Plan

Update for the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR as required by CEQA.
The question is not whether growth would occur in excess of regional
projections (this is addressed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR), but whether
implementation of the County’s General Plan would somehow stimulate
growth outside the County or unanticipated by the General Plan Update.
See Section 7.1 of the Draft EIR for more discussion.

Response BB-56 E/P: The commenter wants the description of the sphere of influence changed
on page 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR. The following text changes are made to the
Draft EIR.

 Draft EIR page 4.2-6, the following text changes are made to the third
and fourth paragraphs:

For planning purposes, incorporated cities within Napa County define
an area surrounding their boundary as a planning area, Urban Limit
Line (ULL) or Sphere of Influence (SOI). A city’s planning area or ULL
generally extends beyond the city’s jurisdictional boundaries. A SOI is a
plan for the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local
agency as determined by LAFCO. generally very similar to a city’s
jurisdictional area, but can extend beyond a city’s jurisdictional area to

include places that are likely to be annexed by the city in the
foreseeable future.

The purpose of a planning area, ULL, or SOI is to identify land outside a
city’s boundaries which in the planning agency’s judgment bears
relation to its planning. facilitate long-range planning and compatibility
of land uses. While a defined planning area, ULL, or SOI does not give a
city any regulatory power, it acts to inform the planning process by
notifying the County and other nearby local and regional authorities
that the city recognizes that development within this area has an
impact on the future of the city. Under state law, cities are invited to
comment on development within their planning area that is subject to
review by the County. However, unincorporated portions of city these
planning areas ultimately remain under the jurisdiction of Napa County.

Response BB-57 E: The commenter wants changes in how the RUL for the City of Napa is
described in the Draft EIR on page 4.2-7. The following text changes are
made to the Draft EIR.

 Draft EIR page 4.2-7, the following text changes are made to the
second and third paragraph:
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The City of Napa is the largest city in Napa County at 18.21 square
miles (11,653 acres), with a population of approximately 76,167 in
2005, according to the California Department of Finance. The City of

Napa is the County seat and is located in the southern portion of
Napa County, approximately 4 miles north of American Canyon. The
Napa River bisects the City. As previously mentioned, growth and land
use patterns within the City of Napa are determined by the Rural
Urban Limit1 (RUL). Recent LAFCO action has resulted in The RUL and
SOI are the same, with the exception of the Napa State Hospital and
small portions of the Syar and Napa Pipe sites that were historically
within the SOI. being co-terminus, with few exceptions (in the Napa
State Hospital and Syar area). However, notwithstanding this
exception, the SOI includes a “slightly larger area” than the RUL. Two
annexations to the City of Napa have been submitted by Ghisletta.
The first annexation of 12,096 square feet (2093 Penny Lane) was
approved by LAFCo in February 2006. The second annexation was for
141.9 acres (four parcels at 2003 Golden Gate) was submitted in
August 2006, but has had no further action to date.

The predominant land use within the Napa RUL is residential, with 67%
of the land within the RUL developed as residential. Other land uses
include commercial (8%), industrial (4%), parks and public/quasi-
public lands (12%), and undeveloped/agricultural land (9%). Major
commercial areas are concentrated in downtown, the Soscol Avenue
auto row, and commercial development along the City’s major
corridors. A majority of the County offices are located within the City.
The City has a broad range of industrial uses, generally concentrated
in the southern part of the City, in or near the Napa Valley Corporate

Park. Industrial users located within or adjacent to the City boundaries
include Blue Canary Inc. and Syar Industries. Other major industrial and
heavy commercial areas occupy land along the east and west sides
of State Route 29 south of First Street and between Soscal Avenue and
the Napa River. “

Response BB-58 E: The commenter states that it is unclear in the Draft EIR what measures are
being proposed to keep growth at a slow pace. The “slow growth”
language used on page 2.0-3 of the Draft EIR is intended to describe what
would be anticipated to occur in formerly industrial areas in addition to
other existing urban areas under Alternative B of the General Plan
Update. The statement is not intended to be an impact statement of any
kind. Under the Revised Draft General Plan Update, the growth
management system derived from Measure A would still be the guiding
policy directing slow residential growth within the unincorporated County
areas. Non-residential growth is naturally limited by the shortage of non-
agricultural land and market forces.

