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LETTER 51: LOLA CORNISH & DARLENE HOWELL, NAPA COUNTY CHILD CARE

COUNCIL, MAY 21, 2007

Response 51-1 P: The commenters note that language related to child care is incomplete
and/or inconsistent. Commenters suggest that the words “day care” be
replaced with “child care” or “child care center.” Policy Ag/LU-3 now

includes the following text: “Child care centers will be allowed in
agricultural areas where there is a finding that there will be no conflict
with agricultural use in the vicinity.”
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LETTER 52: LINDA NEAL, MARCH 24, 2007

Response 52-1 E/P: The commenter expresses concern over elevated noise levels even with
repaving improvements in place and recommends the County look into
the use of rubberized asphalt to reduce traffic noise. Conservation 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]

Response 52-2 E/P: Commenter attaches an e-mail from Dennis Harter in which he reiterates
the comments brought up regarding elevated noise levels and the use of
rubberized asphalt. See Response 52-1.
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LETTER 53: GEOFF NELSON, FEBRUARY 28, 2007

Response 53-1 P: The commenter is disappointed that Wooden Valley and Gordon Valley
are not mentioned in the draft of the proposed General Plan Update and
believes they deserve attention. Both Wooden Valley and Gordon Valley

are agricultural areas and thus are subject to all of the agricultural
preservation policies included in the Agricultural Preservation and Land
Use Element and elsewhere. A sub-section specific to these valleys was
not added, since the only areas thus addressed are non-agricultural
areas. See pp. 42 et seq. Please also see the response to Letter 31 about
Gordon Valley.
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LETTER 54: LOU PENNING, APRIL 2, 2007

Response 54-1 P: The commenter makes suggestions regarding bicycle travel as an
alternate means of transportation and requests a numeric goal in
Objective 3.1. In addition, the plan does encourage alternative

transportation but its recommendations are watered down. Policy CIR-2
addresses this issue:

The County will work with the cities through the Napa
County Transportation and Planning Agency to coordinate
seamless transportation systems and improve the efficiency
of the transportation system by coordinating the

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

Policies regarding bicycle facilities have been revised in the Circulation
Element under Goal CIR-1 and CIR-3. Alternative provisions for bicyclists
and facilities could be developed by the County in the form of
construction details and/or specifications, but need not be included in

the General Plan.

According to NCTPA staff, the first phase of widening for Jamieson
Canyon proposes a Class II bicycle facility as a cost-saving measure. The
bicycle facility is proposed to be updated to Class I as part of a future
construction phase and is shown as a Class I bike path in the Napa
Countywide Bicycle Master Plan.

The following objective has been added to the Circulation Element
regarding support for the Napa Countywide Bicycle Master Plan:

 Objective CIR-3: The County shall work with Caltrans and other
agencies to construct or designate approximately 40 miles of
additional bicycle lanes in Napa County by 2030, consistent with

priorities identified in the Napa Countywide Bicycle Master Plan.

Policy CIR-3.2 has been renumbered and edited as follows in response to
the suggestion that policies be added to address the needs of bicycle-
using tourists:

 Policy CIR-36: The needs of pedestrians and bicyclists shall be routinely
considered and, where possible, accommodated in all roadway
construction and renovation projects.

County staff notes that numerous other policies and related action items
in the Circulation Element also express support for alternative
transportation modes, including:

 Circulation Goal CIR-3
 Policy CIR-26
 Policy CIR-27
 Policy CIR-28
 Policy CIR-29
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 Policy CIR-30
 Policy CIR-32
 Policy CIR-33

 Policy CIR-34
 Policy CIR-35
 Policy CIR-36
 Policy CIR-37
 Objective CIR-2
 Objective CIR-3
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LETTER 55: MICHAEL AND MARIEANN PERRI, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 55-1 P: The commenters are opposed to global warming being addressed in the
General Plan. County staff appreciates the concern of the commenters;
however, the consensus among many other commenters is that this topic

be addressed more fully in the General Plan Update as it is a viable issue
for the County in upcoming years for planning purposes. As such, goals
and policies have been included in the Conservation Element that
address this issue as many other jurisdictions are currently doing in their
General Plan Updates. Please see the Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 for a complete discussion and rationale regarding this issue and the
new section of the Conservation Element entitled Climate Protection and
Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health.
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LETTER 56: CRAIG PHILPOTT, FEBRUARY 25, 2007

Response 56-1 P: The commenter remarks on the three versions of the Angwin map and
suggests leaving the bubble as is, then moving forward on a separate
Measure J proposal to bring existing Angwin neighborhoods into

compliance. The proposed General Plan 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 l
residential neighborhood of Angwin for inclusion in the bubble at an
unspecified future date (subject to Measure J vote). The proposed map
changes do not preclude the PUC’s proposed development and would
not constitute a constitutional “taking” because they do not deny
property owners economic use of their property.
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LETTER 57: CRAIG PHILPOTT, APRIL 23, 2007

Response 57-1 P: Commenter supports the Pacific Union College proposal for the Angwin
area. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s support on this topic.
However, consideration and analysis of the Eco-Village project is being

undertaken separately from the General Plan Update.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-583



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-584



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-585

LETTER 58: ELIZABETH PRESSLER, ELIZABETH SPENCER WINES, MARCH 28, 2007

Response 58-1 P: The commenter is supportive of several policies that encourage live-work
arrangements, allowing commercial uses on commercially zoned parcels,
and pursuing programs for workforce housing and home-based

businesses. Commenter suggests policy be added to the General Plan
addressing the specific needs of Rutherford. County staff acknowledges
the commenter’s request regarding live-work arrangements. Proposed
Policy Ag/LU-97 would allow for “all land zoned for commercial uses in the
Oakville and Rutherford areas as of February 1, 1990, to develop
consistent with their zoning designation as if they were designated on the
Land Use Map for these areas.” In addition, Action Item Ag/LU 45.1 calls
for revisions to County Code to allow “new limited accessory dwellings”
on commercially zoned parcels “where appropriate” (p. 39 of the Revised
General Plan Update).
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LETTER 59: MARJORIE PRESTON, APRIL 3, 2007

Response 59-1 P: The commenter does not believe global warming should be addressed in
the General Plan. See Response 55-1.
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LETTER 60: HARRY T. PRICE, MARCH 15, 2007

Response 60-1 P: The commenter encourages preservation and redevelopment of cultural
and historic resources in the County. County staff appreciates the support
for preservation of cultural and historic resources. Goals and policies have

been incorporated into the Community Character Element that address
this topic.
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LETTER 61: GENJI SCHMEDER, MAY 30, 2007

Response 61-1 E/P: The commenter expresses concern over the inadequate treatment and
discussion on the topic of greenhouse gases (GHGs) and global warming
in the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update. The commenter

elaborates on the impacts of global warming on grape growing and the
overall impact on Napa County. County staff appreciates the
commenter’s concern and has included many new goals, policies, and
action items that address this topic in the revised General Plan Update
Conservation Element section Climate Protection and Sustainable
Practices for Environmental Health. See also the Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on climate change.

Response 61-2 E/P: Commenter attaches an article from the BBC News which continues the
discussion on climate change and specifically addresses modeling,
temperatures, and sea level change and other scientific research related
to the topic. See Response 61-1.

Response 61-3 E/P: Commenter attaches an article from USA Today discussing climate

changes affect on wineries. See Response 61-1.
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LETTER 62: JEANETTE SCHERENCEL, MARCH 11, 2007

Response 62-1 P: The commenter opposes the growth proposed by Triad and Pacific Union
College. 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 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.
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LETTER 63: MARIE SCHUTZ, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 63-1 P: The commenter urges the County not to address global warming in the
General Plan. County staff appreciates the concern of this commenter;
however, the consensus among many other commenters is that this topic

be addressed more fully in the General Plan Update as it is a viable issue
for the County in upcoming years for planning purposes. As such, goals
and policies have been included in the Conservation Element that
address this issue as many other jurisdictions are currently doing in their
General Plan Updates. Please see the Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 for a complete discussion and rationale regarding this issue.
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LETTER 64: GINNY SIMS, APRIL 5, 2007

Response 64-1 E/P: Commenter expresses concern over the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update and adds that it encourages growth faster than
ever before. Commenter adds that Policy AG/LU-120 is the most pro-

growth policy and states there is no mitigation proposed to mitigate
potential impacts. Commenter is referred to Impact 4.3.1 Population
Housing and Employment Increases, which fully discloses the population-
related impacts associated with implementing the General Plan.

County staff appreciates the concern for the proposed Policy Ag/LU-120.
That policy has been omitted from the revised General Plan Update so

that the projects proposing development in excess of the 1% limit will
require a General Plan amendment. Regarding the encouragement of
fast growth, please see Section 2.0, Preferred Plan, in this document,
which explains that the Revised General Plan Update would maintain the
1% growth limit and would result in 2,935 new units (only 700 more than the
No Project Alternative and Alternative A – Existing Plan). The Preferred
Plan would also increase the amount of land designated AWOS.

Response 64-2 P: The commenter lists suggested options for mitigating Ag/LU-120. See
Response 64-1.
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LETTER 65: CHARLES SMITH, APRIL 4, 2007

Response 65-1 P: The commenter suggests that the County not address global warming in
the General Plan. County staff appreciates the concern of this
commenter; however, the consensus among many other commenters is

that this topic be addressed more fully in the General Plan Update as it is
a viable issue for the County in upcoming years for planning purposes. As
such, goals and policies have been included in the Conservation Element
that address this issue as many other jurisdictions are currently doing in
their General Plan Updates. Please see the Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 for a complete discussion and rationale regarding this
issue.
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LETTER 66: ELLIOTT STERN, MARCH 22, 2007

Response 66-1 E/P: Commenter concurs with Dennis Harter’s suggestion that rubberized
asphalt concrete by used on the Silverado Trail. See Response 52-1.

