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LETTER 1: ELISABETH FRATER, SIERRA CLUB, NAPA GROUP, MARCH 20, 2007

Response 1-1 E: The commenter states that the Sierra Club is troubled that future growth
has been projected by trend lines of past growth. The commenter also
questions the assumption that growth is needed to sustain economic

prosperity. The commenter questions how population growth will solve
Napa County’s housing shortage. Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR discusses
Population, Housing, and Employment impacts as a result of
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update alternatives.
Pages 4.3-9 through 4.3-11 of the Draft EIR discuss the methodology
employed to analyze growth impacts as a result of implementation of the
General Plan Update. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
prepares projections of growth in the Bay Area as a whole and its member
jurisdictions, typically on a biannual basis. These projections generally
represent the amount of growth that ABAG economists and planners
believe is reasonable to expect by 2030 if existing land use policies
contained in the adopted General Plan remain intact and only
programmed and funded improvements are made to the region’s
infrastructure. ABAG population, employment, and housing projections
for the adopted General Plan are presented in Table 4.3-11 on page
4.3-10 of the Draft EIR. To analyze the impacts of the proposed General
Plan Update, the County retained its own economists to prepare adjusted
growth projections for the EIR alternatives. Adjustments were made to

reflect updated information since 2005, as well as an assessment of the
amount of land available in each alternative for housing and for job
creation. Projections are reasonable estimations of future conditions;
however, every effort was made to be conservative (i.e., to lean toward
higher numbers) in order to over-state rather than under-state potential
impacts related to population, housing, traffic, etc.

Page 4.3-13 of the Draft EIR identifies Impact 4.3.2, which determined that
Alternative A would have a significant and unavoidable impact on the
jobs-to-housing ratio within unincorporated areas. The Draft EIR presented
mitigation measure MM 4.3.2, which requires a General Plan policy that
would compel new employment generating development either to
produce on- or off-site housing adequate to meet the demand for Napa
County housing associated with new employment. However, the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of
this measure. No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended. For
additional discussion regarding the adequacy of alternatives selected for
analysis and growth projections, see Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2.

Also, please note that the Revised Draft General Plan Update would result
in less growth than many of the Draft EIR Alternatives. (See Section 2.0 on
the “Preferred Plan” for more information.)

Response 1-2 E: The commenter states that a discussion of drought conditions needs to be
included in the analysis of groundwater, municipal water supplies, and
stream flows. See Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a full discussion

on water supply issues. As described in appendices H, I and J of the Draft
EIR and Section 4.11 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.13 (Public
Services and Utilities), hydrologic modeling and water supply and
demand projections used in the Draft EIR include the consideration of
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drought conditions. The impact of single-dry and multiple-dry years on
water supplies for the County and cities is specifically identified in Draft EIR
Table 4.13.3-37 (see Draft EIR page 4.13-42).

Response 1-3 E: The commenter asks why new development is being considered if it will
result in worse air quality. Air quality for a region is a result of all activities
and development that occurs within an air basin, which for Napa County
includes all counties and incorporated cities within the San Francisco Air
Basin. Mitigation measures are presented in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR to
lessen air quality impacts to the furthest extent feasible by the County.

Any new development would be required to adhere to the Best Available
Technology and requirements set forth in additional policies and action
items now incorporated in the Conservation Element under the heading
of Energy, Climate Change, and Sustainable Practices.

Response 1-4 E: The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Alternatives lack
vision for sustainability and protection of our quality of life. See

Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for adequacy of alternatives
discussion. As noted in Response 1-3 E, additional policies and action
items incorporated into the proposed General Plan Update address
sustainability, climate change, and energy conservation.

Response 1-5 E: The commenter states that it is unclear how any of the alternatives will
address the impaired status of the Napa River Watershed. Please see

Policy CON-47 in the Revised Draft General Plan Update, which would
specifically address root causes of the river’s designation as impaired. This
policy and others in the Water Resources section of the Conservation
Element would address water quality in the Napa River and elsewhere.

Response 1-6 E: The commenter asks that an extension of time for review be given and
that the Planning Department should revise the documents to address the

comments. The County appreciates the Sierra Club’s input. On April 3,
2007, the County Board of Supervisors extended the public review
comment period by 60 days. The County has accepted all comment
letters received through August 2007.
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LETTER 2: HOWELL MOUNTAIN MUTUAL WATER COMPANY, [UNDATED]

Response 2-1 E/P: The commenter would like to see included in the final General Plan a
provision that 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. A policy and action item have been added to the Conservation
Element of the General Plan which notes that the Conservation
Regulations should be updated as required by state guidelines to include
this request. (Specifically see Policy CON-45 and Action Item CON WR-3 in
the Revised Draft General Plan Update.)

Response 2-2 E/P: The commenter gives a general overview of domestic watersheds. The
County appreciates the input and has used information provided by
Howell Mountain Mutual Water Company in developing additional
General Plan policies and action items within the Conservation Element.

Response 2-3 E/P: The commenter gives a general overview of Napa County domestic

watersheds serving Napa County residents. The County appreciates the
input and has used the information in developing the water supply
analysis included in Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 and in edits to
Conservation Element policies.

Response 2-4 E/P: The commenter gives a list of factors to consider in prudent management
of domestic watersheds. See Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Additional policies and action items have been included in the
Conservation Element that reflect these issues.

Response 2-5 E/P: The commenter provides a table containing information on key points
regarding surface water sources. The County appreciates the input and
has used information provided in developing final General Plan policies
for the Conservation Element.
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LETTER 3: LOWELL DOWNEY, NAPA COUNTY GREEN PARTY, MARCH 19, 2007

Response 3-1 E/P: The commenter requests that the presented document on the
precautionary principle become a policy in the General Plan. County
staff appreciates the thoughtful presentation of the precautionary

principle. Many of the concepts presented have been incorporated into
the Conservation Element, and the precautionary principle itself is referred
to in the Implementation section of the Revised Draft General Plan
Update. However the County has elected not to adopt the precautionary
principle as a guiding policy within the plan.
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LETTER 4: JOSEPH G. PEATMAN, GASSER FOUNDATION, MAY 29, 2007

Response 4-1 E/P: The commenter states that they have reviewed the Napa County
General Plan, specifically Energy Goal CON-14 and energy policies
CON-55 through -61, and applauds the County’s efforts to promote

energy conservation and efficiency of use. The commenter asks that a
policy be added to the General Plan that promotes the development
and use of advanced energy technology and building materials in Napa
County. The County appreciates the Foundation’s input in this matter. A
policy has been added to the proposed General Plan Update that
promotes the development and use of advanced energy technology
and building materials in Napa County. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 and to the new sub-section
within the Conservation Element related to climate protection and
sustainable practices for environmental health.
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LETTER 5: REVERDY JOHNSON ON BEHALF OF JERI HANSEN-GILL, NAPA VALLEY

VINTNERS, MARCH 29, 2007

Response 5-1 E/P: The commenter states that if mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 from the Draft
EIR Hydrology section were implemented as written, it would in fact result
in increased costs and time for new projects even though the County

action would be limited to a determination of completeness, not
discretionary approval. The commenter contends that the mandated
reports would result in substantial loss of time and money. The commenter
goes on to say that the way the mitigation measures are written would
result in an adversarial relationship between land owners and County
staff. The commenter also asks why projects that would require new
appropriative surface water diversion would not qualify for the ministerial
process. The commenter questions the requirement that vineyard projects
not lower groundwater levels off-site in order to qualify for the ministerial
process. The commenter states that the blanket standard of 60% tree
canopy and 40% of shrub cover present as of 1993 is arbitrary and may be
infeasible. The commenter questions the requirement that deer fencing
be removed except for the immediate confines of a vineyard block.
Finally, the commenter concludes that requiring monitoring of the site by
the County and its agents is obtrusive.

