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LETTER 101: ALLEN SPENCE ON BEHALF OF SAVE RURAL ANGWIN, JUNE 15, 2007

Response 101-1 P: Commenter asserts that the proposal provided by Save Rural Angwin
(SRA) is well thought out and fair. The commenter’s statement associated
with this topic is understood.

Response 101-2 P: Commenter states SRA is supportive of recent changes made by Pacific
Union College (PUC) to their preliminary plans for PUC lands. Commenter
believes it is incumbent on Napa County to adopt a vision for Angwin as
well. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised, and the
section on Angwin beginning on page 43 of the Revised General Plan
Update is intended to do just that. The proposed plan (described as the

“Preferred Plan” in Section 2.0 of this FEIR) removes areas currently zoned
for agricultural use from the “Urban Residential” designation (i.e., the
Angwin “bubble”) and suggests policies aimed at retaining the
community’s rural character while not precluding future development
that is appropriate to the setting

Response 101-3 P: Commenter presents a history of Angwin, the urban bubble, and past

planning efforts undertaken of and for PUC. The County appreciates the
information provided by the commenter.

Response 101-4 P: Commenter states support for the vision of retaining Angwin’s rural
character (Policy LU-52) and requests assurance that the outcome of the
“invitation” posed by Policy LU-54 will be consistent with the vision of LU-52.
Commenter states that the proposal by SRA would be consistent with this

vision and with Policy LU-57 about the role of PUC. County staff
appreciates the commenter’s thoughtful proposal and has revised the
Angwin section of the document in a number of ways based on the
commenter’s comments and others. The Land Use Map has also been
modified, and the map of Angwin included on p. 43 of the Revised
General Plan Update is an inset map from Figure Ag/LU-2 (County Land
Use Map). The Angwin map shows that agriculturally zoned parcels would
be removed from the UR area and re-designated as AWOS, and that the
currently developed area of Angwin may be considered for addition to
the Rural Residential area pursuant to a Measure J vote sometime in the
future.

Response 101-5 P: Commenter asserts that the vision for the Angwin Community provided by
the Board of Supervisors in 1998 is the “correct” vision and that the SRA
proposal is consistent with that vision even though it includes a different
map than the one adopted by the Board in 1998. Commenter suggests
that the two parcels previously designated as potential housing sites be
included in the Angwin urban area. Commenter also asks that the

County confirm the right of PUC to retain and expand commercial uses in
the existing commercial area. Commenter states that the SRA proposal
balances the needs of PUC, the Angwin community, and the County and
that the proposal is consistent with Policy LU-53, which defines the
contents of Angwin’s “urbanized area.” The commenter’s statements
associated with this issue are understood. See Response 101-4 above.
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Response 101-6 P: Commenter suggests that it is necessary to redefine the intent and
purpose of Public-Institutional (P-I) land use designation (Policy LU-48) to
encompass PUC as well as those land uses that support PUC such as

student and faculty housing. Modification of the P-I use, the commenter
states, would allow other such uses to be designated P-I, freeing up the
Rural Residential (RR) use to be applied to only residential uses and those
with significant residential aspects (e.g., guest homes, day care centers,
etc.). County staff appreciates the commenter’s suggestions and has
made many changes related to Angwin in the Revised General Plan
Update. However, the County has declined to re-designate private
institutions such as the PUC as suggested. Such a change would
necessitate re-examination of other areas of the County and many
sections of the General Plan, and County staff believes that fine-tuning
the Angwin map and policies to better reflect the community’s vision can
be accomplished without this change.

Response 101-7 P: Commenter states that redefinition of the P-I designation (see Response
101-6 P) should be modified to incorporate the definition of “Institutional
Uses” as shown in the General Plan Glossary. Commenter provides
alternate land use map, which allows for expansion of PUC facilities where
currently located, the designation of PUC as “P-I”, and the designation of
two PUC-owned parcels as Urban Residential. The commenter’s
statements associated with this issue are understood – see Response 101-6
above. If the commenter’s objective is to fine tune the suggested policies
to better reflect the community’s vision for Angwin, County staff believes
there are a variety of ways to do this in addition to the one suggested by
the commenter. (See the Revised General Plan Update, for example.) If
the commenter’s objective is to preclude PUC’s proposed development

proposal in Angwin, they should direct their comments to a separate
planning process now under way to analyze the impacts and benefits of
that proposal.

Response 101-8 P: Commenter notes that the SRA proposal conforms to the fundamental
principles guiding County land since the 1980s, as well as to LU Goal 1, LU
Goal 3, Policy LU-20, Policy LU-58, and Policy LU-52. Commenter states
that SRA’s proposed “urban” area would allow for expansion of PUC
classrooms, administrative and related facilities, the development of
campus housing, and the development of commercial opportunities
within the Angwin Plaza parcel. The commenter’s statements associated
with this issue are understood. See Response 101-6 and -7 above.

Response 101-9 P: Commenter notes that PUC may not provide water service to parcels not
owned by the college and that approval of an expanded urban service
area would require the formation of a special district, contrary to Policy
LU-24. Commenter states that the SRA proposal would ensure adequate
services to the urban area while protecting water quality. County staff
acknowledges the commenter’s proposal and concern related to
wastewater treatment and public services. The Revised General Plan
Update reduces the size of the “urbanized” area in Angwin and is similar
to the SRA proposal in this way. Also, please note that the General Plan
(existing and proposed) and County ordinances would preclude any
development in Angwin without adequate wastewater treatment
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facilities, and suggest that sewage treatment rather than septic tanks are
the appropriate approach in Angwin (Policy Ag/LU-60 in the Revised
General Plan Update). Also, the County has not proposed formation of a

special district to provide sewer services in Angwin; however the General
Plan would not preclude establishment of such a district if needed in the
future. (Policy AG/LU-25 would prevent the establishment of special
districts outside of “already developed areas,” but not within designated
urbanized areas such as Angwin.) Please also see Section 14.13.4 in the
Draft EIR regarding sewer services in the County and the mitigation
measure (MM 4.13.4.1) provided at the end of this analysis and included
as Policy CON-62 in the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 101-10 P: Commenter states that Howell Mountain Road is not suitable for much
additional traffic and cannot be improved without significant
environmental consequences. Commenter further states that SRA’s
proposal would allow for compact growth in Angwin, reducing the
expected increase in traffic on Howell Mountain Road, consistent with
Smart Growth ideas. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s
support for urban-centered growth and compact development that
supports the use of alternative modes of transportation. As explained in
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, traffic volumes on County roads, including
Howell Mountain Road, are expected to rise in the future whether or not
the General Plan is updated, and this increase in traffic volumes will
impact County roads. (See Draft EIR p. 4.4-46 et seq.) Also, as shown in
the Circulation Map on p. 105 of the Revised General Plan Update, no
expansion of Howell Mountain Road is expected or planned in the
General Plan Update, precluding any environmental consequences from
expansion of the roadway.

Response 101-11 P: Commenter agrees with the need to preserve the existing landscape
through implementation of Policy CON-1. Commenter states that the SRA
proposal would allow for the continued undeveloped state of forested
lands owned by PUC, further promoting the goals of CON-1. The
commenter’s statements associated with this issue are understood. The
Revised General Plan Update removes agriculturally-zoned land (some of
it forested) from the Urban Residential designation in Angwin.

Response 101-12 P: Commenter notes that Angwin warrants a set of clear goals and policies.
Commenter summarizes the benefits of SRA’s proposal. Commenter
states that growth in Angwin must be balanced against other areas of the
County where growth is closer to population centers with established
infrastructure. The commenter’s statements associated with this issue are
understood. The County agrees that Angwin “warrants a set of clear
goals and policies that will guide its future” and believes that the Revised
General Plan Update provides such goals and policies without “increasing
the speculative value of lands outside of the PUC core campus.” The
Revised General Plan Update would reduce the amount of land
designated for urban uses outside the core campus, while not precluding
the PUC some use and development of its land within areas zoned
“Planned Development.”
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Response 101-13 P: Commenter notes a strong policy is required to support preservation of
forested and agricultural lands in and around the community of Angwin.
As noted above in Response 101-11, Goal CON-1, Policy CON-1, and

several other policies (see Policy CON-18) in the Conservation Element
provide for the preservation of forested and agricultural lands within the
unincorporated County. Also, Policy Ag/LU-64 acknowledges Angwin’s
wooded setting as contributing to the community’s character.

Response 101-14 P: Commenter states that a minimum of LOS D on roadways in and around
Angwin is unacceptable (Policy CIR-2.5). Commenter requests that

Howell Mountain Road be included in Policy CIR-2.2, preventing any
increase in capacity for that roadway. Policy CIR-2.2 applies specifically
to “gateway” roadways that enter Napa County from other communities,
stating that the capacity of these roadways should not be expanded. As
Howell Mountain Road does not provide connections between Napa
County and outside communities, staff does not recommend including
Howell Mountain Road in this policy. Nonetheless, according to the
Circulation Map in the Revised General Plan Update, Howell Mountain
Road is not planned for expansion. Draft EIR Section 4.4 identifies
increases in traffic volumes on many County roads, many of which would
happen regardless of whether or not the County’s General Plan is
updated. (Draft EIR Alternative A represents what is expected to occur
with no substantive changes to the County’s land use policies.) Policies in
the Circulation Element address transportation issues and are intended to
prioritize traffic safety and accessibility in areas where roadway capacity
increases would not occur.

Response 101-15 P: Commenter notes that noise policies do not recognize the unique
ambient noise environment in Angwin. Commenter requests that policies
be developed to prohibit the generation of significant noise, even if
mitigated, in areas of low ambient noise, such as Angwin. Napa County
implements a detailed noise ordinance. Noise goals, policies, and
standards for interior and exterior noise levels pertinent to the generally
rural lifestyle of Napa County are included within the Community
Character Element. Policies in the Noise section of the Community
Character Element focus on land use compatibility as it relates to noise.
Thus, policies would tend to discourage new noise generators in areas
where sensitive land uses exist and ambient noise levels are low. They
would also tend to discourage new sensitive land uses where noise levels
are high. This is a standard approach to noise issues and does not reflect
a change in policy from the current General Plan.

Response 101-16 E: Commenter suggests that the Draft EIR alternatives are “growth oriented”
and that “impacts of future growth in Angwin are diluted” by including
growth assumptions in Alternatives B and C. Commenter also expresses
concern regarding the Draft EIR’s assessment of wastewater treatment
and the conclusion that impacts related to the expansion of wastewater
capacity and infrastructure in Angwin under Alternative C could be
mitigated. The Draft EIR appropriately considers a range of alternatives,
including smaller alternatives (Alternatives A and Alternative D). The
Revised General Plan Update presented in this final EIR as the “Preferred
Plan” is projected to result in growth similar to Alternative A. Please see
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Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for more discussion of the EIR
alternatives. The Draft EIR also appropriately assesses the need for public
services at a programmatic level, suggesting that additional site-specific

analysis will be required when individual development projects are
proposed. The analysis concludes that Alternative C would result in a
significant increase in need for wastewater treatment and conveyance
capacity, and concludes that this potentially significant impact can be
mitigated with implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.13.4.1, which
requires that adequate capacity is ensured during the review of any
future development projects. Thus, any specific development proposed
in Angwin will have to be assessed to determine its wastewater treatment
needs, and at that time the County will have to analyze whether the
proposal’s needs are met, and whether there are secondary impacts
associated with any infrastructure upgrades that might be required.

The commenter also states concerns as to the future water supply
required to meet the growth predicted under Alternatives B and C.
Commenter is referred to the Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 of this
Final EIR for additional discussion regarding water supply and Section 2.0
of this document for analysis of the Preferred Plan.

Response 101-17 E: Commenter notes that several impacts related to growth projections
under Alternatives B and C are significant and unmitigatable. The
commenter notes this finding will severely limit the ability to comment on
future projects. According to State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15183(a),
future development projects which are consistent with the development
density established by a general plan must be analyzed to determine
whether there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to
the project or its site. As such, future projects will not be exempt from
future analysis.
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LETTER 102: ALVIN LEE BLOCK, MD, JUNE 16, 2007

Response 102-1 P: Commenter notes an inadequate amount of attention to arts and cultural
programs in the draft General Plan. The commenter states that while
tourism is discussed, the role of arts and culture is not mentioned in relation

to tourism. Likewise, the commenter states that there is no discussion of
policies to further the goal of promoting a diversity of business
opportunities. The commenter’s statements associated with this topic are
understood. Since release of the public review draft of the proposed
General Plan, additional language, goals, and policies have been
incorporated into the Community Character Element that emphasize the
role of arts and culture in relation to business and visitors to the County.

Response 102-2 P: Commenter notes that there are both quality of life and economic
benefits from intensifying support for the arts and cultural community. The
County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic, and a reference
to the arts and a related policy has been added to the Community
Character Element.

Response 102-3 P: Commenter suggests strengthening the statement in the Community
Character Element regarding arts in economic development to highlight
the increasing importance of arts to the Napa Valley. A reference to the
arts has also been added to the Economic Development Element.

Response 102-4 P: Commenter suggests the Community Character Element should include a
direct comment on the appropriateness of using public funding to

accomplish the goals outlined by the commenter. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change
has not been made to the policies in the General Plan Update, since
general plans are land use policy documents that do not typically address
public funding issues.

Response 102-5 P: Commenter notes the Community Character Element on page 135 fails to
mention the role and importance of arts and culture. Commenter notes
the presence of such language under Economic Development. Please
see revisions to the Community Character Element.

Response 102-6 P: Commenter notes that no goal is stated supporting arts and culture in the
Community Character Element on page 135. Please see new Goal CC-3
on p. 129 of the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 102-7 P: Commenter notes that no policy is stated supporting arts and culture in
the Community Character Element on page 135. See revisions to the
Community Character Element.

