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LETTER 126: PETER DRIER, DREIER HOUSING & PLANNING CONSULTANTS, JUNE 12, 2007

Response 126-1 E/P: Commenter believes that the Draft EIR does not address a number of
critical potential impacts, and the General Plan Update has not complied
with a variety of legal requirements. The commenter also states that both

documents do not fully identify and minimize fiscal impacts to surrounding
municipalities or fully identify and mitigate physical environmental
impacts. The commenter states the identified deficiencies in both
documents in general terms, but does not provide specifics. County staff
believe that the General Plan Update and EIR meet all legal requirements
and have provided responses to all specific comments as required by law.
The Draft EIR appropriately identifies potential physical impacts of
adoption and implementation of the General Plan Update, and also
provides mitigation measures where feasible to reduce or eliminate
significant environmental impacts identified. The EIR is not required to
assess fiscal impacts, except to the extent that such impacts may result in
secondary physical impacts.

Response 126-2 E/P: Commenter requests clarification on how the County will meet the
requirement for internal consistency between all elements of the General
Plan and questions the County’s decision not to concurrently review and
update the Housing Element. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR
should assess the impacts of the General Plan Update on the adequacy
of the Housing Element. County planning staff has prepared and
reviewed the proposed General Plan Update in light of the County’s
certified Housing Element and has determined that no changes are
necessary to the Housing Element in order to maintain internal consistency
between General Plan elements as required by law.

There is no legal requirement for all elements of a general plan to be

updated concurrently as long as consistency is maintained. There is also
no legal requirement for a Draft EIR to consider adequacy of a Housing
Element, or for the County to provide data and analysis regarding the
Housing Element as part of a General Plan update unless the Housing
Element is part of that update. The County’s Housing Element is due to be
updated by June of 2009 and cannot be updated before the County is
provided with housing numbers (the Regional Housing Needs Assessment)
by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). As such, the
Housing Element will be updated as required when that information is
formally available to the County. Currently, the County has a valid and
state-certified Housing Element that is not due to be updated until 2009.
There is nothing in the proposed General Plan Update that conflicts with
the adopted Housing Element.

Response 126-3 P: Commenter notes that the County is incorrect in its statement that its
Housing Element is not required to be updated until 2009. Commenter
asks for clarification as to how the County will meet the requirements of
Govt. Code Section 65588(a). The County’s Housing Element was last
updated in 2004 and was certified by the state as compliant with state
requirements. The Element will be updated again by June 2009 (i.e.,
within about five years of the previous update) and County staff disagrees
with the commenter’s assertion that updating of the Housing Element is in
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some way “triggered” by proposed updates to the balance of the
General Plan.

Response 126-4 E/P: Commenter states his concern that the County has “continuously made a
decision to violate the requirement of state law to conduct an annual
evaluation” of the County’s adopted Housing Element goals, programs,
implementation plans, and progress toward regional housing needs. The
proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR cannot be adopted if in
violation. County staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertions that the
County is not in compliance with state law or has somehow failed to live

up to an agreement with the state’s Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). The County currently has a certified
housing element and has provided reports to HCD. Members of the
public are welcome to review the County’s reports and should contact
housing professionals in the County’s Planning office or CEO’s office for
more details. As noted above, the Housing Element is not required to be
updated at the same time as the rest of the General Plan, as long as
internal consistency is maintained. The County’s Housing Element will be
updated again between 2008 and June 2009. Also, please note that the
state legislature has changed the timing and procedures for annual
reporting to HCD, such that sections of the Government Code cited by
the commenter are no longer current.

Response 126-5 E/P: Commenter asserts that the decision by the County to not include a draft
implementation and monitoring plan for each of the General Plan
Elements as part of the public review process of the proposed General
Plan Update and the Draft EIR, providing no opportunity for the public to
comment on the adequacy of the draft monitoring plan or to access the
progress of implementation of the stated Goals and programs in the
Elements, is not consistent with state law. County staff appreciates the
concern for the process that has been followed in the preparation of both
the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR; however staff
disagrees that there is any “fatal flaw.” The General Plan Update process
is ongoing, and the Revised General Plan Update issued on December 4,
2007, includes an implementation plan. Public comments on the
implementation plan and other sections of the document will be
accepted at public hearings beginning January 15, 2008, and the
commenter is invited to provide comments or suggestions if desired. Also,
this Final EIR appropriately assesses potential impacts of General Plan
adoption and implementation as required by law.

Response 126-6 P: Commenter requests that additional events from 1992 to the present be
added to pages 27-28 of the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element to more fully describe the history of land use planning in the
County. The County appreciates the commenter’s suggestion, but does
not believe the chronology presented in the introduction to the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element is the appropriate place
to list the additional dates and events suggested, since they are more
germane to the Housing Element.

Response 126-7 E/P: Commenter suggests that the proposed General Plan Update and Draft
EIR be revised to identify the social and fiscal consequences on the
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surrounding communities due to the goals of the Agricultural Preservation
and Land Use Element (page 33) and the associated environmental
impacts. Commenter requests the Draft EIR and proposed General Plan

Update incorporate appropriate mitigation measures, goals, and policies
to counteract these effects and suggests the plan should “commit to a
public mechanism for the direct involvement of the elected
representatives of the Cities of Napa and American Canyon in land use
decisions…adjacent to these municipalities.” In the commenter’s view,
this should include the establishment of a joint powers authority (JPA) to
address non-agricultural uses in the unincorporated area adjacent to
cities.

County staff appreciates the commenter’s concerns and has ensured
that the environmental effects associated with proposed land use
changes and housing under the proposed General Plan Update are
addressed in the technical sections of the Draft EIR, whether or not those
effects would occur in the incorporated cities or in the County. Social
and fiscal impacts are not topics requiring consideration under CEQA.
Also, the commenter has not provided any specificity regarding the social
or fiscal impacts that might result from adoption and implementation of
the General Plan Update, and the commenter has also not provided any
examples or evidence that would support his suggestion.

County staff feels that the Revised General Plan Update articulates
appropriate policies regarding cooperation between the County and
incorporated cities (see Policies Ag/LU-23, Ag/LU-30, and Ag/LU-127 for
starters), and does not feel that the General Plan need re-state
commitments in the 2004 Memorandum of Understanding with the City of
Napa or the similar agreement with the City of American Canyon.
Nothing in the Revised Draft General Plan Update would conflict with
these agreements, and the Preferred Plan strikes an appropriate balance
between agricultural preservation and other land use goals. The County
also declines to abdicate its responsibility for unincorporated areas of the
County to the cities or to some kind of joint powers agency.

Response 126-8 E/P: Commenter notes that the creation of a new “Transitional Land Use”
category in the County is premature and poor environmental planning, as
the County lacks empirical evidence and hard data for such uses. Nor is it
likely a developer exists that can effectively mitigate social, fiscal, and
environmental impacts of this change. The “Transitional” designation has
been replaced by a “Study Area” designation, as suggested by the
commenter. Under this new designation, further study would be required
before non-industrial uses could be introduced at the Napa Pipe and
Boca/Pacific Coast sites, and a future General Plan amendment (not
necessarily a specific plan) would also be required.

Response 126-9 E/P: Commenter questions why the Board of Supervisors voted to process a
General Plan Amendment for the Napa Pipe site when the General Plan
Update process is ongoing and states that comments made by members
of the Board of Supervisors at that time need to be part of the record.
Commenter suggests that the Board is acting unwisely and requests the
Board “re-evaluate their attitude,” etc. Commenter reiterates his view
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that decisions regarding land use for sites such as Napa Pipe and the
Boca/Pacific Coast parcels should be made on a cross-jurisdictional basis
with the cities immediately adjacent to those properties. The County

acknowledges the commenter’s suggestions and has revised the
“Transitional” designation as described in Response 126-8 E/P, above. The
County does not, however, agree with the commenter’s assertions
regarding its agreement to process an application for a General Plan
amendment submitted by the property owner of the Napa Pipe site. It is
only logical that the County should wish to consider the appropriateness
of redevelopment of the Napa Pipe site, and there is no legal or other
impediment to doing so concurrent with the General Plan Update. As
noted above, the County does not wish to abdicate its authority and
responsibility for unincorporated areas of the County to the cities or to a
joint powers agency; however the County desires to coordinate with the
cities about issues of mutual concern. For example, the County and the
City of Napa have agreed on a study group process to prepare several
threshold studies about the Napa Pipe proposal prior to preparation of a
full EIR. Also, the County and the City of American Canyon have been
negotiating an agreement, the substance of which is reflected in Policy
Ag/LU-130.

Response 126-10 E/P: Commenter requests that the Napa Pipe site remain designated for
industrial uses while the best land use for that property is studied.
Commenter provides several points demonstrating why the commenter
feels the “transitional” area is not advisable, among them a concern that
ABAG will increase the amount of housing required in the County if Napa
Pipe is so designated. Commenter is referred to Response 126-8 E/P. The
“Transitional” designation has been replaced by a “Study Area”

designation as suggested by the commenter. The commenter’s concerns
about the Napa Pipe project are appreciated and will be forwarded to
Planning staff for consideration during evaluation of the property owner’s
proposal.

Response 126-11 E/P: Commenter notes the potential impacts of project phasing for the Napa
Pipe project, primarily as they relate to delays in construction of the
residential portion of the project site and rising housing costs in the
surrounding community. Commenter requests mitigation to prevent the
non-residential portion of the project from being constructed without a
substantial portion of the residential uses. As discussed in Response 126-8
E/P above, the “Transitional” designation has been changed to “Study
Area” as suggested by the commenter, meaning that additional study
and an additional General Plan amendment will be required before non-
industrial uses can occur on the site. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR is a
program-level EIR that assesses potential impacts of a series of
alternatives, some of which assume redevelopment of the Napa Pipe site.
The commenter is invited to review this analysis and is also invited to

provide comments during the upcoming review and analysis of the
property owner’s proposal for Napa Pipe. This in-depth, project-specific
review will be undertaken separately from the General Plan Update.
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Response 126-12 E/P: Commenter notes that the Napa Pipe proposal will have significant
environmental impacts on all major local and regional transportation
routes in the South Napa area. Commenter is referred to Response

126-11 E/P, immediately above.

Response 126-13 E/P: Commenter notes that the City of Napa and the Napa Sanitation District
do not have any detailed discussion regarding serving a project such as
the Napa Pipe project in their respective master plans. Commenter
asserts providing service to such a project would result in significant effects
on existing customers, on the environment, and financially. Commenter is

referred to Response 126-11 E/P above.

Response 126-14 E/P: Commenter notes that the Napa Pipe project is to be developed on land
located within the 100-year floodplain area of the Napa River.
Commenter asks what the impact of the project would be on the Flood
Control Project. Commenter is referred to Response 126-11 E/P and
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding sea level rise and

flooding.

Response 126-15 E/P: Commenter requests the County delay the General Plan Amendment
(“runaway train”) to create a “Transitional Land Use” category until
related social, fiscal, and environmental impacts are clearly identified. As
noted elsewhere above, the environmental effects of potential
development of the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites were

programmatically addressed in the technical sections (see Draft EIR
Sections 4.1 through 4.14) of the Draft EIR, and there is no legal or other
requirement that precludes the County from considering a General Plan
amendment proposed by the owner of the Napa Pipe site concurrent
with the General Plan Update. This separate amendment will be the
subject of in-depth analysis and a project-specific EIR. The General Plan
Update itself has been revised consistent with the commenter’s
suggestion, to replace the “Transitional” designation with a “Study Area”
designation.

Response 126-16 E/P: Commenter attests the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR
require significant revisions to meet the public interest of the citizens of the
County over the next 25 years. Commenter attached a letter from Cathy
Creswell of the State Housing, Community and Development Department
regarding the County Housing Element. County staff has determined that
all concerns regarding both the General Plan and the Draft EIR have
been considered and addressed in this Final EIR. County staff also
declines to “share decision making authority” for land use decisions

affecting unincorporated areas of the County adjacent to the cities and
has recommended adoption of Policy Ag/LU-127 and others instead. The
commenter is referred to the revised General Plan Update and Section 2.0
and 4.0 of this document regarding revisions to the General Plan Update
and Draft EIR.
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LETTER 127: RENEE LEWIS-HODGE, JUNE 13, 2007

Response 127-1 P: Commenter requests the County evaluate the remaining 22 acres of the
Lewis Dairy in the General Plan as the commenter attests it has water
issues, lies within close proximity to RUL, and is surrounded on three sides by

the City of Napa. The County appreciates this comment and will forward
it to County policy-makers for consideration. The proposed General Plan
Update does not propose changes to land use designations or permitted
uses in this area.
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LETTER 128: RICHARD HULBERT, JUNE 16, 2007

Response 128-1 E/P: Commenter, writing as a California architect supporting the advocacy of
sustainable community planning, requests the committee respect the
preservation of historic resources and incorporate them into a considered,

managed growth strategy in the proposed General Plan Update. County
staff appreciates the concern for historic resources and has incorporated
many goals and policies to encourage restoration and/or preservation of
these valued places in the Community Character Element. The
commenter is referred to revisions to Community Character Element and
the Conservation Element.
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LETTER 129: RICHARD EHRENBERGER, JUNE 14, 2007

Response 129-1 E/P: Commenter requests the Committee, Planning Commission, and Board of
Supervisors assure that the provisions of Community Character Element
CC-24 and CC-25 become incorporated in the final General Plan and

suggests that Action Item CC 25-1 be revised or expanded to provide for
incentives to restore buildings that have lost their historic integrity.
Commenter further requests that the County consider that some historic
sites may require somewhat more intense uses than those originally
provided in order to ensure a long term economic basis for their
preservation. The County appreciates these comments and refers the
commenter to revisions to the Community Character Element. Policies
have been revised somewhat to allow greater flexibility with regard to
use, but continue to require that historic buildings retain their “integrity” to
be eligible for incentives. This is consistent with state and federal
requirements and ensures that property owners do not inappropriately
benefit from structures that are not legitimately considered historic. For
example, a building that retained its historic cornerstone or an historic
rafter, but was otherwise new, should not be deemed “historic” in its
entirety and made eligible for federal, state, or local incentives.
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LETTER 130: STEVEN CORLEY, NAPA VALLEY VINTNERS, JUNE 14, 2007

Response 130-1 P: The commenter states that the draft General Plan continues to emphasize
a strong commitment to the preservation of agricultural lands and open
space, as well as wine grape growing and the wine industry. County staff

acknowledges the support shown by the commenter for the work
accomplished to date on the proposed General Plan Update. Responses
to individual comments are provided below.