Preferred General Plan policies CON-13 and CON-27 and Action Item
CON NR-1 of Policy CON-27 address the intent of the mitigation measure;
however, the measure provides detailed performance standards that are
not addressed in the policies. This approach is consistent with public
comments, which suggested reasons why some of the components of
mitigation measure 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.
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LETTER 6: BRAD HARRIS, PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY, APRIL 17, 2007

Response 6-1 P: The commenter feels that the term “programs mandated by the state or
federal government” should be defined under Policy AG/LU-27. County
staff have declined to make this change, indicating that the suggested

policy language will be subject to implementation and interpretation as
necessary in the future.

Response 6-2 P: The commenter proposes language changes to Policy CC-12 as follows:
“To the extent practicable and allowed by law, telecommunications
facilities and transmission lines should avoid locations shall not be located
within view of any scenic roadway…” The County feels that the language

presented in revised policy CC-14 is preferable as it is stricter on protecting
scenic roadways.

Response 6-3 P: The commenter proposes language changes to Policy CC-14 as follows:
“Adjacent to scenic roadways, new telephone, electric distribution, cable
TV and similar utilities should be placed underground where possible.” The
commenter is referred to the revisions to the Community Character

Element, where Policy CC-16 references the undergrounding of utilities
generically.

Response 6-4 P: The commenter feels that Policy SAF-29 should be deleted since the
General Plan has not identified what levels of EMF are acceptable.
Comment noted. Policy SAF-29 has been replaced by new policy SAF-28:

Policy SAF-28: The County shall continue to monitor research being
conducted under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) to define acceptable levels of exposure to electromagnetic fields
(EMF). Once a specific numerical standard for EMF exposure has been
adopted by the CPUC, the County’s policy shall be that residential
development (and other sensitive land uses such as schools, hospitals,
child care sites) that would expose persons to EMF which exceeds the
standard should generally not be permitted.
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LETTER 7: RICHARD OSBORN, PACIFIC UNION COLLEGE, APRIL 9, 2007

Response 7-1 P: The commenter gives an introduction of the long-standing history of
Pacific Union College (PUC) in Napa County. The commenter goes on to
say that one of the land use maps, Scenario 2, would severely undermine

the college by redrawing the boundaries of the bubble to the detriment
of PUC. Furthermore, the commenter states that the adoption of Scenario
2 by the County would deal a financial blow to PUC. The commenter
states that Scenario 2 would redraw boundaries so as to remove 84 acres
of college land from the Angwin bubble, removing the urban designation
for that property and effectively depriving the college of the ability to use
the land for anything but agriculture. The commenter concludes by
saying that the proposed General Plan Update Policy Ag/LU-57 is in direct
conflict with the map designated as Scenario 2.

County staff appreciates PUC’s concern with the scenarios presented in
the public draft of the proposed General Plan. The scenarios presented
were intended as options for public review and ultimately for presentation
to the Board of Supervisors for approval. Based on public comments
received, the Revised Draft General Plan Update proposes to eliminate
agricultural lands from the Urban Residential “bubble” in Angwin. This
change would not alter allowable uses on the property, since the current
zoning already limits those uses. The change would also not preclude the
college’s development proposal, which would affect “planned
development” zoned property. The college’s proposed development is
the subject of a separate, project-specific EIR.
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LETTER 8: NANCY E. LEVENBERG, ST. HELENA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, MAY 16,
2007

Response 8-1 P: The commenter provides statements on the Circulation component of the
General Plan such as endorsing a Transportation Vision which will lead to
providing a network of roads, bike lanes, and pedestrian trails that will

enhance the quality of life for residents and provide a pleasant
experience for visitors. The commenter states that in regard to Policy
CIR-2.3, the commenter believes that reducing truck traffic on Main Street
in St. Helena would be a first step. The commenter believes that
Circulation Goal 2 would be further strengthened with specific goals
aimed at extending the local serving roadways east and west of
downtown St. Helena and adopting the use of roundabouts to manage
traffic at busy intersections north of Napa. The commenter concludes by
saying that they support the range of strategies outlined in Circulation
Goal 3, but provides some additional concepts for Policy CIR-3.4 and
3.4.1. County staff acknowledges the thoughtful comments regarding
truck traffic issues in St. Helena. Circulation Policy CIR-2.3 (now Policy CIR-
13) includes:

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

This diversion could have the effect of reducing truck and other traffic on
Main Street.

Response 8-2 P: The commenter gives a statement of visions and strategies regarding
Policy Ag/LU-38. The County appreciates the commenter’s input in the
General Plan Update process.
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LETTER 9: RENEE MASON CARTER, BOCA COMPANY, LLC, AND DARREN MORRIS,
WHAL PROPERTIES, LP, FEBRUARY 26, 2007

Response 9-1 P: The commenters represent the BOCA Company and state that they are
interested in and have agreed to jointly redevelop two parcels that
combine a total of 88 acres. The commenters would like to redevelop the

parcels from industrial to mixed use and residential. The commenters’
property is located immediately across Napa Vallejo Highway from the
golf course and adjacent to the Napa Community College. The
commenters request that the County add their redevelopment intent into
the proposed General Plan Update. 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 will be
required prior to consideration of land use changes on the sites.
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LETTER 10: KELLIE ANDERSON, MARCH 2, 2007

Response 10-1 E/P: The commenter states that the 60-day public comment period is
inadequate for meaningful review and input by the public and interested
agencies and asks for an extension of time for the comment period. On

April 3, 2007, the County Board of Supervisors extended the public review
comment period by 60 days. The County has accepted all comment
letters received through June 18, 2007.
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LETTER 11: KELLIE ANDERSON, MARCH 28, 2007

Response 11-1 P: The commenter states that the Angwin “urban bubble” and the scenic
roadway portions of the proposed General Plan Update need more work
and should be the topic of further detailed discussion and refinement. The

commenter gives further details by saying that none of the designated
urban uses are present in Angwin. The commenter goes on to say that
the urban bubble representing Angwin does not follow roads, property
lines, or creeks, and this was done to specifically not define where future
urbanization should occur. The commenter asks why the definition of the
Angwin urban bubble was deleted in the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update. The commenter suggests that the General Plan
Update remove the urban designation from parcels which are partially
within and partially outside of the bubble, are zoned AW, and are
currently being farmed or are undeveloped forests.

County staff acknowledges that the existing “urban bubbles” are
symbolic representations rather than precise land use designations.
Nonetheless, they are an existing feature of the County’s General Plan,
and altering them is particularly challenging because Measure J
precludes re-designation of AWOS property without approval of the
electorate.

Nonetheless, the proposed General Plan Update has been revised based
on public comments and now removes areas currently zoned for
agricultural use from the Angwin bubble. The Revised Draft General Plan
Update also identifies the existing residential neighborhood of Angwin for
inclusion in the bubble some day (subject to a Measure J vote).