Response 102-8 P: Commenter notes that statements made in the Napa County’s Economy
section regarding the primary economic basis (grape-growing and

winemaking) and the character of tourists to the County (mature,
educated, wealthy) fit with the commenter’s goals of incorporating arts
and culture into the document, as these industries and tourist groups
benefit from and appreciate arts and culture. The commenter’s
statements associated with this topic are understood.
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Response 102-9 P: Commenter notes that the arts can contribute to Goal E-2 of the
Economic Development Element. The commenter’s statement associated
with this topic is understood.

Response 102-10 P: Commenter notes that Policy E-6 should be accompanied by specific
recommendations for public funding for arts programs. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. However, this change
has not been made to the policies in the General Plan Update.

Response 102-11 P: Commenter suggests that Community Character Element Policy CC-3
apply to museums as well as other cultural and historic resources. The
County appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic. However, this
change has not been made to the policies in the General Plan Update
since this was not the intent of the referenced policy, and Planning staff is
uncertain about the need for or wisdom of a separate policy supporting
all museums without exception.

Response 102-12 P: Commenter suggests that Community Character Element Policy CC-22
include more deliberate emphasis of the role arts can play in the
promotion of the goals of the County. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. Please see new Policy CC-7.
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LETTER 103: PAULA J. PETERSON, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 103-1 E: Commenter is not clear how zero (0) square feet and zero (0) jobs equate
to total dwelling units (du) and jobs/population in the Plan Alternatives, as
shown in the Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) report. The table that

is referenced from the KMA report (Table VI-1) does not intend to equate
0 square feet plus 0 jobs to 400 dwelling units. Instead the numbers are
intended to note that no new businesses or jobs are anticipated;
however, due to the PUC proposal, a worst case scenario of 400 du was
assumed for purposes of the KMA Industrial Land Use Study.
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LETTER 104: BRUCE WILSON, NAPA COUNTY WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD,
[UNDATED]

Response 104-1 P: Commenter notes that the vision of the Napa County Workforce
Investment Board (WIB) is a strong economy where employers have
ample skilled labor and residents have access to abundant jobs.

Commenter commends the County on work performed during the
General Plan Update and supports Goal E-3. The County appreciates the
support of the commenter.

Response 104-2 P: Commenter notes that as baby boomers retire, more county employers
may be unable to find skilled workers to remain competitive. The
commenter’s statement associated with this issue is understood.

Response 104-3 P: Commenter summarizes the effects and needs of immigrant populations
in the County and looks forward to working with the County to develop
policies to encourage further education and training for immigrant
workers. The commenter’s statement associated with this issue is
understood. See the Action Item under Policy E-14 in the Economic
Development Element.

Response 104-4 P: Commenter notes that unless jobs can be created which raise the income
of lower wage workers and steps taken to reduce cost of living, disparity
will continue to be a problem. The commenter’s statement associated
with this issue is understood. See the revised goals and policies in the
Economic Development Element.

Response 104-5 P: Commenter requests the Steering Committee adopt policies that clearly
identify WIB’s role as an organization with dedicated workforce resources.
Such policies should include, by reference, the WIB Strategic 5-year
Workforce Development Plan. The commenter’s statement associated
with this issue is understood. See the Action Item under Policy E-14 in the
Economic Development Element.
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LETTER 105: BERNHARD KREVET, FRIENDS OF THE NAPA RIVER, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 105-1 E/P: Commenter provides several major concerns with the draft General Plan
and the Draft EIR. These concerns include significant expected effects to
the Napa River and its watershed as a result of projected growth in the

County; inadequate policies to improve the health of the river and its
watershed; lack of goals and policies to monitor, analyze, and mitigate
the projected climate change impacts; inadequate discussion of the
river’s role as a significant biologic, recreational, and esthetic factor for
quality of life in the County; problems relating to the use of “transitional
designation” and “urban bubbles” as they relate to protection of the river,
its watershed, and open space as a whole; and the commenter’s opinion
that the Draft EIR inadequately addresses the General Plan. The County
appreciates the concerns of the Friends of the Napa River (FONR) and
believes they have been addressed in revisions to the General Plan
Update and in this Final EIR. Text and policies in the Conservation Element
have been revised to highlight issues related to the Napa River, and Policy
CON-46 and CON-47 provide additional specificity. Also, the Revised
General Plan Update (the “Preferred Plan” in this Final EIR) would result in
population and employment numbers similar to the No Project Alternative;
it calls on the County to systematically address the “bubbles” (Action Item
114.1), and it has rejected the “transitional” designation in favor of the
term “Study Area” (Policy Ag/LU-52). Policies related to climate change

have been added, including a specific policy related to monitoring the
environmental effects of climate change (Policy CON-73), and numerous
policies address the biologic resources that affect the quality of life in
Napa (Policy CON-10 et seq.). Please also see policies in the Community
Character and Recreation and Open Space Elements regarding issues
related to aesthetics and recreation.

Response 105-2 P: Commenter asks that the words “already developed areas” in the
Summary Vision on page 14 of the General Plan be replaced with
“incorporated Cities and urbanized areas.” Commenter also asks that the
words “the environment” be replaced with the words “the natural
environment.” The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this
issue. These changes have been made in Policy Ag/LU-22, -23, -26, -28,
and -30, and elsewhere in the Revised General Plan Update. The
Summary/Vision section has been substantially revised.

Response 105-3 P: Commenter asks that the words “already developed areas” in the
Summary Vision on page 15 of the General Plan be replaced with
“urbanized areas.” See Response 105-2 P.

Response 105-4 P: Commenter asks that the sentence on page 16 of the General Plan
immediately following “Napa County in 2030 . . .” read as follows (inserted
text shown underlined): “This General Plan will preserve and improve the
quality of life and the rural character of the County by proactively
addressing land use, traffic, and safety concerns as well as the natural
resources/environment which underlies and sustains the County’s health
and prosperity in addition to sustaining the agricultural industry.” The
County appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. The Summary
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section of the General Plan Update has been substantially re-written
based on the commenter’s comments and others.

Response 105-5 P: Commenter asks that the following text be added to the Summary Vision
on page 16 of the General Plan: “This Plan will also encourage
sustainable, energy efficient, and non-polluting building design and
construction practices to insure that Napa takes a leadership role in
promoting resource protection and conservation.” The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. Similar text has been
included in the Summary section under the description of the

Conservation Element.

Response 105-6 E/P: Commenter requests the vision statement on page 19 of the General Plan
read as follows (inserted text underlined): “The Napa River and its
tributaries will increasingly run clean and healthy . . .” The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. This change has been
included in the Conservation Element in the Water Resources section.

Response 105-7 P: Commenter requests the words “is also an” be replaced with “will
continue to be” in the vision statement on page 19 of the General Plan, to
read as follows: “The river will continue to be an important natural
resource . . .” The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this
issue. This discussion has been deleted from the Summary section and
similar language can now be found in the revised Conservation Element.

Response 105-8 E/P: Commenter requests deletion of the words “such as cutthroat trout” on
page 19 of Summary Vision and the addition of the following text in its
place: “…and endangered species as well as a resource that serves the
needs of the human habitat as stated in the text of “The Living River
Principles.” The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue.
This discussion has been deleted from the Summary section and similar
language regarding the living river principles can now be found in the
revised Conservation Element.

Response 105-9 P: Commenter asks that the word “watershed” be added to the sentence in
the vision statement on page 19 of the General Plan after the words “the
Napa River” to read as follows (inserted text underlined): “The General
Plan contains specific policies and steps to improve the health of the
Napa River watershed and help restore its natural populations . . .” The

County appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. This discussion
has been deleted from the Summary section and similar language can
now be found in the revised Conservation Element.

Response 105-10 P: Commenter asks that the entire sentence starting with “A healthier river

will invite more visitors . . .” on page 19 of the General Plan be replaced
with the following sentences: “A healthier river will attract more residents
and visitors for recreation, boating, walking, and observing the wildlife and
the natural beauty. The General Plan recognizes the growing importance
of the Napa River and its watershed to the County’s residents and tourists
as an important recreational opportunity, flood management tool, and a
boon to our economy and quality of life.” The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this issue. The summary section has been
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substantially revised in response to the commenter’s suggestions and
others.

Response 105-11 P: Commenter asks that the words “construction and farming activities” be
added to the sentence beginning “These policies build on the work of the
“TMDL” process . . .” on page 19 of the General Plan to read as follows
(inserted text underlined): “. . . to reduce impacts created by septic tank
failures, erosion, construction and farming activities, and sediment build-
up in the county’s waterways.” The County appreciates the commenter’s
input on this issue. This discussion has been deleted from the Summary
section, but please see policies in the Conservation Element, including
Policy CON-47.

Response 105-12 P: Commenter notes that page 19 of the General Plan does not include any
information on “living river principles.” The commenter provided two
paragraphs to be inserted in the vision statement. See Response 105-8 E/P.

Response 105-13 P: Commenter asks that the vision summary on page 22 of the General Plan
include the following: “The County will adopt goals and policies to
monitor, assess and mitigate where possible significant impacts from
global warming.” The summary section has been substantially rewritten
and now contains a reference to climate change. Also see language,
goals, and policies in the revised Conservation Element.

Response 105-14 P: Commenter asks that the words “land and agricultural watershed/open
space” be added to Ag/LU Goal 1 to read as follows (inserted text
underlined): “Preserve existing agricultural land and agricultural
watershed/open space land uses.”

Goal Ag/LU-1 has been amended to read as follows: “Preserve existing
agricultural land uses and plan for agriculture and related activities as the
primary land uses in Napa County.” Note that several policies in the
Conservation Element support the preservation of agricultural
watershed/open space land. Related policies include Goal CON-1, Policy
CON-4, Policy CON-5, Policy CON-41, Policy CON-42, and Policy CON-50.

Response 105-15 P: Commenter asks that Ag/LU Goal 4 be combined with the existing LU
Goal 4 to read as follows: “To work with cities, other governmental units
and the private sector to plan for commercial, industrial, residential,
recreational, open space and public land uses in locations that are
compatible with adjacent uses, agriculture and the protection of the
Napa River watershed.”

Goal Ag/LU-4 has been amended to read as follows: “Work with cities,
other governmental units and the private sector to plan for commercial,
industrial, residential, recreational, and public land uses in locations that
are compatible with adjacent uses and agriculture.” Note that several
policies in the Conservation Element support the protection of the Napa
River watershed. Related policies include Policy CON-46, -47, Action Item
CON WR-1, and Policy CON-42.

Response 105-16 P: Commenter asks that the currently adopted Ag/LU Goal 2 be included in
the Goals of the General Plan Update.
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A new Ag/LU Goal has been added to retain the goals of the current
Goal Ag/LU-2: “Develop and implement planning policies which define a
rate of population growth that perpetuates our quality of life.” (Revised

version of Former Land Use Goal 2).

Response 105-17 P: Commenter notes for Ag/LU Element on page 34 to leave Measure J as is.
The commenter’s statement associated with this issue is understood. No
change has been made to Measure J.

Response 105-18 P: Commenter asks that language be added to Policy Ag/LU-18 to address
protection and enhancement of watershed and open space. The intent
of Goal Ag/LU-18 has been amended to read as follows:

“Intent: To provide areas where the predominant use is agriculturally
oriented; where watersheds are protected and enhanced where
reservoirs, floodplain tributaries, geologic hazards, soil conditions and
other constraints make the land relatively unsuitable for urban
development;…and erosion is essential to the general health, safety, and
welfare.” (Note: This text is abbreviated, but derived from Measure J)

The number on this policy has been changed to Ag/LU-20.

Response 105-19 P: Commenter asks that the words “already developed areas” be replaced
with “urban area” in policy Ag/LU 20. Ag/LU-20 has been amended to
read as follows:

“Urban uses shall be concentrated in the incorporated cities and

designated urbanized areas of the unincorporated County in order to
preserve agriculture and open space, encourage transit-oriented
development, conserve energy, and provide for healthy, “walkable”
communities.”

The number of this policy has been changed to Ag/LU-11.

Response 105-20 P: Commenter asks that the reference to “transitional” designation be
removed from Policy Ag/LU-28. County staff has recommended a
change from “transitional” to “study area.” Policy Ag/LU-28 has been
amended to read as follows:

“…In addition to working with the State and ABAG to reduce the County’s
regional allocation, these strategies shall include:

 Considering Transitional re-use of former industrial sites designated
as “Study Area” on the Land Use Map to provide for a mix of uses,
including affordable and market rate work force housing as
appropriate.

The number of this policy has been changed to Ag/LU-30.

Response 105-21 P: Commenter asks that Policy Ag/LU-37 ensures the land use and zoning
designation for the Hess Vineyards remains agricultural, consistent with
Ag/LU Goal 1. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and
now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a
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detailed description). The Preferred Plan proposes that the Hess Vineyards
property be designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space
(AWOS).

Response 105-22 P: Commenter requests that the “transitional” designation be eliminated
from Policy Ag/LU-47 and that specific land uses be determined for these
areas. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
designates lands as Study Area and does not include the Transitional Land
Use. The Study Area land use designation would allow for future
consideration of land use changes to the site. However, the General Plan

Update does not establish any use of the site beyond industrial.

Response 105-23 E/P: The commenter requests that the use of “urban bubbles” and related
policies be eliminated from the General Plan. County staff does not
believe that elimination of all the bubbles is feasible for reasons outlined in
the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2; however the Revised General Plan
Update (referred to as the “Preferred Plan” in this Final EIR) adjusts the

boundaries of the Angwin and Berreyssa Estates bubbles, and commits
the County to systematically examine the others in the years following the
General Plan Update (Action Item Ag/LU-114.1).

Response 105-24 P: Commenter asks that any reference to the valuable incentives of private
ownership in Policy Ag/LU-109 be removed. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this issue. However, County staff recommends

leaving the policy intact and believes that the proposed General Plan
strikes an appropriate balance between private property rights and
responsibilities of County government.