Response BB-59 E: The commenter states that on Figure 3.0-2 of the Draft EIR, the “City of
Napa Water Source” should point to Lake Hennessey. This change will be
made to the Draft EIR.

1 In 1975, the City of Napa adopted the RUL Line, which was intended to minimize development of property that is

located within the RUL, and also in the unincorporated area.
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Response BB-60 E: The commenter requests a minor text change to page 3.0-13 of the Draft
EIR. County staff appreciates the request for more accuracy in the
statement regarding KMA’s use of data sources.

Response BB-61 E: On page 4.0-5, there is a reference to the City of Rancho Cordova as the
Lead Agency. Rancho Cordova has been removed from the text and
replaced with County of Napa.

Response BB-62 E: The commenter states that Figure 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR is not readable at
its current scale. The existing land use map (Figure 4.2-1) is intended to
give an overview of existing land uses and their distribution throughout the
County. County staff does not recommend a change to the scale of the
land use map.

Response BB-63 E: The commenter states that the reference to the PWA study on page
4.11-14 of the Draft EIR does not appear in other locations. The reference
to the PWA study as Pacific Watershed Associates is correct. That
reference has been added to the list on page 4.11-73.

Response BB-64 E: The commenter states that the table on page 4.11-43 presents material
related to “Best” Management Practices. The word “Beneficial” has been
replaced with “Best” in the title of Table 4.11-2 of the Draft EIR.

Response BB-65 E: The commenter states that the reference to mitigation measure
MM 4.11.9a should be changed to 4.11.9. This change has been made to
the Draft EIR.

Response BB-66 E: The commenter states that in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR, the spelling of
“Jameson” should be changed to “Jamieson.” This change has been
made to the Draft EIR.

Response BB-67 E: The commenter suggests replacement language to describe the existing
water setting. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as the
information presented on page 4.13-14 is a summary and contains correct

information.

Response BB-68 E: The commenter states that on page 5.0-23 of the Draft EIR, mitigation
measures should refer to 4.13, not 4.12. This change has been made to
the Draft EIR.

Response BB-69 E: The commenter asks if the Exposure to Air Toxic Contaminants discussion

on page 6.0-53 of the Draft EIR should reference Alternative E, rather than
Alternative D. This change has been made to the Draft EIR.
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LETTER CC: TIMOTHY C. SABLE, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
JUNE 18, 2007

Response CC-1 E/P: Caltrans states that the County, as lead agency, is responsible for all
project mitigation. The commenter also states standard Caltrans
requirements regarding encroachment permits for work within state

highway rights of way. The County appreciates the input from Caltrans on
the General Plan process; however, the types of project mitigation noted
in the comment are typically applied at the project level and not the
proposed General Plan Update level. The County recognizes that
Caltrans requires permits for any work to be performed in the state right of
way (ROW) and will coordinate with future project applicants to ensure
that concerns of the Department are addressed during the project-level
CEQA review process. No changes to the Draft EIR or General Plan are
necessary.

Response CC-2 E/P: The commenter states that the term “Transit Oriented Development” is not
mentioned in the proposed General Plan Update. The commenter goes
on to say that there is no mention of the impending restart of freight
service from Schellville (Sonoma County) to Lombard Road (City of
American Canyon) by the North Coast Rail Authority. The commenter
states that this railroad line will connect with the Union Pacific Line in the
vicinity of Napa and explains the location of a spur line to downtown
Napa that could be extended to St. Helena for freight and commuter
service. The commenter finishes by stating that the County is missing an
opportunity to encourage and promote transit and goods movement
alternative to automobile and truck traffic. The County appreciates input
on the General Plan.

Since the release of the Public Review Draft General Plan, Policy CIR-3.2
has been edited to include text that states “…through a variety of means,

including promoting transit-oriented development in appropriate
locations and use of transit by visitors to Napa County” in response to this
comment.

In addition, the reader is referred to the Agricultural Preservation and Land
Use Element, which stresses the concentration of development in the
incorporated cities and already urbanized areas, in part to encourage

land use patterns which support the use of public transit.

The following text has also been added to the discussion of “Rail
Transportation” on page 98 of the Revised General Plan Update, “As of
this update, freight service is planned to be reestablished on a line
extending from American Canyon to Schellville, in Sonoma County. This
freight line has a spur which extends north to the County’s industrial area

and the City of Napa.”