Response 130-2 E/P: The commenter supports the clear description of policies surrounding
existing RUL and spheres of influence, but is concerned that all the
alternatives would result in a population increase exceeding the 1%

population growth cap. The commenter urges that the impacts of using
the 2005 ABAG population numbers be assessed in an EIR alternative and
encourages all efforts be made to eliminate the significant and
unavoidable impacts on agriculture as detailed in the existing EIR
alternatives. The commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response
3.4.2 for a response to the need to consider an alternative consistent with
ABAG projections, as well as Section 2.0, which describes the Revised
General Plan Update (“Preferred Plan”), which would be consistent with
1% Measure A growth provisions as suggested by the commenter. The
commenter is also referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Conservation Element for further
agricultural resource protections.

Response 130-3 P: The commenter commends the General Plan Steering Committee for
adding the critical category of “Agricultural Preservation” to the seven
topics required by state law. The commenter also states concern about
the current draft of the General Plan because it may weaken the
County’s stance on agriculture. The commenter references an

attachment from agricultural groups in the County on the six proposed
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Goals and states support for their
comments. The County appreciates input in the General Plan process
and has substantially revised the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
goals based on input from the commenter and others. (See the Revised
General Plan Update for more specifics.)

Response 130-4 E/P: The commenter encourages the County to align regulatory assurances
and incentives in the Conservation Element with the Napa Green Land
(via Fish Friendly Farming) and Napa Green Winery third party certification
programs. NVV supports the goal to streamline the administrative process
for small vineyard development, but requests modification of the process
outlined in the Draft EIR and also requests changes to allow a streamlined
process for small wineries.

County staff appreciates the concern of NVV for the criteria presented in
the Draft EIR related to the ministerial process. The commenter’s
suggestion has been incorporated, and while the Revised General Plan
Update calls for establishment of a streamlined permitting process for
“environmentally superior” vineyards, it defers development of the
program to a subsequent planning process. Also, see changes to Policy
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Ag/LU-16 and the associated action item regarding “small wineries” and
changes to the Conservation Element regarding Napa Green.

Response 130-5 E/P: The commenter encourages expansion of the Energy Goals to include
more information on climate change policies and a clear articulation of
our commitment to the reduction of greenhouse gases as a community.
These changes have been incorporated as goals and policies in the
Conservation Element. The commenter is also referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 and to the new sub-section titled Climate
Protection and Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health in the

Conservation Element.

Response 130-6 P: The commenter urges elimination of the term “developed areas” or
inclusion of a clear and concise definition of the term. The commenter is
referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element
and other sections of the General Plan Update where use of this term has
been minimized in favor of terms like “urbanized areas.”

Response 130-7 P: The commenter requests a reference to the “Right to Farm” ordinance in
the odors policies, as it is already in the Noise Policies of the Community
Character Element. The commenter is referred to revisions made to the
Community Character Element for this change (Policy CC-51).

Response 130-8 P: The commenter suggests that the General Plan should articulate a
framework that gives clear guidance on how to reconcile the inherent
conflicts of the many goals and policies outlined in the plan and that the
County needs to prioritize protection of agricultural resources when issues
arise that may impact agriculture and agricultural resources. The
commenter asserts that there are conflicts between many of the goals
and policies in the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update, but
does not enumerate on which goals and policies are conflicting. The

County has reviewed all goals, policies, and action items in each element
to ensure consistency and clarity as part of the revisions to ensure internal
consistency of the General Plan Update. Additionally, the
Implementation Plan of the General Plan provides clear guidance for the
County to implement the General Plan. The Implementation Plan includes
action items, prioritization of action items, timeframes for implementation,
responsible parties, etc. There may be times when some goals and or
policies may be mutually exclusive depending on the situation. In these
events the County Board of Supervisors would need to weigh the priorities
of the County and find balance as described in the Introduction to the
Revised General Plan Update (pp. 4-5).

Response 130-9 P: The commenter suggests a revision to Ag/LU Element Goal 1 as follows:

“To plan for agriculture and related activities as the primary land
uses in Napa County and concentrate urban uses in the county’s
existing cities and urban areas.”

The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element where the goals have been changed
based on comments received.
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Response 130-10 P: The commenter suggests revision to Ag/LU Element Goal 2 as follows:

“To develop and implement a set of planning policies which
combine to define a population size, rate of population growth and
the geographic distribution of that population in such a manner
that the desired quality of life is achieved.”

The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Goal Ag/LU-4, where this
concept has been incorporated.

Response 130-11 P: The commenter suggests revision to Ag/LU Element Goal 3 as follows:

“Support the economic viability of agriculture, including grape
growing, winemaking, other type of agriculture, and supporting
industries to ensure the preservation of agricultural lands.”

The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element, where this suggestion has been
incorporated.

Response 130-12 P: The commenter suggests revision to Ag/LU Element Goal 4 as follows:

“To work with cities, other governmental units, and the private
sector to plan and provide for commercial, industrial, residential,
recreational, open space and public land use in locations that are
compatible with adjacent uses.”

The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Goal Ag/LU-5 where this concept
has been addressed.

Response 130-13 P: Commenter suggests revision to Ag/LU Element Goal 5 as follows:

“Create a stable and predictable regulatory environment that
encourages investment by the private sector and balances the
rights of individuals with those of the community.”

The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Goal Ag/LU-6 where this concept
has been addressed.

Response 130-14 P: The commenter suggests a new Ag/LU Element Goal 6 as follows:

“Plan for demographic changes and desired social services when
siting public facilities and when considering the design of those
facilities.”

The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Goal Ag/LU-7 where this concept
has been addressed.
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LETTER 131 TERRY MULGANNON, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 131-1 E/P: Commenter notes that the sections of the proposed General Plan Update
concerning Napa County’s historical legacy are a necessary component
in the plan. Commenter continues by linking loss of agricultural land in the

County to the loss of unique farm and ranch improvements. The
commenter is referred to revisions made to the Community Character
Element.
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LETTER 132: BOB FIDDAMAN, JUNE 15, 2007

Response 132-1 E/P: Commenter is pleased to see the excellent work by the Steering
Committee, consultants, and County staff for both the General Plan
Update and the Draft EIR. County staff appreciates the acknowledgment

of hard work done by all involved in the General Plan Update process.

Response 132-2 P: Commenter shares the concerns of Sandy Elles of the Farm Bureau
regarding growth projections and the jobs/housing balance discussed in
the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. As a result of
comments received, the Revised General Plan Update has been crafted
in such a way that projected growth would be similar to growth under the

No Project Alternative. Commenter is referred to Section 2.0 for a
discussion of the “Preferred Plan” and to the Alternatives Master Response
3.4.2 regarding the use of growth projections in excess of ABAG’s regional
projections. Also, proposed Policy Ag/LU-31, Ag/LU-42, E-12, and E-18 all
address the issue of housing demand generated by new employment
without suggesting an allocation process or restriction on job growth.

Response 132-3 P: Commenter has attached the Sonoma County Water Resources Element
as a comparison to the Conservation Element for Napa County. County
staff appreciates the comparison of the two documents and concern for
the issue of water resources. The Conservation Element section on Water
Resources has been substantially revised and expanded in response to
public comments, but remains part of the Conservation Element, instead
of a stand-alone section. This could be changed during consideration of
the Revised General Plan Update by the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors if desired. Commenter is also referred to Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1.

Response 132-4 P: Commenter suggests that the County should include a policy in the
Circulation Element to support the City of Calistoga in relocating SR 29
from Lincoln Avenue including a policy to cooperate with the City of
Calistoga on traffic solutions. The proposed Circulation Element
emphasizes safety and access (rather than capacity) improvements in
most of the County, in order to ensure that the rural character of County
roads is not lost (see Policy CIR-12, for example). As a result, the

Circulation Element also emphasizes the use of alternative modes of
transportation and establishes a target (Objective CIR-1 on p. 110 of the
Revised General Plan Update) for reducing cut-through traffic developed
with the Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency (NCTPA). The
revised Circulation Element does not specifically endorse relocation of SR
29 from Lincoln Avenue, because the impacts have not been considered
in the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, County staff would be happy to participate
in further studies of this and other proposals within the City limits.

Response 132-5 P: Commenter notes that the County should look at the use of a portion of
the fairgrounds in Calistoga for development as housing. Commenter
requests a policy requiring large commercial projects to provide
workforce housing for employees expected to be generated on a
negotiated basis. The commenter is referred to revisions made to the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element regarding the use of
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County-owned lands for potential redevelopment. This suggestion
appears in Policy Ag/LU-30, although it is silent on the specific parcels that
would be available for housing, since their reuse would likely require

additional analysis and consultation with current users/tenants of the
properties. Also, please see Action Item Ag/LU-30.2 regarding
development of a workforce housing ordinance and re-examination of
the County’s in lieu fees.
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LETTER 133: JOAN FORESMAN ON BEHALF OF SALVADOR CREEK PROPERTY OWNERS,
JUNE 15, 2007

Response 133-1 E/P: Commenter notes that the Salvador Creek Property Owners are
concerned about all future development, including vineyard
development, in the Salvador Creek watershed that may exacerbate

flooding. Commenter requests the inclusion of policies to mitigate storm
water runoff. Impacts to storm water runoff as a result of construction and
development from General Plan Update implementation have been
extensively addressed in the Draft EIR Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water
Quality. All impacts identified from development were deemed to be
significant but mitigated to a less than significant level by the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR.
Mitigation measures were recommended to be incorporated into County
Code and/or the General Plan and many of these measures have
already been included into the Conservation Element. Specifically,
please see Policy CON-50 and Action Item CON WR-2 in the Revised
General Plan Update.
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LETTER 134: MORGAN MORGAN, MAY 29, 2007

Response 134-1 P: Commenter notes the proposed General Plan Update should avoid being
too specific and restrictive on future uses. County staff notes the concern
of the commenter.

Response 134-2 P: Commenter suggests that the Plan should recognize property rights in
balance with the interests of special interest groups and the planners.
Commenter requests the addition of a policy stating the following: “The
County will ensure that private property rights are respected and
protected in its planning and decision-making processes.” Commenter
provides additional expository language to this effect for inclusion in the

proposed General Plan Update.

County staff appreciates the commenter’s concern for private property
rights, which are addressed in Policy Ag/LU-108. This policy has been
retained in the Revised General Plan Update despite many requests for its
removal because County staff believes that the plan as currently drafted
strikes an appropriate balance between the rights of property owners and

other issues. The commenter is referred to revisions made elsewhere within
the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.

Response 134-3 P: Commenter requests the inclusion of a definition of “property rights” in the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. Commenter provides
specific language for such a definition. County staff appreciates the
concern regarding private property rights and has included a definition

within the glossary (p. 284) of the Revised General Plan Update.

Response 134-4 P: Commenter requests that any mention of hot air ballooning as a
recreation use in the Recreation and Open Space Element be removed
from the proposed General Plan Update. Commenter cites noise and
other environmental/nuisance effects of hot air ballooning. Commenter is
referred to revisions made to the Recreation and Open Space Element,
which does not specifically endorse or allow hot air ballooning. Draft EIR
Section 4.1 (Agriculture) specifically addresses conflict impacts associated
with recreation and agricultural uses (see Draft EIR page 4.1-29 and -30).

Response 134-5 P: Commenter requests that the language of Policy CC-25 be broadened to
include historic uses associated with grounds and not buildings alone.
Additionally, commenter asks that the County consider some expansion
of use beyond historic uses in order to fund the renovation and upkeep of
historic properties. The commenter is referred to revisions made to the
Community Character Element where the incentive program referred to
has been revised to include more flexibility with regard to use, but not to
include the suggested reference to the “grounds” of historic buildings.
Details of the suggested incentive program will have to be developed in
the form of an enabling ordinance, as suggested in Action Item CC-28.1.