Response 11-2 P: The commenter states that the current General Plan references the list of
scenic roadways which are subject to viewshed protection. However, the
public draft of the proposed General Plan Update includes no such list of
designated scenic roads in Napa County. The commenter would like the
list to be included in the General Plan Update. County staff acknowledges
that the list of scenic roadways was not included in the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update; however, a map of Scenic Corridors was
included in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR as Figure 4.14-2 and the same

map is now included as Figure CC-3 in the Revised Draft General Plan
Update.

Response 11-3 E/P: The commenter states that a 60-day public review period is inadequate
due to the amount of information presented and requests a 180-day
public review period. As noted in Response 10-1 E/P, on April 3, 2007, the
County Board of Supervisors extended the public review comment period

by 60 days. The County has accepted all comment letters received
through August 2007.

Response 11-4 P: The commenter expresses concerns over a plan including 591 new units
for Angwin. The commenter states that a development of this size would
be a disaster for Angwin. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s
concern for development in Angwin. At the time of publication of the

public draft of the proposed General Plan Update, it was unknown
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exactly what proposal PUC would submit to the County for review. PUC
has now submitted an application for development, which is currently
under review by County staff and will be addressed in a separate EIR. The

Draft EIR associated with the General Plan Update appropriately assesses
potential impacts associated with growth in the County at a
programmatic level and includes several alternatives which assume
development in Angwin that is consistent with the PUC proposal.
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LETTER 12: CORI BADERTSCHER, MARCH 19, 2007

Response 12-1 P: The commenter notes that the ULL for American Canyon is
misrepresented. The Revised Draft General Plan Update proposes an RUL
for the City of American Canyon that reflects the current status of

negotiations between the City and the County. (See Policy Ag/LU-130 in
the Revised Draft General Plan Update and the accompanying figure.)

Response 12-2 P: The commenter states that besides the ULL being incorrect, Hess
Vineyards should stay Vineyard Preservation, not Transitional. The
commenter states that the General Plan is flawed and inaccurate. The
Revised Draft General Plan Update proposes to re-designate the Hess

Vineyard as AWOS, consistent with the commenter’s suggestion. Also, all
areas earlier proposed to be designated “transitional” are now
designated as “study areas” indicating the need for further analysis prior
to any change in land use on these sites. (See Policy Ag/LU-40 about Hess
Vineyard and Policy Ag/LU-52 about the study area designation.)

Response 12-3 P: The commenter states that the County did nothing to sit and talk with the

City of American Canyon regarding the proposed ULL. The commenter
finishes by stating that the City of American Canyon wants a ULL they can
work with. The commenter is referred to Response 12-1 P and 12-2 P.
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LETTER 13: BOB BARBARICK, MARCH 27, 2007

Response 13-1 P: The commenter would like support for the hot air balloon industry to be
included in the General Plan Update as a recreation activity. The County
appreciates the comment and directs the commenter to the revised

Recreation and Open Space Element, which generally addresses the
issue of recreation, but does not specifically enable or preclude hot air
ballooning.
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LETTER 14: LOIS ANN BATTUELLO, JANUARY 10, 2007

Response 14-1 P: The commenter suggests that additional language is needed relating to
public health, safety, and welfare that would prohibit approval of any
project in Napa County involving terrorist funds or financiers. The County

appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic, which are
addressed to some extent by Policy SAF-35.

Response 14-2 P: The commenter states that the primary reason for the General Plan
Update is to satisfy state requirements dealing with affordable housing.
The commenter concludes by saying that luxury home and resort
schemes should be given no consideration in the General Plan. The

County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic and has not
included any policies which would promote luxury homes or resorts. In
fact, Action Item Ag/LU-33.1 would require the County to develop an
ordinance clarifying the distinction between residences and resorts.

Response 14-3 P: The commenter wishes no changes to the preamble to the General Plan.
The commenter is referred to the Summary and Vision section of the

Revised Draft General Plan Update, which has been substantially revised
in response to public comments.

Response 14-4 P: The commenter states that there should be no change to the language in
the General Plan Update that requires projects to be primarily local
serving. The County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic.
Revisions have been made to the General Plan Update that include

policy provisions encouraging land uses that support County needs.

Response 14-5 P: The commenter states that the General Plan Update must continue to
include what is commonly known as the “Recreation Codes.” The
commenter believes these codes are vital to the preservation of farmland
and when otherwise deemed necessary for the benefit of the majority of
permanent residents. County Code currently includes protection
measures for agricultural operations in relation to recreation uses. The
commenter’s comments regarding development proposals in the County
are noted.

Response 14-6 P: The commenter mentions two development proposals that she believes
violate the extant General Plan, one by Triad Communities for Angwin
and one that threatens limited industrial land. County staff acknowledges
the commenter’s concerns for the PUC property and property in the South
County area. At the time of publication of the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update, no exact details were known regarding
these potential projects. Since that time, several applications have been
submitted for these properties, which are under review by County staff.
The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now removes
areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble and
designates the Napa Pipe site as a “study area” indicating the need for
additional analysis prior to consideration of non-industrial uses. In
addition, the establishment of a bubble in Pope Valley is no longer
included in the Preferred Plan.
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Response 14-7 P: The commenter elaborates on the first development proposal from Triad
Communities that would require a Measure J vote and compromise use of
the Angwin Airport as a municipal airport. The commenter is referred to

Response 14-6 P and Policy Ag/LU-66 which supports the continued
operation of the Angwin airport.

Response 14-8 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the affordable housing
component of the development proposal for the Napa Pipe property.
The commenter’s remarks regarding development proposals in the
County are noted. 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 that would allow require further studies prior to
consideration of land use changes to the sites.

Response 14-9 P: The commenter states that perhaps specific language is needed in the
General Plan Update that prohibits further fractional share ownership, in
addition to language that defines a home as a permanent residence.

The County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic. Please
see Response 14-2 P, above.

Response 14-10 P: The commenter states that there should be no accommodations or
changes in the General Plan that tip the scales in Angwin toward Triad, in
Pope Valley toward an 18-hole golf course at Big Lake, or the vision of the
Getty-Newsom crowd at Napa Pipe. The commenter is referred to

Response 14-6 P and 14-8 P. No policies in the Revised Draft General Plan
Update would either encourage or preclude the current development
proposal being evaluated for Angwin. No change to policies related to
rural recreation is proposed that would encourage additional golf
courses. And no change would permit non-industrial uses on the Napa
Pipe site without additional studies and a future General Plan
amendment.
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LETTER 15: LOIS ANN BATTUELLO, FEBRUARY 18, 2007

Response 15-1 P: The commenter states that there is an error at the bottom of page 61 of
the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update (page 68 as shown
online). The commenter does not state what the error is on that page

noted. The commenter is referred to the revisions made to the General
Plan Update.

Response 15-2 P: The commenter states that on page 59 of the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update, the designation is Marine Commercial for
boat storage in Berryessa and not Rural Residential. The County
appreciates the information provided by the commenter. Marine

Commercial is a zoning designation, while Rural Residential is a general
plan land use designation.

Response 15-3 P: The commenter states that in reference to the Napa Pipe location,
language should be removed that mentions the land was sold in
December 2005 and the new owner wishes to change the use to
residential with affordable housing. The commenter is referred to

Response 14-8 P.