Response 66-2 E/P: Commenter is expresses concern over elevated noise levels even with
repaving improvements in place and recommends the County look into
the use of rubberized asphalt to reduce traffic noise. See Response 52-1.
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LETTER 67: JOHN STUMBAUGH, APRIL 5, 2007

Response 67-1 E/P: Commenter requests that the Steering Committee read the discussion
related to global warming and climate change. County staff appreciates
the concern of this commenter; however, the consensus among many

other commenters is that this topic be addressed more fully in the General
Plan Update as it is a viable issue for the County in upcoming years for
planning purposes. As such, goals and policies have been included in the
Conservation Element that address this issue as many other jurisdictions
are currently doing in their General Plan Updates. Please see the Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a complete discussion and rationale
regarding this issue.

Response 67-2 E/P: The commenter attaches a book discussion from the Hudson Institute
titled “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1500 Years.” This comment is a
discussion and presentation regarding global warming and climate
change. See Response 67-1.
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LETTER 68: CAROL TROY, MARCH 18, 2007

Response 68-1 P: The commenter requests a copy of the notice for public hearing #1 and
of the Draft EIR. Copies of the notices were posted on the County’s Web
site for the General Plan Update.
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LETTER 69: DOREEN WILLIAMS, JANUARY 3, 2007

Response 69-1 P: The commenter opposes development in Angwin, particularly for fire
safety reasons. Commenter states that fire safety in Angwin is of current
concern as well. County staff appreciates the commenter’s concern

regarding development in Angwin and fire safety. Any application
submitted to the County for review will need to address fire safety and
many other issues before approval for development is granted.
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LETTER 70: DOREEN WILLIAMS, MARCH 8, 2007

Response 70-1 P: The commenter opposes Angwin development by Triad and Pacific Union
College and provides information in support of that opposition. County
staff acknowledges the commenter’s concern about this topic. However,

consideration of this project is not associated with the General Plan
Update.
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LETTER 71: SUSAN R-H, MARCH 4, 2007

Response 71-1 P: The commenter expresses concern that the General Plan does not
adequately address predicted changes related to conservation,
development, and planning. County staff appreciates the commenter’s

concern for the environment and notes that many modifications have
been made to the Conservation Element that address climate change,
energy conservation, sustainability, and natural resources protection. See
also the comprehensive discussion on climate change in the Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4.
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LETTER 72: CONCERNED CITIZENS OF AMERICAN CANYON, APRIL 21, 2007

Response 72-1 P: The commenters ask that the County correct the RUL in American
Canyon. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a

complete description). The Preferred Plan 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 and Figure Ag/LU-5 in the
Revised General Plan Update.)
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LETTER 73: SHANNON DAMONTE, MAY 23, 2007

Response 73-1 P: Commenter requests that businesses in Pope Valley under Agricultural
zoning to be changed to Commercial zoning. County staff has proposed
very limited changes to land use designations. There would be no map

changes in Pope Valley, although the Preferred Plan (see Section 2.0 of
this document) would permit property owners to seek approval for
commercial uses in designated historic buildings that are rehabilitated
and maintained according to strict historic preservation standards.
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LETTER 74: FRAN LEMOS, APRIL 21, 2007

Response 74-1 P: Commenter states that Hess Vineyards property should be in agriculture
watershed, not transitional, and that the American Canyon RUL should
remain at Fagan Creek. Under the Preferred Plan (see Section 2.0 of this

document), Hess Vineyards would be re-designated as AWOS to correlate
with existing AW zoning and existing land use. The Preferred Plan proposes
an RUL for the City of American Canyon that has been jointly agreed to
by the City and the County.
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LETTER 75: ROSEMARIE WILSON, APRIL 19, 2007

Response 75-1 P: Commenter does not agree with the County’s proposed RUL for American
Canyon. The Preferred Plan (see Section 2.0 of this document) proposes
an RUL for the City of American Canyon that has been jointly agreed to

by the City and the County.
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LETTER 76: RICHARD DEVITA, JUNE 6, 2007

Response 76-1 P: The commenter supports commercial zoning for properties and businesses
in Pope Valley where current business are operating. County staff
acknowledges the commenter’s support for continuation of businesses

already in operation. County staff has proposed very limited changes to
land use designations. There would be no map changes in Pope Valley,
although the Preferred Plan (see Section 2.0 of this document) would
permit property owners to seek approval for commercial uses in
designated historic buildings that are rehabilitated and maintained
according to strict historic preservation standards.
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LETTER 77: JEAN M. VARNER, APRIL 25, 2007

Response 77-1 P: The commenter encourages commercial re-designation of existing uses in
Pope Valley. County staff has proposed very limited changes to land use
designations. There would be no map changes in Pope Valley, although

the Preferred Plan (see Section 2.0 of this document) would permit
property owners to seek approval for commercial uses in designated
historic buildings that are rehabilitated and maintained according to strict
historic preservation standards.
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LETTER 78: [UNKNOWN/UNREADABLE], APRIL 25, 2007

Response 78-1 P: The commenter encourages commercial re-designation of existing uses in
Pope Valley. County staff has proposed very limited changes to land use
designations. There would be no map changes in Pope Valley, although

the Preferred Plan (see Section 2.0 of this document) would permit
property owners to seek approval for commercial uses in designated
historic buildings that are rehabilitated and maintained according to strict
historic preservation standards.
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LETTER 79: DUANE L. CRONK, MAY 22, 2007

Response 79-1 P: The commenter rebuts letter by Dr. Richard Osborn, president of Pacific
Union College (PUC), requesting that the Angwin urban bubble remain as
is. 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 as well as identifies existing
rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to Measure J
vote). Changes to the bubble would not preclude the PUC development
proposal, which will be subject to a separate planning process and EIR.

Response 79-2 P: The commenter states that the designation of the urban bubble was a
historic planning mistake. The County appreciates the commenter’s
thoughts on the urban bubble concept and recognizes the limitations of
the “bubble” as a planning tool. Please see Action Item Ag/LU-114.1,
which proposes to address this issue systematically throughout the County.

Response 79-3 P: The commenter notes the record shows that the Board of Supervisors did

not support extending development outside the bubble. The County
acknowledges the commenter’s information on this topic.

Response 79-4 P: The commenter notes that the County should not acquiesce to PUC in
order to accommodate their development plans. The County
appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic. However,
consideration of the PUC development proposal will be undertaken

separately from the General Plan Update.

Response 79-5 P: The commenter notes that the Adventist religious position prevents leasing
or selling land for vineyards, but that appears to be not the case. The
County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic.

Response 79-6 P: The commenter suggests that PUC’s request to maintain the bubble shows

the college’s desire to urbanize land zoned as agricultural. See Response
79-4.

Response 79-7 P: The commenter asks the Steering Committee to remove endangered
agricultural parcels from any new urban designation of Angwin. See
Response 79-1.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-669



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-670

LETTER 80: JOHN AND MARSA TULLY, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 80-1 P: For Policy Ag/LU-57, the commenters suggest adding “…in its educational
mission” to end of sentence “The county recognizes the historical
significance of Pacific Union College in the Angwin community and will

continue to support this time-honored institution and employer.” This
addition has been made to the policy, which is now numbered as
Ag/LU-63.
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LETTER 81: JOHN AND MARSA TULLY, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 81-1 P: Commenters request that the phrase “already developed areas” be
replaced with “existing incorporated and urbanized areas.” These text
changes have been made to Ag/LU-3 and Ag/LU-20. The numbers have

been changed to Goal Ag/LU-3 and Policy Ag/LU-22.
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LETTER 82: JOHN AND MARSA TULLY, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 82-1 P: Commenters suggest several word changes to sentence in Policy
Ag/LU-55 related to development in the Angwin area and provide
rationale for the suggested revisions. The policies identified have been

revised somewhat, but not all of the commenter’s specific edits have
been included. (Please see new policies regarding Angwin beginning on
p. 43 of the Revised General Plan Update.)
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LETTER 83: JOHN AND MARSA TULLY, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 83-1 P: For Policy Ag/LU-119, commenters suggest revisions to Section 3: deleting
“Angwin” and adding “…as a result of the availability of water and/or
sewer facilities and existing safe and serviceable access roadways” and

provide rationale for the changes. The County appreciates the
commenters’ input on this topic; however, the suggested changes were
not made in the revised Agricultural and Land Use Element. The text of
Policy Ag/LU-119 derives from the Growth Management Element of the
current General Plan, and County staff have attempted to make the
minimum changes necessary since this element implements a voter
initiative (Measure A) adopted in 1980.

Response 83-2 P: Commenters provide reference visualization maps. The County
appreciates the commenters’ input for this topic.
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LETTER 84: JOHN AND MARSA TULLY, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 84-1 P: Commenters suggest wording changes to paragraph starting “Certain
multi-family residential project proposals…” and provide rationale for the
revisions. This suggestion was related to Policy Ag/LU-120, which is now

deleted from the revised Agricultural and Land Use Element.
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LETTER 85: HAROLD MOSKOWITE, JUNE 5, 2007

Response 85-1 P: Commenter suggests that the land zoning in Capell Valley be brought into
conformity with the rest of Napa County and similar valleys such as
Wooden Valley. The commenter’s suggestion that the County adjust lines

and designations on the official Land Use Map would require a vote
pursuant to Measure J. However some of the commenter’s objectives
may be addressed in other ways, since a portion of his property falls within
the Rural Residential designation where a 10-acre minimum parcel size
would apply. The commenter is encouraged to consult with the Planning
Department and appropriate professionals in the field of planning and
development to discuss ways that his objectives can be partially
addressed through lot line adjustments and rezoning.
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LETTER 86: GEORGE BACHICH, JUNE 7, 2007

Response 86-1 P: The commenter provides a “better” suggestion for affordable housing,
which are mobile homes. The County appreciates the commenter’s
recommendation; however, the idea of mobile homes for affordable

housing has not been included in the General Plan Update. This idea and
similar ideas may be considered when the County undertakes the next
scheduled update of the Housing Element.