Response 134-6 P: Commenter requests the County remove all discussion of global warming
in the proposed General Plan Update as it creates additional restrictions
on an already “restricted” county. Commenter attests that other local,
state, and federal agencies should deal with the problem of climate
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change, not the County. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s
view on this controversial topic. However, many more commenters stated
that they felt this issue was too important to ignore at the current time. As

such, County staff has recommended that the topic be studied as to the
potential impact to the quality of life that residents of the County now
enjoy. Commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
and revisions to the Conservation Element.
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LETTER 135: ANDREA WOLF, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 135-1 E/P: Commenter notes concerns with growth in Angwin and other
communities will result in significant traffic and safety impacts to Deer Park
Road, Sunnyside Road, and Sanitarium Road. Commenter further voices

displeasure at the “urban bubbles.” County staff acknowledges the
commenter’s concern regarding traffic due to the proposed project in
Angwin. At the time the draft General Plan and EIR were published,
Pacific Union College had not submitted a formal application for any
specific project, so a detailed traffic evaluation could not be done.
When the application by the PUC is deemed complete by County staff,
the appropriate environmental review will consider the potential effects to
traffic on Deer Park Road and other concerned roadways. Regarding
urban bubbles, the commenter is referred to the Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 for a discussion about why eliminating all of the “bubbles”
is not considered feasible. Traffic operations regarding level of service
and safety are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-31 through -54. As noted
in Draft EIR Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-8, none of these roadways have been
identified for high accident sites.
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LETTER 136: MARSHALL AND BILLIE JAEGER, JUNE 11, 2007

Response 136-1 P: Commenter questions the inclusion of hot air balloons in the Recreation
and Open Space Element of the proposed General Plan Update.
Commenter compares effect of hot air balloons to sightseeing

helicopters. Commenter requests the County not write any specific
charter for hot air ballooning. Commenter is referred to Response 134-4.
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LETTER 137: GLYN RIXON, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 137-1 E/P: The commenter notes that the major barrier to development of
affordable housing mentioned in Policies Ag/LU-73 and -79 relates to
water supply. The commenter questions what plans there are to address

diminishing water sources. Evidence of water availability is required prior
to development pursuant to Policy CON-53, and the County has
suggested that it will collaborate with private property owners on future
studies of groundwater availability and potential alternate sources.
Nonetheless, the County will not itself take the lead in securing additional
water simply to increase the development potential of private properties.
The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Response 137-2 E/P: The commenter states that there should be better surveillance by the
Napa County Sheriff’s Department in the interest of traffic safety. The
County appreciates the input regarding traffic safety. Draft EIR Tables 4.4-
5 though 4.4-8 provide data regarding traffic safety in the County. Traffic
operations regarding level of service and safety are addressed on Draft
EIR pages 4.4-31 through -54. Traffic patrol and enforcement in the
unincorporated area is provided by the California Highway Patrol. The
commenter is urged to contact the CHP and the Napa County Sheriff to
discuss ways to address his concerns regarding enforcement of traffic
regulations.

Response 137-3 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-85. The County
appreciates the input regarding the policy; however the idea of a local
council has been eliminated from the Revised Draft General Plan Update
at the suggestion of other commenters. Nonetheless, the commenter is
referred to policies in the Lake Berryessa section starting on p. 57 of the
Revised Draft General Plan Update and to new policies about the same

area included at the end of the Economic Development Element.
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LETTER 138: BRIAN NOWICKI, CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, JUNE 29, 2007

Response 138-1 E/P: The commenter notes their review of the Draft EIR is focused on
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the proposed General
Plan Update and its contribution to global warming. Climate change is
addressed in the Draft EIR on pages 4.8-11 through -38 and 5.0-16. The
commenter is also referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4,
which addresses their comments.

Response 138-2 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR analysis of greenhouse gas and
associated climate change impacts is inadequate and requires a
complete inventory of emissions. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding the feasibility of conducting a
complete inventory of future greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
preliminary estimates of GHG emissions county-wide.

Response 138-3 E: The commenter states that AB 32 GHG emission reduction and reporting
provisions are in addition to existing legal requirements to reduce GHG
emissions and protect the environment. As noted above in Response

138-1 E/P, the Draft EIR does disclose the proposed General Plan Update’s
impact associated with contribution to increases in GHG emissions. The
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for
further discussion of GHG emissions and projected potential
environmental effects from climate change on the County (based on
current data).

Response 138-4 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR analysis of greenhouse gas and
associated climate change impacts is inadequate and requires a
complete inventory of emissions. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding the feasibility of conducting a
complete inventory of future greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and

preliminary estimates of GHG emissions county-wide.

Response 138-5 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to consider to the full extent
of the proposed General Plan Update’s GHG emissions as well as
identification of measures to reduce the impacts. The commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding the
feasibility of conducting a complete inventory of future greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions and preliminary estimates of GHG emissions county-wide,
as well as 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 in the general categories identified by the commenter. Global
climate change is a cumulative impact and that, under CEQA and the
Communities for a Better Environment court case, the proposed General
Plan Update cannot avoid making a “considerable” contribution to
climate change without reducing its contribution to essentially zero. While
many of the measures suggested by the commenter are feasible,
adopting them would not reduce the contribution of future development
to zero. That is simply not practical. Furthermore, existing development

will continue to contribute greenhouse gases, and it is unclear at present
the effectiveness of carbon credits to fully offset impacts. Hence, the
Draft EIR concludes that this impact is significant and unavoidable.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1090

The County has already begun to implement some of the climate change
policies contained in the revised Conservation Element by proactively
responding to AB 32 and, in particular, establishing of a baseline year as

required by AB 32. The County has hired an energy consultant to assist
staff in this effort. The County Public Works Department and the
consultant in coordination with Pacific, Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) have completed the initial collection of data for energy usage of
both County facilities and fleet. This has been a complex and time-
consuming process given the number of County facilities and data
anomalies regarding electric, gas, and gasoline usage. The preparation
of the Baseline Report is now under way. In the report, Public Works will
make recommendations as to the baseline that should be established for
AB 32 purposes and will also provide a projection as to what the County’s
carbon footprint for 2010 would be if the County had taken no previous
initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This document will also
serve as an introduction to the development of the Climate Action
Protection Plan. It is anticipated that Public Works will present Napa
County Board of Supervisors with the Baseline Report and
recommendations in March 2008.

In July 2007, the County joined ABAG’s Energy Watch to identify and
analyze potential energy savings in the operations of County-owned
buildings. In coordination with Energy Watch, an action plan is being
developed to build upon the County’s previous efforts of becoming
“green” by:

1. Developing an Energy Assessment Report (EAR) that will illustrate and
compare County facilities’ energy intensity and consumption. This EAR
will ensure that facilities with the highest potential for energy savings
and improvement are prioritized for subsequent energy efficiency
physical audits.

2. Identifying savings opportunities and greenhouse gas emission
reductions through physical audits to identify energy saving potential
for retrofit and recommissioning projects.

In November 2007, Energy Watch completed its EAR and met with the
County and its consultant to discuss quantitative information and the
previous work done to date by the County to provide for energy efficient
facilities, and to develop an action plan of where it made sense to
conduct physical audits to identify energy saving potential of the most
promising retrofit and recommissioning projects. As part of this process, it

was determined that retro-commissioning audit interviews should be
completed for the County Administration and Hall of Justice facilities, with
Energy Watch proposing an action plan for physical audits for these and
other facilities in December 2007. It is anticipated that Energy Watch will
complete these physical audits by February 2008, with preliminary
recommendations and cost-benefit analyses provided in March 2008.

The County’s consultant will also be preparing a preliminary cost-benefit
analysis for further photovoltaic system improvements given that Energy
Watch does not include that element within its funded program.
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These efforts are supplemental to previous actions the County has taken
to reduce GHGs, which include:

1. Designing the new County Sheriff Administration Building and Juvenile
Justice Center to be LEED certifiable.

2. Implementing heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) and
lighting retrofits at several County-owned buildings.

3. Starting a “Greening of the Fleet” program through hybrid purchases
and bio-diesel conversions.

It is anticipated that in June 2008 the Board of Supervisors will be

presented with a draft Climate Action Protection Plan focused on how the
County can reduce greenhouse gas emissions for its operations (that is,
facilities, fleet, and employees’ travel to and from the workplace). The
plan will include increased transparency for the public, with the County
regularly reporting its key metrics (energy use, vehicle miles traveled, etc.).

In December 2007, the County also joined ICLEI’s Local Governments for

Sustainability Program which allows the County to benefit from the
collective experience of many jurisdictions who are also working toward
implementing climate protection measures.

All of these actions and the policies contained in the Conservation
Element demonstrate the County’s efforts and commitments to reducing
overall greenhouse gas emissions.

Response 138-6 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR analysis of GHG is inadequate
and requires recirculation of the Draft EIR. Points brought forth in this
comment letter are responded to in detail in Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4, which supports the analysis and conclusions of the Draft
EIR. The climate change impact associated with General Plan Update
implementation and under cumulative conditions would remain

significant and unavoidable under all alternatives and recirculation would
not be required under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
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LETTER 139: LINDA AND ROGER WOLFF, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 139-1 E/P: The commenter requests establishing buffer areas around the City of
American Canyon, the airport, and the City of Napa by designating these
areas as rural and not allowing these rural buffers to be annexed for urban

sprawl. The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan
process. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 in this document
regarding the establishment of a growth boundary for the City of
American Canyon and revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land
Use Element. This boundary and the existing RUL for the City of Napa are
intended to control the extent of urbanization, as are restrictions on the
use and re-designation of properties designated for agricultural use on the
County’s official Land Use Map.

Response 139-2 P: The commenter notes that industrial areas such as the Napa Pipe property
should be kept industrial and should not be designated for residential
uses. The commenter notes the General Plan should address limitations on
conversion of lands designated for industrial use to residential use. The
commenter is referred to Section 2.0 in this document regarding the
Preferred Plan and revisions to the General Plan Update, which now
designate Napa Pipe as a study area, meaning that it would remain in
industrial use pending the outcome of further studies. Also see the study
by Keyser Marston Associates provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR,
which contains an analysis regarding the need for industrial land over
time.

Response 139-3 E/P: The commenter requests the addition of a goal for minimizing the view of
urbanization from major highways, particularly routes that bring tourism to
the County. The commenter further states that sound walls are not
compatible with the County’s agricultural base. The County appreciates

the input regarding the General Plan process.

The General Plan Update includes policies regarding road setbacks and
fences and encourages development which retains the visually open,
rural character of the County. Additionally, at the commenter’s
suggestion, the policy only allows solid sound walls in unique
circumstances. (See Policy CC-4 in the Revised Draft General Plan

Update, p. 130.)
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LETTER 140: LAURIE PUZO, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 140-1 P: Commenter proposes that the County relocate the two fairgrounds into
the Napa Pipe property and plan for the development of the existing
fairgrounds for residential uses. Commenter also points to the use of the

old fairgrounds for civic uses. The County appreciates these comments
and has included a policy (AG/LU-30) that requires consideration of
excess County property for housing development. However, this policy is
not specific to the fairgrounds in Calistoga and would not apply to state-
owned property like the Napa Expo. Also, the County does not own the
Napa Pipe property and could not force the private property owner to
entertain a land swap. Nonetheless, the commenter’s suggestions are
appreciated, and their implementation would not be precluded by any
policies within the Revised Draft General Plan Update.
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LETTER 141: PERI PAYNE, JUNE 13, 2007

Response 141-1 E/P: The commenter notes the absence of the Tucker Farm Center from the list
of “State & Federally listed Historic Resources.” Commenter attests to the
Tucker Farm’s age and importance as a grange. Commenter also notes

the absence of several other grange halls in the County from the list. The
Tucker Farm Center is determined eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The list in the Cultural Resources section
of the Draft EIR, however, only includes properties actually listed in the
NRHP and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).
Consideration of the environmental effects of the proposed General Plan
Update on historical resources such as Tucker Farm was not limited to
those properties that are currently listed. According to State CEQA
Guidelines, properties that are eligible for listing but not yet listed are still
eligible for protection. Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.2 would provide
protections for the Tucker Farm Center should any re-use of the site be
proposed. Also, see p. 119 for a mention of grange halls as one of Napa
County’s historic building types, and see the footnote added to Table CC-
A for clarification that the list provided is not exhaustive.
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LETTER 142: MARY ELLEN BOYET, JUNE 13, 2007

Response 142-1 P: Commenter provides additional comments on CC-25 beyond those given
during participation in the General Plan Steering Committee. Commenter
attests to situations where limiting use of historic structures to past uses

may be too restrictive and prevent opportunities for renovation and reuse.
Commenter suggests the review of future such projects on a case-by-
case basis. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Community
Character Element Policy CC-28, which has been adjusted as suggested.

Response 142-2 P: Commenter attests that Action Item CC-25.1 may require modification in
order to provide for limited expansion in historical uses for the purposes of

economic feasibility and to meet the demands of necessary modern
infrastructure such as air conditioning, modern kitchens, and electrical
demands. Again, the commenter is referred to revisions to the
Community Character Element Policy CC-28 and the accompanying
action item. County staff believes the revised policies address the
commenter’s concerns.
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LETTER 143: PHILLIP LAMOREAUX, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 143-1 E/P: Commenter requests that a commercial business such a hot air ballooning
not be written into the General Plan as part of the Recreation and Open
Space Element. Commenter is referred to Response 134-4 as well as to

revisions made to the Recreation and Open Space Element.
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LETTER 144: TERRI RESTELLI-DIETS, NAPA COUNTY COMMISSION ON AGING, JUNE 18,
2007

Response 144-1 P: Commenter notes that the Napa County Commission on Aging would like
to make policy recommendations to several General Plan elements. The
commenter encourages the incorporation of recommendations that will

enhance the lives of seniors and persons of all generations. The County
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process and will
respond to each individual recommendation below.