Additionally, the commenter is referred to the following Circulation Goal
and Policies, which seek to promote non-vehicular travel and transit use
and are included in the Public Review Draft General Plan: Circulation
Goal 3, Policies CIR-3.1 through CIR-3.13.
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Response CC-3 E/P: The commenter requests details on proposed plans to rectify lane
capacity issues at the intersections of Napa-Vallejo Highway and
SR 29/12, SR 12/21 and Stanley Lane, SR 29 and American Canyon Road,

and SR 29 and Kelly Road. Details regarding specific intersection
improvements have not been developed for these four intersections.
However, page 4.4-50 of the Draft EIR presents mitigation measure MM
4.4.1a, which requires that the County provide a policy in the General
Plan establishing a standard for adequate level of service on roads and
intersections to be applied to all discretionary projects reviewed by the
County. This standard is reflected in Policy CIR-16 of the Revised General
Plan Update. Additionally, as the County proceeds with improvement
plans for these four intersections, Caltrans will be notified and asked to
provide input on the design through the environmental review process.

Response CC-4 E/P: The commenter asks whether the current Freeway Agreement for SR 29
between the Solano/Napa County line and SR-12/Jamieson Canyon
Road will be reconfirmed or renegotiated. The County does not propose
to change the existing agreement at this time.

Response CC-5 E/P: The commenter asks the County to revise General Plan Policy CC-21,
Action Item CC-21, and mitigation measure MM 4.12.1 to include
Caltrans’ procedures regarding cultural resources and earth-disturbing
work within the state right of way. Impacts to cultural resources are
analyzed in Section 4.12, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR includes mitigation measure MM 4.12.1 which
would lessen impacts to cultural resources to a less than significant level.
This mitigation measure would not circumvent any Caltrans processing
procedures at the project level. Additionally, the County of Napa Public
Works Department complies with all Caltrans procedures when working in
the state right of way. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR or General
Plan are warranted.

Response CC-6 E/P: The commenter notes Caltrans procedures regarding encroachment
permits and traffic-related mitigation. The County of Napa Public Works
Department complies with all Caltrans procedures when working in the

state right of way.
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LETTER DD: CHARLENE GALLINA, CITY OF CALISTOGA – PLANNING & BUILDING,
JUNE 18, 2007

Response DD-1 E/P: The commenter states that the City of Calistoga asked permission to
submit a formal comment letter after the end of the public review period
in order to receive input from Calistoga’s City Council on staff’s

assessments and comments. The County appreciates the City of
Calistoga’s input and will address these comments as if they were
received during the public review period.

Response DD-2 P: The City concurs with Goals 1 through 6 of the General Plan Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element. The County appreciates the City’s
remarks. Because the City supports these goals, no changes to the

General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-3 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with Agricultural Preservation
Policies AG/LU-20 and AG/LU-21 because they reflect the goal of urban-
centered growth, which was agreed upon decades ago. The County
appreciates the City’s remarks. Because the City supports these policies,
no changes to the General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-4 P: The City comments that the affordable housing site that is nearest to
Calistoga is located in Angwin and other sites include Berryessa and Atlas
Peak/Monticello Road. The County appreciates the City’s remarks.
Because the City does not provide any information that conflicts with the
General Plan policies related to affordable housing, no changes to the
General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-5 P: The City comments that the intent of Policy AG/LU-26 is a bit unclear and
the City may want to request clarification from the County on its meaning.
The comments interpretation of the policy’s intent is correct.

Response DD-6 P: The City comments that Policy AG/LU-28 will pertain to the Napa Pipe site
which is located south of the City of Napa. The commenter goes on to

say that there are no transitional sites located near Calistoga. The County
appreciates the City’s remarks. Because the commenter does not
disagree with the Policy and simply provides information on transitional
sites, no changes to the General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-7 P: The City comments that the County has agreements with the cities of
Napa and American Canyon pertaining to housing. To date the City of

Calistoga has not been approached regarding accepting any affordable
housing in addition to the City’s RHNA obligation. Policy AG/LU-28 would
allow for future agreements concerning affordable housing between the
County and the City of Calistoga. No changes to this policy are
warranted at this time.