Response 86-2 P: Commenter agrees with Sierra Club and others as to opposition to the
proposal for development of the Napa Pipe property. County staff
acknowledges the commenter’s position with regard to the Napa Pipe

property. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
designates the Napa Pipe site with a “Study Area” designation, requiring
further study prior to consideration of land use changes to the site.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-693



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-694



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-695



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-696

LETTER 87: CITIZENS OF AMERICAN CANYON, APRIL 21, 2007

Response 87-1 P: Commenters request that the County return the County’s RUL in the
vicinity of American Canyon to Fagan Creek. 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 proposes an RUL for the City of American Canyon that reflects the
current status of negotiations between the City and the County. (Please
see Policy Ag/LU-130 and the accompanying map.)
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LETTER 88: BARBARA SPELLETICH, ANGWIN COMMUNITY COUNCIL, JUNE 12, 2007

Response 88-1 P: The commenter requests that the County drop the five-member Angwin
Commission from Policy Ag/LU-62, since the Angwin Community Council
already exists. This policy has been deleted from the revised Agricultural

and Land Use Element.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-699



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-700

LETTER 89: JAKE RUYGT, CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, MARCH 19, 2007

Response 89-1 E: The commenter commends the inclusion of detailed special-status
species plant data, planners’ efforts, and careful thought into policy
development. County staff appreciates the support by the CNPS for the

Conservation Element policies related to special-status species.

Response 89-2 E: The commenter notes that a great deal of information is lacking or
incomplete in Tables 4.5-1, 4.5-5, and 4.5-7. These tables have been
updated per the commenter’s note. See Section 4.0, Text Changes to the
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

Response 89-3 E: The commenter notes that Table 4.5-5 had species included in severe
serpentine soils under vineyard expansion scenarios, which is illogical.
Please see Response 169-31 E for an understanding of the vineyard
scenario analyses. The scenario analyses are not definitive statements of
future impacts and only provide a snapshot of what they could be. Draft
EIR mitigation measures, which are now reflected in the General Plan
Update, provide protections for all special-status species and not only

those reflected in Table 4.5-7. No revision to the EIR is necessary.

Response 89-4 E: The commenter requests 2-4 weeks to interact with staff or consultants on
rare plant data. This request was granted.
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LETTER 90: BERNHARD KREVET, FRIENDS OF THE NAPA RIVER, MARCH 21, 2007

Response 90-1E: The commenter states the Draft EIR lists six alternatives without identifying
a “preferred alternative” as required by CEQA.

The Draft EIR analysis evaluates alternatives that would obtain most of the
basic objectives of the project and the comparative merits of those
alternatives (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[a]). In accordance
with State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR does not need to consider every
conceivable alternative to a project, nor is it required to consider
alternatives that are clearly infeasible. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(b) states that an alternatives analysis shall focus on those
alternatives that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project, even if they impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly.

CEQA requires an EIR to identify project alternatives and to indicate the
manner in which a project's significant effects may be mitigated or
avoided, but does not mandate that the EIR itself contain an analysis of

the feasibility of the various project alternatives or mitigation measures
that it identifies (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002.1, subd. (a); 21100, subd.
(b)(4); Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1503,
citing San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County
of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 689-690). As the lead
agency, the County of Napa bears the responsibility for the decisions that
must be made before a project can go forward, including determinations
of feasibility and whether the benefits of a project outweigh the significant
effects the project will have on the environment (Pub. Resources Code §§
21002.1, subds. (b) & (c), 21081). In addition, CEQA specifically provides
that in making these determinations, the County shall base its findings on

substantial evidence in the record, a provision reflecting an
understanding that the Board of Supervisors will not limit its review to
matters set forth in the EIR, but will base its decision on evidence found
anywhere in the record (Sierra Club v. County of Napa, 121 Cal.App.4th
at p. 1503; citing Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.5).

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need only examine in
detail those alternatives that could feasibly meet most of the basic
objectives of the project. When addressing feasibility, the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “among the factors that may be
taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant can
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to alternative sites.”

State CEQA Guidelines indicate that several factors need to be
considered in determining the range of alternatives to be analyzed in an
EIR and the level of analytical detail that should be provided for each
alternative. These factors include (1) the nature of the significant impacts
of the proposed project, (2) ability of alternatives to avoid or lessen the

significant impacts associated with the project, (3) the ability of the
alternatives to meet the objectives of the project, and (4) the feasibility of
the alternatives. See also Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a full
discussion on alternatives presented in this EIR.
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The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and the Final EIR
identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a
detailed description). An analysis of the environmental impacts of this

Preferred Plan has been incorporated into Section 2.0 and demonstrates
that the impacts would fall within the range of those associated with
alternatives presented in the Draft EIR.

Response 90-2 E/P: The commenter states that the Draft General Plan is not clearly related to
any of the alternatives, making it difficult if not impossible to assess the
impacts and mitigation measures. The commenter is referred to Section
1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, which states how the environmental
analysis relates to the EIR, the purpose of the EIR, the intended uses of the
EIR, and the scope of the EIR. In brief, the Draft EIR included a number of
alternatives that were intended to bracket the outcome of the planning
process. The February 2007 Draft General Plan Update most closely
resembled Alternative C in the Draft EIR, but also shared characteristics
with other alternatives. The Preferred Plan presented in Section 2.0 of this
Final EIR describes the Revised General Plan Update, and its impacts (as
specifically detailed in Section 2.0) have been found to fall within the
range represented by the Draft EIR Alternatives.

Response 90-3 E/P: The commenter notes that the Living River Principles developed for the
Napa River Flood Control and Restoration Project are only mentioned in

passing and should be included on page 200 of the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update. Revisions to the Conservation Element
have attempted to elevate the importance and understanding of the
“living river” concept, as requested by the commenter. The Napa River is
specifically described in the Introduction to the Conservation Element and
addressed within the Water Resources goals and policies of that element.
See particularly Policy CON-45 on page 181 of the Revised General Plan
Update.

Response 90-4 E/P: The commenter states that a discussion on TMDLs for sediment and
pathogens is omitted. Commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.11
pages 4.11-14 through -17 for a detailed discussion regarding total

maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and pathogens. Compliance with the
Regional Board TMDL process is also incorporated into the policies of the
revised Conservation Element. Specifically, please see Policy CON-47 and
other policies in the Water Resources section of the Conservation Element.

Response 90-5 P: The commenter states that the Napa River is missing or shown incomplete
on many maps in the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update.
County staff has reviewed all maps and attempted to ensure that the
Napa River is included where appropriate.

Response 90-6 E: The commenter states the threats of global warming are not discussed in
the Hydrology and Water Quality section or other sections of the Draft EIR.
Climate change as related to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) is
discussed in Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed
discussion regarding climate change and the new section in the revised
General Plan Update Conservation Element on Climate Protection and
Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health. Specifically, please see
Policy CON-73.
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Response 90-7 E/P: The commenter states the allowance for timberland and woodland
conversion appears too generous without adequate impact analysis on
aquifer and runoff. The commenter is referred to Section 4.11, Hydrology

and Water Quality, Impact 4.11.1 and Impact 4.11.2, for a detailed
discussion regarding non-point source pollution from runoff and
construction-related soil erosion and sedimentation. The EIR analysis
assumes potential conversion of 12,500 to 15,000 acres of existing habitat
and evaluates potential impacts of this conversion by using four
hypothetical scenarios, since the geographic distribution of potential new
vineyards over the next 25 years is unknown.

Response 90-8 E/P: The commenter requests that the findings and recommendations of the
Boating and Docks Coalition that was submitted in 2005 be included. The
County appreciates the input on this topic. See the revised Recreation
and Open Space Element for information on boating and waterways.

Response 90-9 E/P: Commenter states reference to Bay Area Trail (page 257) should include

definitions of the “Water Trail.” Information on the Bay Area Water Trail is
included in the Recreation and Open Space Element under Recreational
Trails.

Response 90-10 P: Commenter states that the language of the General Plan is too vague
and lacks measurements for objective implementations. The County
appreciates the concerns regarding language in the proposed General

Plan. While the Revised General Plan Update is still a policy (rather than a
regulatory) document, revisions have resulted in additional action items,
and the Revised General Plan Update includes an implementation plan.

Response 90-11 E/P: The commenter expresses concern over coherence between the Draft
General Plan Update, Draft EIR, and Baseline Data Report and about the
length of the comment period not allowing detailed input to set the

County’s course over the next decades. County staff appreciates the
commenter’s concern with the complexity of all three documents. The
comment period for review of both the Draft EIR and General Plan
Update was extended from 60 days to 120 days to allow for more public
comment.
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LETTER 91: JENNIFER BAERWALD ON BEHALF OF POPE VALLEY RESIDENTS, JUNE 7, 2007

Response 91-1 P: Pope Valley residents have comments on the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update as they were happy with the old General Plan.
County staff acknowledges the commenter’s concerns with new

language in the General Plan Update and recommends review of the
revised policies and action items.

Response 91-2 P: The Pope Valley residents group notes that the public draft of the
proposed General Plan Update weakens many agricultural protections in
general. County staff acknowledges the commenters’ concerns;
however, agricultural protection is the still the first and foremost goal for

the County. Please see revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land
Use Element for more specifics.