Response 105-25 P: Commenter provides additional language to be added to the General
Plan regarding the potential importance of the use of the Napa River as a
waterway. A sample paragraph is provided by the commenter. The

County appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. The intent of this
language is included in goals, policies and action items of the
Conservation Element.

Response 105-26 P: Commenter notes that the Community Character Element does not
include any discussion of the Napa River and its watershed. Commenter
requests such language to be added to the Element. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. However, this language is
included primarily within the Conservation Element.

Response 105-27 P: Commenter asks that the words “and contamination” be added to the
third paragraph on page 167 of the General Plan to read as follows
(inserted text underlined): “By minimizing erosion and contamination from
construction and agricultural activities, the regulations protect . . .” This
comment is addressed by the existing NPDES requirements and
Conservation Element policies that address this requirement. (See Policy
CON-47 and related policies.)

Response 105-28 P: Commenter notes that the plural of steelhead is “steelhead,” not
“steelheads” as it appears on page 169 of the General Plan. This
typographical error has been corrected.
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Response 105-29 P: Commenter requests that the order of the third and fourth paragraphs on
page 170 of the Conservation Easement be reversed. This change has
been made in the Introduction.

Response 105-30 E/P: Commenter provides additional historic and current information regarding
Chinook salmon in the Napa River. Commenter requests this information
be included in the narrative presented on pages 170 through 177.
Pertinent information regarding Chinook salmon in the Napa River is
included in the revised General Plan Update Conservation Element under
the section for the Napa River Watershed.

Response 105-31 P: Commenter requests the addition of the “Living River Principles” to the
glossary on page 171 of the General Plan. A footnote has been added
after the first use of the term “Living River Principles” in the General Plan
that provides a definition of those principles.

Response 105-32 E/P: Commenter states the General Plan does note include discussion of the
dependencies of County water supply and the effects of global warming.
Commenter requests that language and policies on page 177 reflect the
present level of water use dependent on imported water. The commenter
is referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1, Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4, and the new section in the revised Conservation Element
entitled Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental
Health.

Response 105-33 E/P: Commenter notes that the DGP and the Draft EIR need to demonstrate
that existing water use levels from all sources are sustainable in future
climate scenarios. The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1 and Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4. Please also
see Policy CON-73.

Response 105-34 E/P: Commenter requests the preservation of “wildlife mitigation corridors” in
addition to those areas to be preserve by Policy CON-1. Policy CON-1 has
been revised to address this issue.

Response 105-35 E/P: Commenter requests the addition of a primary conservation goal that
states “The County will identify wildlife corridors that connect habitats and
will act to retain their value.” A new policy has been added regarding

limiting development in “ecologically sensitive areas” that generally
addresses this request. Staff recommends against attempting to identify
all wildlife corridors to retain value, as it would ultimately conflict with the
primary Agricultural Preservation goal of the Plan and would encompass
approximately 133,000 acres of the County. Commenter is referred to
Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 for more information as well as
Goal CON-7 and Policies CON-18, -20, and -25.

Response 105-36 E/P: Commenter requests that staff replace CON-4 with new policy language,
based on Policy Ag/LU-1.2 as adopted in 1983, to identify ecologically
sensitive areas. The comment is addressed in Action Items CON NR-1
through NR-6.
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Response 105-37 E/P: Commenter objects to use of “seek to” and “shall encourage” as used in
Policies CON-8 and CON-9. In order to address this comment, Policy
CON-14 and related Action Items have been modified.

Response 105-38 E/P: Commenter requests that the words “may include” be replaced with
“shall include” in Policy CON-14. The text of CON-14 has not been
modified in order to provide flexibility in selecting appropriate mitigation
measures and strategies based on the particular situation. Regardless, the
requirement for mitigation still applies.

Response 105-39 E/P: Commenter requests the language of Policy CON-6 be modified to
provide an “active” policy to help owners of septic tanks ensure the tanks
are working and repaired as needed. Policy CON-42 and related Action
Items been revised to address this comment.

Response 105-40 E/P: Commenter requests the addition of policies to preserve the rich benthic
macro-invertebrate fauna present in the river and its tributaries. Policy
CON-11 and related Action Item have been revised in response to this
comment.

Response 105-41 P: Commenter requests addition of language on Bay Area Water Trail and
policies for County support of the trail. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this issue. This language has been included in the
Recreation and Open Space Element.

Response 105-42 P: Commenter requests the addition of the Napa River and the Bay Area
Ridge Trail segment approved through the Town of Yountville on Figure
ROS-4 of the General Plan. All maps and figures have been reviewed and
revised as necessary.

Response 105-43 P: Commenter requests that Policy ROS-10 include a clear statement to
protect seasonal habitat along waterways and clarification of the
existence of trails along waterways. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this issue. However, protection of seasonal habitat
along waterways is generally addressed within the Conservation Element
in policies that discuss buffers.

Response 105-44 P: Commenter requests inclusion of City of Napa’s River Development
policies in the Recreation and Open Space Element. The commenter’s
statement associated with this issue is understood. However, policies
related to the City of Napa are beyond the jurisdiction of the
unincorporated County. Land Use policies are included that discuss
cooperation with the incorporated cities on issues of mutual concern.
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LETTER 106: CAROLYN C. PATTERSON, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 106-1 E/P: Commenter notes that comments are provided from an American
Canyon resident employed in the transportation and aviation business.
The County appreciates comments on both documents.

Response 106-2 E/P: Commenter notes that comments are based on CEQA and California
Land Use Law and County Planning documents as well as conversations
with City staff. County staff is appreciative that relevant sources are cited
for comments.

Response 106-3 E/P: Commenter notes that a review of documents dealing with planning in
the South County area is difficult and states that there is no integrated
Web site for documents related to the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR.
County staff notes that a Web site for the General Plan Update process
was established with an online library of related materials and documents
to make information processing easier on members of the community and
other interested parties. Documents not available on that Web site may
be available on the County’s general Web site, or may be available for

review at County offices upon request. County planners have tried to
make all relevant documents easily available and cite the location of all
documents referenced in the EIR. There is no legal obligation for the
County to put all reference documents in a single location on the Internet.

Response 106-4 E/P: Commenter suggests that the Draft General Plan should be
supplemented to describe its relationship to the goals and policies of the

existing Housing Element and the AIASP. This would require revision of the
project description in the Draft EIR. The existing Housing Element and the
1986 AIASP are incorporated by reference into the draft of the proposed
General Plan Update and referenced as well in the Draft EIR (see Sections
4.3 and 4.4). County staff does not find that the project description
requires modification to describe this relationship in more detail.

Response 106-5 E: Commenter notes that Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR
should extend to all the activities that would ultimately result in reasonably
foreseeable future activities and explains other CEQA requirements. As
the nature of the proposed project is a General Plan document, the Draft
EIR analyzes this planning document on a programmatic level. The
reasonably foreseeable future activities/ projects were included in each
of the three major alternatives as well as the two alternatives analyzed at
a lesser level of detail. All reasonably foreseeable outcomes associated
with adoption and implementation of the General Plan Update have
been identified, impacts have been compared to the existing
environmental setting, and mitigation measures have been identified to

address potentially significant impacts. County staff deems the project
description and the EIR to be adequate under CEQA, and the
commenter fails to identify aspects of the project or impacts that are not
addressed.

Response 106-6 P: Commenter notes the required General Plan elements by Land Use
Planning Law and that the Plan must be internally consistent. The County

appreciates the information provided by the commenter and believes
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that adoption of the Revised General Plan Update would result in a legally
adequate document. No change in the General Plan is required.

Response 106-7 P: Commenter asserts that certain interest groups have not been provided
adequate notice or opportunities to participate in the formation of the
General Plan, specifically in regard to minorities. The County solicited
interest in the General Plan Steering Committee as required by County
policy and has conducted substantial public outreach during preparation
of the General Plan Update. At two points during the planning process,
the County also engaged a consultant to conduct targeted outreach to

the County’s Hispanic community to ensure the plan would reflect the
views of the entire community. Please see policies related to social equity
in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element (p. 70 of the Revised
General Plan Update) and information regarding farm worker housing in
the existing Housing Element.

Response 106-8 P: Commenter states it is unclear how the aviation community, not just the

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), was involved in the preparation of
the Draft General Plan. All Steering Committee meetings were open to
the general public to take comments during preparation of the Draft
General Plan, and the comment period for both the Draft GP and Draft
EIR was extended to a total of 120 days to provide additional time for
comments. Public notice was provided to agencies, interested
organizations, and individuals in conformance with the law, and it is
unclear which “aviation community” the commenter feels has been
excluded from the planning process.

Response 106-9 E/P: Commenter asks how the leasing of space at the airport (Napa) under
either the AIASP or the GPU would be accomplished and implemented
and why economic considerations were not considered regarding
existing uses and the facilitation of the greater project goals of
preservation of the wine industry within the County. With adoption of the
General Plan Update, leasing of space at Napa Airport could continue
without change. Impacts of leasing activities at the airport and elsewhere
in the AIA are assessed throughout the EIR, which assumes build-out of the

existing 1986 Specific Plan under all EIR Alternatives. No physical
environmental consequences related to economic considerations have
been identified by the commenter.

Response 106-10 E/P: Commenter states it is not clear whether adoption of the Draft General
Plan would also result in changes to the AIASP. Commenter notes the
apparent lack of consideration of the AIASP as part of the project

analyzed for the General Plan in the Draft EIR could be construed as
segmentation. Both the Draft General Plan Update and the Draft EIR
recognized the AIASP and the ALUCP as the guiding documents for the
land use planning for the airport. No changes to the AIASP are proposed,
and the Revised Draft General Plan Update does not result in a
“footprint…much larger than…contemplated.” The commenter’s
reference to “segmentation” is not relevant in this instance.

Response 106-11 P: Commenter notes that implementation in several General Plan Update
sections is represented inconsistently. Commenter asserts that the lack of
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specific implementation information in the Draft General Plan does not
provide the public with adequate information. The County appreciates
the commenter’s input on this issue and has included an implementation

plan in the Revised General Plan Update. The reader may consult this
section and the analysis of the Preferred Plan in this Final EIR to determine
how the General Plan would be implemented and what the resulting
impacts would be.

Response 106-12 E/P: Commenter suggests there is an inconsistency of designation for the Hess
Vineyard property in regard to portions of the Draft EIR stating the area is

to remain vineyard and other portions stating the area will have an
industrial designation. Commenter further notes that designation of the
Hess Vineyard property as industrial land use is inconsistent with the Draft
GP’s stated goal of agricultural preservation. The perceived inconsistency
between the two sections of the Draft EIR can be easily explained. On
pages 3.0-13 through -14, the description of both the Napa Pipe and Hess
properties notes that both would retain their existing industrial designation
as no change is proposed under Alternative A for these areas. Under
Alternative C, however, which is described on page 3.0-24, the Hess
Vineyard would be re-designated as Agriculture, Watershed and Open
Space (AWOS) and would be required to continue use as a vineyard
rather than allow for development with any industrial use. The Revised
General Plan Update resembles Draft EIR Alternative C and suggests that
the Hess Vineyard be re-designated as AWOS.

Response 106-13 P: Commenter suggests there is a lack of discussion in the Draft General Plan
concerning the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission and areas of the County that are under the jurisdiction of the
Commission. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue.
However, discussion regarding BCDC and its jurisdictional role as it relates
to Napa County can be found in both the Agricultural and Land Use
Element and Recreation and Open Space Element. Please also see
Section 4.0 in this Final EIR for an addition to the text of Section 3.0 (Project
Description) of the Draft EIR regarding BCDC’s jurisdiction.

Response 106-14 E/P: Commenter suggests the need to properly describe updates to the AIASP
and the Housing Element, requiring a revision to the Draft EIR project
description. As noted in Response 106-10 E/P above, no changes to the
AIA Specific Plan are proposed. Also, the current Housing Element is
incorporated by reference into the Revised General Plan Update and no
changes are necessary until such time as a new Housing Element is
prepared. The Draft EIR project description does not require modification.

Response 106-15 E/P: Commenter notes the discussion in the Air Quality Section of the Draft EIR
regarding climate changes and suggests that it should also note the
requirement that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) formulate
carbon dioxide standards by January 1, 1980. The commenter’s
reference to the year 1980 is in error, and the analysis and description of
AB-32 presented in the Draft EIR derived from the most recent information
from the CARB as of February 2007 (the publication date of the Draft EIR).
Additional information regarding climate change is included in Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 and a new section in the Conservation
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Element entitled Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for
Environmental Health.

Response 106-16 E/P: Commenter reiterates the commenter’s previous assertion that the Draft
EIR and the Draft General Plan should be revised to address the
relationship of the Draft General Plan to the existing Housing Element and
the AIASP. Commenter is referred to responses above. No changes to
the AIA Specific Plan or the Housing Element are proposed, no related
changes to the project description in the Draft EIR are required, and thus
no other sections of the Draft EIR require revision.
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Letter 107
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LETTER 107: DAVID EHRENBERGER, MD, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 107-1 P: Commenter expresses a special interest in the cultural and historic
resources policies included in the Community Character Element of the
Draft General Plan. Commenter requests the incentives for preservation

of historic resources be broadened, strengthened, and incorporated into
the General Plan Update. The County appreciates the commenter’s
input on this issue. The County has considered this suggestion in the
revisions to both the Community Character and Ag/LU Elements.
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LETTER 108: WILLIAM MOORE, JUNE 17, 2007

Response 108-1 P: Commenter notes that much of the County’s historical resources are not
broadly known and not preserved. Commenter requests that the County
broaden the zoning amendments recommended in Cultural Resource

Policy CC-25.1 [sic] in order to allow for flexibility, to provide for restoration
and reuse of buildings that have lost their integrity, and to create the
possibility of reasonable expansion of use if required for long-term
preservation. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue
and has revised related policies and action items in the Community
Character Element to allow greater flexibility in terms of use. However
County staff believes that incentives should only be available to
legitimate historic resources which retain their historic integrity; otherwise
owners could argue that the presence of one historic cornerstone or one
historic rafter entitles them to consideration.
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LETTER 109: TOM GAMBLE, JUNE 4, 2007

Response 109-1 E/P: Commenter notes that the vision of agriculture as the highest and best
use for the County has served the County in the past and should in the
future. Commenter further notes that with growth and other variables

mentioned in the Draft EIR, adoption of the General Plan Update will result
in irreversible impacts and consequences. County staff appreciates the
concerns regarding significant and unavoidable impacts and with the
commenter’s assistance has revised the General Plan Update to address
some of the issues identified. Nonetheless, as a General Plan document
that is required to look to the future, in this case to the year 2030, changes
in the County would naturally result in some impacts that are significant
and unavoidable. Please see the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for
more discussion.