Response 144-2 P: Commenter requests the addition of the following text to policy CC-3:
“Signs should be made with an awareness of Napa’s rapidly growing
elderly population.” The commenter is referred to revisions made to the

Community Character Element. Policy CC-3 has been revised as follows:

Policy CC-3: Signs shall be used primarily to provide necessary information
and business identification rather than the advertisement of goods and
services. Sign size limits and locational requirements shall be established to
avoid over-proliferation of signs. Although the sign size may be limited,
lettering should be large and easy to read.

Response 144-3 P: Commenter requests the addition of the following text to the introduction
paragraph of the Community Character Element: “A community’s
character can often be judged by how it provides for Youth and Elderly
populations.” Commenter requests an awareness of the needs of youth
and elderly populations in the Element. The commenter is referred to
revisions made to the Community Character Element. The statement
provided is not relevant to the topics included in the Community
Character Element.

Response 144-4 P: Commenter requests the addition of the following text to Policy CC-11:
“Such areas should be wheelchair accessible to accommodate the
elderly and disabled.” The commenter is referred to revisions made to the
Community Character Element. Policy CC-11 has been revised as follows:

Policy CC-11: The County’s roadway construction and maintenance
standards and other practices shall be designed to enhance the
attractiveness of all roadways and in particular scenic roadways. New
roadway construction or expansion shall retain the current landscape
characteristics of County designated scenic roadways, including
retention of existing trees to the maximum extent feasible and required re-
vegetation and re-contouring of disturbed areas. In addition:

a) The development of hiking trails and bicycle lanes should be
coordinated, when possible, with scenic roadway corridors and should
provide access for the elderly and disabled in accordance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. (Existing Scenic Highway Policy 1 plus ADA
reference.)

b) A program to replant trees and shrubbery should be implemented in
cases where they are removed during new roadway alignment. (Existing
Scenic Highway Policy 9)
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c) Opportunities should be explored for joint public/private participation in
developing locations for roadside rests, picnic areas and vista points.

(Existing Scenic Highway Policy 5)

d) Installation of landscaping shall be required in conjunction with major
roadway improvements where necessary to screen existing residences
from glare generated by vehicle headlights.

Response 144-5 P: Commenter requests the addition of the following text to Policy CC-23:

“Assure that all trails have some portions that are accessible to those
disabled and/or in a wheelchair.” The commenter is referred to revisions
made to the Community Character Element and the Recreation and
Open Space Element. Policy CC-23 has been revised as follows:

Policy CC-25: Promote the use of recreational trails following historic
alignments such as the Oat Hill Mine Road and make every effort to

include historical information at all trail heads and in trail maps and
brochures. Also provide historical information about roads that follow
historic trails where feasible, such as Silverado Trail, Old Sonoma Road,
Glass Mountain Road and others. Provide access for the elderly and
disabled to interpretive information, trail segments, and trail heads as
required by law.

Response 144-6 P: Commenter requests the addition of a policy under Goal E-3 stating the
following: “The County recognizes that older adults comprise a valuable
and growing segment of Napa County’s population and that they possess
a wealth of experience, skills, and talents. Engaging older adults through
the promotion of volunteerism will contribute significantly to the vitality of
the County’s economy and help support its economic development
goals.” The commenter is referred to revisions made to the Economic
Development Element, which address workforce development (see Policy
E-15), but do not include the specific language suggested.

Response 144-7 P: Commenter requests the addition of the following text to Policy SAF-30:
“The special needs of elder and disabled persons shall be addressed
when designing new or modifying existing signage, including signals which
afford pedestrians with slower mobility the opportunity to cross all
roadways safely by providing adequate walkways and lighting.
Implement measures that favor older pedestrian safety such as
pedestrian-activated longer crossing signals, audible crossing signals,
countdown signals, and regular repainting of crosswalks.” The

commenter also requests the addition of the following text to policy SAF-
34: “In considering protection of residents from criminal activity, the
County shall promote training of law enforcement in responding to reports
of both physical and financial elder and dependent adult abuse.” Lastly,
the commenter provides suggestions for additional action steps or policies
for signage and lighting improvements, universal design standards,
sidewalks, and crosswalks. The commenter is referred to revisions made to
the Safety Element and the Circulation Element. Policy SAF-30 has been
modified to include some of the suggested language. (See new Policy
SAF-32.)
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Response 144-8 P: Commenter requests the addition of language to Policy CIR-1.2 stating,
“The County should explore the establishment of a Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency (CTSA).” The Napa County Transportation

and Planning Agency is a consolidated transportation service agency
which provides the following services:

 Operating the VINE, the Napa area’s bus system.

 Overseeing the planning and funding of paratransit (transportation for
special needs and disabled riders).

 Maintaining and improving highways, streets and roads, and bicycle
transit.

 Serving as the program manager for the Transportation Fund for Air
Quality, promoting air quality in the Napa region.

 Working with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission to
coordinate funds from the Transportation Development Act (TDA) for
transit, paratransit, streets and roads, and bicycle projects.

 Serving as the Abandoned Vehicle Abatement Authority for the
allocation of funds derived from vehicle registration fees.

(Source: NCTPA web site, at http://www.nctpa.net/overview.cfm )

As the Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency serves as a
consolidated transportation agency, an additional Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency (CTSA) is not required as requested by the
commenter.

This commenter further requests the addition of text to Policy CIR-1.3 as
follows: “Incorporate design guidelines to accommodate older
pedestrians in road and intersection design.” Further modification has
been made to the Circulation Element of the General Plan to include
requirements for the design of roadways to meet the specific needs of
senior citizens.

This commenter provides possible action steps or policies for the
Circulation Element in reference to design improvements and increased
access to alternative forms of transportation for people who don’t drive.
Further modification has been made to the Circulation Element of the
General Plan to this end. Protective measures included in the proposed
General Plan Update now include requirements for the County to work
with incorporated cities and towns to develop an approach to roadway
design to enhance driver and pedestrian safety, particularly for senior
citizens. The County notes that various policies in the Circulation Element
address the issue of expanded transit service, which is the responsibility of

NCTPA and other non-County agencies.
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LETTER 145: TOBE WOLF, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 145-1 E/P: The commenter states that further development should be limited in
Angwin due to traffic, noise, and safety issues on Deer Park Road and
Sanitarium Road. The proposed General Plan Update and its Draft EIR

provide general land use designations and a programmatic analysis of
resulting impacts; they do not propose specific developments or provide
environmental clearance for specific projects. Additionally, the Draft EIR
in Section 4.4, Transportation, includes language that requires new
developments with the potential to significantly affect traffic operations to
prepare a detailed traffic analysis prior to discretionary approval of the
project. The application for development submitted to the County by
Pacific Union College (PUC) will thus require detailed project-specific
analysis of potential impacts to roadway loads and safety. Please see the
programmatic analysis of traffic impacts provided in Draft EIR Section 4.4,
and participate in the separate EIR process now under way associated
with the PUC’s application.
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LETTER 146: RICHARD BARTHÉLEMY, ST. BARTHÉLEMY CELLARS, JUNE 18, 2007

Response 146-1 E/P: Commenter notes that their property is designated Agricultural Watershed

and Open Space (AWOS) under the existing General Plan and would stay
AWOS under the proposed General Plan Update. Commenter further
notes that the property was zoned as Planned Development from the
1960s through the mid-1980s and Residential Country in 1985. The County
appreciates the information on the historical zoning of this particular
property.

Response 146-2 E/P: Commenter states that the draft General Plan abandons long-standing
County policies regarding zoning consistency and fails to plan properly for
the results of those policy shifts. Specifically, the commenter states that
the General Plan fails to make changes to Rural Residential and Urban
residential boundaries near Lake Berryessa and improperly identifies AW
and TP as the only zoning districts that are consistent with the AWOS land
use designation. The commenter also points out that many AWOS parcels
within the County have commercial or residential zoning, and adoption of
the proposed plan will have impacts including the reduction in available
housing sites. The County appreciates these comments and has clarified
in revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element that
Table Ag/LU-B is to be used to assess rezoning applications, not to
evaluate the consistency of existing General Plan designations and
zoning. (See Policy Ag/LU-114 on p. 73 of the Revised Draft General Plan
Update.) Also, the County has included Action Item AG/LU-114.1, which
would commit the County to a systematic planning effort aimed at
improving the boundaries of the “bubbles” designated Rural Residential
and Urban Residential. County staff does not believe that the suggested
changes would limit the availability of housing sites.

Response 146-3 E/P: Commenter states that the County will experience an increase in growth
and development pressures due to the reduction of commercially and
residentially zoned parcels in agricultural areas. Tourist uses will further
displace available housing and will increase job growth in an area that
has a declining availability of housing. The County appreciates this
concern but disagrees that the Revised General Plan Update will reduce
commercial and residentially zoned parcels. Specifically, Policy Ag/LU-26
and Ag/LU-45 would retain provisions of the current General Plan allowing
commercial uses on commercially zoned parcels and allowing houses on
all legal parcels county-wide. As described in Section 2.0, the Revised
Draft General Plan Update (‘Preferred Plan”) would not change the
amount of land designated Rural Residential. The plan would also not
change the amount of commercial zoning. Potential growth-inducing
impacts are discussed in Section 7.1 of the Draft EIR.

Response 146-4 E: Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify or analyze impacts
from reduction in available housing from rezoning existing residentially
zoned parcels as AWOS. The Revised General Plan Update does not
propose to rezone residential properties and would have a neutral effect
on the availability of housing sites. The Population/Housing/Employment
Section of the Draft EIR includes analysis of the expected growth of the
County and the need for additional housing to serve additional residents
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and jobs in the County (see Impacts 4.3.1 and 4.3.2). Concerning both
housing needs and the job/housing balance, the Draft EIR describes a
significant effect and proposes mitigation to reduce that effect. The

commenter is also referred to the environmental analysis for the Preferred
Plan provided in Section 2.0 of this document regarding its jobs/housing
balance impact.

Response 146-5 E: Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify or analyze impacts of
increased development and growth pressure within the “urban bubbles”
resulting from promotion of tourism near Lake Berryessa. The Draft EIR

bases its traffic analysis and other analyses on assumptions regarding
projected increases in jobs, dwelling units, and residents in the County,
including the Lake Berryessa area. The Revised General Plan Update
includes several new policies related to economic conditions at Lake
Berryessa (see Policy E-20 et seq.), but does not propose additional
commercial zoning or other changes that would noticeably increase
development potential. See the analysis of population and employment
in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, the analysis of traffic in Section 4.4 of the
Draft EIR, and the analysis of growth inducement (e.g., the possibility for
induced growth at Lake Berryessa or elsewhere) in Section 7.0 of the Draft
EIR.

Response 146-6 E: Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify or analyze traffic
impacts from increased tourism and job growth near Lake Berryessa. The
traffic model analysis in the Draft EIR includes assumed job growth from
commercial uses and includes a weekend traffic impact analysis to
address tourism impacts, including areas around Lake Berryessa (see Draft
EIR Figure 4.4-2 and Draft EIR pages 4.4-48 and -49). Commenter is
referred to Section 4.4 and Impact 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR for more
information. Also see Response 146-5E, above.

Response 146-7 E: Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify or analyze impacts
from vehicle emissions from tourists and commuters traveling to the
expanded tourism uses in Lake Berryessa. Projections of future traffic-
related emissions were based on the traffic analysis conducted for the

proposed General Plan Update. As discussed in Response 146-6 E above,
this analysis included assumed job growth from commercial uses,
including areas around Lake Berryessa. This growth and traffic impact
analysis was factored into the air quality impact analysis provided in
Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR page 4.8-18).

Response 146-8 E/P: The commenter suggests that the County should consider adjusting the

Land Use map designations to allow parcels that are over 10 acres in size,
not located in prime wine growing areas, and adjacent to more intense
development be designated for rural residential uses. The County
appreciates this comment. The suggested change in the General Plan
Update was not included in revisions to the document, but may be one
outcome of the follow-on planning process identified in Action Item
Ag/LU-114.1.
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LETTER 147: TINA MCCAUSLIN, DAVID L. BONUCCELLI & ASSOCIATES, INC., ON BEHALF

OF PACIFIC COAST BUILDING PRODUCTS, INC., JUNE 18, 2007

Response 147-1 E/P: Commenter states they are providing comments on the behalf of Pacific
Coast Building Projects. The County appreciates the input of Pacific
Coast Building Projects and will respond to the individual comments

below.

Response 147-2 E/P: Commenter notes that the Pacific Coast and Boca Company have
agreed to jointly redevelop their two properties. Pacific Coast Building
Products remains interested in developing the combined properties into
mixed-use residential. The County appreciates the input from Pacific
Coast Building Products. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0

regarding the Preferred Plan and designation of the Pacific Coast/Boca
site as a study area.

Response 147-3 P: Commenter notes that the page reference for “Commercial, Industrial
and Transitional Land Uses” should be changed to page 43. The
commenter is referred to Section 2.0 regarding the Preferred Plan and
designation of the Pacific Coast/Boca site as a study area as well as

revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element regarding
the Pacific Coast/Boca site. Pagination in the document has been
adjusted as necessary throughout.

Response 147-4 P: Commenter requests the following modification of policy Ag/LU-38 for
clarity (deleted text shown strikethrough, inserted text shown underline):
“The County will support the development of tourist facilities where there is
a showing there would be no conflict with agriculture and where the
necessity for this type of tourist service can be documented to the
County’s satisfaction.” The commenter is referred to revisions made to the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element, where this change has
been incorporated (Policy Ag/LU-41).