Response 91-3 P: Pope Valley residents note that the public draft of the proposed General
Plan Update language for the Ag/LU Element implies more services are
needed in Pope Valley, but the County should not rezone for businesses
that cannot be supported by the existing population base. The General

Plan Update has been revised in response to concerns addressed by the
commenters and others. The plan no longer suggests a Measure J vote to
designate non-agricultural land for commercial uses in Pope Valley;
however a policy related to home-based businesses has been retained
(see Policy AG/LU-48.) The revised plan would also permit property owners
to seek approval for commercial uses in designated historic buildings that
are rehabilitated and maintained to strict historic preservation standards
(see Policy CC-28).

Response 91-4 P: The Pope Valley residents group notes that any change to zoning should
be delayed until the impact of ongoing developments (Aetna, Triad) can
be assessed. See Response 91-3 P – a Measure J vote is no longer
proposed for Pope Valley.

Response 91-5 P: Pope Valley residents group notes that the General Plan map on page 79
of the Ag/LU Element should address the preservation and restoration of
the Valley Market, Pope Valley Garage, and the Pope Valley Store. See
Response 91-3 P.

Response 91-6 P: Pope Valley residents group notes that rezoning of Pope Valley Farm
Center is unnecessary as renovation plans are within the existing footprint.
Please see Response 91-3 P – a Measure J vote is no longer proposed for
Pope Valley; however reuse of historic buildings is encouraged.

Response 91-7 P: Pope Valley residents group notes that the Ag/LU Element map on page
79 should not include the “junk yard” area (Pope Valley Crossroads) to
increase the potential for further growth. A Measure J vote is no longer
proposed for Pope Valley, and any change in zoning for the Crossroads
would require a Measure J vote.
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LETTER 92: MARY ELLEN BOYET, JUNE 14, 2007

Response 92-1 E/P: The commenter suggests that the General Plan Steering Committee
consider the Growth Management plan in conjunction with Angwin,
Napa Pipe, and American Canyon RUL. Draft EIR alternatives B and C

seem to suggest a higher growth rate than 1%.

At the suggestion of the commenter and others, the General Plan Steering
Committee considered the County’s Growth Management System and
elected to delete Policy Ag/LU-120 from the February 2007 draft
document. The Planning Commission concurred with this
recommendation, and the December 2007 Revised General Plan Update

is entirely consistent with the County’s 1% growth limit, as discussed in the
Preferred Plan analysis in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR. As a result, any
development project proposing growth in excess of the County’s 1% limit
(as articulated in Ag/LU Policy-119) would require a General Plan
amendment.
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LETTER 93: HAROLD KELLY, MARCH 21, 2007

Response 93-1 P: Commenter wanted another 60 days for public review. This request was
made by several people and was granted by the Board of Supervisors.
The comment period was extended to July 18, 2007.

Response 93-2 P: The commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-120 does not seem to be in
keeping with the slow growth mandate. Policy Ag/LU-120 from the
February 2007 Draft General Plan Update has been deleted from the
revised Agricultural and Land Use Element. The County considers slow
growth as a continuing mandate at the 1% limit previously established
and expressed in Policy Ag/LU-119.

Response 93-3 E/P: Commenter recommends a 120-day review period. This request was
made by several people and was granted by the Board of Supervisors.
The comment period was extended to July 18, 2007.
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LETTER 94: GINNY SIMMS, MARCH 21, 2007

Response 94-1 P: The commenter notes that the GP is an improvement as well as less
effective and more permissive and allows for more change than
envisioned. While the General Plan Update process attempted to utilize as
many of the old policies as possible, some changes were required to
improve the “readablilty” of the document and to address issues such as
the need for housing, traffic improvements, etc. The commenter is
encouraged to review the Revised Draft General Plan Update, which has
been revised substantially in response to her concerns and others.

Response 94-2 E/P: The commenter notes that documents are not properly indexed or
numbered for comparison to the old General Plan and Draft EIR, and the
matrix supplement is not paginated and does not show changes in texts
or policies. The County appreciates the concern for cross-references.
Every effort was made to make these complex documents more
accessible to those people wanting to make these comparisons.

Response 94-3 E/P: The commenter notes that areas where language of the old plan is

changed in the proposed General Plan Update, the new language is
often weaker, with examples primarily from the Ag/LU Element. The
County appreciates the concern with the concept that specific wording
is important in the intent of General Plan goals and policies; however,
there are ample other examples both in new and re-phrased policies as
well as mitigation measures from the Draft EIR that show the County is still
committed to agriculture and related activities as the primary land uses to
maintain the rural character of the unincorporated area. Also, the Land
Use goals referenced by the commenter have been substantially revised,
and terminology has been clarified as feasible throughout the Plan.

Response 94-4 P: The commenter notes that vital topics, such as open space, are not

included in an organized fashion, making them vague and ambiguous.
The commenter is referred to the Revised General Plan Update, which
meets the provisions of Government Code Section 65560. Specifically, the
Conservation Element addresses open space in regard to natural
resources; the Recreation and Open Space Element addresses open
space for recreation uses; the Safety Element addresses open space
associated with the protection of public health and safety; and the
Community Character Element addresses open space in relation to
protection of historic and cultural resources. (See the Recreation and
Open Space and Conservation Elements for more information on this
subject.)

Response 94-5 E/P: The commenter states that the Napa River as a resource becomes
incidental to the planning process, in particular a potential large
development on the river south of the City of Napa that is ignored. The
Conservation Element has been revised to elevate the importance of the
Napa River (see Policy CON-46 and other policies in the Water Resources
section of the Conservation Element). Also, the development site referred
to south of the City of Napa has been designated as a “Study Area,”

indicating that further study will be required prior to any non-industrial
development on this brownfield site. Also see the Hydrology section
(Section 4.11) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 94-6 E/P: The commenter notes that there is a lack of historical growth rates for
population and the economy in a useable fashion. The certified Housing
Element includes historical growth rates and is incorporated by reference

into this General Plan Update. Table 4.3-1 in the Draft EIR
Population/Housing/Employment section notes the growth rate for the
County from 1990 to 2000 as compared to the State of California. In those
10 years, growth in the County overall has been 12.2% versus 13.8%.
However, growth in Napa County between 2000 and 2005 has been 7.9%
versus 5.7% for the state. Housing costs in Napa County were stated for
2006 in EIR Section 4.3, but were not directly compared to other counties
in the Bay Area. However, at an average sale price of $683,120, houses
do appear to be on the higher end as compared to other counties in the
Bay Area. Please also see the introductory discussion within the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element, which has been revised in
response to the commenter’s concerns.

Response 94-7 E/P: The commenter recommends that planning for the future needs to
include global climate change as a factor. The County appreciates the
concern for inclusion of climate change as a Plan issue, and several goals,
policies, and action items have been added to the revised Conservation
Element that address this topic. The Draft EIR addressed the topic of
climate change in Section 4.8, Air Quality. See also Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on this issue.

Response 94-8 P: The commenter notes that topics are hard to research, such as
Transitional Zone or Hess property, without better articulation between
documents. The Transitional designation has been eliminated in the
Revised General Plan Update, and a “Study Area” designation provided
instead (see Policy Ag/LU-52). See Policy Ag/LU-40 regarding the Hess
Vineyard. County staff has provided reading aids in the form of a fact
sheet/summary, a matrix comparing the old and new plans, and a matrix
comparing mitigation measures in the Draft EIR to policies in the Revised
General Plan Update. Readers may also use the “search” function when
reviewing electronic (CD) copies of the plan and the EIR.

Response 94-9 E/P: The commenter recommends a longer review period. This request was
made by several people and was granted by the Board of Supervisors.
The comment period was extended to July 18, 2007.
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LETTER 95: EVE KAHN, GET A GRIP ON GROWTH, JUNE 11, 2007

Response 95-1 P: The commenter expresses disappointment with the draft plan and has
attached a matrix with comments to bring the proposed General Plan
Update closer to previous goals. County staff appreciates the thoughtful

work that the commenter has done and urges the commenter to review
the revised draft, which has been modified substantially based on her
comments and others.

Response 95-2 P: The commenter notes that the 1983 General Plan pages 2-12 are still
relevant today. County staff appreciates the comment and believes that
the revised introduction to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use

Element captures this sentiment. (See text on the top of p. 22 specifically.)

Response 95-3 P: The commenter recommends more specific text/policies to acknowledge
Measure A and Measure J in formation of the Land Use Element policies.
The County believes that the revised Agricultural and Land Use Element
policies and action items have included sufficient language to
acknowledge Measure A and Measure J. Specifically, see Policies

Ag/LU-110 and -119.

Response 95-4 E/P: The commenter recommends facing new challenges such as climate
change. The County appreciates the concern for inclusion of climate
change as a Plan issue, and several goals, policies, and action items have
been added to the revised Conservation Element that address this topic.
The EIR addressed the topic of climate change in Section 4.8, Air Quality.

See also Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion
on climate change.

Response 95-5 E/P: The commenter recommends a long-term vision in the Circulation Element
to integrate land use and transportation policies. The County appreciates
the commenter’s concern with this issue. Additional language has been
added to policies, and new policies have been incorporated under
Goal 1 that specifically addresses the integration of land use and
transportation. Alternative modes of transportation are also addressed.

Response 95-6 E/P: The commenter notes that the need for affordable and workforce housing
today differs from the existing General Plan and requests that a definition
of workforce and needs be included. As a result, the Revised Draft
General Plan Update includes Action Item Ag/LU-30.2 calling for
development of a new workforce housing ordinance and a better
definition of “workforce housing.” A discussion regarding employment
and housing needs is also included in Section 4.3, Population/Housing/
Employment of the Draft EIR. Additional discussion relating to the types of
jobs in the County is described in the Economic Development Element on
page 197.