Response 109-2 E/P: Commenter asserts that the growth assumptions utilized by the various
alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR do not bracket growth assessments.
Commenter requests a scenario be provided wherein growth variables
eliminate identified significant and unavoidable impacts listed in the
current Draft EIR or use the no-growth or Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) 2005 projections as an additional alternative.
Commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the
selection of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Response 109-3 P: Commenter provides new text for Ag/LU Goals 1-6 as well as four new
AG/LU policies. Commenter also requests the deletion of Ag/LU policies
85, 92, 97, 98, 99, and 120. The County appreciates the commenter’s
input on this issue. The revised General Plan Update has deleted Ag/LU
policies -85, -97, -98 and -120; however, -92 and -99 have been retained
with modifications. Ag/LU Goals 1 through 6 have also been modified

and a new Goal Ag/LU-7 has been added.

Response 109-4 P: Commenter notes that many policies and goals are of equal weight,
creating conflict between agriculture and competing uses. Commenter
provides one new Ag/LU policy as well as a new goal and four new
policies for the Conservation Element. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this issue. New goals and policies have been

added to both the Agricultural and Land Use and Conservation Elements.
The Introduction also contains some new explanatory text under the sub-
heading “Using and Interpreting this General Plan” (p. 4).

Response 109-5 P: Commenter recommends the deletion of the phrase “developed areas”
throughout the proposed General Plan Update as it is vague and it is
prone to unintended growth. The County appreciates the commenter’s

input on this issue and has replaced the term “developed areas” in most
locations in the plan as appropriate.

Response 109-6 E/P: Commenter requests that the list of viewsheds previously included in the
General Plan Update be reinserted in the proposed Update. Commenter
cites the value of the viewshed as part of the watershed and as a
contributor to tourism. Commenter asks if the Draft EIR includes discussion

of the impacts related to the removal of viewshed roads. The Draft EIR



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-868

included discussion of the value and potential impact to viewshed roads
in the Visual Resources/Light and Glare Section of the Draft EIR (see
Section 4.14). Impact 4.14.1 directly addressed impacts to visual

resources in the County, including viewshed roads. Figure 4.14.1, also
provided in the Draft EIR, included a depiction of the major viewsheds in
the County and their respective percent viewed points (DEIR, page
4.14-3). A map of roads subject to the viewshed ordinance has also been
added to the Revised General Plan Update (p. 133).
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LETTER 110: TOM ANDREWS, JUNE 16, 2007

Response 110-1 P: Commenter states that any size parcel, no matter how small, should be
able to operate a winery, and second dwellings should be allowed in AP
zones. The commenter’s statement associated with this issue is

understood. See Action Item Ag/LU-16.1 regarding future consideration of
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance defining “small wineries.” Policy
Ag/LU-30 includes a provision to allow production of second units in all
areas of the unincorporated county as appropriate.

Response 110-2 P: Commenter requests that, if an owner of a historic building wishes to
restore their building but the Tax Credit Benefit (Department of the Interior)

makes the restoration infeasible, the owner may use an architect with
“historic restoration experience” with review of the project by County
Planning staff to ensure the restoration meets the “basic intent” of the
Department of the Interior. The commenter’s statement associated with
this issue is understood. Policies and related action items in the
Community Character element would not require the use of tax credits or
review by the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. Policies
do however support the use of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards,
which are recognized by preservation architects and other professionals
as providing for the appropriate treatment of historic resources.

Response 110-3 P: Commenter requests that a commuter rail system with the goal to
connect Napa County with the Ferry Terminal in Vallejo be allowed under
Policy CIR-2.6, if feasible. The County appreciates the commenter’s input
on this topic. While alternative modes of transportation are addressed by
various policies in the Circulation Element, a commuter rail system to
connect with the Vallejo Ferry Terminal is not explicitly addressed. Draft
EIR Alternative E provides an analysis of impacts associated with

expanded transit options.

Response 110-4 P: Commenter asks that his previous comment (110-2 P) be considered in the
context of the Community Character Element as well. See Response
110-2 P above.
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LETTER 111: GEORGE BACHICH, JUNE 1, 2007

Response 111-1 E/P: Commenter requests that the Napa Pipe property not be converted to
uses other than industrial as the need for additional affordable housing
can be met by other properties in the vicinity and the site’s specific

characteristics make it attractive as an industrial site. Furthermore, the
commenter asks that the Napa Pipe and/or the BOCA/Pacific Coast
property be annexed to the City of Napa prior to conversion to high-
density residential use in order to provide adequate services. Commenter
asks that these issues be brought before the Steering Committee prior to
being heard before the Planning Commission. County staff appreciates
the concern for keeping the Napa Pipe site as industrial and did bring this
issue to the Steering Committee for discussion prior to its consideration by
the Planning Commission. The Revised General Plan Update designates
the Napa Pipe site and the Boca/Pacific Coast site with a Study Area
designation, requiring further study before consideration of land use
changes to allow other than industrial uses.

Response 111-2 P: Commenter requests the Angwin urban bubble be expanded to include
developed areas outside the bubble shown in the proposed General Plan
Update as well as to encompass an area that would allow PUC’s
development plans to go forward. Commenter notes this would require a
Measure J vote. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised
and now removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the
Angwin bubble and identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in
the bubble (subject to Measure J vote).

Response 111-3 E/P: Commenter requests that the County not allow the City of American
Canyon to expand to Fagan Creek. Commenter cites issues with the
American Canyon Water District and service to properties in the Water

District. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
proposes an RUL for the City of American Canyon that reflects the current
status of negotiations between the City and the County. This RUL would
allow the City to expand part of the way to Fagan Creek as long as
citizens adopted a growth boundary that cannot be changed except
with a vote of the people.
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LETTER 112: GOPAL SHANKAR, RECOLTE ENERGY, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 112-1 P: Commenter requests that Energy be a separate topic area or each of the
topic areas energy impacts be estimated. Commenter asks that the
County adopt the objective of making the County “fossil-fuel free” in five

years. Previous Goal CON-14 has now been incorporated into a heading
titled Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental
Health, with Goal CON-14 dedicated specifically to policies related to
energy. County staff has declined to adopt a goal of being “fossil-fuel
free” in five years due to concerns about the infeasibility of such a goal
and impacts that could be associated with alternative energy generation
on a large scale.

Response 112-2 E/P: Commenter provides an argument for the use of renewable energy,
including benefits in the area of energy demand, supply, climate change,
health, agriculture, water, security, and the creation of wealth. Policies
related to the pursuit of alternative/renewable energy sources have been
included under “Energy Goals” in the proposed General Plan Update
(Policies CON-55 to -62). These policies would serve to further reduce the
county’s dependence on non-renewable energy sources and the
production of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). In regard to climate
change, commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4.

Response 112-3 E/P: Commenter notes the effect energy issues and climate change would
have on wine production and tourism in the County. Additional policies
have been incorporated related to sustainable practices, including more
specific policies to calculate emissions inventories to track reductions.
Commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for
information regarding the effects of climate change. Also see policies in

the Economic Development Element regarding employment and
economic diversity.

Response 112-4 P: Commenter notes that Napa County has already developed innovative
and replicable solutions, including the production of world class wines, the
establishment of the New Technology High School, preservation of land in
Napa County, restoring a portion of the Napa River, and the

establishment of the Napa River Flood Management Plan. County staff
appreciates the information.

Response 112-5 P: Commenter states that the General Plan Update should actively support
the implementation of those actions that promote renewable energy
initiatives as they are proposed. See Response 112-1 P above. Policies
have been incorporated into the revised General Plan Update to support

intergovernmental cooperation for renewable energy and GHG emissions
reduction efforts.
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LETTER 113: HAROLD KELLY, JUNE 17, 2007

Response 113-1 P: Commenter notes the proposed General Plan Update is far more
permissive than the 1983 Plan, particularly with respect to language such
as “should” instead of “shall.” The commenter’s statement associated

with this issue is understood. Many instances where the proposed General
Plan Update has used the term “should” have been changed to “shall.”
Please consult the Revised Draft General Plan Update for specifics.

Response 113-2 P: Commenter asserts the proposed General Plan Update is different from
the current focus on city-centered growth. Commenter states that
growth must be directed into existing developed urban areas. The

commenter’s statement associated with this issue is understood. The
Revised General Plan Update directs growth into the existing cities and
designated urban areas of the County and would conform with the
County’s 1% growth limit.

Response 113-3 P: Commenter notes that the proposed General Plan Update does not
identify clearly who the workforce is and what housing needs are.

Commenter further asserts that the proposed General Plan Update does
not project “smart growth” principles. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this topic. The Revised General Plan Update
includes an Action Item (Ag/LU-3.2) to better define the term “workforce
housing” and adopt a local workforce housing ordinance. It also contains
many policies about urban-centered growth and references the principle
of “smart growth” (Policy Ag/LU-23). Also, many policies have been
included that encourage alternative modes of transportation and less
reliance on the automobile along with new development in existing
urbanized areas, which are principles of “smart growth.”

Response 113-4 P: Commenter notes the County needs to be proactive with “smart growth”
policies to ensure growth is directed to existing urban areas where services
exist and proper infill policies. See Response 113-3 P.

Response 113-5 P: Commenter requests that the term “already developed areas” as seen on
page 14 and 15 of the proposed General Plan Update be replaced with a
more specific term, such as “existing incorporated areas and already
urban or urbanized areas.” This change has been made throughout the
Revised General Plan Update as appropriate.

Response 113-6 P: Commenter requests that page 18 of the proposed General Plan Update
state that housing strategies should be limited to Napa County’s
workforce at all levels. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on
this issue. See Policy Ag/LU-30 regarding strategies proposed to meet the
state and regional housing needs allocation.

Response 113-7 P: Commenter notes the need for preservation of agricultural watersheds
and open space (AWOS). The commenter’s statement associated with
this issue is understood. It is the intent of this General Plan Update to
preserve AWOS. Please see the open space conservation policies at the
beginning of the Conservation Element.
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Response 113-8 P: Commenter objects to the designation of the Hess Vineyards as industrial
use due to the loss of agricultural land uses and requests the use be
changed to “transitional.” The proposed General Plan Update has been

revised and now proposes that the Hess Vineyards property be
designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space (AWOS).

Response 113-9 P: Commenter requests that existing industrial lands not be identified as
“transitional” and specific plans be developed by the County instead to
identify the best use for the land. The Revised General Plan Update has
eliminated the term “transitional,” and any property proposed for that

designation is now known as “study area.”

Response 113-10 P: Commenter states that the use of “urban bubbles” is inappropriate and
asks that the County identify urban areas using actual zoned non-
agricultural areas. The Revised General Plan Update removes areas
currently zoned for agricultural use from two of the “bubbles” (Angwin
and Berryessa Estates) and commits the County to a future planning

process addressing the remaining 10 “bubbles.” County staff believes
that elimination of all the bubbles would be infeasible for the reasons
explained in the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2.

Response 113-11 P: Commenter notes that the property rights provisions in all sections of the
document have no reason for consideration, as they are not land use
provisions that can be enforced outside of existing state law. The County

appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue.

Response 113-12 P: Commenter notes that interagency cooperation must be strengthened.
Commenter suggests retaining Goal #4 of the existing General Plan in
order to do this. Three policies in the Agricultural and Land Use Element
relate to interagency cooperation under the heading of that name.

Response 113-13 P: Commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-120 on page 106 provides an
exception to the General Plan, which will weaken the Growth
Management System. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on
this issue. This policy has been eliminated from the Revised Draft General
Plan Update.

Response 113-14 P: Commenter requests that the Recreation and Open Space Element

include a reiteration of the four reasons for open space preservation set
forth by Government Code 65560 in the Element. The County appreciates
the commenter’s input on this issue and has attempted to add
information to the Recreation and Open Space Element that would allow
the reader to identify all locations within the document where open
space is addressed. This includes the Conservation Element, the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element, the Safety Element, and
the Community Character Element in addition to the Recreation and
Open Space Element.
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LETTER 114: JAKE RUYGT, CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 114-1 E/P: Commenter notes land preservation needs to be balanced against land
conversion. Commenter asks the County to fund the County Parks System
and to take a more active role in habitat restoration. Commenter is

referred to the Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 and Action
Items in the revised Conservation Element Natural Resources section.
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LETTER 115: JOSEPH FISCHER, [UNDATED]

Response 115-1 P: Commenter feels that the infill policy is not working. Commenter cites the
need for additional housing to house the employees of the tourism,
hospitality, restaurant, winery, and agricultural industries. Commenter

notes the need for a focus on higher-density close to urban centers with
uses that “transition” to surrounding neighborhoods. The County notes
that the following policies, which seek to support urban-centered growth,
are included in the General Plan. These policies include Policy Ag/LU-22,
-23, -26, -28, and -27.

Response 115-2 P: Commenter supports development of the Napa Pipe property in order to

create a dense “core” while providing a transitional housing alternative
for seniors who are currently living in houses, freeing those houses for
families. Commenter doesn’t feel the County needs the industrial space
provided by Napa Pipe. The proposed General Plan Update has been
revised and now designates the Napa Pipe site as Industrial with a Study
Area designation (under the Preferred Plan) that would allow for future
considerations of land use changes to the site. However, the General
Plan Update does not establish any use of the site beyond industrial.