Response 147-5 P: Commenter supports the re-use of the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca
Company properties as shown in Policy Ag/LU-28. Commenter asserts this
will help protect agricultural lands. The County appreciates the input
regarding the General Plan process and will consider this comment when
revising the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0
regarding the Preferred Plan and designation of the Pacific Coast/Boca
site as a study area as well as revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element regarding the Pacific Coast/Boca site. See Policy
Ag/LU-52 and pp. 61-63 specifically.

Response 147-6 P: Commenter notes that the description of “South County Industrial Areas
(SCIA)” is contradictory with the map on the same page. The commenter
recommends alternatives to provide consistency between the SCIA and
the associated map. The commenter also recommends providing
differential hatching for the SCIA over which development is expected
and adding a list of all the south county industrial properties in the
introduction. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 regarding the
Preferred Plan and designation of the Pacific Coast/Boca site as a study
area as well as revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
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Element regarding the Pacific Coast/Boca site. (Specifically see the
revised map and policies on pp. 61-63.)

Response 147-7 P: Commenter notes that at no time was the Pacific Coast property owned
or operated by Boca or their predecessor Dillingham. The text has been
adjusted accordingly.

Response 147-8 P: Commenter notes that the Napa Airport flight paths do not affect the
Syar, Boca, and Pacific Coast Properties. The commenter suggests the
following modification of the third paragraph on page 75 as follows
(deleted text shown strikethrough, inserted text shown underline): “The
presence of Napa Airport imposes restrictions on uses in portions of the
industrial area Napa Pipe Property which are under the flight path of the
airport.” The text has been clarified as requested.

Response 147-9 P: Commenter supports Policy Ag/LU-90 and the designation of transitional
areas for reuse and revitalization. The commenter suggests narrative be
added to page 75 that describes the Pacific Coast, Boca, and Napa Pipe
sites are designated as “Transitional” and should be considered for reuse
and revitalization consistent with the Agricultural Preservation and Land
Use policies. Alternatively, specific reference to Policy Ag/LU-47 should be
provided. The County appreciates the support of the commenter in
regard to Policy Ag/LU-90. However, in accordance with other comments
provided, the proposed General Plan Update has been revised to use the

term “study area” instead of “transitional.” The commenter is referred to
Section 2.0 regarding the Preferred Plan and designation of the Pacific
Coast/Boca site as a study area as well as revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element regarding the Pacific Coast/Boca site.

Response 147-10 P: Commenter suggests adding hatching and/or color on the Land Use Map
and legend for areas to be designated a “Transitional” zone. Commenter

is referred to Response 147-9 for more information on the disposition of the
transitional designation, which will now be known as “study area.” Also
see the map provided on p. 61of the Revised Draft General Plan Update,
which is a detail of the County-wide Land Use Map provided on p. 75.

Response 147-11 P: Commenter agrees there is a need to encourage use of travel modes
other than personal cars. The commenter notes that the Pacific Coast
/Boca sites are located along the River to Ridge Trail system and on
existing bus routes, both of which provide opportunities for bicycle
commuting and transit into downtown Napa. The County appreciates
the input regarding the General Plan process and refers the commenter
to revisions to the Recreation and Open Space Element, where regional
trails in the vicinity have been acknowledged.

Response 147-12 P: Commenter states the intention that future development at the Pacific
Coast/Boca site will be consistent with Policy CIR 2-4. The commenter
notes that, if accommodations can be made at the existing signalized
intersection of Streblow Drive/Napa Vallejo Highway (SR 221), this
intersection could be an ideal alternative entry point for the commenter’s
project. The commenter also notes that the main entrance would likely
remain adjacent to Syar Industries. The County appreciates the input
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regarding circulation issues faced by the commenter’s project. Upon the
determination that the Pacific Coast/Boca project application is
complete, County Planning staff will analyze the project-specific issues

faced by this project and these issues will be resolved at that time.

Response 147-13 P: Commenter questions who in the County will be responsible for reviewing
the Circulation Element (Policy CIR-3.14) and how the advantages of
lower vehicle emissions or transportation opportunities might be realized.
The commenter notes that Policy CIR-3.14 needs clarification regarding
when, how, and who will implement this policy. The commenter is referred

to the Implementation Plan that has been added to the General Plan
Update associated with its revisions. In general, the County would review
the Circulation Element as needed over time, particularly when
participating in updates to the County-wide Strategic Transportation Plan
as called for in Action Item CIR_10.1.

Response 147-14 P: Commenter notes that the scenic highway designation for SR 221 does

not seem accurate and that Napa County does not designate SR 221 as
a scenic highway. The commenter notes that the view to the east of
Napa Valley Highway is lacking in visual quality, and development within
the SR 221 corridor would improve scenic quality. The commenter is
referred to the revisions to the Community Character Element and the
inclusion of the County-designated scenic roadway list.

Response 147-15 E/P: Commenter is concerned with the noise level standards proposed on
page 161 and 162 of the proposed General Plan Update. The
commenter proposes the following changes to the noise level standards:

1) Add additional narrative to define Rural, Suburban, and Urban areas
for Exterior Noise Level Standards on page 161.

2) Modify the normally acceptable Exterior Noise Level Standards as
follows:

Exterior Noise Level Standards
Measured in CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level)

Noise Level (dBA) by Noise Zone
Classification

Land Use Type Time Period Rural Suburban Urban

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 55 45 60 50 60
Residential Single and Double

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 50 60 55 60 60

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 60 50 60 55 60
Residential Multiple and Country

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 50 60 55 60 60

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 60
Commercial

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 65

Industrial and Wineries Anytime 75
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The County has reviewed and revised the Noise section of the Revised
Draft General Plan Update in response to the commenter’s request. Noise
standards provided in Policy CC-38 correspond with the County of Napa

Noise Ordinance, which establishes limits on exterior noise. The table
provided in Policy CC-42 relates to intermittent interior noise and is meant
to be used in association with Policy CC-39 when determining the
compatibility of land uses.

Response 147-16 E: Commenter notes that the page numbering in Table 2.0-1 jumps from 2.0-
_ to 4.1-_ on even numbered pages. The pagination has been corrected.

The above error was typographical in nature and did not affect the
analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Table 1.0-1 in this document for an updated impact summary
table for the EIR.

Response 147-17 E: Commenter notes grammar errors in the last paragraph on page 3.0-17 of
the Draft EIR. The following corrections have been made to page 3.0-17

(deleted text shown strikethrough, inserted text shown underline): “The
adopted General Plan would addresses address the seven state-
mandated elements, as well as additional topics of interest to the
County.” The above error was typographical in nature and did not affect
the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

Response 147-18 E: Commenter suggests reviewing the rationale for deeming alternatives

significant and unavoidable, stating that the rationale behind the
decision to find Impact 4.1.2, loss of agricultural land, significant and
unavoidable for Alternative C while the alternative would result in an
increase in 680 acres of agricultural designated lands was unclear.

The 680 acres of additional agricultural land referenced by the
commenter constitutes only a portion of the change expected by

Alternative C. According to the analysis presented under Alternative C on
page 4.1-28 of the Draft EIR, the alternative would result in an increase of
680 acres of agricultural land in small portions throughout the County
(including the Hess Vineyards) but a simultaneous loss of 4,086 acres of
agricultural land as a result of the modification of the RUL line around the
City of American Canyon. The resultant change in agricultural land would
be a loss of 3,406 acres. This loss was considered in the Draft EIR to be a
significant loss that could not be mitigated. Therefore, the impact would
be significant and unavoidable, as shown on page 4.1-28. The
commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the
selection of alternatives.

Response 147-19 E: Commenter notes on page 4.8-12 that a heading is mislabeled. The
following corrections have been made to page 4.8-12 (deleted text
shown strikethrough, inserted text shown underline): “4.7.2 4.8.2 Regulatory
Framework.” This error was typographical in nature and did not affect the
analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

Similar to the issue raised by the commenter in Response 147-18 E, the
commenter questions the rationale behind the determination of
significance for each alternative under Impact 4.8.5 of the Draft EIR.
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Alternatives B and C include the widening of State Route 12 in Jamieson
Canyon (as well as other improvements), an action that could result in a
mobile source of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) being located closer to

existing sensitive receptors. Given that the exact alignment of proposed
roadway improvements in relation to sensitive receptors is not known and
the ability to meet the California Air Resources Board (ARB)
recommended 500 foot setback from high traffic roadways of the is
unknown, Impact 4.8-5 is considered significant and unavoidable for
Alternatives for B and C. Alternative A was determined to be less than
significant due to the fact that Alternative A does not include the
widening of State Route 12 in Jamieson Canyon.

The commenter further requests that the discussion relating to the
placement of industrial uses and the resultant effect on TAC production
and its proximity to sensitive receptors be removed from the discussion
under Impact 4.8.5. Because substantive information was not known
about any specific industrial projects within the area identified in the
Impact, and due to the general nature of the land use assumptions
provided in the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR, the
analysis does not reference any particular project or projects. The
discussion under Alternative B and C on page 4.8-32 references the
potential for TAC generating uses to be placed within areas surrounding
the airport designated for industrial use under each alternative. Project-
specific analysis of the potential air quality impacts, as well as other
impacts mandated by CEQA and the County, will be undertaken by
County Planning Staff upon receipt of an application for a specific project
and a finding of completeness for that application. The reference to
industrial land uses is pertinent to the Draft EIR’s programmatic assessment

of potential impacts associated with potential growth and development
under the General Plan Updates and no change is recommended.
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LETTER 148: CHRIS MALAN, EARTH DEFENSE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT NOW (EDEN),
JUNE 18, 2007

Response 148-1 E/P: The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update should
include a “Water Element” and notes the following water resource issues:

 Water is a limiting factor in the County.

 The Napa River is a designated impaired waterway.

 Water use demands on the Napa River threaten to cause the river to
run dry and impact aquatic resources.

 Concerns regarding groundwater supply and its relationship to riparian
flows.

 Water supply concerns regarding vineyard projects in process by the
County.

 Impacts of global warming/climate change on water resources in the
County.

 Floodplains and floodways not protected from development.

 Water quality concerns associated with municipal water supplies and
blue-green algae problems (Lake Hennessey, Freisen Lakes, and Lake
Milliken).

The proposed General Plan Update includes a Conservation Element that
has a section of policies addressing the County’s water resources rather
than having water as a stand-alone element. Since release of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the
Conservation Element has been further modified and includes additional
protective provisions for water resources in the County as well as
additional policies addressing climate change. The Draft EIR addresses
water resources in three technical sections (4.6, Fisheries, 4.11, Hydrology
and Water Quality, and 4.13, Public Services and Utilities) that
acknowledge and address water supply issues for the County under
current and future conditions (including water supply demands of the
cities), the impaired status of the Napa River and Putah Creek, and
potential groundwater discharge impacts to stream flows and aquatic
resources. The Draft EIR also acknowledges that the County allows limited
development in the floodway and floodplain provided the development
meets County Code requirements that are intended to protect such
development from flood hazards (see Draft EIR page 4.11-73). The
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
regarding the potential environmental effects of climate change on the
County and modifications to the Conservation Element to address this
issue.

The Draft EIR also addresses potential water quality impacts associated
with increase nutrient loads in drainage that could impact municipal
water supply reservoirs (see Draft EIR pages 4.11-35 through -54). The Draft
EIR includes mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a (which has been
subsequently incorporated into the Conservation Element) that would
require subsequent development in the watershed to demonstrate that
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BMPs would protect current water quality conditions in compliance with
applicable Basin Plans and TMDLs. (See Policy CON-50 and Action Item
CON WR-2.) Regarding current blue-green algae issues, the City of Napa

is proposing the use of PAK-27 (copper-sulphate) to control the algae
growth as well as conducting a survey of their water supply watersheds to
determine if there are any unusual sources of nutrient inputs. Previous
surveys of the City’s watersheds have not identified any issues (Brun, 2007).
It should be noted that blue-green algae can fixate nitrogen from the
atmosphere and as a result can grow in water that contains low
concentrations of nutrients.

While the County appreciates the commenter’s statements regarding
illegal riparian water use, the proposed General Plan Update does not
propose surface water diversions. State Water Resources Control Board is
the primary agency that approves surface water right requests, including
requests for the Napa River (identified as over appropriated by the
commenter) as opposed to the County, which has no authority regarding
surface water rights. Thus, this is not part of this project and is evaluated in
the impact analysis of the Draft EIR (though effects of existing surface
water diversions is part of the baseline conditions in the Draft EIR).
Regarding commenter’s perceptions that the County is not comply or
coordinating with the State Water Resources Control Board, the Draft EIR
was provided to SWRCB, which has provided a comment on the Draft EIR
(see Comment Letter F). Fishery impacts associated with the proposed
General Plan Update are addressed in Section 4.6 (Fisheries) of the Draft
EIR.

Response 148-2 P: The commenter suggests that the open space element require that water
quality be protected through open space, river, streams, and habitat.
Since release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update
and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been further modified and
includes additional protective policies for water resources in the County,
which will be implemented as set forth in the General Plan Update
Implementation Section.

Response 148-3 E/P: The commenter identifies safety concerns with the operation of Milliken
Dam. The Milliken Reservoir and Dam are operated and maintained by
the City of Napa, rather than the County. The City of Napa approved a
contract to begin coring five holes into the dam. The holes will consist of
4-18 foot holes and 1-24 foot holes. The holes will reduce the dam’s
holding capacity from 923' to 907'. The coring will begin April 2008 (Brun,
2008). These provisions are pursuant to recommendations from the
Division of Dams Department of Water Resources. Draft EIR Impact 4.10.2
specifically addresses dam failure and notes the condition of this dam
and that operation of the reservoir has been modified to address seismic
stability concerns by the California Department of Water Resources (see
Draft EIR page 4.10-29). In regard to the General Plan, the following text
has been added to the introductory section of the Safety Element (see
page 248):
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A separate but related issue is dam inundation—areas in Napa County
which would be subject to flooding if a dam is breached. A map showing
inundation areas is shown in Figure SAF-5.