Response 95-7 P: The commenter commends the reference to the rights of individuals in
Goal 5 but is concerned with the definition of private property rights
provided elsewhere in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element
and with a related policy in the Recreation and Open Space Element.
County staff acknowledges the commenter’s concern, but has strived to
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strike an appropriate balance between members of the community who
advocate for private property rights and those who advocate for other
policy priorities. County staff does not believe the proposed text either

exposes the County to undue legal risk or creates untenable
inconsistencies.

Response 95-8 P: The commenter notes that urban bubbles are inappropriate tools for the
21st century. While the urban bubbles as currently designed do not
coincide with existing development, elimination of them may potentially
not conform to state law, as explained in the Alternatives Master

Response 3.4.2. In addition, deletion of the urban designations in these
areas would preclude the County’s ability to meet housing needs in future
cycles; therefore elimination remains infeasible. Nonetheless, at the
suggestion of the commenter and others, the Revised General Plan
Update includes adjustments to the Angwin bubble and the Berryessa
Estates bubble, and calls for a systematic evaluation of other bubbles
following adoption of the updated General Plan. (See Action Item
AG/LU-114.1.)

Response 95-9 P: The commenter is pleased with Goals CC-1 and CC-2. County staff
appreciates that these goals are satisfactory.

Response 95-10 E/P: The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not clearly explain all the
significant and unavoidable impacts and does not include adequate

mitigation. While the Draft EIR attempts to incorporate as many mitigation
measures as possible to eliminate, reduce, or avoid impacts, several topic
areas will still contain significant and unavoidable impacts. For instance,
while mitigations are proposed that may further reduce traffic impacts,
many of these measures are deemed infeasible by the County for the
reasons cited in the text. Alternative energy sources are now included as
policies under Energy Goals in the revised Conservation Element, but the
County cannot force individuals to incorporate alternative energy into
private households. The Draft EIR analyzed climate change from an air
quality perspective and suggestions were made by several commenters
that have been incorporated into these new Energy Goals to help the

County reduce these impacts.

Response 95-11 E/P: The commenter recommends that the County take a stand in the
proposed General Plan Update by requiring and setting county-wide
policies to reduce auto trip usage through Smart Growth principles. The
County appreciates the emphasis on Smart Growth principles to reduce
auto trips, and several new policies have been included under Goal 3 in

the Circulation Element that addresses this issue. In addition, the County
continues to promote growth in areas that are already urbanized in an
effort to limit the need for auto travel.

Response 95-12 P: Commenter recommends insertion of existing Land Use Goal 2. The
concepts of Land Use Goal 2 are reflected in Goal 4.
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Response 95-13 P: Commenter recommends replacing already developed area with existing
incorporated cities and urbanized areas in the Ag/LU Element. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input; however, the paragraph referred to

has been deleted from the revised General Plan Update.

Response 95-14 P: Commenter recommends replacing already developed area with
urbanized areas in the Ag/LU Element. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input; however, this change has not been made to the
General Plan Update in the Summary section of the General Plan Update.

Response 95-15 P: Commenter recommends replacing already developed area with existing
incorporated cities and urbanized areas in the Ag/LU Element. This edit
has been made in the Agricultural and Land Use Element in that section.

Response 95-16 P: Commenter recommends replacing already developed area with
urbanized areas in the Ag/LU Element. This edit has been made and the
number of the policy has been changed to Policy Ag/LU-22.

Response 95-17 P: Commenter recommends replacing already developed area with existing
incorporated cities and urbanized areas in the Circulation Element. This
change has been incorporated into the Circulation Element under Goal 1.

Response 95-18 P: Commenter recommends adding supply of housing available to Napa
County’s workforce at all income levels to page 18 in the Ag/LU Element.
The Summary section of the General Plan Update has been substantially
revised.

Response 95-19 P: Commenter recommends that the following sentence be removed from
the General Plan text on page 31 of the Ag/LU Element: “High Cost of
Housing: Those families who choose to live in the county devote a large
share of their income to housing, leaving less disposable income for other
purposes.” The edits have been incorporated into the revised housing
availability and high cost of housing subheading.

Response 95-20 P: Commenter recommends addition of text to Ag/LU Element Policy Ag/LU-
12 page 35 as follows: “…wine-food pairings (e.g., food samplings or
tastings). The edits have been made to clarify wine-food pairing. The
number of this policy has been changed to Policy Ag/LU-13.

Response 95-21 P: Commenter includes question marks for Policy Ag/LU-28 and notes that
the County needs to seek out ways to build affordable housing and
workforce housing without it only being the 15% component of a larger
development. This policy has been edited in response to this and other
comments.

Response 95-22 P: Commenter recommends addition of language to intent section: “…such
as detached or attached single family dwellings…live/work lofts, and
cluster housing…” The edits have been made to include these terms and
the number of the policy changed to Policy Ag/LU-34.
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Response 95-23 P: Commenter recommends addition of language to intent section:
“…residential, tourist-serving, transit, open space, or recreational uses.”
This policy has been edited in response to this and other policies. This area

now designates industrial sites as “Study Areas.”

Response 95-24 P: Commenter recommends for Ag/LU-109: “…decisions are made. That
being said, the definition of private property rights are established by state
and federal rulings.” The County appreciates this input; however, this
specific change was not made.

Response 95-25 P: Commenter recommends for Ag/LU-115-117 inserting text from existing LU
Goal #4. The County appreciates this input; however, this specific change
was not made.

Response 95-26 P: Commenter suggests text insertions on affordable housing to broaden
existing definition and scope. The edits have been made to include the
suggested terms for affordable housing units into Policy Ag/LU-119.

Response 95-27 P: Commenter suggests that for Ag/LU-120 add additional wording to limit
override to a specific multiple of the 1% allocation. This policy has been
eliminated from the Revised General Plan Update in response to concerns
expressed by the commenter and others.

Response 95-28 P: Commenter recommends that Circulation Element Policy CIR-3.6 should
be car-free tourism. County staff does not recommend this change as
requested, although policies have been clarified in the Circulation
Element regarding inclusion of multi-modal transportation as part of the
County’s transportation system.

Response 95-29 P: Commenter recommends that Measure A and J text should be moved to
an appendix. The County appreciates this input; however, this specific
change was not made.

Response 95-30 P: Commenter recommends the addition of tourist-serving and transitional

terms to the glossary. These terms have not been included in the glossary;
however, the term “transitional” is no longer being used within the
General Plan Update.
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LETTER 96: BARRY CHRISTIAN, JUNE 14, 2007

Response 96-1 P: Commenter notes that the Recreation and Open Space Element makes
no mention of docks, ramps, small-boat launching facilities, or other public
access to rivers, lakes, and bays. The County appreciates this input;

however, these facilities are not described in detail in the General Plan
Update as noted.

Response 96-2 P: Commenter asks if the Bay Area Ridge Trail segment that was approved is
on the ROS-1 Map on page 253. All maps and figures have been updated
as appropriate.

Response 96-3 P: Commenter notes they are concerned that Recreation and Open Space
Policy ROS-10 could prevent the creation of an entire trail. The Napa
County Recreation and Open Space District was formed to investigate
the opportunities to connect all trails. In some instances, private property
might preclude connection; however, attempts will be made at trail
connection to the extent feasible.

Response 96-4 P: Commenter notes that for ROS-3 on page 255, the sentence is vague and
subjective on the use of open space lands. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input, and language has been revised as appropriate in the
General Plan Update.

Response 96-5 P: Commenter notes on page 256 for ROS-9 regarding eminent domain
could prevent the Board of Supervisors from exercising existing authority
regardless. The County appreciates the commenter’s input; however, it is
the desire of the County not to use eminent domain for parks and trails
acquisition.

Response 96-6 P: Commenter notes for ROS-15 to include “special district” lands owned by
Napa County including the closed landfill in American Canyon, NSD, and
County Airport along the river. The County appreciates the commenter’s

input; however, this change was not made to the General Plan Update.

Response 96-7 P: Commenter notes that for ROS-20, other public agencies could be Waste
Management Authority, Napa Airport, and NSD. County staff
acknowledges these agencies would be included.

Response 96-8 P: Commenter notes that the Waste Management policies section on page
259 neglects to address plans for re-use of landfill in American Canyon.
The County appreciates this input. The Recreation and Open Space has
been revised to note re-use of the landfill site.

Response 96-9 P: Commenter notes for Ag/LU-1 on page 34 there should be a definition of
the declaration of agriculture as a primary land use. The County
appreciates the suggestion; however, all Ag/LU goals adhere to the
notion of agriculture as the primary land use in the unincorporated
County area.
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Response 96-10 P: Commenter asks, for Ag/LU-2, for the definition of an agricultural
employee. The County appreciates the commenter’s request; however,
no definition was provided for this term.

Response 96-11 P: Commenter notes, for Ag/LU-11, the policy is overly restrictive beyond
what is necessary for the intent of the law. The County appreciates the
commenter’s concern for the language, which has been slightly modified,
but generally is the same as former policy 3.11.

Response 96-12 P: Commenter asks, for Ag/LU-37, why does all Industrial Zoning belong in the
South County? Industrial zoning has traditionally been relegated to the
southern portion of the county to connect those uses with other already
developed urban uses in that area and to allow for preservation of the
remainder of the unincorporated for agricultural use.