Response 115-3 P: Commenter notes that the General Plan and local government should
have the flexibility to act on large projects. Commenter asks that the
proposed General Plan Update include stronger coordination between
cities and the County regarding the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) allocations. Policy Ag/LU-30 includes a variety of strategies to
work with ABAG to meet state and regional housing need allocations.
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LETTER 116: JUDY DU MONDE, [UNDATED]

Response 116-1 E/P: Commenter approves the concept for development of the Napa Pipe
property, but opposes the development of the slopes of the Ghisletta land
due to viewshed issues. The County appreciates the commenter’s

support of the Napa Pipe project. The proposed General Plan Update
has been revised and now designates the Napa Pipe site as Industrial with
a Study Area designation (under the Preferred Plan) that would allow for
future considerations of land use changes to the site. However, the
General Plan Update does not establish any use of the site beyond
industrial.
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LETTER 117: KEITH ROGAL ON BEHALF OF NAPA DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 117-1 P: Commenter, on behalf of the owners of the Napa Pipe site, supports the
proposed General Plan Update. Commenter provides the history of the
Napa Pipe site and efforts to guide its reuse. Commenter supports

designation for residential development. The County appreciates the
statements of support by the commenter regarding the Napa Pipe site.
The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now designates
the Napa Pipe site as a Study Area designation that would allow for future
consideration of land use changes.

Response 117-2 P: Commenter requests addition of text to Policy Ag/LU-47 to read as follows

(inserted text underlined): “Parcel sizes shall be established for the Urban
Residential, Commercial, and Industrial designations, depending on the
use, or as determined through site-specific planning.” See Response
177-1. The referenced policy has been eliminated due to designation of
the site as a “Study Area.” Thus, parcel sizes would be those established
for the “Industrial” designation until future planning is completed.

Response 117-3 P: Commenter requests addition of “predominantly” to Policy Ag/LU-120 to
ready as follows (inserted text underlined): “Certain predominantly multi-
family residential project proposals, if they meet specific requirements. . .”
The referenced policy has been eliminated in the Revised General Plan
Update so that any project requesting exemption from the County’s
growth management system requirements would require a General Plan
amendment.
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LETTER 118: LEEANNE EDWARDS, JACKSON FAMILY SERVICES, JUNE 15, 2007

Response 118-1 P: Commenter remarks on the historic vital uses within North St. Helena area
along Highway 29. As such, the commenter provides additional
language describing North St. Helena to be added to the appropriate

section of the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. The
commenter also requests an additional policy within that section which
reads as follows: “All land zoned an/or used for commercial uses in the
North St. Helena area as of February 1, 1990, shall be allowed to develop
consistent with uses allowed in the CL zoning district as if it were
designated on the Land Use Map for these uses.” The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic and has attempted to
address the commenter’s concerns without adding a new “North St.
Helena” section to the document. Specifically, Policy Ag/LU-45 would
allow commercial use of commercially-zoned property, and Policy
Ag/LU-46 would allow continuation of legal non-conforming commercial
uses.

Response 118-2 P: Commenter proposes that it may be necessary to apply the additional
policy shown in Response 118-1 P above to the entire land use map
comprehensively. The County appreciates the commenter’s input on this
topic. However, this change was not made. Please see Response 118-1 P
above.
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LETTER 119: LUCY WHITE, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 119-1 P: Commenter objects to the proposed General Plan Update description of
the Lake Berryessa recreational opportunities as “past its heyday” and
requests that the plan embrace the recreational opportunities provided

by the Lake Berryessa Community. The County appreciates the
commenter’s input on this issue. Several policies address the Lake
Berryessa communities in the Agricultural and Land Use Element, in
particular those under the headings of Lake Berryessa, Moskowite Corners,
Pope Creek, and Spanish Flat. Please also see new policies in the
Economic Development Element.

Response 119-2 P: Commenter objects to Policy Ag/LU-74’s description of the Pope Creek
Area as a “quiet lakeside refuge” and requests that the proposed
General Plan Update include a structure by which Pope Creek would be
a gateway to the Napa Valley and Lake County. Additionally, the
commenter requests that the urban bubble overlaying their property
adjoining the Rancho Monticello Resort be modified to overlay portions of
their property that exhibit gentler grades in order to facilitate the
commenter’s plans to build affordable housing in that area. The
commenter’s statements associated with this are understood; however
County staff disagrees with the characterization of Pope Creek as a
“gateway.” Also, the commenter’s suggested change to the “bubble”
boundaries would require a Measure J vote. Please see Action Item
Ag/LU-114.1 for the County’s commitment to systematically review all of
the “bubbles” in the coming years.

Response 119-3 P: Commenter provides a review of comments previously submitted by the
commenter regarding the benefits and opportunities for tourism.
Commenter notes that tourism can be optimized by marketing, supportive

media, planning, development, and services that draw tourists. The
commenter’s statements associated with this are understood. Tourism
issues are addressed in the Economic Development Element.

Response 119-4 P: Commenter provides a review of comments previously submitted by the
commenter regarding establishment of character for Napa County.
Commenter notes that character is best established by specific

visions/planning/development for each region in the County. See the
Community Character Element for many relevant policies and action
items as well as the sections for each region in the County in the
Agricultural and Land Use Element. Together these form the established
character for Napa County.

Response 119-5 P: Commenter provides a review of comments previously submitted by the

commenter regarding the existing communities in the County.
Commenter notes the bond between Napa Valley and East Napa County
should be strengthened. Many policies have been included that include
all areas of the unincorporated County in the Agricultural and Land Use
Element.

Response 119-6 P: Commenter provides a review of comments previously submitted by the

commenter regarding recreation opportunities in Napa County.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-906

Commenter notes the recreation aspect in the proposed General Plan
Update could be increased by recognition of the broad opportunities in
the area. The commenter’s statement associated with this issue is

understood. Recreational opportunities have been comprehensively
addressed in the ROS Element.

Response 119-7 P: Commenter provides a review of comments previously submitted by the
commenter regarding the benefits of industry and business both in East
Napa County and the Napa Valley. Commenter notes the obstacles
facing businesses in East Napa include lack of supplies, services, and

appropriate zoning. See Response 119-1 P.

Response 119-8 P: Commenter notes that the proposed General Plan Update needs to
recognize East Napa County issues and work to integrate solutions that will
benefit communities and industries countywide (zoning, local power,
unique identity). See Response 119-1 P. All areas of the unincorporated
county have been addressed in the General Plan Update.

Response 119-9 P: Commenter requests that all bubbles follow parcel boundaries and that
parcels partially included in bubbles be calculated in whole when
determining bubble area. Commenter provides additional information
regarding several areas in East Napa and providing information regarding
issues and future visions for those areas. See Response 119-2 P.
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LETTER 120: MARK JOSEPH & RAY MARCUS, THE IMPACT 94503 GROUP, JUNE 15, 2007

Response 120-1 P: Commenters provides a letter from The Impact 94503 group interested in

the well-being of the American Canyon community. County staff
appreciates the pride the group shows in their community and their input
to this planning process.

Response 120-2 P: Commenters state that it is best to work together to find common ground

and support greater public input and the agricultural preserve, but the
City should be able to develop and become prosperous as well. The
commenter’s statement associated with this issue is understood.

Response 120-3 P: Commenters note that they support using the Newell Extension as the
eastern boundary, except for the high school site. The Revised General
Plan Update proposes an RUL for the City of American Canyon that is
consistent with current negotiations between the City and the County.
The proposed RUL would allow annexation of some parcels (and portions
of some parcels) east of the proposed Newell Extension, but not above
the 15% slope line.

Response 120-4 P: Commenters note that the Hess Vineyard parcels should be designated
as Ag Preserve. The Revised General Plan Update proposes that the Hess
Vineyards be designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space
(AWOS) north of Green Island Road, as suggested by the commenter.

Response 120-5 P: Commenters note that the areas on the west side of the City should be
included in the City’s Rural Urban Limit (RUL), not for development
purposes but because the City is better equipped to manage those sites
for both environmental and recreational purposes. As stated above in
Response 120-3 P, the Revised General Plan includes a proposed RUL that
represents the current desires of the City and the County. The proposed
RUL would not allow annexation of undeveloped (open space) parcels
east of the City.

Response 120-6 P: Commenters propose that a Joint Powers Authority be established
between the City and County to control land use and revenue for
industrial parcels north of the City’s current boundary. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue; however it has declined
to take this approach, choosing instead to negotiate a compromise
agreement with the City. (See Revised General Plan Update Policy
Ag/LU-130 and Responses 120-3 and 120-5 above.)

Response 120-7 P: Commenters note that once the RUL is established, IMPACT supports the
concept of requiring voters to authorize any subsequent changes to the
RUL line similar to City of Napa. The commenter’s statement associated
with this issue is understood. Voter approval is one of the “deal points”
being negotiated by the City and County, and is therefore reflected in
Policy Ag/LU-130 in the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 120-8 P: Commenters believe their proposal is in the best interest of both
communities and could be a model program for other areas. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this topic.
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LETTER 121: ELISABETH FRATER, SIERRA CLUB, NAPA GROUP, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 121-1 E/P: Commenter notes major points of concern for the General Plan:

1) Eliminate urban bubbles

2) Endorse making Measure J permanent
3) Have a pro-active instead of project-driven approach to conserving

resources.
4) Put plans in place to address impact of global warming.

In regard to the elimination of the designated “bubbles,” County staff
believes that elimination of all of the bubbles would be infeasible for

reasons articulated in the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2. Nonetheless,
the Revised General Plan Update would reduce the size of two “bubbles”
(Angwin and Berryessa Estates) and commit the County to systematically
reviewing and revising the remaining bubbles in the coming years (Action
Item Ag/LU-114.1).

Regarding making Measure J permanent, the Revised General Plan

Update acknowledges the provisions of Measure J and supports its
extension (see Policy Ag/LU-110). The actual extension of Measure J
would require voter approval.

Since release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update
and the Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been further refined and
includes additional policy provisions associated with the preservation of

the County’s natural resources. The commenter is referred to the Water
Supply Master Response 3.4.1 and Biological Resources Master Response
3.4.3, for further details regarding changes to the Conservation Element.
In addition, the Conservation and Circulation Element now both include
additional provisions to further address climate change.

The commenter is referred to the Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
for further details on additional policy provisions that address climate
change.

Response 121-2 P: Commenter states that their comments are focused on the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and the Conservation Element and
notes that they concur with other organizations’ comments on the
proposed General Plan Update. In addition, the commenter suggests
that the proposed General Plan Update results in a weakening of the
current General Plan provisions. The commenter’s specific comments are
responded to below. With changes incorporated into the Revised
General Plan Update, County staff disagrees that the protective provisions
of the existing General Plan would be weakened. As an example, the
Revised General Plan Update would include a map of roadways subject
to the County’s Viewshed Ordinance, as requested by the commenter.

Response 121-3 P: Commenter suggests elimination of the currently designated urban
“bubbles” and substitution of text recognizing existing development. As
explained in Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2, County staff believes that
elimination of all of the bubbles would result in a plan that does not
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comply with state law (CGC Section 65302(a)) and would make it
infeasible for the County to maintain a certified Housing Element as
required by law. Nonetheless, the Revised General Plan Update would

remove areas currently zoned for agricultural use from two of the
“bubbles” (Angwin and Berryessa Estates), and commit the County to a
future planning process addressing the remaining 10 “bubbles.”

Response 121-4 P: Commenter asks for support to make Measure J permanent. Regarding
making Measure J permanent, the proposed General Plan Update
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element acknowledges the

provisions of Measure J and supports its extension in Policy Ag/LU-110.
Actual extension of Measure J would require voter approval.

Response 121-5 E/P: Commenter asks for a proactive approach to resource protection and
the adoption of the management recommendations in the Baseline Data
Report (BDR). The BDR was designed primarily to document the existing
setting of Napa County by providing data that indicates the current state

up to the time the document was published. The intent of the BDR was to
be a “dynamic” database, which was to be updated as new information
was known. The commenter is referred to Biological Resources Master
Response 3.4.3 regarding the consideration of the BDR associated with
the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR as well as to additional
policy provisions regarding protection and preservation of natural
resources in the County in the revised Conservation Element. The Draft EIR
examines biological impacts and discloses potential level of impact,
providing mitigation measures to reduce all but one impact to a level of
less than significant. The vast majority of those mitigation measures have
now been incorporated into the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 121-6 P: Commenter notes that we cannot afford to ignore the potential impact
of global warming on Napa County. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 for further details on additional policy
provisions that address climate change that are now included in the
Conservation Element section on Climate Protection and Sustainable
Practices for Environmental Health and to the Circulation Element of the

revised General Plan Update.

Response 121-7 E/P: Commenter states that the Draft EIR and BDR fail to adequate consider
water supply impacts (including water supplies of the cities from the State
Water Project) and the associated impacts to groundwater resources and
stream flows that could impact fisheries and riparian habitat. The
commenter also notes concerns regarding water quality and air quality

impacts. As noted in Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1, the Draft EIR
does identify water supply impacts for the County (including the cities) as
well as provides groundwater data (groundwater elevation data and
impact analyses of potential changes to groundwater elevations and
discharge to surface water features) and flow data for several County
waterways. The environmental effects of increased groundwater usage
on stream flows are addressed in the Draft EIR impacts 4.11.5, 4.11.6, 4.6.4,
and 4.13.3.1, which include consideration of impacts to fisheries and their
habitat (Impact 4.6.4). Water quality impacts (which are the subject of
TMDL activities) are addressed under Impacts 4.11.1, 4.11.2, 4.11.3, 4.11.7
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and 4.11.8. Mitigation measures have been identified in the Draft EIR to
address these impacts that have subsequently been incorporated into the
Conservation Element of the revised General Plan Update. The purpose

of the Draft EIR is to analyze and identify potential environmental effects,
recommend mitigation measures, and disclose this information to the
public and decision-makers. There is no requirement that an EIR justify
future growth.