Response 15-4 P: The commenter states that related developments in Napa County fly in
the face of Measure J. The commenter is referred to Response 14-6 P and
14-8 P.

Response 15-5 P: The commenter states that she doesn’t believe any maps should be
included in the discussion of Angwin. The commenter is referred to
Response 14-6 P.

Response 15-6 P: The commenter attached an article that describes Disney’s plans for a
Newport Resort. The County appreciates the information provided by the
commenter.
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LETTER 16: LOIS ANN BATTUELLO, MARCH 4, 2007

Response 16-1 P: The commenter requests an extension of the comment period from 60
days to 120 days. See Response 10-1 E/P for a discussion of public review.

Response 16-2 P: The commenter states that they object to any re-zoning in Angwin to
accommodate the Eco Village. County acknowledges the commenter’s
position regarding the PUC property in Angwin. No rezoning is proposed.

Response 16-3 P: The commenter objects to any re-zoning of the industrial Napa Pipe
location or inclusion of the site within the City of Napa. County staff
acknowledges the commenter’s objections to re-zoning of the Napa Pipe
property. Please see earlier responses regarding designation of the Napa
Pipe site as a “study area.”

Response 16-4 P: The commenter supports the patching up of the Memorandum of
Understanding between the City of Napa and the County. County staff
appreciates the commenter’s concern.

Response 16-5 P: The commenter states that it is difficult to determine which version of the
proposed General Plan Update to support without more time to
comment. See Response 10-1 E/P for a discussion of the public review
comment period.

Response 16-6 P: The commenter states that she has attached a document to her letter
that provides rationale for her objections to accommodating the above-
referenced projects. These comments will be responded to in Letter 17
(attached document to this letter). County staff appreciates the
information provided by the commenter.
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LETTER 17: LOIS ANN BATTUELLO, MARCH 28, 2007

Response 17-1 E: The commenter states that the EIR is corrupt and the process has been
corrupted. The commenter states that it is corrupt because the purpose
of the proposed General Plan Update is to provide workforce housing, not

tourist digs in disguise. It is unclear if the commenter is speaking to the
adequacy of the EIR or takes issue with the content of the public draft of
the proposed General Plan Update. The purpose of a General Plan EIR is
to analyze the environmental impacts of implementing a full range of
General Plan alternatives. See Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a
discussion on the adequacy of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. See
Action Item Ag/LU-33.1 for the County’s commitment to clarify the
distinction between residences and resorts in future revisions to the zoning
ordinance.

Response 17-2 P: The commenter states that she was harassed by a representative of Triad
Communities on January 29, 2007. County staff encourages the
commenter to contact appropriate law enforcement agencies with her
concerns.

Response 17-3 P: The commenter provides an article to support her position that there
should be no rezoning for theme parks in Napa County. County staff
appreciates the information provided by the commenter.

Response 17-4 E: The commenter states that PMC (Pacific Municipal Consultants) may be
less than independent in drafting Napa County’s Environmental Impact

Report and not qualified for their contract work with the County. The
commenter provides no evidence as to why PMC is not qualified and/or
why the Draft EIR for the proposed General Plan Update is inadequate. It
is also unclear how the stated examples of the incorporation of the City of
Elk Grove and the City of Rancho Cordova (two new cities located in a
metropolitan area) relate to a General Plan Update for Napa County. It is
important to note that PMC contracts directly with Napa County and that
all reports produced for the County are reviewed and approved by
County staff. As such, the documents represent the independent
judgment of the County.
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LETTER 18: LOIS ANN BATTUELLO, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 18-1 P: The commenter has attached a chart addressing the forecast for
vineyard development. The County appreciates the information provided
by the commenter. The commenter is referred to vineyard and winery

development projections in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Sections 4.0 and
4.11 and Appendix B).

Response 18-2 E/P: The commenter states that when the County still has a growth industry
requiring the use of industrial land, it doesn’t make sense to re-classify
scarce industrial land to “transitional” or for any other use. County staff
has reviewed the proposed “transitional” land use designation and based

on suggestion made by several commenters has changed that
designation to “study area” Indicating that further studies will be required
prior to considerations of alternative land uses on the sites. Please see
Appendix B in the Draft EIR for further analysis regarding the need for
industrial land in the County.
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LETTER 19: LOIS ANN BATTUELLO, MAY 15, 2007

Response 19-1 P: The commenter asks if the Aetna Springs project would pay for the
development of workforce housing off-site. The County appreciates the
commenter’s concerns on this topic. However, consideration of the

Aetna Springs project is not associated with the General Plan Update.

Response 19-2 P: The commenter asks if the Carneros Lodge ever paid mitigation fees to
the County. The County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this
topic. However, consideration of Cameros Lodge’s mitigation fees is not
associated with the General Plan Update.

Response 19-3 P: The commenter states that the 95-room hotel (at Aetna Springs) needs a
Measure J vote. The County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on
this topic. However, consideration of the Aetna Springs project is not
associated with the General Plan Update.

Response 19-4 P: The commenter asks if creek setbacks will be required for the
replacement cottages. The County appreciates the commenter’s
concerns on this topic. However, consideration of the Aetna Springs
project is not associated with the General Plan Update.

Response 19-5 P: The commenter notes that if adjoining parcels to Aetna Springs are sold
for home development, water and septic service must be available.
County staff agrees that any new development must show that water
supplies and septic services are available.

Response 19-6 P: The commenter notes that for larger parcels (zoned ag-watershed) of
more than 100 acres, no subdivision is allowed if minimum is 160 acres.
The County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic.
However, consideration of the Aetna Springs project is not associated with
the General Plan Update.

Response 19-7 P: The commenter states that they are delighted that Fortress Investment
Group came forward to buy Intrawest, the project’s landowner. County
staff acknowledges the commenter’s reaction to this issue.

Response 19-8 P: The commenter provides notes and other information that describes the
relationship of Alwaleed to Disney. County staff acknowledges the
commenter’s information on this issue.

Response 19-9 P: The commenter provides notes on an article providing details of a
development proposal for Aetna Springs by The Dingman Company.
County staff acknowledges the commenter’s information on this issue.
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LETTER 20: CAETLYNN BOOTH, APRIL 27, 2007

Response 20-1 P: The commenter notes that art and culture should be included in the
Community Character and Recreation and Open Space Elements of the
General Plan Update as well as in the Economic Development Element.

The commenter states that art and culture should be invested in within the
County for the community itself and not to bring in tourists. Comment
noted. The following goal and policy have been added to page 129 and
page 130, respectively, of the revised Community Character Element:

 Goal CC-3: Recognize the role of the arts in contributing to the quality

of life and the attractiveness of Napa County.

Policy CC-7: The County seeks to strengthen the arts community and
encourages incorporation of art into the design of new public
buildings.
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LETTER 21: WENDY MARKEL, BERKELEY ARCHITECTURAL HERITAGE ASSOCIATION,
MAY 19, 2007

Response 21-1 P: The Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association supports the policies for
cultural and historical resources and encourages refinement of these
policies. County staff appreciates that the Association supports the

policies proposed in the Community Character Element regarding cultural
and historic resources. Cultural and historic resources policies have been
further refined as a result of public comments received on the public draft
of the General Plan Update.
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LETTER 22: WENDY WALLIN, BERRYESSA TRAILS AND CONSERVATION, MARCH 20, 2007

Response 22-1 E/P: The BTC notes that some proposed policies weaken existing General Plan
policies and requests additional time to comment on the EIR. County staff
appreciates BTC’s concern the proposed General Plan Update. Many

policies have been strengthened and/or modified in response to
suggestions by commenters. For a discussion of the public review period
for an EIR, see Response 10-1 E/P.