Response 96-13 P: Commenter notes that for Ag/LU-89 the proposed conversion of Hess
Vineyards violates the entire premise of protection of agricultural land.
Agricultural land in the south county should not be less valuable. The
County appreciates the commenter’s concerns on this topic. However,
Hess Vineyard is now to be re-designated from “Industrial” to “AWOS” to
correlate with the existing AW zoning and the existing land use.

Response 96-14 P: Commenter notes that for Ag/LU-109, no examples of “valuable
incentives” are presented in support of this policy.

Members of the General Plan Steering Committee who suggested Policy
Ag/LU-109 (now Ag/LU-108) provided the following examples:

1) Private ownership provides pride of ownership; properly stewarded
property reflects well on the owner.

2) Financial incentive; properly stewarded property is more productive
and attractive and therefore more valuable.

3) Responsibility incentive; ownership clearly defines who is responsible.
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LETTER 97: JOALINE OLSON, ST. HELENA HOSPITAL, JUNE 7, 2007

Response 97-1 P: The commenter notes that to properly implement a housing plan for
employees, a subdivision use permit and re-zone are required. The
County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic and awaits the

additional information necessary to complete the pending application
and allow its consideration by the County.

Response 97-2 E/P: Commenter notes Policy Ag/LU-71 recognizes the increasing importance
of the hospital’s benefits, but Policy Ag/LU-70 detracts from the County’s
support of St. Helena Hospital and the Housing Plan. Suggests re-write as
follows: “The existing density of development in the Deer Park Area and

the county’s desire to protect water quality requires that future subdivision
activity based on septic tanks and wells be shown to mitigate any
negative impact to groundwater.”

The Revised Draft General Plan Update does not include the specific text
suggested by the commenter, but County staff believes that it does
address the commenter’s concern regarding Policy Ag/LU-70. (Please see

the revised policy – Policy AG/LU-75.)

The County is grateful for the additional information submitted by the
commenter regarding water resources in the area, and suggests that the
commenter also refer to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for
additional information regarding water supply for the unincorporated
County areas.

Response 97-3 P: The commenter suggests a policy relating to Deer Park Area to
accommodate need for medical services. The revised Ag/LU Element
includes a policy in support of St. Helena Hospital, but has not proposed
amendments to the zoning in the area or the “Rural Residential”
designation that makes up the Deer Park “bubble.” The hospital could
itself initiate such changes, or it could participate in the systematic
planning effort called for in Action Item Ag/LU-114.1.

Response 97-4 E/P: The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not address sufficiency of
emergency medical services (EMS) at the hospital level or impacts to EMS
from more restrictive land use policies. The Draft EIR notes the following on
page 4.13-6:

“For purposes of the programmatic environmental analysis
provided in this DEIR, it is assumed that such facilities would
be placed within existing designated rural and urban areas
of the County. As previously discussed, the NCFD and
emergency medical response service providers are funded
through a combination of property taxes and contracts
with various municipalities and each local fire department
(i.e., NFD, CFD, etc.) are funded through a combination of
property taxes and the each jurisdiction’s General Fund.”
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The commenter’s suggestion that the EIR should identify a “declining level
of emergency medical services” is noted; however the EIR analysis
appropriately evaluates future impacts based on the current baseline

conditions and concludes that impacts related to emergency medical
services are significant and mitigable. (See Draft EIR p. 4.13-8.)

Regarding groundwater supply issues in Policy Ag/LU-70, please see the
Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Response 97-5 E/P: The commenter notes that the potential impact to aquifer serving Deer
Park Area is not addressed in the Draft EIR and has attached the Howell
Mountain Mutual Water Company study. The County has reviewed this
study, which states the following on page 1: With careful management of
recharge, withdrawal and consumption it is believed this aquifer can
sustain the community. The identified policy has been revised in the
Revised General Plan Update, and subdivision activity is not precluded by
policies in the revised plan.

The commenter is also referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for
additional information regarding water supply for the unincorporated
County areas.
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LETTER 98: PETER MCCREA, STONY HILL VINEYARD, JUNE 14, 2007

Response 98-1 P: The commenter submits the “Mendo Model” as part of the formal record
for sustainability. County staff appreciates the concept of the Mendo
Model that has been submitted for consideration. Many of these ideas

have now been incorporated as goals, policies, and action items in the
revised Conservation Element. Please also see Policy Ag/LU-109 and the
final pages of the Vision/Summary section of the Revised General Plan
Update which describe the concept of sustainability and reference the
“Mendo Model.”

Response 98-2 P: The commenter notes that the Mendocino County Planning Team staff

prepared sustainability guidelines in 2006 to inform the General Plan
Update process. Sustainability goals and policies have now been
incorporated into the Conservation Element.
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LETTER 99: AL WAGNER, NAPA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 99-1 E/P: The commenter is pleased with the primary vision of protecting and
promoting agriculture. The County appreciates that the Bureau concurs
with the public draft of the proposed General plan Update Summary

Vision.

Response 99-2 E/P: The commenter notes that the Housing Element has not been revised and
there is no in-depth discussion of population and housing projections. In
addition, none of the EIR alternatives correlate to the Plan, so it is hard to
analyze. According to state law, the housing element update schedules
for local governments are specified by the Department of Housing and

Urban Development, pursuant to SB 491 (2003 California Statutes, Chapter
58). For Napa County, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
prepares the Regional Housing Needs Determination, which specifies the
housing allocation needs for each Bay Area county. According to the
HUD Housing Element revision schedule
(http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/he_time.htm), Napa County is
scheduled to submit the next Housing Element revision by June 30, 2009.
For this General Plan Update, the current Housing Element has been
incorporated until the next revision.

To develop population and employment projections for the General Plan
Update and associated program level EIR, County staff retained Keyser
Marston Associates to examine ABAG projections in light of more detailed
local data than ABAG typically has at its disposal. The result was a revised
set of projections that were cited in Section 4.3, Population/Housing/
Employment, of the Draft EIR and based on a study included as Draft EIR
Appendix B. Draft EIR alternatives used different population and
employment projections in order to “bookend” the likely outcome of the

General Plan Update.

The Final EIR explains that the Revised General Plan Update constitutes the
Preferred Plan, which would result in population and employment growth
similar to the No Project Alternative presented in the Draft EIR. These
projections are referenced in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element of the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 99-3 E: Commenter is concerned that the Draft EIR scenarios use 2005 ABAG
projections that exceed ABAG projections and the County’s 1% growth
management policy. As explained on p. 4.3-11 et seq. of the Draft EIR
and in the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 elsewhere in this Final EIR,
the County is concerned that ABAG projections were too low to provide a
reasonable and responsible assessment of potential impacts associated

with 25 years of growth. The rationale is provided in both the KMA study
and Draft EIR Section 4.3 to support this thesis, and the Draft EIR notes the
following regarding the modified ABAG projections based on the KMA
study:

They represent what is considered a reasonable estimate of
the amount of growth by 2030 that could occur given the

policy parameters under consideration. Projections are



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-782

reasonable estimations of future conditions, however every
effort was made to be conservative (i.e. to lean towards
higher numbers) in order to over-state rather than under-

state potential impacts related to population, housing,
traffic, etc.

For additional information, please see the Alternatives Master Response
3.4.2 for the range of alternatives considered and an explanation as to
why adopting an alternative which exactly mirrors ABAG’s regional
projections is considered infeasible. Additionally, please note that the

Preferred Plan described elsewhere in this Final EIR, as well as several of
the other EIR alternatives, would be consistent with the County’s 1%
growth limit.

Response 99-4 E: The commenter is concerned regarding the loss of agricultural lands and
conflicts with agricultural zoning (Impact 4.1.2 and 4.1.4). As explained in
Draft EIR Section 4.1, the Revised General Plan Update would perpetuate

the County’s commitment to agricultural preservation; however it would
result in significant impacts to agricultural resources due to an unusual
characteristic of the current General Plan and Land Use Map.
Specifically, because the County’s Land Use map has designated areas
as “urban” which are in some cases also zoned “agriculture,” it has
created a situation in which implementation of the General Plan would
result in re-designation and reuse of agricultural land. This unusual
characteristic would be perpetuated in all EIR alternatives (except
Alternative D as discussed in the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2) and
in the Preferred Plan. Nonetheless, the Preferred Plan would reduce the
potential impact by re-designating agriculturally zoned land in Angwin,
Berryessa Estates, and the Hess Vineyards. The Preferred Plan would also
increase the amount of land designated as “Agriculture, Watershed and
Open Space” on the County’s Land Use Map, although it would allow
annexation of other such lands to the City of American Canyon in
exchange for institution of a voter-approved growth boundary (see Policy
Ag/LU-130 in the Revised General Plan Update).

Response 99-5 E: The commenter is concerned that Impact 4.3.1 would result in growth that
exceeds the 1% growth management plan and is significant and
unavoidable in all alternatives. Not all of the Draft EIR Alternatives would
result in growth in excess of the County’s 1% limit, and the Preferred Plan
presented in this Final EIR would also not exceed that limit. Nonetheless,
all alternatives are identified as having significant impacts because their
analysis is based on projections of growth which exceed regional ABAG
projections for the reasons discussed in Response 99-3 E above.

Response 99-6 E: Commenter is concerned with the deteriorating traffic network as noted
in Impact 4.4.1. As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Transportation, growth
will occur in Napa County with or without growth in the unincorporated
area and will impact county roads. Mitigation measures have been
recommended as part of the Traffic Impact Study, many of which were
deemed to be infeasible to stem further growth and maintain the rural
character of the county. To maintain the rural nature and prevent
excessive growth, the County is only incorporating those traffic mitigations



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-783

that would not conflict with the County’s rural character (see Draft EIR p.
4.4-53). The County recognizes the challenges it faces, but is taking
specific steps to increase non-vehicle travel and the Revised General Plan

Update sets aggressive policy objectives. (See the Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 for more discussion of the significant traffic impacts in all
alternatives.)