Response 121-8 P: Commenter has specific recommendations on circulation in their matrix
as the County plans for transportation lack vision. This specific comment

does not provide any detailed comments on the adequacy of the
Circulation Element. However, it should be noted that since release of the
public draft of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the
Circulation Element has been further refined and includes additional
details and provisions for reducing vehicular traffic as well as expanded
opportunities for alternate forms of transportation.

Response 121-9 P: Commenter requests that language be added to the Summary Vision of
the General Plan on p. 15 as follows:

…region, known for its sustainable agricultural practices.

The Summary and Vision section has been substantially rewritten in
response to comments, although this concept has been retained under
the heading of Agricultural and Land Use in that section as well as in the
Conservation Element. (See Policy CON-3 in the Revised General Plan
Update for an example.)

Response 121-10 P: Commenter requests that language be added to the Summary Vision of
the General Plan on p. 15 as follows:

…incorporated cities and already urbanized areas.

The Summary and Vision section has been substantially rewritten in

response to comments, although the suggested terminology has been
incorporated into various sections of the document where appropriate.

Response 121-11 P: Commenter requests that language be added to the Summary Vision of
the General Plan on page 20 under a new heading on biodiversity as
follows:

Napa County will be widely recognized for its extraordinarily high
plant and wildlife biodiversity and policies to protect these and
other natural resources.

The Summary and Vision section has been substantially rewritten in
response to comments, although this text has been incorporated under
the heading of Conservation and within the Conservation Element and

related policies and action items.

Response 121-12 P: Commenter requests that language be added to the Summary Vision of
the General Plan on p. 22 as follows:
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Napa County will respond to change and to internal and external
forces, including to the threat of global warming, water
sustainability and energy dependency.

The Summary and Vision section has been substantially rewritten in
response to comments, although this concept is included in policies and
action items within the Conservation Element.

Response 121-13 P: Commenter requests that the General Plan Ag/LU Element p. 33 be
modified as follows:

Goal 3: Concentrate non-agricultural land uses in existing
incorporated cities and already urbanized areas.

Goal Ag/LU-3 has been edited as follows in response to this comment.
The number of this goal is now Ag/LU-2.

“Concentrate non-agriculture urban uses in the County’s existing
urbanized or developed cities and urbanized areas.”

Response 121-14 P: Commenter requests a new goal for the Ag/LU Element as follows:

Avoid development that might lead to the establishment of
additional incorporated cities or towns.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue
and has addressed this concern in Policy Ag/LU-131 of the Revised
General Plan Update.

Response 121-15 P: Commenter requests that Ag/LU Element p. 34 be modified as follows:

Ag/LU-2: …processing of primarily local agricultural
products…housing that primarily serves local agriculture.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue.
The suggested changes were not incorporated into the Ag/LU Element;
however County Code currently includes limits on products that may be
processed at new wineries and other facilities (e.g., “the 75% rule” ).

Response 121-16 P: Commenter requests a change to Ag/LU Element p. 39 as follows:

Ag/LU-21: The County will enact and enforce regulations that will
concentrate residential growth within the County’s existing cities
and already urbanized areas.

The edits have been made to replace the term “urban uses” with
“urbanized areas.” The number of this goal has been changed to
Ag/LU-23.

Response 121-17 P: Commenter requests a change to Ag/LU Element p. 40 as follows:

Add conditions and an action item to adopt an ordinance
establishing the conditions.
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The commenter’s suggestion has been incorporated into the Revised
General Plan Update as Action Item Ag/LU-30.1.

Response 121-18 P: Commenter requests a change to Ag/LU Element p. 41 as follows:

The County will accept its responsibility to provide low and
moderate cost housing in proportion to the number of low and
moderate income householders in Napa County.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue
and has attempted to address the concern in Policy Ag/LU-31.

Response 121-19 P: Commenter requests a change to Ag/LU Element p. 43 as follows:

The properties known as the Hess Vineyards shall be designated as
Agricultural Preserve.

The Revised General Plan Update proposes that the Hess Vineyards be
designated Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space (AWOS). See Policy
Ag/LU-40.

Response 121-20 P: Commenter notes that Ag/LU Element Policy Ag/LU-47 on p. 43 text should
be revised as it provides too little guidance. The proposed General Plan
Update has been revised and now designates the Napa Pipe site as a
Study Area that would require further study prior to consideration of non-
industrial uses on the site.

Response 121-21 P: Commenter states that all urban bubble should be eliminated. The
Preferred Plan would remove areas currently zoned for agricultural use
from two of the “bubbles” (Angwin and Berryessa Estates), and commit
the County to a future planning process addressing the remaining 10
“bubbles” (Action Item Ag/LU-114.1).

Response 121-22 P: Commenter notes that no new urban bubbles should be created (Pope
Valley). In keeping with the commenter’s suggestion, the Revised General
Plan Update no longer includes a proposal to re-designate property in the
Pope Valley area.

Response 121-23 P: Commenter states that Policy Ag/LU-109 should be deleted as the
introductory clause is unacceptable as it suggests that Napa residents
have only a qualified right to clean water and fresh air. County staff
appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue; however
they have chosen to retain this policy and believes that the plan strikes an
appropriate balance between private property rights and other issues.

Response 121-24 P: Commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-120 should be revised to establish
some limits and conditions. The Revised General Plan Update has
eliminated the earlier Policy Ag/LU-120, which would have allowed multi-
family residential projects to exceed annual building permit limits without
a General Plan amendment.

Response 121-25 P: Commenter requests that text in Conservation Element p. 169-70 should
be revised to include the following:
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Habitat destruction, fragmentation or conversion due to natural
regime disturbance (flooding and fire), development, invasive
species, overgrazing, hydrologic modifications, unnecessary

fencing, removal of mature trees, environmentally harmful
agricultural practices, disease and certain non-native pests all
represent threats to the high level of biodiversity, sensitive biotic
communities and special-status species in the county.

The Conservation Element Introduction has been revised to include this
suggested edit.

Response 121-26 P: Commenter requests an addition to Goal CON-3 for the Conservation
Element on p. 87 as follows:

Protect the continued presence of special-status species
including, special-status plants, special-status wildlife, endemic
species, and their habitat and comply with all relevant state,
federal or local laws or regulations.

The comment is addressed under Goal CON-5. Goal CON-6 is intended
to address species and habitats that are not exclusively “special status
species” as defined by state and federal agencies.

Response 121-27 P: Commenter requests the addition of a new policy in the Conservation
Element as follows:

The County shall avoid development in areas where there are

sensitive biotic communities and biotic communities of limited
distribution and include maps from the BDR showing locations of
habitats.

Include in the GP maps from the BDR showing the locations of
these habitats.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-17(e).

Response 121-28 P: Commenter requests the addition of a policy in the Conservation Element
as follows:

CON-Z: The County will work to eliminate non-native invasive
species.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-23 and CON-17.

Response 121-29 P: Commenter requests a change to Conservation Element Goal CON-4 as
follows:

…all native species in each of the thirteen evaluation areas in
Napa County. And include maps from the BDR.
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This specific requested edit was not made given that it would not allow
appropriate flexibility in determining the appropriate geographic extent
of a given study area based on the resource of concern.

Response 121-30 P: Commenter requests a change in the Conservation Element to Goal
CON-5 as follows:

…wildlife movement; support public acquisition, conservation
easements, and/or special accommodations (e.g., wildlife
underpasses) to ensure protection of wildlife movement areas,
particularly the three long-distance wildlife corridors in the County.

Include maps from the BDR on wildlife corridors.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Goal CON-18 and related action items.

Response 121-31 P: Commenter requests that Policy CON-4 be modified as follows:

The County will enact and enforce regulations which will limit
development in ecologically sensitive areas such as those
adjacent to river or streamside areas, and physically hazardous
areas such as floodplains, steep slopes, high fire risk areas and
geologically hazardous areas; except for Oat Hill which is planned
for development.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-7, with the exception of the
reference to Oat Hill which is no longer in the County.

Response 121-32 P: Commenter requests that Conservation Element CON-5 be changed as
follows:

The County will enact and enforce regulations, which will maintain
or improve the current level of environmental quality found in
Napa County.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under CON-7.

Response 121-33 E/P: Commenter requests that Conservation Element Policy CON-9 and CON-
26(d) be separated into two policies – one for invasive species and one
for the Preservation and Scientific Study and a noxious weed ordinance as
described in MM 4.5.1(c).

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under CON-17(d).

Response 121-34 P: Commenter requests a new Conservation Element policy as follows:

The County shall support sustainable agricultural practices, private
stewardship activities, and the formation and activities of
volunteer stewardship groups in all three major watersheds,
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particularly appellation and stream, creek or river watershed-
based organizations, by

a) Supporting grant applications
b) Facilitating access to data, and
c) Working to support increased landowner participation

sustainable practices and stewardship groups as needed.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit as a new policy CON-3.

Response 121-35 P: Commenter requests a change to Conservation Element Policy CON-11
adding three action items as follows:

Action Item CON-11.1: The County shall adopt an ordinance
requiring review of the impact on natural resources of
development projects involving residences in excess of 5,000

square feet and mitigation of any impacts shall be required.

Action Item CON-11.2: In order to enable complete consideration
of impacts, including those that are cumulative, the County shall
adopt an ordinance to address the practice of piecemeal
development which avoids environmental review of the full
project.

Action Item CON-11.3: The County shall adopt protocols to be
followed, including buffers and setbacks where development is
proposed on a parcel that contains sensitive biotic communities or
biotic communities of limited distribution, including public notice of
the development and steps taken to comply with the protocol.

(Include map from BDR showing location of communities.)

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-13 and related action items.

Response 121-36 P: Commenter requests that Conservation Element Policy CON-12 be
expanded to add language regarding fencing as follows:

c) The County shall require that fencing of natural areas not

inhibit or otherwise interfere with wildlife movement.

d) The County shall develop a program to improve and
continually update its database of wildlife information,
including identifying threats to wildlife habitat and barriers to
movement.

e) The County shall develop a program to protect and enhance

our high level of wildlife biodiversity, particularly including
sensitive wildlife species.

(Include map from DEIR in GP showing wildlife corridors.)

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-18(f).
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Response 121-37 P: Commenter requests a new policy be added to the Conservation
Element as follows:

The County shall establish and continually update management
plans tailored to the issues and threats to biological resources in
each of the 13 evaluation areas, and shall use those plans to
create programs to protect and enhance biological resources
and to review development projects and craft appropriate
mitigations to protect the existing level of biodiversity.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under new Policy CON-18(g) and related action items.

Response 121-38 P: Commenter requests that current GP language be added in the
Conservation Element for Policy CON-22 as follows:

Support hardwood cutting criteria that require adequate stands of
oak trees for wildlife and slope stabilization, soil protection and soil
production be left standing

Maintain to the fullest extent possible a mixture of oak species
which is needed to ensure acorn production. Black, canyon, live
and brewer oaks as well as blue, white, scrub, and live oaks are
common associations.

Where possible, encourage preservation of remaining native
valley and live oaks. Where preservation is not possible, encourage

appropriate replacement.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-24(e) and (f).

Response 121-39 E/P: Commenter notes that the Draft EIR proposes to mitigate for loss of
farmland with equal acreage, so that sensitive biotic communities should
be treated similarly by the addition of language as follows:

Preserve and protect biotic communities of limited distribution and
native grasslands…

b) In other areas, avoid disturbances to or removal of limited
distribution biotic communities or sensitive natural plant
communities and mitigate potentially significant impacts to the
extent feasible where avoidance is not achievable, such
mitigation to include long term preservation of equal acreage
that includes such communities preferably onsite but at a
minimum with the County.

d) Require monitoring and active management where biotic
communities of limited distribution or sensitive…..

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under Policy CON-17(d).
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Response 121-40 E/P: Commenter requests that the text of Conservation Element Goal CON-10
should not be changed from the current General Plan regarding studies
to develop an understanding of surface and underground water supplies

in Napa County. This information should be presented in the Draft EIR to
assist in updating the General Plan.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Goal CON-14 and related groundwater
policies and action items.

Response 121-41 E/P: Commenter notes that global warming/climate change is an established
fact and needs to be included in the General Plan and references
analysis provided in the Draft EIR in regards to this issue. The commenter
also summarizes potential environmental effects associated with climate
change. Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 provides a summary of
current information regarding the potential environmental effects of
climate change on the County commonly noted by comment letters on

the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR (impacts to water
resources, sea level rise, flooding and wine production), which notes that
there is not adequate or detailed data to determine the exact effects on
the physical environment of Napa County. This would also include
potential increases wildlife hazards and extreme weather events. Thus, it is
considered speculative to determine that the environmental effects of
climate change to Napa County would be significant. The commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding
modifications that have been conducted to the Circulation and
Conservation Element (since release of the pubic draft of the proposed
General Plan Update and the Draft EIR) to include additional policy
provisions that would require and/or encourage activities in the County to
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the general categories of
transportation sources, construction sources, stationary and building
sources, energy sources and the consideration of GHG off-sets. A new
section has been included in the revised Conservation Element entitled
Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health.

Response 121-42 E/P: Commenter identifies concerns regarding anticipated GHG emission from
transportation sources, building and energy sources, and identifies that
the proposed General Plan Update does not identify carbon
sequestration of the County’s ecosystems. Draft EIR pages 4.8-35 through
-38 provide estimations of transportation and residential sources of GHG
anticipated between 2005 and 2030 under alternatives A through C, as
well as qualitative discussion of CO2 sequestration capabilities of the
County. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 regarding preliminary estimates of GHG emissions from non-
residential land uses and modifications that have been conducted to the
Circulation and Conservation Element to include additional policy
provisions that would require and/or encourage activities in the County to
reduce GHG emissions.