Response 22-2 P: The commenter expresses concern that Policy Ag/LU-24 may weaken or
compromise the County’s commitment to preserve AR and AWOS land
use designations. This policy has been revised to clarify commitment to

urban-centered growth.

Response 22-3 P: The commenter states that Policy Ag/LU-29 is inconsistent regarding
housing and jobs. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of this
document regarding the Preferred Plan. The Preferred Plan consists of
limited housing and job growth.

Response 22-4 P: The commenter states that it is unclear how the County will deal with all of
the issues noted in the introduction to the Conservation Element. County
staff has reviewed many of the policies in the Conservation Element and
made substantial modifications to strengthen both policies and action
items per the suggestions made by various commenters.

Response 22-5 P: The commenter states that Policy CON-4 does not specify what actions
would be taken to “define and identify ecologically sensitive areas and to
act to retain their values.” Policy CON-4 has been modified to address
this issue. Please also see the action items included in the Natural
Resources section of the Conservation Element.

Response 22-6 P: The commenter states that Policy CON-9 is inadequate because it only
encourages and does not require the removal of unwanted and invasive

non-native species. Policy CON-9 has been modified to address this issue.

Response 22-7 E/P: The commenter states that climate change has been dealt with in a
minimalist and superficial manner. Many new policies and action items
have been incorporated that address climate change. For a
comprehensive discussion of climate change, see Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 22-8 P: The commenter states that the General Plan is the chance to set a course
for Napa County for the next two decades and it is worth the time to get it
right. The County appreciates the commenter’s input and will take all
comments into consideration.
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LETTER 23: JACQUELINE AND BARRY CAPTANIAN, MARCH 18, 2007

Response 23-1 P: The commenters state that they believe that consideration of the new
County Plan should be extended to more than 60 days. For a discussion
of public review of the Draft EIR, see Response 10-1 E/P.

Response 23-2 P: The commenters express concern related to the number of new housing
units associated with a proposed development in Angwin. County staff
appreciates the concern of all Angwin residents. A formal application has
been submitted to the County since publication in February 2007 of the
proposed General Plan Update. Once this application has been deemed
complete, a separate environmental review will determine the impacts of

proposed project. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised
and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for
a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned
for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble, although it neither
encourages nor precludes the PUC’s development proposal.

Response 23-3 P: The commenters express concern that increased development in Angwin

will diminish fire safety. County staff appreciates the concern of all
Angwin residents regarding fire safety from new development. Any
proposed project will have to adhere to safety policies and address fire
safety impacts specifically for that project. The commenter is referred to
the fire services and hazards analyses provided in Draft EIR Sections 4.9
and 4.13.

Response 23-4 P: The commenters express concern regarding the rural roads in Angwin not
being suited for additional development. County staff appreciates the
concern of all Angwin residents regarding the adequacy of roads for
additional development. Any proposed project will have to address the
impact to rural roads specifically for that project. The commenter is
referred to the traffic impact analysis provided in Section 4.4 of the Draft
EIR which assesses traffic impacts programmatically by considering a
number of EIR alternatives, several of which assume additional
development in Angwin.

Response 23-5 P: The commenters express concern regarding sufficient power for growth in
Angwin. County staff appreciates the concern of all Angwin residents
regarding sufficient power for new development. Any proposed project
will have to ensure that sufficient power is available for that specific
project. The commenter is referred to the utilities impact analysis provided
in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR.

Response 23-6 P: The commenters express concern that there is insufficient water in Angwin
for future growth. County staff appreciates the concern of all Angwin
residents regarding water supply for future growth. Any proposed project
will have to ensure that sufficient water supply exists for that specific
project. See Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for additional
information regarding water supply issues, including additional information
regarding available water supply sources in the Angwin area.
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Response 23-7 P: The commenters express concern regarding an attitudinal change toward
development for the whole of agricultural Napa County due to proposed
growth in Angwin. County staff acknowledges the commenters’ concern

regarding agricultural for Napa County; however, the overall commitment
to preservation of agricultural lands has not changed. Property owners
have the right to submit applications for consideration regarding
development for their parcels subject to review by County staff.

Response 23-8 P: The commenters note that Napa County citizens will not vote for Pacific
Union College’s proposed development. County staff acknowledges the

concerns of the commenter regarding the PUC potential development.
Any proposed project that requires a Measure J vote will require a vote
from all County residents for approval. The proposed General Plan
Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see
Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The Preferred
Plan 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).
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LETTER 24: ARMINÉE CHAHBAZIAN, FEBRUARY 2, 2007

Response 24-1 P: The commenter supports Save Rural Angwin’s position regarding
proposed development. The commenter believes that all agricultural
land should be removed from the urban bubble. County staff

acknowledges the commenter’s position regarding proposed
development in Angwin. County staff supports removal of agriculturally
zoned land from the Angwin urban bubble, and the Revised Draft
General Plan Update would effect this change. However the revised plan
would neither encourage nor preclude the PUC’s development proposal,
which is subject to a separate project-specific EIR.
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LETTER 25: DUANE CRONK, FEBRUARY 16, 2007

Response 25-1 P: The commenter notes that the correct spelling is Seventh-day Adventist.
The County has made this change on page 43 of the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element in the Revised General Plan Update

and elsewhere as identified.

Response 25-2 P: The commenter asks if Scenario 2 is the previous Scenario 4. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred
Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The
Preferred Plan 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).

Response 25-3 P: The commenter states that the Angwin designation should include the
village along with removing the three large agricultural parcels north of
the PD zone. Please see Response 25-2P, above, and the map presented
on p. 43 of the Revised Draft General Plan Update.

Response 25-4 P: The commenter asks what would happen if a Measure J vote failed for
the Angwin bubble. Should a Measure J vote fail, agricultural designated
areas proposed for conversion would remain designated for agricultural
use.

Response 25-5 P: The commenter states that the three agricultural parcels and village
rezoning should be treated as separate issues. The County appreciates
the input of the commenter regarding this issue.
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LETTER 26: DEE CUNEY, MARCH 29, 2007

Response 26-1 P: The commenter states that the reference to day care on page 93 in the
public draft of the proposed General Plan Update should be changed to
child care so as not to be confused with adult care. The reference to day

care centers has been changed to child care centers in the revisions to
the General Plan Update.

Response 26-2 P: The commenter suggests including the language suggested by George
Bachich to protect private property rights. The commenter is referred to
the revised Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element which has
retained this language (now Policy AG/LU-108).
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LETTER 27: DEE CUNEY, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 27-1 E/P: The commenter states that global warming should not be addressed in a
land use document such as the General Plan. County staff has received
many suggestions from commenters regarding the issue of climate

change and has recommended the inclusion of this topic in the proposed
General Plan Update in order to thoroughly address the vision for the
County to the year 2030. See Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for
a thorough discussion of climate change.
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LETTER 28: DEE CUNEY, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 28-1 P: The commenter asks that the language presented by George Bachich
regarding private property rights be included in the General Plan. See
Response 26-2 P.