A new figure, SAF-5, has been added to the revised Safety Element to
show inundation areas. Policy SAF-26 refers to this information:

Policy SAF-26: Development proposals shall be reviewed with reference to
the dam failure inundation maps in order to determine evacuation routes.

Furthermore, Policy SAF-27 notes the County’s support for agencies in their
efforts to ensure that proper dam maintenance and repairs are
accomplished.

Response 148-4 E/P: The commenter identifies that the proposed General Plan Update fails to
note in the Introduction Section the water quality issues associated with
waterways in the County. The Draft EIR rather than the General Plan
Update discusses the listing of the Napa River as an impaired water body,
the likely contributors, potential environmental impacts associated with
development under the General Plan Update, and the status of the
implementation plan being proposed by the San Francisco RWQCB. (DEIR
pages 4.11-17; 4.11-28 -29.) The Revised General Plan Update has been
slightly reorganized so that the water quality issues are now primarily
discussed in the Conservation Element rather than in the introductory
chapter of the General Plan (see Conservation Element p. 154). The
revised Conservation Element contains several policies describing the
County’s vision and commitment towards monitoring impaired water
bodies (Policy CON-47 and -49), improving and sustaining the health of
the Napa River (Policy CON-46), and developing watershed health
indicators (Action Item CON WR-4). The commenter is also referred to
Response 148-1 E/P as well as to revisions to the General Plan Update,

including the Conservation Element.

Response 148-5 P: The commenter asks for information regarding hillsides in ag preserve as
well as elevations of hillside vineyards. Draft EIR Figure 4.1-1 identifies the
locations of major agricultural uses in the County, which includes areas on
hillsides.

Response 148-6 E/P: The commenter asks for additions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element to protect natural resources in the face of expanding
vineyards and to add policy/discuss impacts associated with expanding
vineyards (including reference to the Napa River sediment TMDL). Since
release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan Update and
Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been further modified and
includes additional protective policies for water resources in the County.
These modifications include the incorporation of Draft EIR mitigation
measures MM 4.11.3a that would require subsequent development in the
watershed to demonstrate that BMPs would protect current water quality
conditions in compliance with applicable Basin Plans and TMDLs (see
Policy CON-50) and MM 4.5.1b that would require discretionary projects to
avoid impacts to wildlife and fisheries habitat to the maximum extent
feasible (Policies CON-13 and -14). Biological and water quality impacts
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anticipated from future vineyard development under four potential
scenarios are addressed in Draft EIR sections 4.5, Biological Resources, 4.6,
Fisheries, and 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Response 148-7 E/P: The commenter asks for additions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element associated with Policy Ag/LU-28. The suggested
changes to this element have been generally provided. Impacts to
agricultural resources (including farmland of concern under CEQA – state
defined Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance) are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.1, Agriculture. The

Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element contains policies
emphasizing the protections provided to County agricultural lands by
Measure J (Policy AG/LU-110) and the preservation of agricultural lands
for agricultural use. The commenter is directed to Goal AG/LU-1 and
AG/LU-4.

Response 148-8 E/P: The commenter requests additions to the Agricultural Preservation and

Land Use Element associated with Policy Ag/LU-36. Since release of the
public draft of the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the
Conservation Element has been further modified (where suggested edits
were more appropriate) and includes additional protective provisions for
biological resources. These modifications include the incorporation of
Draft EIR mitigation measures [MM 4.5.1a through c (Policy CON-16), MM
4.5.2a through c (Policies CON-17, -24, and -30 and Action Item CON
NR-7), and MM 4.5.3a and b (Policies CON-18 and -27)] associated with
biological resource impacts identified in the Draft EIR.

Response 148-9 E/P: The commenter requests additions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element associated with Policy Ag/LU-40 regarding climate
change. Since release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan
Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been further
modified (where suggested edits were more appropriate) and includes
additional provisions that are intended to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions of the County as well as monitor and plan for potential sea level
rise (see, for example, Policy CON-73). The commenter is referred to

Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding current information on
anticipated sea level rise.

Response 148-10 E/P: The commenter identifies concerns associated with Policy Ag/LU-46
regarding wineries. This policy does not authorize any winery development
that is new or different than what is allowed under the existing General
Plan. The Preferred Plan maintains the current minimum parcel size of 10

acres for most new wineries.

Response 148-11 E/P: The commenter requests additions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element associated with Policy Ag/LU-47 regarding climate
change. Since release of the public draft of the proposed General Plan
Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been further
modified (where suggested edits were more appropriate) and includes

additional provisions that are intended to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions of the County as well as monitor and plan for potential sea level
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rise. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
regarding current information on anticipated sea level rise.

Response 148-12 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed re-use of the
Sayer Industry site for housing associated with insufficient water resources
in the County. The environmental impacts of the redesignation of the
Sayer Industry site (referred to as the Pacific Coast/Boca site in the Draft
EIR) for mixed uses was addressed in the Draft EIR under the analyses for
Alternatives B and C. Draft EIR Impact 4.13.3.1 specifically identifies that
existing and projected future water supply sources are inadequate to

meet anticipated water demands under all alternatives associated with
the proposed General Plan Update. The proposed General Plan Update
has been revised and now designates the Napa Pipe and Pacific
Coast/Boca site as Industrial with a Study Area designation (under the
Preferred Plan) that would allow for future consideration of land use
changes to the sites. However, the General Plan Update does not
establish any use of the sites beyond industrial. Furthermore, the Revised
General Plan Update includes policies requiring all discretionary projects
(such as the Syar project) to demonstrate the availability of adequate
water supply prior to approval (see Policy CON-53).

Response 148-13 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding policies Ag/LU-7-50-98 and
requests that they be deleted. The commenter is referred to revisions to
the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. Impacts and
conversions of agricultural resources and farmland (including farmland of
concern under CEQA – state defined Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland
and Farmland of Statewide Importance) from implementation of the
proposed General Plan Update are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.1,
Agriculture. As identified under Response 148-12 E/P and Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1, the Draft EIR acknowledges that water supply
impacts would be significant and unavoidable under all alternatives
associated with the proposed General Plan Update.

Response 148-14 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Policy Ag/LU-66 and others
on page 49 of the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. The

commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element. The environmental impacts identified by the
commenter (flooding, biological resources and agricultural resources) are
addressed in Draft EIR technical sections 4.1, Agriculture, 4.5, Biological
Resources, 4.6, Fisheries, and 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality. The
Preferred Plan of the Revised General Plan Update would not specifically
re-designate agricultural lands at Big Ranch Road to non-agricultural use
but would instead commit the County to a systematic effort to improve
the correlation between zoning and General Plan land use designations.

Response 148-15 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding policies Ag/LU-73 through
-85 associated with development at Lake Berryessa. The commenter is
referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.
The project and cumulative environmental impacts associated with
continued development in this area (in combination with other
development in the County) under the alternatives associated with the
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proposed General Plan Update has been addressed in the technical
sections of the Draft EIR (Sections 4.1 through 4.14, 5.0, and 6.0).

Response 148-16 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Policy Ag/LU-116 and
suggests edits. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element; however, the suggested change to
this policy was not made. The Draft EIR does acknowledge that
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update (i.e., potential
annexation and development of lands within the RULs) would result in
impacts to agricultural resources (including farmland of concern under

CEQA – state defined Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance), which are identified in Draft EIR Section 4.1,
Agriculture.

Response 148-17 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Policy Ag/LU-118 and
suggests edits. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element Policy Ag/LU-118.

Response 148-18 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding references to the Napa
County Industrial Area in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element regarding the winery definition ordinance. The Revised General
Plan Update explains that wineries in industrial designated areas are not
required to meet the 75% requirement noted by the commenter to
encourage larger, industrial-type wineries to locate in the industrial area

and not on agricultural lands. (See Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element p. 61.)

Response 148-19 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the Napa Pipe and Syar
Industries site designations under Policy Ag/LU-89 through -92 regarding
climate change. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised
and now designates the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca site as

Industrial with a Study Area designation (under the Preferred Plan) that
would allow for future consideration of land use changes to the sites.
However, the General Plan Update does not establish any use of the sites
beyond industrial. Since release of the public draft of the proposed
General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been
further modified and includes additional provisions that are intended to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions of the County as well as monitor and
plan for potential sea level rise. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding current information on
anticipated sea level rise. Furthermore, any site-specific development at
the Napa Pipe and Pacific Coast/Boca sites will be subject to its own

specific, project-level environmental analysis under CEQA.

Response 148-20 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding St. Helena zoning and its
consistency with the General Plan. The commenter is referred to revisions
to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element Element and
specifically to Policies Ag/LU-45, -103, and -114 which explain that
consistency is not determined solely by reviewing the Land Use Map but

rather requires review of the overall General Plan policies in addition to
the Land Use Map. A review of the overall policies and the Land Use Map



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1209

support a finding of consistency between the zoning and General Plan
land use designation for the St. Helena area noted by the commenter..

Response 148-21 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding mapping provided in the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. The map has been
updated and the commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and the revised map dated 2008-2030
(see Figure Ag/LU-3: Land Use Map). Please also note that detailed GIS
mapping of the County is available for review at the Napa County Office
of Conservation, Development and Planning.

Response 148-22 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Policy Ag/LU-110 and
suggests part of its language be deleted. Policy Ag/LU-110 (which is
Ag/LU-111 in the Revised General Plan Update) is a verbatim duplication
of Measure J which was approved by the voters, and therefore the
language cannot be altered in the manner the commenter requests
without voter approval.

Response 148-23 P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Policy Ag/LU-127. The
commenter is directed to the Napa County Code Title 18 which identifies
the permitted uses allowed without a use permit in each zoning district in
the county.

Response 148-24 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Policy Ag/LU-119 and
requests that Angwin be deleted. The proposed General Plan Update has
been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this
document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas
currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as well as
identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject
to a Measure J vote). However, further development in the Angwin area is
possible even with reduction of the bubble. The environmental impacts

identified by the commenter (climate change, traffic impacts, water
supply, and water quality) are addressed in Draft EIR technical sections
4.4, Transportation, 4.8, Air Quality, 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, and
4.13, Public Services and Utilities. The commenter is also referred to Water
Supply Master Response 3.4.1 and Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
regarding further details on these environmental topics and revisions
made to the proposed General Plan Update to further address these
issues. The Revised General Plan Update also includes Policy Ag/LU-126
which acknowledges that the County will work collaboratively with LAFCO
to encourage orderly city-centered development and the preservation of
agricultural lands.

Response 148-25 E/P: The commenter requests that an additional policy be included in the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element associated with the
conversion of agricultural lands and asks if CEQA would be required for
annexations. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element. However, the suggested policy was
not added. Given that annexation requests would require discretionary

actions by cities and the County of Napa Local Agency Formation
Commission, environmental review of such requests under CEQA would
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be required. Annexation is undertaken pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Act and its procedures are established by state law.

Response 148-26 P: The commenter requests that the sphere of influence be added to Figure
Ag/LU-3. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and the associated figures. While the
sphere of influence for the City of Napa is not shown, the City of American
Canyon sphere of influence is now shown on the proposed growth
boundary.

Response 148-27 P: The commenter requests that Figure Ag/LU-3 be modified to show future
annexations and asked if there are future annexations anticipated from
the City of Napa. The commenter is referred to Response 148-26 P.

Response 148-28 E/P: The commenter requests that the County develop a “mass transportation
solution” that could provide transportation options to get people out of
their cars. The Circulation Element currently contains several policies
intended to expand alternate transportation. 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 policies for reducing vehicular traffic as
well as expanded opportunities for alternate forms of transportation and
increasing their attractiveness and use, creating bike paths, addressing
the needs of non-drivers and those without cars, and demonstrating

leadership as a major employer in the County by implementing programs
for alternative transportation for County employees such as Revised
General Plan Update Policies CIR-10, -26, -27, -29, and -30, and Goal
CIR-3, (including mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. The
Conservation Element also includes provisions for reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, which could include the use of alternative buses or other
transit forms. While commuter train service to the County is currently not
provided, it may be explored in the future.

Response 148-29 P: The commenter expresses concerns associated with proposed Policy
CIR-2.3 associated with the proposed widening of State Route 12 and
suggests that additional roadway widenings would occur under the
General Plan. Roadway widenings are specifically limited by the
Circulation Map and other Circulation Element policies. The commenter’s
statement that all roadways in the County will be widened is not
proposed by any of the alternatives analyzed and is incorrect.

Response 148-30 E/P: The commenter requests changes to Policy CIR-2.3 to discourage
roadway widenings and expresses concerns regarding transportation
emissions on climate change that should be addressed through mass
transit. As identified in Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from transportation sources under year
2030 conditions associated with the General Plan Update alternatives has
been estimated and disclosed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also identified
mitigation measure MM 4.8.7 to address the issue of climate change

(which has been subsequently incorporated into the Conservation
Element as Action Item CON SPSP-2). The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding further details
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regarding climate change and provisions in the Circulation Element
regarding alternate forms of transportation. Also see Response 148-26 E/P.