Response 121-43 P: Commenter requests a new policy be added to the Ag/LU Element as
follows:
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On-going evaluation of productivity of grape crop in relation to
climate change, with provision for aggressive investigation of
alternative economic endeavors for Napa County should it

become necessary. These should favor continuing emphasis on
agricultural production as the chief county economic activity.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue.
However, the suggested changes were not incorporated into the Ag/LU
Element. The Conservation Element has been modified to include many
policies that address climate change, including a policy requiring the

County to monitor its environmental effects and adjust its policies as
required in the future.

Response 121-44 P: Commenter requests that a new policy be added to the Ag/LU Element
as follows:

Encourage state support of research into warm-weather grape
varietals and production techniques.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue.
However, the suggested changes were not incorporated into the Ag/LU
Element.

Response 121-45 E/P: Commenter requests that County staff restore current LU Goal 2. A higher
growth rate noted in the Draft EIR will impair the ability to meet state-
mandated GHG emissions reductions. Components of the current LU
Goal 2 are in the revised Goal Ag/LU-4.

Response 121-46 E/P: Commenter requests additional language to Circulation Goal 3 as follows:

County policies shall be directed toward decreasing GHG
emissions by encouraging increased use of non-motorized
modalities (walking and bicycling), more efficient use of
automobiles (carpooling, van pools), improving the public transit

system, increasing the average efficiency of gas-powered
vehicles, and switching to cleaner fuels such as bio-fuels and
electricity.

The Conservation Element and Circulation Element have been revised to
generally include this suggested edit. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-47 P: Commenter requests that Circulation Element Policy CIR-3.2 attach
specific targets for energy-efficient forms of transportation to this policy.

Policy provisions in the Conservation Element (as well as mitigation
measure MM 4.8.7) indicate the County’s commitment to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions consistent with state law. In addition, policies in

the Circulation Element already express the County’s support for
increasing the share of non-vehicle trips in the unincorporated area.

Response 121-48 P: Commenter suggests adding a numeric target to Circulation Element
Objective CIR-3.2.
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The Circulation Element has been revised to include Objective CIR-3
which requires the County to 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.

Response 121-49 P: Commenter suggests adding a numeric target to Circulation Element
Action Item CIR-3.4.1.

The Circulation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit by setting forth a target consistent with the Bay Area’s
single occupant vehicle trip percentages. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-50 P: Commenter suggests adding telecommuting as an option in Policy
CIR-3.5.

The Conservation Element and Circulation Element have been revised to
generally include this suggested edit. For instance, Policy CIR-29 requires
the County to demonstrate leadership in the implementation of programs
encouraging alternative transportation and fuel options; the policy
includes flexible working hours or telecommuting where possible as a
program example. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-51 P: Commenter suggests adding targets for use of public transit by tourists.

The Circulation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit by setting forth a target consistent with the Bay Area’s
single occupant vehicle trip percentages, given that there is no data
available regarding current transit use by tourists.

Response 121-52 P: Commenter suggests revising Policy CIR-3.7 to indicate “shall” rather than
“should.”

The Circulation Element includes Policy CIR-32 which reads: “All
developments along fixed transit routes shall provide appropriate
amenities designed to encourage carpooling, bicycle, and transit use.
Typical features could include public bus turnouts/access located in
coordination with the Napa County Transportation Planning Agency,
bicycle lockers, and carpool/vanpool parking.” (Please note that policy
numbers in the Revised General Plan Update have been changed.) The
commenter is also referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-53 P: Commenter suggests revising Policy CIR-3.8 to indicate “shall” rather than
“should.”

Policy CIR-33 in the Circulation Element requires integration of pedestrian

and bicycle access into all parking lots where feasible and appropriate,
and consideration of such access in the evaluation of development
proposals and public projects. The commenter is also referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4.
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Response 121-54 P: Commenter suggests adding language to Policy CIR-3.10 regarding
Caltrans.

The Circulation Element has been revised to include this suggested edit
(see Policy CIR-37).

Response 121-55 P: Commenter suggests establishing target caps on average daily vehicle
miles traveled in Napa County.

The Circulation Element already establishes a numeric goal for pass-
through trips, which represent the fastest-growing trip type (see Objective
CIR-2.1). The Circulation Element (and the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element) also contain numerous policies intended to decrease
the number of future vehicle trips by encouraging balanced land uses
and non-vehicle travel. The commenter is referred to Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-56 P: Commenter suggests adding a new policy in support of Goal 3.

The Circulation Element and Conservation Element have been revised to

generally include this suggested edit. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-57 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a new goal to the Conservation Element as
follows:

The County Conservation and Planning Department prepare at
least biannually a report containing at a minimum:

 A summary of the most current scientific findings on the state
of global warming

 Analysis of state and federal mandates related to eliminate
climate change

 Description of promising technological developments which
may be useful to decreasing County GHG emissions and to
adapting to the effects of climate change

 Report of climate change effects observed in Napa County

 Review of success in meeting County targets for greenhouse
gas emission reduction and adaptation to change.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include
preparation of a greenhouse gas emissions inventory and reduction plan,
and to generally require monitoring over time. The commenter is referred
to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 121-58 E/P: Commenter suggests the addition of a policy supporting Goal CON-1
requiring long-range planning and project evaluation allow for migration
of wetlands northward as the current wetlands are flooded by rising Bay
waters. The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include
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this suggested edit by including provisions for the monitoring and planning
for the potential effects of sea level rise under Policy CON-31(e). The
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4

regarding current information on expected sea level rises.

Response 121-59 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a goal to Natural Resources to preserve
plant life as carbon sequestration systems. The Conservation Element has
been revised to include a new section entitled Climate Protection and
Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health. Carbon sequestration is
called out in Policy CON-65(e).

Response 121-60 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a new policy to the new goal above to
study natural, agricultural and urban ecosystems to determine their value
as carbon sequesters. The suggested policy may be one outcome of the
emissions inventory and reduction plan called for in Action Item CON
CPSP-2.

Response 121-61 E/P: Commenter suggests addition of a Conservation Element policy to require
detrimental effects on carbon sequestration to be determined and
documented in applications for new projects. The commenter’s
suggestion has been included in Policy CON-65.

Response 121-62 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy to support Conservation Element
Goal 6 regarding monitoring for saltwater incursion as sea-level rises. The
Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under new Policy CON-73. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 associated with the discussion of
sea level rise.

Response 121-63 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy supporting Goal 8 to search for
alternative water sources (as a result of Sierra snowpack loss) such as
Baywater desalination. The Conservation Element has been revised to
generally include this suggested edit under revised Policy CON-61 and
related Action Items. The commenter is referred to Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4 associated with the discussion of water resources.

Response 121-64 E/P: Commenter suggests that the County participate in regional efforts to
manage potential disruptions in water supply from Sierra snowpack. The

Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit under revised Policy CON-61 and related Action Items.
The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
associated with the discussion of water resources.

Response 121-65 E/P: Commenter suggests strengthening Policy CON-57 with the following
revision:

…and at that time establish annual numeric targets for local
production of “clean” (minimal GHG producing) energy by
renewable sources, including solar, wind, biofuels, waste, and
geothermal.

The Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this
suggested edit in Policy CON-70.
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Response 121-66 E/P: Commenter suggests that the County require that development project
proposals incorporate a GHG emissions assessment in the EIR. The
Conservation Element has been revised to generally include this

suggested edit in Policy CON-65.

Response 121-67 E/P: Commenter suggests that Policy CON-61 by changed from “may Include”
to “must at a minimum include.” The suggested change has not been
incorporated; however Policy CON-67 and others in the new section
entitled Climate Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental
Health attempt to address the commenter’s concern.

Response 121-68 E/P: Commenter suggests that a policy be added supporting Economic
Development Element Goal E-2 for local production and consumption as
follows:

Decrease transportation costs of goods by encouraging
production of food for local consumption farmers’ markets and
other venues for the sale of locally produced food and other
goods purchase of locally produced food and other products by
County agencies.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue.
The suggested changes were not incorporated into the Economic
Development Element; however a local food policy has been included as
Policy Ag/LU-19.

Response 121-69 E/P: Commenter suggests the addition of a policy supporting Safety Element
Goal 1 for emergency response to catastrophic flooding. See Policy
SAF-42 regarding emergency response to storms and floods. See Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding increased flooding due to sea-
level rise.

Response 121-70 E/P: Commenter suggests adding to Safety Element Policy SAF-3 the potential
for sea level rise to the list of environmental hazards. Policy CON-73
addresses sea level rise. The commenter is also referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding sea level rise.

Response 121-71 E/P: Commenter suggests that Safety Goal 3 include a policy that would
encourage coordinate with CDF and neighboring counties in plans to
meet the need for more intensive fire prevention and response. The Napa
Operational Hazard Mitigation Plan addresses all aspects of fire
prevention and response and coordination with CAL FIRE (formerly CDF).

Response 121-72 E/P: Commenter suggests that Safety Goal 3 include a policy to evaluate
project proposals in rural areas for their projected cost to the County for
additional fire protection services. The General Plan Draft EIR discusses
the need for fire protection services in Section 4.13.1. Policy SAF-40
requires that all critical public infrastructure intended for emergency use
be provided with a source of alternative power. The Ag/LU Element
directs new developments to designated urbanized areas for urban
services such as fire protection services. The commenter is referred to
Response 121-71 E/P and Policy SAF-20.
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Response 121-73 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy supporting Safety Goal 4 as follows:

Work with USGS, SF Bay Conservation & Development Commission
and other agencies that operate monitoring stations to track the
rise in Bay and ocean water levels.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue.
However, the suggested changes were not incorporated into the Safety
Element Goal SAF-4 policies. The Conservation Element has been revised
to generally include this suggested edit by including provisions for the
monitoring and planning for the potential effects of sea level rise. The
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
regarding current information on expected sea level rises.

Response 121-74 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy supporting Safety Goal 4 as follows:

Require long-range infrastructure planning in areas including
transportation, water and sewage management, and utility
facilities to take into account the effects of sea-level rise.

The County appreciates the commenter’s input associated with this issue.
However, the suggested changes were not incorporated into the
Economic Development Element. The Conservation Element has been
revised to generally include this suggested edit by including provisions for
the monitoring and planning for the potential effects of sea level rise. The
commenter is referred to Response 121-73 E/P.

Response 121-75 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy supporting Safety Goal 4 as follows:

Participate in regional planning groups to manage infrastructure
response to rising sea waters.

See Response 121-74 E/P.

Response 121-76 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy supporting Safety Goal 6 as follows:

Develop response strategies to cope with increasing storm events,
flooding and landslides.

Several policies and action items address this issue under Goal SAF-6. In
particular, implementation of NOAHMP would address these issues.

Response 121-77 E/P: Commenter suggests adding a policy supporting Safety Goal 6, separate
from Policy SAF-42, as follows:

County Health and Human Services Department to work with
cities, EMS responders and others to devise a plan to identify frail
individuals, alert them during weather emergencies (heat waves,
storms, and floods), and mobilize resources to transport and shelter
them or provide other assistance as needed.

This language has been incorporated into SAF-42 as follows:
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“The County shall work with cities, emergency response providers, and
others to develop plans and procedures to identify frail individuals,
contact or alert these persons during weather emergencies (including

heat waves, storms, and floods), and mobilize resources to provide
transport, shelter, or other assistance as needed.”

Response 121-78 E: Commenter refers to previous comments regarding water supplies,
riparian habitat restoration, and endangered species recovery and
circulation. The commenter also note that additional development
projects have not been acknowledged in the Draft EIR for St. Helena
Hospital, Aetna Springs, and estate homes in Pope Valley and Guenoc
Winery.

Water supply and associated biological resource impact comments
provided previously in this comment letter have been responded to under
those specific comments above. The commenter provided no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR regarding endangered species
recovery or circulation. However, the responses above addressed
suggested changes to the proposed General Plan Update.

As identified in Draft EIR pages 4.0-1 and -2 and 5.0-2 through -6, the
cumulative impact analysis considers anticipated growth of the County
and region (including the cities and adjoining counties) between 2005
and 2030 that encompasses residential growth in the unincorporated
portion of the County, vineyard (10,000 to 12,500 additional acres) and

wineries (approximately 225 new wineries) growth, nonresidential growth,
flood control improvements, future timber harvesting, and water quality
improvement activities associated with the TMDLs for the Napa River.
While specific approved or pending development projects are identified
in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Table 5.0-2), Draft EIR 5.0-3 specifically notes
that this list is not intended to be an all-inclusive list of development
activities in the County and describes the use of population and
employment projections to reflect potential development inside and
outside the County by the planning horizon of 2030. This description and
approach to defining the cumulative setting in the Draft EIR meets the
requirements of CEQA (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b]).

Response 121-79 E: Commenter notes that the acreage estimates to Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.2
(loss of farmland) are understated by not taking into account the loss of
land area from allowed single-family and second units, agriculturally
supportive and management uses. In addition, the commenter expresses

concerns regarding the adequacy of mitigation measure MM 4.1.1a given
that it does not completely prohibit conversion of farmlands of concern
under CEQA (state-defined Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Statewide Importance).

As identified on Draft EIR Tables 4.1-12 through 4.1-14, the conversion of
farmlands of concern under CEQA (which differs from General Plan
designated agricultural land areas) was estimated based on proposed
General Plan land use designations for non-agricultural use. While the
commenter does not perceive single-family and second units,
agriculturally supportive and management uses as complementary to the
operation of agricultural uses, the County Code does define such uses
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complementary to agricultural operations (e.g., County Code Section
18.104.220, 18.104.180, and the Farm Management Ordinance) and are
not considered a conversion to a non-agricultural use.