Response DD-8 P: The commenter has concerns regarding Policy AG/LU-38 in that it may

conflict with the City’s General Plan and upcoming UDP policies. The
commenter also describes several sites that are located in the county
along Highway 128/29 that have a General Plan land use designation of
agricultural resource but are zoned for commercial use. The commenter
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also notes that the inconsistency has been made consistent through
General Plan Policy AG/LU-42. The commenter is referred to the revised
Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element for the revised land use map.

Response DD-9 P: The commenter comments on Policy AG/LU-39 stating that the City may
recommend that the County consider allowing mixed uses within the CL
and CN zones, perhaps limiting it only to residential that is designated for
work force or affordable housing. The commenter is referred to the
revised Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element regarding changes to
commercial policies. These policy provisions would allow for accessory

residential dwelling units.

Response DD-10 P: The commenter states that Policies AG/LU-52 through AG/LU-106 apply to
specific areas of the County and do not affect the City of Calistoga. No
changes to the General Plan and/or Draft EIR are necessary.

Response DD-11 P: The commenter states that Policy AG/LU-110 does not apply to the City.
No changes to the General Plan and/or Draft EIR are necessary.

Response DD-12 P: The commenter states that under Policy AG/LU-119 the new permit annual
permit allocation shall be 114 dwelling units, which equates to a 1%
population growth rate. The commenter is referred to the revised
Agricultural Preservation/Land Use Element regarding the revised zoning
consistency table.

Response DD-13 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with Policies AG/LU-120
through AG/LU-130. The County appreciates the City’s remarks, and no
changes to the General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-14 P: The commenter states that the circulation map shows that Highway 29
from Yountville to the County border north of Calistoga and the Silverado
Trail from the City of Napa to Calistoga as continuing to be two-lane rural
thoroughfares. This does not preclude modification for safety, such as the
construction of a two-way center turn lane. The commenter also states
support for Policy CIR-2.3. The County appreciates the City’s remarks, and
no changes to the General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-15 E/P: Regarding Policy CIR-2.6, the commenter states that the Draft EIR shows
that the City’s proposed traffic signals will push more motorists to Silverado
Trail. It is unclear whether this statement takes issue with the policy and/or
impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The County appreciates the
City’s remarks, and no changes to the General Plan or Draft EIR are
necessary.

Response DD-16 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with Policies CIR-2.2, CIR-2.4,
and CIR-2.5 through CIR-2.11. The County appreciates the City’s remarks.
No changes to the General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-17 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with Policies CIR-3.1 through
CIR 3.14. The County appreciates the City’s remarks, and no changes to
the General Plan are necessary.
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Response DD-18 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with the Goals and Policies
contained in the Draft Community Character Element. The County
appreciates the City’s remarks, and no changes to the General Plan are

necessary.

Response DD-19 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with the goals and policies
contained in the Open Space section of the Conservation Element. The
County appreciates the City’s remarks, and no changes to the General
Plan are necessary.

Response DD-20 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with the goals and policies
contained in the Natural Resources section of the Conservation Element.
The County appreciates the City’s remarks, and no changes to the
General Plan are necessary.

Response DD-21 P: The City questions whether the water conservation policies should be
strengthened and if the water policies support the idea of urban growth in
urban areas and take into account water needs in the cities. The General
Plan Steering Committee reviewed the water quality, water use, and
water conservation policies in the Conservation Element and has made
some modifications to the Element that consider conservation of
groundwater, including Goals CON-8 and CON-10. Additionally, changes
have been made to Policy CON-35 to incorporate the measures outlined
in mitigation measures MM 4.11.5b and 4.13.3b related to water supply

and conservation. The commenter is also referred to Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1.

Response DD-22 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with the goals and policies
contained in the Draft Economic Development Element. The County
appreciates the City’s remarks, and no changes to the General Plan are
necessary.

Response DD-23 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with the goals and policies
contained in the Draft Recreation and Open Space Element. The County
appreciates the City’s remarks, and no changes to the General Plan are
necessary.