Response 99-7 E: Commenter is concerned with deterioration of air quality as noted in EIR
Impacts 4.8.1, 4.8.2, and 4.8.7. As the Draft EIR takes a worst-case scenario
approach and notes that VMT would increase with or without the GPU,
mitigation measures are provided that would reduce these impacts. Even
with Alternative A, where slow growth would be expected to occur as per
the Land Use Map in the 1983 General Plan, the rate of VMT growth would
still be expected to exceed MTC forecasts. In addition, although the
existing (1983) General Plan includes some support of the 19 TCMs to be
implemented from the 2000 Clean Air Plan, full support is not provided
even if these General Plan policies were carried over to the General Plan
Update. The nature of a General Plan update is that it must consider and
accommodate for population growth and housing needs. By this very
premise, the GPU would result in significant and unavoidable impacts.
(See the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for more discussion of the
significant air quality impacts in all alternatives.)

Response 99-8 E: Commenter is concerned regarding noted decline of groundwater levels
in EIR Impact 4.11.5. See the Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Response 99-9 E: Commenter is concerned with the increase in demand for additional
potable and irrigation water as well as treatment and distribution facilities
as noted in EIR Impact 4.13.3.1. See the Water Supply Master Response
3.4.1 and the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2.

Response 99-10 E: Commenter states that the General Plan should have significant revisions
and a “preferred alternative” that more closely matches the guiding
vision as defined. The proposed General Plan has been revised as the
commenter suggested and is described in this Final EIR as the “Preferred
Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). This

Preferred Plan has been analyzed and its environmental impacts fall
between those identified for alternatives in the Draft EIR.

Response 99-11 P: Commenter recommends three changes to the six new Ag/LU Element
goals and attaches a chart summarizing the recommendations
(Comment 99-66 P). The County appreciates the commenter’s input on
this topic. The suggested edits have informed revisions to the goals
presented in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.

Response 99-12 P: Commenter requests addition of a policy to acknowledge effectiveness
of Measure J and support continuation beyond 2020. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. Please see Policy Ag/LU-
110 in the revised Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.

Response 99-13 P: Commenter feels that the discretionary flexibility of Policy Ag/LU-120 is too
broad. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic.
However, Policy Ag/LU-120 is no longer included as part of the General
Plan Update.
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Response 99-14 P: Commenter requests that Policy Ag/LU-7 replace “may” with “shall.” The
County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. This edit has
been made.

Response 99-15 P: Commenter requests that Policy Ag/LU-10 add “within Napa County” in
reference to farm labor employment. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. This edit has been made to Policy
Ag/LU-11.

Response 99-16 P: Commenter notes that in Policy Ag/LU-14 the agricultural operators should
be allowed to “commence” as well as “continue” their agricultural
practices. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic.
The edits have been made to Policy Ag/LU-15.

Response 99-17 P: Commenter asks for Ag/LU-20 to be amended by replacing term
“developed areas” with “urban areas.” The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. The edits have been made to Goal
Ag/LU-22.

Response 99-18 P: Commenter asks for Ag/LU-28 to be amended by deleting reference to
new land use designation of “transitional” for brownfield sites south of the
City of Napa. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this
topic. The Preferred Plan in the General Plan Update now re-designates
these sites as a “study area,” indicating that further study will be needed
before non-industrial uses can be considered on these sites.

Response 99-19 P: Commenter asks for Ag/LU-37 regarding Hess Vineyards to be amended
as it is inconsistent with Goal 1. The County appreciates the commenter’s
input on this topic and has revised this policy (now included as Policy
AG/LU-40), redeisgnating the Hess Vineyard as “Agriculture, Watershed
and Open Space.”

Response 99-20 P: Commenter asks for Ag/LU-47 to be amended by deleting the
“transitional” land use designation. See Response 99-18P.

Response 99-21 P: Commenter opposes the urbanization of Angwin, but supports PUC and
requests that all “bubbles” be eliminated. County staff believes that
elimination of all non-agricultural designations (i.e., “bubbles”) on the
Land Use Map would be infeasible because it would result in a plan that is
inconsistent with state law, and would not allow the County to meet its
state-mandated housing obligations. Nonetheless, the County has
acknowledged that the so-called “bubbles” are not effective
representations of non-agricultural areas, and the Revised General Plan
Update adjusts two of the “bubbles” (Angwin and Berryessa Estates) and
calls for a systematic planning process to address other areas (see Action

Item Ag/LU-114.1).

Response 99-22 P: Commenter notes that Ag/LU-50 and -51 are illegal as written as they are
internally inconsistent. Policy Ag/LU-51 has been edited in response to
comments. The number for this item has been changed to Goal Ag/LU-56.
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Response 99-23 P: Commenter requests that Ag/LU-55 be amended by adding words “and
wells” after septic tanks. The County appreciates the commenter’s input
on this topic and believes that it has addressed the commenter’s concern

via the inclusion of a new policy specific to the issue of groundwater use
in Angwin. Please See Policy Ag/LU-61 in the Revised General Plan
Update.

Response 99-24 P: Commenter opposes Policy Ag/LU-85 to encourage establishment of
community organization for Lake Berryessa. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. However, the suggested changes were

not made. Policy Ag/LU-85 is no longer included as part of the General
Plan Update.

Response 99-25 P: Commenter opposes Ag/LU-97 for Pope Valley region and does not
support County sponsoring Measure J initiative. This policy has been
eliminated from the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 99-26 P: Commenter asks for clarification of Ag/LU-93 and -99 related to
commercial or residential uses in Oakville and Rutherford areas. Please
see revised policies on p. 65 of the Revised Draft General Plan Update –
County staff believes that the commenter’s concern has been addressed.

Response 99-27 P: Commenter requests deletion of Ag/LU-98 as its need is unproven and
could undermine agricultural preservation. Home-based businesses are
currently permitted in agricultural areas and have not undermined
agriculture or agricultural preservation to the County’s knowledge. Please
see Policy Ag/LU-48 in the Revised General Plan Update for the revised
plan’s policy proposal on this issue.

Response 99-28 P: Commenter notes that the Farm Bureau supports the voter approved RUL.
The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. The
Preferred Plan proposes an RUL for the City of American Canyon that
represents the current status of negotiations between the City and the
County. Proposed Policy Ag/LU-130 would allow additional annexations
to the City only if the RUL were adopted by the voters such that it could
not be amended without voter approval in the future.

Response 99-29 P: Commenter indicates support for the statement that preservation of rural

character be balanced with transportation needs, but notes that this is a
“tall order,” given projected increases in vehicle traffic. The County
recognizes the challenges it faces, but is taking specific steps to increase
non-vehicle travel.

Response 99-30 E/P: Commenter notes that traffic volumes were not shown in Table CIR-B and
suggests that the County hire an expert on smart growth and

transportation to review the DGP and EIR. Table CIR-B has been updated
to include the missing information. See the revised Circulation Element.
The commenter notes that projected traffic will result in impacts to
roadways in the county, as analyzed in the Draft EIR. Staff notes that the
Circulation Element contains numerous policies in support of Circulation
Goal 3, which expresses support for transportation alternatives. The
additional work suggested by the commenter will be accomplished as
part of the County’s future work to implement these and other policies.
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The following action item has been added to the Revised General Plan
Update:

 Action Item CIR 10.1: County staff shall participate in the periodic

updates of the Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency’s
Strategic Transportation Plan (STP) and shall use that forum for
consideration and development of innovative strategies related to the
movement of people and services without increasing the use of
private vehicles. The County shall see input from experts in
sustainability, smart growth, and land use planning in developing
potential new strategies.

Response 99-31 P: Commenter suggests amending Policy CIR-1.1 by deleting “developing
areas and areas planned for development” and revising to read,
“concentrated within already developed urban areas where…” Policy
CIR-1.1 as currently written states the County’s policy to coordinate
development with transportation and the development of transportation
systems in areas where their operation is supported by sufficient
population density.

Response 99-32 P: Commenter requests clarification of proposed intersection improvements
at two specific locations. Intersection improvements are typically
designed to improve safety and reduce delay. No specific designs are
available for the referenced intersections at this time.

Response 99-33 P: Commenter requests the addition of language specifically stating that
Highway 29 north of Yountville and Highway 121 through Carneros will
remain as two-lane roadways. Staff notes that the Circulation Map, which
expresses the County’s policy regarding the ultimate width of roadways in
the unincorporated area, shows both of these roadways as having an
ultimate two-lane width. In addition, Policy CIR-12 includes Highway 121
from Sonoma County as a location where additional lanes would be
added only if needed for safety and subject to specific findings.

Response 99-34 P: Commenter suggests amending Circulation Goal 3 to mention “local and
regional transit.” Circulation Goal 3 has been amended to read as follows:

 Goal 3: The County’s transportation system shall encompass the use of

private vehicles, local and regional transit, paratransit, walking,
bicycling, air travel, rail, and water transport.

Response 99-35 P: Commenter suggests amending Circulation Policy CIR-3.9 by adding,
“and must be compatible with adjacent uses and sufficiently buffered.”
Circulation Policy CIR-3.9 has been renumbered as CIR-34 and amended
to read as follows.

 Policy CIR-34: Where they are not needed for other transportation

purposes, and where such use would implement the Napa
Countywide Bicycle Plan or other County-adopted master plan,
abandoned rail rights-of-way should shall be used for alternative uses
such as public transit routes, bicycle paths, or pedestrian/hiking routes,
where they are compatible with adjacent uses and sufficient funding
is available for right-of-way acquisition, construction, and long-term
maintenance.
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Response 99-36 P: Commenter suggests adding policies related to land use and circulation
planning to “promote a healthier community.” Policy CIR-4 is now a new
policy that reads as follows:

 Policy CIR-4: The County supports a coordinated approach to land
use and circulation planning to promote a healthier community by
encouraging walking, bicycling, and other forms of transportation
which decrease motor vehicle use.