Regarding comments associated with mitigation measure MM 4.1.1a
provisions of “where feasible,” farmlands of concern under CEQA that
are at risk occur in areas that are currently General Plan designated for
non-agricultural use (e.g., land areas within the RULs of the cities of Napa,
Yountville, St. Helena and Calistoga and the “bubble” associated with
Angwin) (see Draft EIR Figure 4.1-2). Given this existing condition,
complete avoidance of such land areas under the proposed General
Plan Update alternatives under all circumstances may not be feasible.
However, implementation of this mitigation measure and mitigation
measure MM 4.1.1b (in combination with the expected trend of the
County increasing its total acreage of farmlands of concern under CEQA)
is expected to ensure that total farmlands of concern under CEQA are
not reduced from current or historic conditions (see Draft EIR pages 4.1-11
and 4.1-27). Mitigation measure MM4.1.1a uses an approach to
mitigation that is generally accepted for impacts to farmland of concern
under CEQA.

Response 121-80 E: Commenter states that while they support mitigation measure MM 4.1.1b,
they state it is speculative to suggest it would mitigate the impact (even
taking into account existing and expected increases in farmlands of
concern under CEQA).

The Draft EIR utilizes existing environmental setting information that
includes the trend by the County of having its acreage of farmlands of
concern under CEQA increase by 17,593 acres since 2004. As specifically
noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-11, this increase of farmland acreage has
been the result of vineyard development converting lower classifications
of farmland. The County is projecting that an additional 10,000 to 12,500
acres of vineyards would be developed by the year 2030. Based on
County projections on where this new vineyard development is expected
to occur (see Draft EIR Appendix H and associated Figures 1 through 4) in
relation to the important farmland mapping provided by the California
Department of Conservation (see Draft EIR Figure 4.1-2), the majority of
this development will occur in areas that have lower farmland
classifications. Thus, the further addition of farmlands of concern under
CEQA in the County by the year 2030 is not considered speculative.

It is not possible to estimate the extent of farmlands of concern under
CEQA would not be converted under this mitigation measure until
subsequent development projects are considered by the County.
However, implementation of this mitigation measure and mitigation
measure MM 4.1.1a (in combination with the expected trend of the
County increasing its total acreage of farmlands of concern under CEQA)
is expected to ensure that total farmlands of concern under CEQA are
not reduced from current or historic conditions.

In regard to the elimination of the designated “bubbles” in the General
Plan Update as an alternative, please see Response 121-3 P above. The
commenter is also referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2
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regarding further discussion of the concept of complete elimination of the
General Plan designated bubbles.

Response 121-81 E: Commenter notes that as all alternatives for Impact 4.1.4 would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact, the urban bubbles should be
eliminated. The commenter is referred to Response 121-3 P and
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2.

Response 121-82 E: Commenter notes that the EIR should assess the potential impact of
developments proposed for Angwin and Napa Pipe, as well as the
potential for either or both areas to incorporate and/or be annexed by
the City of Napa. The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of a
range of alternatives that incorporate potential additional development
in Angwin as well as re-designation and redevelopment of the Napa Pipe
site for mixed use (see Draft EIR Appendix B for a detailed description of
the range of development densities assumed in each of the Draft EIR
alternatives). Thus the Draft EIR analysis generally assesses the impacts of

development in these areas, although it should be noted that the Draft
EIR alternatives are not intended to reflect any specific development
proposal for Angwin or Napa Pipe. (Specific development proposals for
these areas will require project-specific environmental review pursuant to
CEQA.) County staff declines to speculate regarding the likelihood of
incorporation or annexation if either of these sites develops, and notes
that impacts of development would be similar regardless of jurisdictional
boundaries.

Response 121-83 E: Commenter notes errors and omissions in the Regulatory Section of
Section 4.2, Land Use, regarding DFG, Bureau of Reclamation and Bureau
of Land Management (BLM). The state agency mentioned is covered
under Section 4.5, Biological Resources.

The following discussion is added to the Land Use Regulatory Section
under the following heading on Draft EIR page 4.2-18:

 Bureau of Reclamation

Lake Berryessa is the reservoir for the Solano Project, which is owned
by the Bureau of Reclamation and operated under a cooperative

agreement by the Solano County Water Agency/Solano Irrigation
District. The project provides flood control protection to the city of
Winters and other downstream communities and high-quality water
supply for irrigation and the cities of Vacaville, Suisun City, Vallejo, and
Fairfield. At capacity, Lake Berryessa stores 1.6 million acre feet of
water and is one of the largest bodies of fresh water in California. The
lake is 23 miles long and 3 miles wide, with 165 miles of shoreline.
Reclamation and the California Department of Fish and Game jointly
manage a 2,000-acre wildlife area along the east side of the lake.

Regarding the discussion for the BLM, corrections have been made in
responses to Comment Letter B by the BLM. The final paragraph in
question was information gathered from the BLM website and not noted
to be in error by the agency.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-965

Response 121-84 E: Commenter states that the Draft EIR is deficient in a number of areas for
biological resources in the areas of alternatives, biodiversity, invasive
species, mansion development, and erroneous conclusions regarding

wildlife impacts. Reponses to these issues are provided in Responses
121-85 through 121-89 as well as in Biological Resources Master Response
3.4.3.

Response 121-85 E: Commenter notes that the Draft EIR fails to provide a reasonable range of
alternatives in regards to avoiding or lessening significant with a focus on
biological resource impacts. The commenter is referred to Biological

Resources Master Response 3.4.3, which explains that alternatives
evaluated in the Draft EIR do avoid or lessen several identified significant
impacts related to biological resources. The commenter is also referred to
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the adequacy of the range
of alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Response 121-86 E: Commenter identifies that the Draft EIR fails to adequate address impacts

on the County’s biodiversity. The commenter is referred to Biological
Resources Master Response 3.4.3 which identifies that the Draft EIR does
consider and disclose the extent of the County’s biodiversity. The impact
analyses of the Draft EIR section address impacts to the biological
resources that create biodiversity including sensitive biotic communities,
special-status plant species, special-status wildlife species, and ecological
processes essential to maintaining biodiversity.

Response 121-87 E: Commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to acknowledge or address the
existing issues with non-native invasive species or address the impact of
their spread in the County. The commenter is referred to Biological
Resources Master Response 3.4.3, which identifies that existing and future
threats of invasive species to the biological resources of the County are
discussed in the BDR within habitat and evaluation area discussions and is
in turn utilized and referenced in the Draft EIR. Implementation of Draft EIR
mitigation measure MM 4.5.1c (which has been subsequently
incorporated in the revisions to the Conservation Element of the proposed
General Plan Update) would minimize deleterious effects of noxious

weeds to natural lands by minimizing the potential for establishment of
new noxious weed populations through creation and implementation of a
Noxious Weed Ordinance. While it is acknowledged that there are
existing issues with non-native invasive species, CEQA does not require
mitigation for existing conditions/impacts.

Response 121-88 E: Commenter identifies that the Draft EIR fails to consider the impact of

mansions (residential development) on biological resources and
specifically notes a reference in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR page 4.5-49) that
suggests the impacts of such development was not considered at all. The
commenter misunderstands the information provided in the Draft EIR.
Draft EIR pages 4.5-48 through -49 provides a discussion of the impact
analysis methodology in quantifying potential habitat impacts from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update under alternatives
A through C. The reference to the extent of the disturbance was in
regards to the ability to accurately estimate land disturbance, which was
quantified based on anticipated vineyard development locations as well
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as General Plan land use designations. As identified on Draft EIR page
4.5-55, the impact of residential development (urban and rural) was
considered in the Draft EIR impact analysis, though at a more qualitative

level of detail (e.g., anticipated direct and indirect impacts on biological
resources from growth anticipated under each of the three alternatives).
The commenter is also referred to Biological Resources Master Response
3.4.3 regarding the consideration of “mansion” development on wildlife
movement.

Response 121-89 E Commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not adequately address wildlife

movement impacts and its analysis is in conflict with the BDR. The
commenter is referred to Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3,
which identifies that wildlife movement analysis is adequate and utilizes
information from the BDR.

In addition, the BDR presents an analysis of the effects of a rough “build-
out scenario” to wildlife movement. The assumptions of the build out

scenario as presented in the BDR are as follows: “A map of developed
parcels from the County land use layer was used to identify parcels where
some development has taken place. According to the land cover map,
many of these parcels were not fully developed in 1993. The buildout
analysis assumed that the open space remaining on these parcels in 1993
would be converted to other uses, such as vineyards or housing. All land
use categories except open space were considered capable of reducing
wildlife movement” (Napa County, BDR 2005). While not conflicting with
the information on wildlife movement corridors and biological resources in
the County, the Draft EIR biological resources impact analysis is based on
a more refined definition of development potential by the year 2030
under five General Plan land use alternative and circulation maps (see
Draft EIR Figures 3.0-3 through 3.0-9, 6.0-1 and 6.0-2) that are based on
more accurate projection of future land use conditions under the
proposed General Plan (the reader is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.0,
Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used, for
further details on the methodology of development forecasts).
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Response 121-90 E: Commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should determine the maximum
tolerance of Napa County for further development. The purpose of an EIR
is to evaluate and disclose the environmental effects of a proposed

project (in this case the proposed General Plan Update) (see State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15121[a]). While analysis and data regarding the
ability to accommodate more development is provided in the various
technical sections of the Draft EIR (see Sections 4.1 through 4.14), it is not
intended to define the County’s capacity or threshold for development.
Nonetheless, by analyzing cumulative impacts associated with various
development alternatives (e.g., 10,000 to 12,500 acres of additional
vineyards in Alternatives A, B, and C), the EIR can effectively be used to
articulate a threshold beyond which an additional county-wide
cumulative analysis would be required. In other words, the EIR shows
“how much more cumulative development impact the County can
absorb” with the outcomes presented in the analysis. Development in
excess of the levels assumed in the EIR alternatives would have greater
impacts and require additional analysis and mitigations.
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LETTER 122: MOIRA JOHNSTON BLOCK, JUNE 17, 2007

Response 122-1 E/P: Commenter notes that the proposed General Plan Update must rewrite
goals, policies, and implementations per the global warming comments
made by the Sierra Club and Friends of the Napa River (FONR). County

staff appreciates the concern that Napa address climate change in the
General Plan policies. Recommendations made by both the Sierra Club
and FONR have been comprehensively incorporated into the
Conservation Element under the Open Space, Water Resources, Air
Resources, and Natural Resources goals and policies. In addition, new
goals and policies have been included under the heading of Climate
Change and Sustainable Practices. Please see Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 for more information.

Response 122-2 P: Commenter notes that climate change must be introduced in the
Summary Vision section, perhaps on page 22. Commenter is referred to
Response 122-1 E/P above and to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 122-3 P: Commenter presents an excerpt from the Conservation Element on page

180 regarding GHG emissions and suggests that it be strengthened by the
best current science. In addition, rigorous monitoring of knowledge and
impacts of global warming on the County and public education
programs should be included as “efforts.” As noted in Response 122-1 E/P,
many of these items have been incorporated into the Conservation
Element. Additional information is provided in the Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4.

Response 122-4 E/P: Commenter suggests that Policy Ag/LU-40 be deleted entirely as it is
imprudent to plan development in vulnerable areas. As Lake Berryessa is
a manmade reservoir, it is not identified by the County as a vulnerable
area prone to flooding due to sea level rise. As identified in the Draft EIR
on page 4.11-73, the County allows for development within designated
flood areas provided that residential structures are built at least one foot
higher than the 100-year flood level and non-residential structures are
either elevated similar to residential structures or provide an alternate form
of flood proofing. Since release of the Draft EIR and the public draft of the
General Plan Update, the Conservation Element has been further revised

to include policy provisions that would require the County to monitor
changes in sea level and implement adaptive water management
practices to address salt water intrusion to protect groundwater resources.
See Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a discussion of potential
sea level elevation changes for Napa County.

Response 122-5 P: Commenter suggests that wherever stated that development should

occur in “already developed areas” to replace with “existing
incorporated cities and urbanized areas.” This change has been made
throughout the document as appropriate.

Response 122-6 P: Commenter suggests that references to private property rights as a
unique status in Policies ROS-1 and Ag/LU-109 be removed. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input on this issue. However, this change

has not been made to these policies. County staff believes the Revised
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General Plan Update strikes an appropriate balance between private
property rights and other concerns.

Response 122-7 P: Commenter suggests a new goal for the Circulation Element to read as
follows: “The County will take the lead in emissions reductions, becoming
a model for the public, by adopting a purchasing policy for its fleet of
vehicles of buying the most energy-efficient available (whether hybrid,
electric, or other new modalities).”

Please see Policy CON-70 in the Conservation Element, which addresses
this issue.
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LETTER 123: N. GARY MERKEL, JUNE 17, 2007

Response 123-1 E/P: Commenter urges the expansion of Action Item CC 25-1 to include strong
language that would permit historic buildings that have lost their “historic
integrity” to either be restored or permitted a more intense use toward the

benefit of the current and forthcoming generation. Revisions have been
made to the Community Character Element policies that allow for
incentives for historic preservation; however historic “integrity” remains an
important concept and a prerequisite for the new incentive proposed for
the rehabilitation and reuse of historic buildings. If this were not the case,
a property owner could seek to benefit from an historic cornerstone or a
single historic rafter, rather from rehabilitation of legitimate historic
buildings.
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LETTER 124: NORMAN J. EGGEN, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 124-1 E/P: Commenter urges the expansion of Action Item CC 25-1 to include strong
language that would permit historic buildings that have lost their “historic
integrity” to either be restored or permitted a more intense use toward the

benefit of the current and forthcoming generation. Commenter’s letter is
identical to Letter 123 above. See Response 123-1 E/P.
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LETTER 125: PENELOPE KUYKENDALL, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 125-1 P: Commenter states enthusiasm with the policies in the Cultural and Historic
Resources section [Community Character Element], which will
prospectively restore opportunities and ensure the future use and

enjoyment of Napa County living history. County Staff appreciates the
commenter’s endorsement of the Cultural and Historic Resources goals
and policies.