Response DD-24 P: The commenter states that the City concurs with the goals and policies

contained in the Draft Safety Element. The County appreciates the City’s
remarks, and no changes to the General Plan are necessary.
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LETTER EE: BARTON D. BUECHNER, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS,
JUNE 18, 2007

Response EE-1 P: The commenter states that the Department of Veterans Affairs is
particularly encouraged by the proposed new land use designation for
certain centrally located Industrial lands (described as “Transitional”). The

commenter believes that this land use designation would help to provide
much-needed affordable housing in the County. The County appreciates
the work that the Department of Veterans Affairs conducts on behalf of
veterans in Napa County. Since the comment does not call into question
the adequacy of General Plan policies and/or the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, no changes are necessary. The proposed General Plan Update has
been revised and now designates the Napa Pipe site and the Pacific
Coast/Boca site as a Study Area, indicating that further study is required
before these sites could be used for non-industrial uses.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-331



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-332



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-333



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-334

LETTER FF: SANDRA CLEISZ, ON BEHALF OF MICHELE CASTAGNOLA, PLANNING

COMMISSION CHAIR, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON – PLANNING/BUILDING

DEPARTMENT, MAY 25, 2007

Response FF-1 P: Commenter notes a contradiction in the County’s proposed RUL line and
states that the northern RUL should be aligned with American Canyon’s
General Plan Urban Limit Line as the City currently provides water, sewer,
and other services to this 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.

Response FF-2 P: The commenter states that the American Canyon Planning Commission is
concerned about the future of the Hess Vineyards property and its
potential for eventual removal as scenic and productive agricultural land.
The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now proposes
that the Hess Vineyards be designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open
Space (AWOS).

Response FF-3 P: Commenter requests additional information about the County’s
development fee structures for traffic mitigation and efforts to alleviate
traffic issues. Subsequent to the releases of the proposed General Plan
Update and the Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the
General Plan under Action Item CIR-19.1 to include language that the
county-wide impact fee will require a discussion on the part of the County
and the cities and towns in the County. Additional language discusses

how the proposed fee will be used for improvements that the fee would
fund.

Response FF-4 P: Commenter disputes the notion that American Canyon is continuing with
excessive unplanned growth. The commenter provides six focused
arguments supporting this argument. The commenter asks if the
modification of the City’s RUL shown in the proposed General Plan

Update was based on an incorrect assumption by the County in this
respect. The County appreciates the commenter’s input in the General
Plan Update and refers the commenter to Response FF-1 regarding the
RUL. The County’s understanding of City growth is derived from data
disseminated by the Association of Bay Area Governments.
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LETTER GG: SAHRYE COHEN, BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION,
JUNE 25, 2007

Response GG-1 E/P: The commenter states that the BCDC’s comments on the General Plan
and EIR are based on the San Francisco Bay Area Plan, the McAteer-Petris
Act, and staff review. The comment is noted. This comment does not
address a specific issue or the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further
response is required. Responses to the remainder of the BCDC’s
comments are provided in GG-2 through GG-6.

Response GG-2 E/P: The commenter requests that additional information be added to

correctly identify the jurisdiction of the BCDC. The following language has
been added to page to pages 4.5-41 and 4.6-16 of the Draft EIR.

 All areas that are subject to tidal action, including submerged lands,
tidelands, and marshlands up to five feet above mean sea level.

Response GG-3 E/P: The commenter references Policy CON-15 and states that the EIR should
consider that the BCDC can only approve a project within its jurisdiction
(i.e., bay fill) if it provides maximum public access consistent with the
project. Additionally, the commenter provides a list of specifications that
are outlined in the Bay Plan policies related to providing public access.
Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR includes an overview of
the BCDC and the areas that are within the jurisdiction of BCDC in Napa
County. While the County understands the sensitive nature of the BCDC’s
ability to approve a project within its jurisdiction and the specific
requirements attached to the Bay Plan policies, the EIR for the Napa
County General Plan is not the appropriate place to discuss the specific
requirements of the Bay Plan related to public access. The County
appreciates input from the BCDC on the General Plan process. However,
since this comment does not address the adequacy of the General Plan
or Draft EIR, no further response is necessary and no changes to the EIR
are warranted.

Response GG-4 E/P: The commenter states that Policies CON-16, CON-21, and CON-25
address the enhancement of marshlands, sloughs, and wetlands, which is
consistent with the Bay Plan’s policies. Because the commenter supports
these policies, no change to the General Plan is necessary.