Please see also the revised introduction to the Agriculture Preservation
and Land Use Element and revised Policy Ag/LU-20.

Response 99-37 P: Commenter requests amendment of the Conservation Element statistic of
49,500 vineyard acres in 2006 to 45,136 consistent with the Ag
Commissioner’s 2006 Crop Report. The change has been made as
requested to the text under the heading of Vineyard Development.

Response 99-38 P: Commenter requests amendment to the paragraph in the Conservation
Element paragraph regarding sustainable winegrowing to include all
winegrape/ag industry groups, not just NSWG. The County appreciates
the commenter’s input on this topic and has tried to update this
description. Further, specific suggestions would be appreciated.

Response 99-39 P: Commenter requests amendment of the Conservation Element
paragraph to clarify the roles of Napa Green Certification and Fish
Friendly Farming. The fourth paragraph under the Environmentally
Responsible Vineyards heading has been amended as follows:

 The “Fish Friendly Farming” certification program sponsored by the
California Land Stewardship Institute is a similar effort to assist growers
in developing site-specific practices to restore fish and wildlife habitat
and improve water quality (http://www.fishfriendlyfarming.org/).
According to their website, Fish Friendly Farming provides an incentive-
based method for creating and sustaining environmental quality and
habitat on private land. Landowners and managers enroll in the
program, learn environmentally beneficial management practices,
and carry out ecological restoration projects. The focus is on the land
manager as the central figure in achieving and sustaining

environmental quality. This approach ensures long-term environmental
improvements and sustainable agriculture and implements the
principles of state and federal environmental regulations. Three
resource agencies – the Californian Department of Fish and Game,
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the National Marine
Fisheries Service – provide an objective third-party certification.

Response 99-40 P: Commenter requests amendment to Policy CON-30: “…e) agricultural
water supply.” The policy has been amended with this addition.

Response 99-41 P: Commenter requests clarification of Policy CON-31 in Section h. Policy
CON-31 Section h has been modified and a new action item has been
added for further clarification.
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Response 99-42 E/P: Commenter supports the intent of Policy CON-31.1, but mitigation
measure MM 4.11.4 outlines rigid requirements so probably there would be
no significant cost or time savings. Commenter suggests amending the

mitigation measure: “…stream setbacks that meet those required by
Napa County’s Conservation Regulations and if…” Preferred General
Plan policies CON-13, CON-27 and Action Items CON NR-1 of Policy CON-
27 address the intent of the mitigation measure; however, the measure
provides detailed performance standards that aren’t addressed in the
policies. This approach is consistent with public comments, which
suggested reasons why some of the components of MM 4.11.4 are
infeasible, and also suggested that the County take more time to develop
the suggested program. County staff is recommending that policy
makers reject MM 4.11.4 as infeasible, and adopt the policy and actions
item 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.

Response 99-43 P: Commenter notes that Policy CON-31 should exclude aquifer storage and
recovery as a means to recharge groundwater aquifers. Issues related to
groundwater are addressed throughout the Water Resources section of
the revised Conservation Element, including revised Policy CON-42 part
(e); however “aquifer injection” is not specifically prohibited.

Response 99-44 E/P: Commenter notes that the Draft EIR and General Plan Update are
insufficient and inadequate regarding water supply. See Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1 and changes in policies and action items to the
revised Water Resources section of the Conservation Element.
Specifically, please see groundwater policies beginning with Policy
CON-51 on page 183 of the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 99-45 P: Commenter requests to add a policy and implementation actions to
support Goal CON-9. This issue has been addressed in Policies CON-41 (c),
-51, -52, -57, and -60, and related Action Items 35.1, 35.2, 36.1, 40.1, and

44.1.

Response 99-46 E/P: Commenter requests addition of policy and implementation actions to
achieve Goal CON-11 regarding additional water supplies, including
recycled water. This comment has been addressed under Policies
CON-57, -61, and -62, and related Action Items.

Response 99-47 P: Commenter requests that policies be strengthened related to Goal
CON-14 for energy conservation. This issue has been addressed under the
new section entitled Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for
Environmental Health in the Conservation Element (starting on p. 187 of
the Revised General Plan Update).

Response 99-48 P: Commenter notes that Policy E-5 is internally inconsistent with Policy
Ag/LU-37. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic.
Please see Response 99-19 P above.
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Response 99-49 P: Commenter requests amendment of Goal E-2 to add “which are
compatible with and do not conflict with agriculture.” The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change

has not been included in the General Plan Update, which instead relies
on the clear statements regarding agriculture as the county’s primary
land use (Policy Ag/LU-1) and agriculture’s place in our economy (Goal
E-1 and subsequent policies).

Response 99-50 P: Commenter notes that policies E-9 and E-10 would only be successful with
significant population or tourism increases. The County appreciates the

commenter’s input on this topic and has attempted to clarify these issues
in revisions to the Economic Development Element.

Response 99-51 P: Commenter requests that Policy E-16 be deleted as economic diversity
undermines agriculture. The County appreciates the commenter’s input
on this topic. However, the suggested policies about economic diversity
can exist in harmony with policies about agriculture, and they

acknowledge the limited availability of non-agricultural land (Policy E-8).

Response 99-52 P: Commenter notes that Policy E-2 is a statement, not a policy and should
be amended to avoid conflicts with agriculture. The County appreciates
the commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change has not been
included in the General Plan Update since the suggested policy
implements a goal related to the economic viability of agriculture.

Response 99-53 P: Commenter requests addition of a policy to reduce/eliminate potential
conflict with landowners by prohibiting use of unused rights-of-way for
recreational purposes. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on
this topic. However, this change has not been included in the General
Plan Update, since historic rights-of-way like the Oat Hill Mine Road
represent one way for the County to pursue its goal of an expanded trail

system without acquiring private property.

Response 99-54 P: Commenter requests amendment of Policy ROS-16 to include compliance
with County’s recreation ordinance. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change has not been
included in the General Plan Update. County staff believes that the
suggested policy appropriately supports regulations that exist in County
code and does not need to repeat them.

Response 99-55 P: Commenter requests amendment of Policy ROS-11 to add phrase,
“without the use of pressure or coercion.” The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change has not been
included in the General Plan Update since the term “willing land owner” is
deemed to be sufficiently descriptive.

Response 99-56 P: Commenter requests amendment to ROS-5 to add “Any land transferring
to public ownership must be deed restricted in perpetuity so as to ensure
the land remains in agriculture and/or open space.” The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change
has not been included in the General Plan Update.
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Response 99-57 P: Commenter requests amendment of ROS-15 to prioritize open space
access next to urban areas, where the greatest need is. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic, and Policy ROS-15 does,

in fact, list the suggested priorities for open space access, with many of
the suggested priorities falling within areas immediately adjacent to the
County’s urbanized areas. Please also see Objective ROS-1 on p. 245 of
the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 99-58 P: Commenter requests amendment of ROS Objective 1 to state, “publicly
accessible open space within a 15 minute or less drive time…” The County

appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. This change has been
made.

Response 99-59 P: Commenter requests the addition of the word “encourage” to ROS-14 to
soften language directed to the cities. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. However, this policy is intended to clarify
the County’s expectations and understanding, not to encourage others

to do something.

Response 99-60 P: Commenter requests amendment of ROS-3 and omit word “additional”
from 8th line, 2nd paragraph. The County appreciates the commenter’s
input on this topic. This change has been made.

Response 99-61 P: Commenter requests amendment to ROS-4 to add “where appropriate
and consistent with other ROS policies.” The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. This change has been made.

Response 99-62 E/P: Commenter notes that the General Plan Update needs an
Implementation Program as the “preferred plan” may include portions of
several of the five alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR. The commenter
also explains the role of goals, objectives, policies, standards, and
implementation measures. The Revised General Plan Update (the
Preferred Plan in this Final EIR) contains an Implementation Program
consisting of the action items required to implement the final General Plan
Update.

Response 99-63 E/P: Commenter notes that the Steering Committee seems to have not
discussed “blueprint” as a composite of all amended policies nor impacts

associated with the EIR. The Steering Committee has held several reviews
of the draft General Plan Update as it has been in the process of review
and received copies of the Draft EIR to consider impacts and mitigation
measures for their input into the final General Plan. At the commenter’s
suggestion, the Committee did, in fact, engage in an overall discussion of
the plan before diving into an element-by-element review.

Response 99-64 E/P: Commenter notes that the County should establish a clear summary of
Draft EIR impacts and mitigations of the “preferred alternative.” A matrix
of Draft EIR impacts and mitigations has been created for this Final EIR,
along with a description and analysis of the Preferred Plan. Readers are
encouraged to review these sections of the Final EIR.
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Response 99-65 P: Commenter suggests amending the proposed General Plan Update to
strengthen protections and sustain quality of life. The County appreciates
the commenter’s input on this topic, and believes that the commenter’s

suggestions have generally been incorporated into the Revised General
Plan Update.

Response 99-66 P: Commenter attached a matrix of land use goal revisions. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic and has substantially
revised goals presented in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element.
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LETTER 100: ADRIENNE GRAVES, PHD, SANTEN INC., JUNE 18, 2007

Response 100-1 P: Commenter supports the “transitional” land use designation an Ag/LU-120.

County staff appreciates the support for this proposed land use
designation; however, as many people were concerned with a
“transitional” designation staff has decided to propose those areas be
designated as “study areas.”