Response 148-31 P: The commenter suggests that additional provisions regarding energy-
efficient forms of transportation be added to Policy CIR-3.2. The
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
regarding further details regarding climate change and provisions in the
Circulation Element regarding alternate forms of transportation. See also
Response 148-28 E/P.

Response 148-32 E/P: The commenter expresses water supply concerns associated with the
effects of climate change and requests that the Conservation Element
address this issue. 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. Thus, it is considered
speculative to determine that the environmental effects of climate
change to Napa County would be significant. However, the Conservation
Element has been modified to include additional policy provisions
regarding water supply planning and coordination associated with
potential impacts of climate change on the County’s water supply
sources as well as provisions 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 offsets. In addition, the Conservation Element includes provisions for
water conservation given the County’s projected water supply issues in
the future (as documented in the Draft EIR Section 4.13). While the
County supports dry farming activities in the County, it considers the
requirement for dry farming infeasible given that it would place a
substantial economic barrier to the County’s key industry and some
geographic areas of the County may have sustainable groundwater
supplies that would support continued and expanded agricultural
activities. For example, sub-watersheds in the eastern portion of the
County may have adequate groundwater conditions to support
agricultural operations.

Response 148-33 E/P: The commenter suggests that a goal be added to the Conservation
Element regarding the protection of native plants. The Conservation
Element has been revised to generally include this suggested edit as well
as Draft EIR biological resource mitigation measures. The commenter is
directed to Policies CON-1, -2, -13, and -17, and to Goals CON-3 and -4 as
evidence of the County’s desire to protect native plants.

Response 148-34 E/P: The commenter requests that the Conservation Element identify how
many acres of timberland have been converted to vineyards and also
requests that the conversion of timberlands to vineyards be addressed.
The commenter is referred to revisions to the Conservation Element. Draft
EIR page 4.8-36 addresses the County’s natural processes of sequestration
of CO2 associated with forests and soils and notes that this sequestration
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can be impacted from the conversion of forested lands to vineyards. As
identified under Draft EIR Impact 4.8.7, the proposed General Plan
Update’s contribution to GHG emissions associated with climate change

would be significant and unavoidable. According to the County’s GIS
database, between 1983 and 2006 approximately 1,150 acres of
timberland has been converted to agricultural uses.

Response 148-35 E/P: The commenter questions the cited vineyard acreage information
provided in the Conservation Element and requests that the element
contain a map showing this information. The commenter also suggests

that Draft EIR Figure 4.1-1 does not show all vineyards (1 to 10 acre
vineyards), states that the proposed General Plan Update does not
identify impacts from continued vineyard development, and identifies
that the County’s Conservation Regulations are not adequate regarding
their definition of streams.

Existing vineyard development acreage cited in the Conservation

Element and Draft EIR are based on GIS and mapping data maintained
by the County. Draft EIR Figure 4.1-1 is based on County GIS data and is
considered an accurate overview of current vineyard development in the
County (though it is noted that small vineyards may not be illustrated on
this figure given the scale of the graphic [11x17 inches]). As identified in
Draft EIR Section 4.0, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and
Assumptions Used, the environmental impact analysis considered new
vineyard development ranging from 10,000 to 15,000 acres under the
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR. In addition, this projected new
vineyard development was conceptually located in various areas of the
County to bracket the range of potential environmental effects of
vineyard development (see Figures 1 through 4 in Appendix H of the Draft
EIR). Draft EIR pages 4.11-35 through –75 specifically address water
resource impacts, while Draft EIR pages 4.5-45 through -69 and 4.6-20
through -34 address biological resource impacts associated with vineyard
development (in combination with other subsequent that would occur
under the proposed General Plan Update). The analysis provided in the
Draft EIR and its associated appendices (see Draft EIR Appendix G, H, and
I) demonstrate continued implementation of several of the Napa County
Conservation Regulations and implementation of identified mitigation
measures (that could include additional setbacks or buffers similar to what
was identified in the “Napa County Wine Industry Growth Master
Environmental Assessment”) would protect water and biological resources
in the County. Cumulative impacts of vineyard development are
addressed in Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts) of the Draft EIR. The
commenter provides no evidence that contradicts or disputes the data
and analysis of the Draft EIR.

Regarding concerns on the proposed establishment of a ministerial
approval process for vineyards, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR
pages 4.11-54 through -61 that address this impact and identify
performance provisions (mitigation measure MM 4.11.4) that have been
identified by the EIR consultant team that would be necessary for such a
process. The Preferred Plan would defer implementation and adoption of
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a ministerial vineyard process to a later date subject to separate
environmental review.

Response 148-36 E/P: The commenter suggests changes to Conservation Element Goal CON-11
regarding water supply and expresses concerns regarding reliance of
imported water supply and addressing associated environmental effects.
As identified in Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1, modifications have
been made to the Conservation Element of the proposed General Plan
that generally includes the suggested edits. This master response also
identifies that the potential environmental effects of obtaining additional

water supplies have been disclosed in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR pages
4.13-42 through -45). The commenter is also referred to revisions to the
Conservation Element. It should be noted that the County is not pursuing
the importation of water supplies to serve the unincorporated area.

Response 148-37 E/P: The commenter suggests changes to Conservation Element Policy
CON-32 regarding protection of municipal watersheds from water quality

impacts and expresses concerns regarding County land uses impacting
water quality and blue-green algae issues in Lake Hennessee and Milliken.
The Draft EIR addresses potential water quality impacts associated with
increase nutrient loads in drainage that could impact municipal water
supply reservoirs (see Draft EIR pages 4.11-35 through -55). The Draft EIR
includes mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a (which has been subsequently
incorporated into the Conservation Element as Policy CON-50) that would
require subsequent development in the watershed to demonstrate that
BMPs would protect current water quality conditions in compliance with
applicable Basin Plans and TMDLs. Regarding current blue-green algae
issues, the City of Napa is proposing the use of PAK-27 (copper-sulphate)
to control the algae growth as well as conducting a survey of their water
supply watersheds to determine if there are any unusual sources of
nutrient inputs. Previous surveys of the City’s watersheds have not
identified any issues (Brun, 2007). It should be noted that blue-green
algae can fixate nitrogen from the atmosphere and as a result can grow
in water that contains low concentrations of nutrients. The commenter is
referred to revisions to the Conservation Element that includes policies
addressing potential water quality issues associated with agricultural
operations, including grazing activities (e.g., Policy CON-5).

Response 148-38 E/P: The commenter suggests changes to Conservation Element Policy
CON-34 to include language that the Conservation Regulations be
amended regarding the definition of streams to address all intermittent
and perennial streams (DFG definition). While modifications have been
made to the Conservation Element that further strengthen protections for
waterways and water quality, the County is not proposing any changes to
the Conservation Regulations definition of streams as part of this update.
It has been determined unnecessary given the effectiveness of the
Conservation Regulations and mitigation measures identified in the Draft
EIR to protect water quality (see Draft EIR pages 4.11-35 through -75 and
Appendix H and I). The commenter provides no evidence to contradict or
dispute the technical analysis in the Draft EIR.
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Response 148-39 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns with the provisions of the Waste
Management Goal associated with transportation of solid waste out of
the County. Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 identifies that traffic

emissions associated with year 2030 conditions (that include the various
development potentials of Alternatives A, B, C, and E and associated
vehicle trips) were acknowledged and disclosed in the Draft EIR. However,
the Conservation Element has been modified to include additional
policies 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 offsets
(see Policies CON-65, -66, and -74). Draft EIR page 4.13-56 specifically
identifies handling locations and landfills that currently accept solid waste
from the County. There are no landfill facilities in the County that are
available to accept the County’s solid waste.

Response 148-40 E/P: The commenter comments on the adequacy of the Safety Element goals
and policies and states that the element must address issues with the
safety of Milliken Dam, genetically modified organisms, and the use of
pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides. The commenter is referred to
Response 148-3 E/P. Draft EIR Impact 4.10.2 specifically addresses dam
failure and notes the condition of this dam and that operation of the
reservoir has been modified to address seismic stability concerns by the
California Department of Water Resources (see Draft EIR page 4.10-29).
The Revised General Plan Update discusses the environmentally
responsible programs being implemented and supported in the County
including the Napa Sustainable Winegrowers Group, Green Certification,
and the Fish Friendly Farming program, and notes the County’s support for
sustainable agricultural practices (see pp. 164-165 of the Revised General

Plan Update and Policy CON-3). The use of pesticides, herbicides, and
fungicides are regulated by federal, state, and county requirements that
address public health and avoidance of exposure. While genetically
modified organisms are not addressed in the revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element, they are regulated by federal
requirements.

Response 148-41 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding how comments were
addressed from the SWRCB on two vineyard projects (Hudson and
Saintsbury) that are not the subject of the General Plan Update. Those
comments are outside the scope of the General Plan Update and
unrelated to the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns regarding water
supply related to the proposed General Plan Update are addressed in
Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1. As identified in Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1, modifications have been made to the Conservation
Element of the Revised General Plan Update to include additional
protective policies regarding water supply that incorporate water supply
and groundwater mitigation measures from the Draft EIR (MM 4.11.5a

through e, MM 4.13.3.1a and b). The commenter is directed to Goals
CON-8 through -13, Policies CON-41 through -64, and Action Items CON
WR-1 through CON WR-6. Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 also
identifies that the potential environmental effects of obtaining additional
water supplies have been disclosed in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR pages
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4.13-42 through -45) and that the water supply impact is significant and
unavoidable.

Response 148-42 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns that the proposed General Plan
Update did not address or disclose climate change impacts (as
compared to the Draft EIR). County staff notes that an analysis of the
potential environmental impacts associated with climate change is more
appropriately addressed in the Draft EIR as was done here. Draft EIR pp.
4.8-11 through -12 and 4.8-35 through -38 address the County’s natural
processes of sequestration of CO2 associated with forests and soils, and

notes that this sequestration can be impacted from the conversion of
forested lands to vineyards. As identified under Draft EIR Impact 4.8.7, the
proposed General Plan Update’s contribution to GHG emissions
associated with climate change would be significant and unavoidable.
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. Thus, it is considered speculative to
determine that the environmental effects of climate change to Napa
County would be significant. However, the Conservation Element has
been modified to include additional policies regarding water supply
planning and coordination associated with potential impacts of climate
change on the County’s water supply sources as well as provisions 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 offsets. (See
Goals CON-14 through -18, Policies CON-65 through -92, and Action Items
CON SPSP-1 through -6.) The Revised General Plan Update will be made
available for public review in December 2007 prior to Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisor consideration. Regarding
recirculation, the commenter is referred to Section 2.0 (Preferred Plan) of
this document that provides evidence that recirculation is not required
under CEQA.

Response 148-43 P: The commenter suggests that Measure A funds are being used illegally
regarding flood projects. The County appreciates this comment.
However, this issue is not associated with proposed General Plan Update
or the Draft EIR.

Response 148-44 E/P: The commenter notes that the proposed General Plan Update and BDR
are full of maps, but no maps on vineyards in the County. The commenter
also questions the data associated with Draft EIR Figure 4.1-1 and whether
historic vineyard development data is available. Draft EIR Figure 4.1-1 is
based on County GIS data and is considered an accurate overview of
current vineyard development in the County (though it is noted that small
vineyards may not be illustrated on this figure given the scale of the
graphic [11x17 inches]). Draft EIR page 4.1-11 and Draft EIR Table 4.1-7
provide information regarding changes in state-designated farmland
classifications since 1984 that have occurred primarily as a result of
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vineyard development during this time. Accurate data on the progress of
vineyard development since 1940 is not available. Accurate data begins
in 1993 when the County first began taking comprehensive general

photography and would not alter the form of the General Plan Update or
the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response 148-45 E/P: The commenter requests that a climate change related policy be added
to the proposed General Plan Update. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding changes made to the
Circulation Element and Conservation Element that add policies 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 offsets. While the
revised Conservation Element includes additional protective policies for
forest resources including encouraging sustainable use and management
of timber resources (Policies CON-34 and -35), the County has not elected
to outright prohibit forest conversions except under Alternative D which
would include policies that would lead to zoning prohibiting timber
conversions in Watershed Open Space areas.

Response 148-46 E/P: The commenter references an attached document to their comment
letter regarding the effect of vineyard development on hillsides in the
County and requests that the County address this issue. As identified in
Draft EIR Section 4.0, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and
Assumptions Used, the environmental impact analysis considered new
vineyard development ranging from 10,000 to 15,000 acres under the
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR. In addition, this projected new
vineyard development was conceptually located in various areas of the
County to bracket the range of potential environmental effects of
vineyard development (see Figures 1 through 4 in Appendix H of the Draft
EIR). Draft EIR pages 4.11-35 through –75 specifically address water
resource impacts, while Draft EIR pages 4.5-45 through -69 and 4.6-20
through -34 address biological resource impacts associated with vineyard
development (in combination with other subsequent impacts that would
occur under the proposed General Plan Update). This includes
consideration of water quality impacts from hillside development (see
Draft EIR pages 4.11-68 through -71). The Draft EIR analysis contains more
current data than the 2000 report prepared by Dr. Curry and referred to
by the commenter.