Response GG-5 E: The commenter states that the EIR should address whether roadway

expansions proposed in Alternatives B and C might require bay fill in the
waterway jurisdiction of BCDC. There are no roadway improvements
associated with the proposed General Plan Update that would require
bay fill. Impacts on waterways and biological resources associated with
roadway improvements under Alternatives B and C are fully addressed
and mitigated in Sections 4.5 (Biological Resources), 4.6 (Fisheries), and
Section 4.11 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the EIR. Additionally, the
commenter is referred to Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 for a
discussion related to impacts on biological resources associated with the
proposed General Plan Update. The County is aware of BCDC regulation
if fill were placed in areas subject to BCDC jurisdiction. This comment is
noted and will be considered prior to adoption of the General Plan and
certification of the EIR. No changes are required to the EIR. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now designates the Napa
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Pipe site and the Pacific Coast/Boca site as Industrial with a Study Area
designation (under the Preferred Plan) that would allow for future
consideration of land use changes to the sites. However, the General
Plan Update does not establish any use of the sites beyond industrial.

Response GG-6 E/P: The commenter states that projects in BCDC jurisdiction that involve bay
fill must be consistent with Bay Plan policies and adds that the EIR should
discuss the General Plan policies and the effects of the policies related to
sea level rise within the jurisdiction of the BCDC. The commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a discussion
regarding sea level rise. Additionally, since the release of the Public Draft
General Plan, a new Climate Protection/Energy section has been added
to the Conservation Element.

Response GG-7 P: The commenter states that the page number referenced in the General
Plan table of contents for the land use policies was incorrectly listed as
page 243 rather than page 43. The County appreciates this correction.
The General Plan table of contents will be updated prior to adoption.
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LETTER HH: JOHN WOODBURY, NAPA COUNTY REGIONAL PARK & OPEN SPACE

DISTRICT, JUNE 14, 2007

Response HH-1 P: Commenter notes the Napa County Regional Park & Open Space District
(the District) Board’s belief that the proposed General Plan Update
provides a good policy framework within which the District can carry out

its responsibilities. Commenter attaches specific comments approved by
the Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District Board of
Directors on the General Plan. The County appreciates the support by the
District. Responses to the comments attached by the commenter are
provided below.

Response HH-2 P: Commenter requests and suggests modifications to Policy Ag/LU-24 so as

to be consistent with Policy Ag/LU-11. This specific edit was not made
given that nature-based recreation is identified as not an urban use under
Policy Ag/LU-27.

Response HH-3 P: Commenter suggests insertion of a comma in Policy Ag/LU-25 in order to
eliminate potential errors in interpretation. This suggested edits to what is
now Policy Ag/LU-27 was not determined necessary to address the

commenter’s concerns.

Response HH-4 P: Commenter notes there is an apparent conflict between Policy Ag/LU-40,
Action Item Ag/LU 40.1, and Policy ROS-3. Commenter suggests
elimination of the conflicting language. The commenter is referred to the
revisions made to Policy Ag/LU 43 and Action Item 43.1 that have been
modified.

Response HH-5 P: Commenter requests acknowledgement of the economic benefits of
parks, trails, and open space throughout the Economic Development
Element and the addition of a policy indicating County support for
development of recreational amenities under Goal E-2. The commenter is
referred to revisions made to pages 199 and 200 of the Economic
Development Element regarding acknowledgement of recreation
opportunities in the County. The suggested changes to policies under
Goal E-2 were not made.

Response HH-6 P: Commenter requests modifications to Policy CIR-3.1 to distinguish
between Class I, II, and III bicycle paths. The commenter is referred to
Policy CIR-27 and Objective CRI-3. CIR-3 specifically notes the provision of
bikeways consistent with the County-wide Bike Master Plan.

Response HH-7 P: Commenter notes a typographical error in the last sentence on page 241
of the proposed General Plan Update and requests it be corrected. The
commenter also asks that text be inserted on page 243 at the end of the
section on formation of Napa County Regional Park and Open Space
District. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Recreation and
Open Space Element on pages 209 through 237.

Response HH-8 P: Commenter requests the acreage of conservation easements be
included in Table ROS-D in order to be consistent with Figure ROS-1. Table
ROS-D on page 222 has been modified as requested.
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Response HH-9 P: Commenter states that the numbering system for the action items is
confusing in regard to which policies the action item applies to. Action
items are still listed under the applicable policies that they are associated

with. The commenter is also referred to the Implementation Plan that is
now included with the revised General Plan Update.