Response 28-2 P: The commenter asks that any and all references to day care in the
General Plan should be changed to child care so as to not be confused
with adult care. See Response 26-1 P.
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LETTER 29: HILARY J. DEPUY, APRIL 5, 2007

Response 29-1 P: The commenter asks whether there is a separate element in the proposed
General Plan Update that discusses independence from fossil fuels and
energy conservation. The Conservation Element discusses energy

conservation. Please see the new subsection of this element related to
climate change and sustainable practices for environmental health.
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LETTER 30: KELLY EOFF, ROCKING MK RANCH, MAY 22, 2007

Response 30-1 P: The commenter states there are existing commercial businesses in Pope
Valley that have been in operation as commercial uses in agricultural
zones. The commenter believes that these properties and additional

agricultural land should be rezoned as commercial. The commenter is
referred to Section 2.0 of this document regarding the Preferred Plan and
the treatment of Pope Valley in regard to commercial uses. Based on
comments received on the Draft General Plan Update, the Revised Draft
General Plan Update no longer recommends a Measure J vote to re-
designate land in Pope Valley for non-agricultural uses. However nothing
would preclude property owners in the area from advancing their own
ballot measure or from taking advantage of the historic preservation
incentive identified as Policy CC-28 in the Revised Draft General Plan
Update.
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LETTER 31: DON GORDON, GORDON FAMILY RANCH, MAY 1, 2007

Response 31-1 P: The commenter states that agricultural zoning in Gordon Valley should be
changed to commercial zoning to allow for smaller lot sizes. The County
acknowledges the concerns presented regarding the desire to re-

designate the Gordon Family Ranch from Agricultural Resource to
Agricultural Preserve (40) in order to obtain 40-acre parcels. Five parcels
have been noted as comprising this property owned by the Gordon
family, and the family has requested this change to County staff in
previous years. At issue with re-designation is the requirement that this
request be handled through a Measure J vote by all the voters in the
County, which could result in the rejection of the requested change.
County staff recommends several alternative methods that may
accomplish this same goal that would not require a Measure J vote. The
Gordon family could present an application to the County Planning
Department for a (1) lot line adjustment, (2) rezone, or (3) subdivision split,
or a combination of these proposals. This application could accomplish
some of the same ends as what is currently being requested.

Response 31-2 P: The commenter presents a history of zoning in Gordon Valley. The County
appreciates the information and will take the information into
consideration during formulation of the final General Plan Update.

Response 31-3 P: The commenter presents a list of requested changes to Ag Resource
Areas depicted in the proposed General Plan Update. The County
appreciates the suggestions made by the commenter; however, County
staff has recommended only very limited changes at this time to
designations in the areas of Angwin, Berryessa Estates, and north of the
Pope Creek Bridge on the west shore of Lake Berryessa (see Section 2.0,
Preferred Plan). For the Gordon Family Ranch, County staff recommends

following the concept presented in Responses 31-1 P by starting with a
pre-application meeting with Planning Department staff.

Response 31-4 P: The commenter presents suggestions on how the Gordon Valley should be
zoned in the General Plan Update. See Responses 31-1 P and 31-3 P.

Response 31-5 P: The commenter presents a signed petition requesting that the AW zoning
in the Gordon Valley area should be changed to AP. See Response
31-3 P.
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LETTER 32: PAUL M. GRIDLEY, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 32-1 P: The commenter does not believe that global warming should be
addressed in a General Plan. County staff has recommended that the
topic of climate change be addressed in the General Plan Update based

on the number of suggestions received by commenters as well as the
direction many agencies and jurisdictions are now following regarding this
issue. See Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a discussion on
climate change and the new section entitled Climate Protection and
Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health in the revised Conservation
Element.
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LETTER 33: RANDY GULARTE, NAPA YOUTH SPORTS COUNCIL, MARCH 19, 2007

Response 33-1 P: The commenter states that the Napa Youth Sports Council (NYSC) would
like more emphasis on developing sports fields in Napa County. County
staff acknowledges the commenter’s desire for more sports field-type

recreation in the County as this type of recreational facility is generally
limited in the unincorporated County areas. Recently the County has
supported the formation of the Napa County Regional Park and Open
Space District (NCRPOSD) to look into opportunities for increasing
recreational areas. The County still supports the concept of urbanized
recreational facilities adjacent or within already urbanized areas. The
Recreation and Open Space Element in the revised General Plan Update
proposes to prioritize trails for biking and hiking opportunities; however, the
General Plan also proposes to develop a new park and recreation master
plan to identify priorities, implementation strategies, and funding needs.
County staff recommends becoming active in the development of this
master plan and presenting additional concerns regarding sports fields to
the NCRPOSD.
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LETTER 34: ED SCHULZ AND SHIRLEEN HALL, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 34-1 E: The commenters are concerned that mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and
4.1.1b are an attempt to steal farmland. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.1b
specifically requires that if a development project would convert Prime

Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland to non-
agricultural uses, one acre of farmland of equal or higher quality for each
acre converted shall be protected by the applicant. This measure was
required to mitigate the impact of farmland conversion incurred by the
proposed General Plan Update. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.1b would
result in no net loss of high quality farmland.
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LETTER 35: DENNIS HARTER, MARCH 22, 2007

Response 35-1 E/P: The commenter would like to see “RAC” (rubberized asphalt concrete)
adopted in the General Plan for use on the Silverado Trail. Conservation
Element Policy CON-89 includes among the list of potential County

actions:

Adopting requirements for the use of recycled base
materials (e.g., recycled raw batch materials, rubberized
asphalt from recycled tires, and other appropriate
materials), if practicable, in requests for bids from public
roadway construction projects. [emphasis added]
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LETTER 36: JOHN E. HOFFMAN, FEBRUARY 28, 2007

Response 36-1 P: The commenter is concerned that a 5-acre parcel at Trancas Street and
Silverado Trail is completely surrounded by County AP land, but within the
City limits. County staff acknowledges the discrepancy with this City of

Napa parcel that is surrounded by County land; however, as the property
is privately owned and still technically part of the City, the County has no
official jurisdiction over whether to re-designate the parcel as Agricultural
Preserve.
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LETTER 37: LARRY HOFFMAN, APRIL 17, 2007

Response 37-1 P: The commenter asks why the Napa River Reclamation District is not on the
list of special districts in the public draft of the proposed General Plan
Update. This district has been included to the list of special districts as

noted.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-527



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-528

LETTER 38: ELISEO P. IRA, APRIL 12, 2007

Response 38-1 P: The commenter has concerns that the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update shows the South County Rural Limit Line encroaching
by nearly one-third of a mile into the City of American Canyon’s adopted

planning area. The proposed General Plan 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.
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LETTER 39: EVE KAHN, MARCH 4, 2007

Response 39-1 P: The commenter indicates that she cannot locate a list of scenic roadways
in the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update. A list of scenic
roadways was not included in the Circulation Element; however, a map of

scenic corridors was included in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR, and Policy
CC-8 in the revised Community Character Element reads as follows:

Scenic roadways which shall be subject to the Viewshed
Protection Program are those shown in Figure CC-3, or
designated by the Board of Supervisors in the future.

Figure CC-3, which shows the location of scenic roadways subject to the
Viewshed Protection Program, is included in the Community Character
Element. There are approximately 280 miles of county-designated scenic
roadways in Napa County. Although none of the roads are officially
designated as Scenic Highways by the State of California, segments of
Hwy 29, SR 121, and SR 221 are eligible for scenic highway designation.

Response 39-2 P: Commenter would like to know if the 2007 ABAG projections will be
included instead of the 2005 projections on page 29 of the Agriculture
and Land Use Element. The 2007 ABAG projections have been added as
part of revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.

Response 39-3 P: The commenter cannot locate former policy 3.11 on page 35, Ag/LU-9.
This policy reflects former land use Policy 3.11 combined with former land
use Policy 3.13, with edits. The policy number has been changed to
Ag/LU-10.

Response 39-4 P: The commenter requests that Policy Ag/LU-20 define “developed areas.”
Policy Ag/LU-20 has been amended to read as follows:

 Urban uses shall be concentrated in the incorporated cities and
designated urbanized areas of the unincorporated County in order to
preserve agriculture and open space, encourage transit-oriented
development, conserve energy, and provide for healthy, “walkable”
communities.

Response 39-5 P: The commenter notes that in Policy Ag/LU-23 the italicized text should
refer to former policy 4.11. Policy Ag/LU-23 has been edited in response to
this comment to refer to former Land Use Element policy 4.11. The number
on this item has been changed to Ag/LU-25.

Response 39-6 P: The commenter notes that in Policy Ag/LU-23 the italicized text should
state former policy 4.4. The edits have been made to Ag/LU-29. The
number on this item has been changed to Ag/LU-31.

Response 39-7 P: The commenter asks that Policy Ag/LU-33 define “tourist-serving.” This
change has not been made in the Agricultural and Land Use Element.
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Response 39-8 P: The commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-35 and -36 have duplicate
information. The edits have been made to Ag/LU-36 to delete duplicate
information. The number on this item has been changed to Ag/LU-39.

Response 39-9 P: The commenter notes that for Policy Ag/LU-41 the first bullet is a duplicate
of LU-42 and the third bullet should reference former policy 5.4c. This
change has not been incorporated; however, the new policy number is
Ag/LU-44.

Response 39-10 P: The commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-43 is missing a reference to former
policy 4.2. This change has not been made; however, the new policy
number is Ag/LU-47.

Response 39-11 P: The commenter notes that for Policy Ag/LU-87, the former policy 4.9b has
no text regarding housing units. County staff acknowledges that the new
policy includes language not found in the former policy.

Response 39-12 P: The commenter questions the use of the term “Growth Management
Element.” If there is no such element, should it be called “Growth
Management System”? The Growth Management System Element was
included in the 1983 General Plan. Measure A expired in 2000 and the
BOS extended the provisions through the Housing Allocation Program. This
General Plan Update retains the growth management system, referred to
as the Housing Allocation Program (Policy Ag/LU-119).

Response 39-13 P: The commenter asks if it is appropriate to use the text from Measure A and
Measure J as growth management systems are based on those initiatives.
Although there is no separate Growth Management Element in this
General Plan Update, the topic of growth management is incorporated
into the Agricultural and Land Use Element as Policy Ag/LU-119. The text
of Measure J is included in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element as specified (and required) by the initiative itself.

Response 39-14 P: The commenter notes that Table CIR-B in the Circulation Element is blank.
Table CIR-B has now been filled in with the relevant data.
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LETTER 40: ROBERT A. KARN & ASSOCIATES ON BEHALF OF SHAWN HACKER, MAY 21,
2007

Response 40-1 P: The commenter would like to request a change in the General Plan to
include APN 157-120-047 as Industrial to match the current zoning and
that the agricultural watershed overlay district be removed form the

parcel. The County appreciates the suggestions made by the
commenter; however, County staff has recommended only very limited
changes at this time in the General Plan to designations in the areas of
Angwin, Berryessa Estates, and north of the Pope Creek Bridge on the
west shore of Lake Berryessa (see Section 2.0, Preferred Plan). The
commenter may independently pursue his requested change, which
would require a Measure J vote or annexation to the City of American
Canyon.
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LETTER 41: DANIEL R. KITLEY, MAY 7, 2007

Response 41-1 P: The commenter supports the change in zoning to Commercial for
properties already in commercial use in Pope Valley. Please see
Response 30-1P.
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LETTER 42: JOHN HOFFNAGLE, THE LAND TRUST OF NAPA COUNTY, MAY 22, 2007

Response 42-1 P: The commenter supports Policies Ag/LU-7 and CON-27. The County
appreciates the commenter’s support for these policies.

Response 42-2 E: The commenter is concerned if the plan dilutes the Viewshed Ordinance
in any way. The Revised Draft General Plan Update references the
Viewshed Ordinance and does not propose weakening it in any way.
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LETTER 43: MARIA LOPEZ, APRIL 23, 2007

Response 43-1 P: The commenter supports Pacific Union College’s plans for the Eco-Village
project. The County acknowledges the support on this topic.
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LETTER 44: EVELYN A. SKINNEAR, APRIL 25, 2007

Response 44-1 P: The commenter states that there are existing commercial businesses in
Pope Valley which have been in operation as commercial uses in
agricultural zones. The commenter believes that these properties and

additional agricultural land should be rezoned as Commercial. Please
see Response 30-1P.
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LETTER 45: ERICA MARTENSEN, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 45-1 E/P: The commenter requests that information be added to the Ag/LU Element
related to agriculture, global warming, pest management, and
genetically modified organisms. County staff appreciates the concern for

these topic areas and notes that the issues of climate change and pest
management have been addressed in the revised Conservation Element
under a new section entitled Climate Protection and Sustainable
Practices for Environmental Health. The commenter is specifically referred
to Policy CON-3 about sustainable agricultural practices.

Response 45-2 E/P: The commenter describes why the County should support organic

agriculture. The County appreciates the input and staff generally
supports organic agriculture whenever proposed by private landowners;
however, no policy has been included in this General Plan Update to
make organic farming mandatory.

Response 45-3 E/P: The commenter states that global warming, if not reversed, will result in
adverse changes in the climate that will affect agriculture. County staff

appreciates the concern regarding global warming and notes that,
based on suggestions by several commenters, additional policies and
action items have been included in the revised Conservation Element that
address the topics of energy conservation, climate change, and
sustainability. See Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a
comprehensive discussion on climate change.

Response 45-4 P: The commenter identifies pests that should be controlled. The County
appreciates the information presented and notes that support for an
integrated pest management program is included in the Conservation
Element under the Water Resources Goals.

Response 45-5 P: The commenter discusses the dangers of genetically modified organisms
(GMO). County staff appreciates the information presented by the
commenter; however, no specific policy has been included to address
GMOs. County staff does support sustainable practices for environmental
health as noted in the revised Conservation Element and would consider
any specific concerns noted regarding this issue on a case-by-case basis.

Response 45-6 P: The commenter suggests a change to the Cities and Other Agencies
section of the Ag/LU Element as follows: “Implementation of the General
Plan will require cooperation between government, industry, and
environmental agencies and organizations.” This concept is generally
recognized within different sections of the General Plan such as the
Conservation Element.