Response HH-10 P: Commenter suggests modification of the sixth bullet point on page 254 to
include pathogens and other pests. The commenter is referred to revisions
to Policy ROS-10.

Response HH-11 P: Commenter requests modification to Policy ROS-3. Policy ROS-3 has been
modified based on these suggested edits.

Response HH-12 P: Commenter requests addition of a new policy indicating that the County
and the District will coordinate implementation actions. This suggestion
has been added as Policy ROS-1.

Response HH-13 P: Commenter provides suggested text for a new policy and action item
related to zoning for open space lands, parks, and outdoor recreation
areas. Commenter further proposes that the zoning ordinance be
amended in accordance with the new policy and action item proposed.
The commenter is referred to Policy ROS-9 and Action Items 9.1 and 9.2
that include some of the suggested edits.

Response HH-14 P: Commenter requests modification of Action Item ROS-9.1 to indicate that
a comprehensive inventory of public lands will be maintained. The
commenter is referred to revisions to Action Item 9.1.

Response HH-15 P: Commenter suggests providing a reference following Action Item ROS-9.2
noting the reader that Policy ROS-10 is located on page 254 in the text
box. This suggested edit has been made to the Recreation and Open
Space Element.

Response HH-16 P: Commenter proposes modification of Policy ROS-14 to indicate that the

priority of the County is providing parks outside of cities. The commenter’s
suggested edits have been made to ROS-14.

Response HH-17 P: Commenter states that Policy ROS-15 should be modified to indicate that
the County and District will coordinate to plan and reserve land for
recreational facilities. The commenter’s suggested edits have been made
to ROS-15.

Response HH-18 P: Commenter requests modifications to Policy ROS-15, first bullet on page
257, to include language related to the completion of the San Francisco
Bay Trail through Napa County. The commenter’s suggested edits have
been made to ROS-15 first bullet.

Response HH-19 P: Commenter requests the addition of new bullet points under Policy

ROS-15 which identify opportunities in the south County. The commenter’s
suggested edits have been made to ROS-15’s bullets.
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Response HH-20 P: Commenter provides text modifications to the third bullet point under
Policy ROS-15 to include Oat Hill Mine Road. The commenter’s suggested
edits have been made to ROS-15.

Response HH-21 P: Commenter suggests addition of a new bullet point to Policy ROS-20
regarding District management of public access and stewardship of
resources on open space lands. The commenter’s suggested edits have
been made to ROS-20.

Response HH-22 P: Commenter proposes modified language for Action Item ROS-21.1 which
provides more guidance for long-term funding for the District. The
commenter’s suggested edits have generally been made to Action Item
ROS-21.2 in the revised element.

Response HH-23 P: Commenter recommends a new action item following Action Item
ROS-21.1 that would support the District in obtaining grants and indicate
the County’s provision of required local matching funds. The commenter’s
suggested edits have been made to Action Item ROS-21.4 in the revised
element.

Response HH-24 P: Commenter suggests modification to Action Item ROS 21-2 to allow for a
possible name change for the updated park and open space master
plan. The commenter’s suggested edits have generally been made to
Action Item ROS-21.1 in the revised element.

Response HH-25 P: Commenter requests the addition of a new policy under ROS Goal 3
indicating that the County and the District will work together on
implementation actions. Policy ROS-28 has been added to the element
that includes the commenter’s suggestions.

Response HH-26 P: Commenter notes that the last four policies on page 261 should be
renumbered to eliminate duplicate policy numbering. The commenter is
referred to pages 245 and 246 of the revised Recreation and Open Space
Element.

Response HH-27 E: Commenter proposes modifications to page 4.13-78 of the Draft EIR to
reflect dissolution of the Napa County Park and Open Space Advisory
Committee and creation of the District. Textual modifications to the Draft
EIR have been made to reflect this fact.
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LETTER II: TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR – STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF

PLANNING AND RESEARCH , STATE CLEARINGHOUSE, JUNE 19, 2007

Response II-1 E: The State Clearinghouse noted that a list of state agencies that reviewed
the Draft EIR is enclosed in the document details and data base report.
The letter also acknowledges that Napa County has complied with the

State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The County has responded to all letters received from the State Clearing
House in this FEIR.

Response II-2 E: The State Clearinghouse has provided a document details report and a
State Clearinghouse data base. The commenter is referred to Response to

Comment II -1 E.