Response 45-7 P: The commenter requests the addition of the word “environment” at the
end of the sentence in Ag/LU Goal 5 on page 33 of the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update. This change has been made and the
new goal is numbered as Ag/LU Goal 6.
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Response 45-8 P: The commenter requests the addition of another goal to the Ag/LU
Element as follows: “Promote organic and sustainable agriculture.”
County staff appreciates this input; however, this language has not been

incorporated as a goal at this time. See Policy CON-3 in the Conservation
Element.

Response 45-9 P: The commenter suggests that three new policies be added in support of
organic and sustainable agriculture as follows:

“1) The County will provide technical advice to farmers wishing to shift
from conventional to organic and sustainable methods.

“2) The County will provide economic incentives for farmers to convert
from conventional to certified organic, such as property tax
rebates or reimbursement of certification fees for the three years it
takes to become certified organic.

“3) The County will purchase local organic produce when available.”

See Response 45-8 P. No goals or policies specify support of organic

agriculture, although sustainable practices are encouraged in the new
section of the Conservation Element. See Policy CON-3.
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LETTER 46: ERICA MARTENSEN, APRIL 5, 2007

Response 46-1 P: The commenter recommends that the perhaps the shorter version of the
precautionary principle be incorporated into the General Plan Update
and suggests that the principle could be added in the Summary and

Vision section. County staff appreciates the concept provided by the
commenter and concerns expressed by the precautionary principle. This
specific principle has not been incorporated into the General Plan
Update; however, some aspects of this principle may be included within
policies of the revised elements as they are concerns of the County in a
general sense. Also, the precautionary principle is referenced within the
Implementation section of the Revised Draft General Plan Update.

Response 46-2 P: The commenter further recommends the precautionary principle for the
General Plan Update and that a careful process for development and
consideration of alternatives be conducted. County staff appreciates the
concept provided by the commenter and concerns expressed by the
precautionary principle. As noted in Response to Comment 46-1P, this
specific principle has not been incorporated into the General Plan
Update; however, some aspects of this principle may be included within
policies of the revised elements as they are concerns of the County in a
general sense. The commenter is also referred to Draft EIR Section 6.0 as
well as Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the process of
developing alternatives for the General Plan Update.
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LETTER 47: ROB MCDONALD, APRIL 6, 2007

Response 47-1 P: Commenter suggests that new development be energy self-sufficient
and, preferably, exporters of clean energy, incorporating solar panels,
gutters, and rainwater tanks. County staff appreciates the concern for

energy conservation and sustainability practices. Many new policies and
action items have been included into the revised Conservation Element
that addresses these topics in a new section entitled Climate Protection
and Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health.

Response 47-2 P: The commenter recommends that all water be paid for on a use basis.
See Response 47-1 P above.

Response 47-3 P: Commenter makes suggestions for various means of public transport,
including use of the Napa River, electric cars, and bicycles. The
Circulation Element now includes strengthened policies that address multi-
modal means of transportation.

Response 47-4 P: The commenter suggests development of small scale and sustainable
vegetable and animal farms. Generally, property owners are free to
develop their land in whatever manner is the most cost effective and
feasible within the Napa County Conservation Regulations. See Policy
Ag/LU-19 about local food production

Response 47-5 P: Commenter recommends mixed-use development in downtown Napa.
Any development that would occur within the incorporated City of Napa
would need to be reviewed and approved by the City Council.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-557



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-558



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-559

LETTER 48: HERB MCGREW, MARCH 4, 2007

Response 48-1 P: The commenter recommends that Napa County use creative
approaches, such as vertical building with the most sophisticated solar
technology, and require water conservation. County staff appreciates the

concern for energy conservation and sustainability practices. Many new
policies and action items have been included in the Conservation
Element that addresses these topics. See Response 47-1.
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LETTER 49: NELIA S. MEDEIROS, MARCH 19, 2007

Response 49-1 P: The commenter would like American Canyon’s ULL to go to Fagan Creek
and the Hess Vineyards designated as Agricultural Preserve, not
Transitional. 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
Preferred Plan also proposes that the Hess Vineyards be designated
Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space (AWOS).
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LETTER 50: THOMAS MIELE, MARCH 20, 2007

Response 50-1 P: Commenter believes vehicle traffic is one of the main issues affecting
residents of and visitors to the County. The County appreciates the
comment and the commenter is referred to the Transportation and
Circulation Element of the General Plan Update.

Response 50-2 E/P: Commenter recommends revitalizing the downtown area of Napa by
providing a direct link to Interstate 80 and improving access to the City of
Napa. Commenter points out that many visitors use the wine country
bypass to avoid wineries and further recommends the reestablishment of
this roadway to improve visitor access to the downtown area. Although
this roadway extension is not examined in the Draft EIR (no prior interest in
this connection was expressed during the preparation of the public draft
of the proposed General Plan Update), it is likely that this new roadway
would result in significant changes in travel patterns, potentially increasing
traffic in currently rural areas in violation of proposed Policy CIR-6:

Policy CIR-6: The county’s roadway improvements should

minimize disruption to residential neighborhoods,
communities, and agriculture.

Other potential impacts would be the inducement of growth in the area
served by the new roadway. By reducing the impediment of lack of
roadway access, this new roadway would encourage new residential and
other growth along its route and potentially in other locations.

Response 50-3 E/P: The commenter recommends increasing the number of vehicle lanes on
Highway 29 from four to six lanes (three in each direction) between
Highway 37 in Solano County and the Highway 121/12 interchange and
reducing the speed limit through the City of American Canyon to 45 miles
per hour. Commenter further adds that this recommendation is supported

by Caltrans and would reduce congestion on Highway 29, improve traffic
flow, improve air quality, reduce noise levels, and improve the safety of
pedestrians, students, and vehicle traffic. The Circulation Map has been
revised to reflect this configuration for Hwy 29, and a new roadway
classification, Rural Throughway (6-lane), has been added. This change
has been reviewed by the General Plan Update traffic consultant, who
determined that this change would not create new impacts not already
addressed in the Draft EIR:

 Hwy 29 north of Green Island Road to the 12/221 interchange is shown
in the traffic model as a 6-lane road, consistent with this change. The
traffic model assumed the 6-lane roadway width.

 Hwy 29 in American Canyon is shown in the traffic model as a 4-lane
roadway. However, adding capacity to this roadway (essentially a
policy decision on the part of the City of American Canyon) would not
significantly change traffic patterns due to the relatively few number
of entry points into Napa County and would therefore not change the
conclusions of the traffic study. As noted above, the width of Hwy 29
north of American Canyon is assumed in the traffic model to be six

lanes, which provides sufficient capacity to accommodate traffic
from a future 6-lane roadway inside the city.
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Response 50-4 E/P: The commenter suggests that for Policy CIR-1.4 the County’s roadway
improvements should minimize disruption to residential neighborhoods,
communities, and agriculture. In keeping with this policy, the reliever

routes should be located east of Hwy 29 and terminate at roadways with
direct access to I-80. As noted by the commenter, proposed Policy CIR-6
expresses the County’s policy to “minimize disruption to residential
neighborhoods, communities, and agriculture” when roadways are
improved. The full text of the proposed policy (formerly Policy CIR-1.4):

CIR-6: The county’s roadway improvements should

minimize disruption to residential neighborhoods,
communities, and agriculture.