Response 148-47 E/P: The commenter requests where Draft EIR mitigation measures referencing
SB 610 and SB 221 have been placed in the proposed General Plan
Update. The provisions of Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.13.3.1b have
been incorporated into the modifications to the Conservation Element
(see Policy CON-53)

Response 148-48 E/P: The commenter makes several comments regarding the content of the
proposed General Plan Update Errata. Regarding concerns associated
with water supply, climate change, and water quality, the commenter is
referred to Draft EIR Sections 4.8, Air Quality, 4.11, Hydrology and Water
Quality, and 4.13, Public Services and Utilities, as well as to Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1 and Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4. The
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reference to “Book 2” is associated with the Draft EIR Appendix F (Fishery
Resources Technical Report for Napa County General Plan and EIR).
Sensitive biotic communities are defined on Draft EIR page 4.5-50 and

include land areas that contain floodplains and likely contain seeps and
springs. Continued forestry operations in the County were considered as
part of the cumulative conditions in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR pp. 5.0-5
and -6).

Response 148-49 E/P: The commenter notes the soil map information in the BDR and proposed
General Plan Update, but states that site-specific soil impacts need to be

addressed. Draft EIR Sections 4.10, Geology and Soils, and 4.11, Hydrology
and Water Quality, address potential impacts associated with soil stability
and erosion. Since release of the pubic draft of the proposed General
Plan Update and the Draft EIR, the Conservation Element has been further
modified to include additional policies to address this issue. The
commenter is directed to Policies CON-47, -48, and -50 which describe
the County’s commitment to preventing soil erosion and ensuring that
new development projects implement project-specific sediment and
erosion control measures to protect water quality and prevent soil loss.

Response 148-50 E/P: The commenter notes that the BDR and proposed General Plan Update
fail to include information regarding nutrient loading, which is a concern
given County reservoir blue-green algae issues. Draft EIR Section 4.11,
Hydrology and Water Quality, provides current information regarding the
known water quality conditions in the County and addresses potential
nutrient impacts from future development. The Draft EIR includes
mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a (which has been subsequently
incorporated into the Conservation Element as Policy CON-50) that would
require subsequent development in the watershed to demonstrate that
BMPs would protect current water quality conditions in compliance with
applicable Basin Plans and TMDLs. Regarding current blue-green algae
issues, the commenter is referred to Response 148-1 E/P and 148-37 E/P.

Response 148-51 E/P: The commenter asks why the proposed General Plan Update does not
fully address flood protection. Draft EIR pages 4.11-71 through -75 address

flooding issues and identifies mitigation measure MM 4.11.9 and current
County Code provisions that address this issue. Since release of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR, the
Conservation Element has been further modified to include additional
policies (including this mitigation measure incorporated as SAF-25) to
address flooding. Revisions to FEMA flood mapping of the County may
occur in the future; however, the flood data used in the Draft EIR
(including hydrologic modeling and planned flood improvements by the
City of Napa and the City of St. Helena) are adequate for purposes for
the impact analysis in the General Plan Update Draft EIR.

Response 148-52 E/P: The commenter states that the BDR fails to provide air quality data
regarding pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides as well as address
climate change. Draft EIR Sections 4.9, Human Health/Risk of Upset, and
4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality address the various environmental
effects associated with the use of these chemicals, while Section 4.8, Air
Quality, addresses climate change. Climate Change Master Response
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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. Thus, it is considered speculative to determine that the
environmental effects of climate change to Napa County would be
significant. However, the Conservation Element has been modified to
include additional policies regarding water supply planning and
coordination associated with potential impacts of climate change on the
County’s water supply sources as well as provisions 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 offsets. (See Goals CON-14 through -18, Policies
CON-65 through -92, and Action Items CON CPSP-1 through -6.) It should
be noted that the policies in the Conservation Element would not require
every house and commercial building to use solar power (as suggested
by the commenter). Such a requirement is considered infeasible given
the cost would be excessive in circumstances of small single-family homes
(especially those identified for affordable housing) or small businesses;

however, use of alternative energy sources such as solar and wind are
encouraged, and the County will seek to increase the use of these
resources (Policy CON-70).

Response 148-53 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding impacts to wildlife corridors
in the County as evaluated in the BDR. The commenter is referred to
Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 regarding wildlife movement

corridor impacts and to Policy CON-18(c) which states that the size of
future wildlife corridors will be determined based on the specific needs of
the species. It is unknown what “biological studies” the commenter is
referring to.

Response 148-54 E/P: The commenter states that the provision of solar power to new
development would assist in the reduction of GHG emissions for the
County. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 regarding anticipated GHG emissions and modifications to the
Conservation Element to address energy sources of GHG emissions.
Policies CON-68, -70, and -72 acknowledge the County’s commitment
toward increasing the use of alternative energy sources, offering
incentives for and removing barriers to the use of renewable energy
sources.

Response 148-55 E/P: The commenter identifies existing contamination sites in the County and
the impact of climate change on flooding and sea level rise regarding
public health information in the BDR. Potential exposure to hazardous
materials (including contamination) are addressed on Draft EIR pages
4.9-27 through -29 and includes the identification of mitigation measure
MM 4.9.2 (incorporated into the Revised General Plan Update as Policy
SAF-31 and Action Item SAF-31.1) to ensure that contamination sites are
addressed and remediated prior to development. Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4 provides a summary of current information
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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. Thus, it is considered speculative to determine that the
environmental effects of climate change to Napa County would be
significant. Changes in flood conditions associated with vegetation
changes from vineyard development is addressed on Draft EIR pages
4.11-74 and -75 as well as responses to Comment Letter X.

Response 148-56 E: The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to include the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) as a potential “Responsible
Agency” and asks why the Draft EIR was not provided to the State Water
Resources Control Board. The Draft EIR was provided to SWRCB, which
has provided a comment on the Draft EIR (see Comment Letter F).
SWRCB is the primary agency that approves surface water right requests
(as opposed to the County, which has no authority regarding surface
water rights). The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR page 1.0-1, the following bullet is added at the bottom of the
page:

 California State Water Resources Control Board

Response 148-57 E: The commenter states that Draft EIR Figure 4.1-2 is too difficult to read and
requests that it be modified. The coloring used on this figure is intended to
clearly highlight the difference between farmland of concern under
CEQA (Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance) from others. Thus, no changes are recommended to this
figure.

Response 148-58 E/P: The commenter suggests that the proposed General Plan Update and
Draft EIR fail to adequate address all of the impacts from the urban
bubbles associated with climate change, water supply availability
(including drought and dry years), and expansion of vineyards and
wineries. Section 4.0, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and
Assumptions Used, clearly identifies that development in the County
(including areas within the bubbles) anticipated by the year 2030 was
incorporated in the Draft EIR’s technical analysis. This includes anticipated
vineyard development (10,000 to 12,500 acres – see Appendix H Figures 1
through 4 for land areas anticipated to have new vineyard development)
and wineries (see Appendix B for anticipated new winery growth between
2005 and 2030). Draft EIR pages 4.11-39 through -47 address water supply
impacts expected under normal, single dry, and multiple dry years for the

Napa Valley. Water demands include residential and vineyard
development. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 regarding estimation of GHG emissions from county-wide
development.

Response 148-59 E/P: The commenter expresses concerns regarding the loss of farmland and
disagrees with the conclusions of Impact 4.1.1. The Draft EIR utilizes
existing environmental setting information (in addition to the protective
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provisions of mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and b) 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,
implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and b as Policy CON-2
(in combination with the expected trend of the County increasing its total
acreage of farmlands of concern under CEQA) are expected to ensure
that total farmlands of concern under CEQA are not reduced from
current or historic conditions. As noted in the proposed General Plan
Update and all of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, County
policies promote new development in the cities and existing developed
areas off of agricultural lands. However, there is no state prohibition
against placing housing on agricultural lands (as suggested by the
commenter).

Response 148-60 E/P: The commenter states (in relation to Draft EIR Impact 4.2.1 and mitigation
measure MM 4.2.1) that the proposed General Plan Update will have
impacts on water supply and will rely on outside water sources associated
with the central valley aqueduct and that there are environmental issues
and climate change issues associated with this. The commenter is referred
to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding how the Draft EIR

address anticipated water supply impacts and the associated
environmental effects of potential new sources of water supply and
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding climate change effects
to water resources.

Response 148-61 E: The commenter suggests a change to mitigation measure MM 4.5.1a to
protect natural resources during dry year and drought conditions.
Mitigation measure MM 4.5.1a, which has been incorporated as Policy
CON-16 in the Revised General Plan Update, would be applicable under
all water year conditions and no changes are recommended.
Modifications have been made to the Conservation Element to include
this measure.

Response 148-62 E: The commenter suggests a wording change to mitigation measure MM
4.5.2.a. This suggested change would result in a double mitigation
requirement that would be beyond the extent of the impact. State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a) (4) specifically identifies that mitigation
measures must be “roughly proportional” to the impact. Thus, this

suggested change to mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a is not
recommended.

Response 148-63 E: The commenter suggests that the SWRCB be added to the list of agencies
identified in mitigation measure MM 4.6.1a. Since release of the public
draft of the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR, the
Conservation Element has been modified to include this mitigation



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1221

measure (Policies CON-10 and -11 and Action Items CON NR-2 and NR-3)
as well as the commenter’s recommended addition of the SWRCB to the
measure.

Response 148-64 E/P: The commenter questions why mitigation measure MM 4.6.1b has a
timeframe for grading activities that differs from the Conservation
Regulations. Mitigation measure MM 4.6.1a would not modify the current
allowed timeframe for grading, rather it requires that all water quality
protective measures be in place by September 30 to ensure that BMP
installation occurs well in advance of winter storm events. It should be
noted that this mitigation measure has been incorporated into the
modifications to the Conservation Element as Policies CON-10 and -11
and Action Items CON NR-2 and NR-3.

Response 148-65 E: The commenter asks for the definition of “sensitive receptors.” The Draft
EIR identifies that sensitive receptors generally consist of residential uses
(see Draft EIR page 4.7-24), but would also include land uses such as
schools, daycares, parks, elder care facilities, and hospitals where
occupants are considered sensitive to disruption from noise or exposure to
air pollutant emissions (see Draft EIR page 4.8-11).

Response 148-66 E/P: The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update and the
Draft EIR state the impacts of climate change and the mitigation
measures. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 regarding the impact analysis and current information regarding
climate change as well as modifications to the Conservation Element and
the Circulation Element to further address this issue. Additional public
meetings and input will be solicited by the County after public release of
the revised General Plan Update and the Final EIR.

Response 148-67 E: The commenter requests that Impact 4.10.4 add hydrologically sensitive
soils, high rainfall, and fragile soils to the discussion. As described on Draft
EIR page 4.10-33, this impact discussion addresses hillside conditions
county-wide and includes consideration of conditions suggested by the
commenter. Thus, no further information is required in this impact
discussion to adequately address geologic hazards associated with
landslides.

Response 148-68 E: The commenter requests that information generated from compliance
with mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a be available to the public. Such
technical submittals on subsequent project applications to the County
would be publicly available for review (as they currently are now). Thus,
no changes are recommended to this mitigation measure. It should be

noted that this mitigation measure has been incorporated into the
modifications to the Conservation Element as Policy CON-50 and Action
Item CON WR-2.

Response 148-69 E: The commenter requests changes to mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 to
add: (1) that the Hydrologic Report address drought and dry conditions;
(2) all permits/petitions for water with the SWRCB be approved, or impact
peak flows; (3) minimal tree removal TBD otherwise the cumulative
impacts of ministerial approvals with 40% tree canopy loss is significant
and warrants CEQA; and (4) has GW impacts not discussed. The
performance standards associated with the hydrologic report submittal
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was to demonstrate compliance with the performance standards set forth
in the mitigation measure. Consideration of water supplies during dry and
drought conditions would be satisfied through implementation of

mitigation measure MM 4.13.3.1b which is implemented as Policy CON-53.
As noted under item “E” of the mitigation measure, projects involving a
new surface water diversion would not be allowed under the ministerial
process. The commenter suggests that tree canopy removal at 40% would
be significant, but does not identify why this would be the case. As
identified under Item “I” of mitigation measure MM 4.11.4, projects would
not qualify if there are special-status species on-site or convert biotic
communities of limited distribution or sensitive natural communities. Thus,
adequate protection provisions are provided in the mitigation measure for
biological resources of concern under CEQA. The commenter is referred
to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding the impact analysis
that considers agricultural operations and modifications to the
Conservation Element and the Circulation Element that added additional
policies to further 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 offsets.
The commenter is directed to Conservation Element Goals CON-14
through -18, Policies CON-65 through -92, and Action Items CON CPSP-1

through -6, and to Circulation Element Policies CIR-10, -26, -27, -29, and -35
and Goal CIR-3.

Response 148-70 E: The commenter suggests changes to mitigation measure MM 4.11.9
(incorporated as Policy CON-58) regarding flooding impacts to require no
new increase in the rate of runoff or peak flows. Mitigation measure MM
4.11.9 is focused on avoiding new flooding impacts or an increased
severity of existing flood conditions and is not intended to avoid any
changes in the rate of runoff, which may not be feasible in all
circumstances. Mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a (incorporated as Policy
SAF-25) already requires that 2-, 10-, 50- and 100-year peak year events
not increase above pre-development conditions. Thus, suggested
changes to mitigation measure MM 4.11.9 are not recommended.

Response 148-71 E: The commenter expresses concerns regarding development in the

floodplain and the associated effects of climate change. Draft EIR page
4.11-73 specifically identifies that development within the floodplain must
meet County Code requirements that require protection of the
development. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 regarding flooding impacts from climate change on the
County and Response 148-1 E/P.

Response 148-72 E: The commenter expresses concerns regarding solid waste service impacts
associated with climate change. Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4
identifies that traffic emissions associated with year 2030 conditions (that
include the various development potentials of Alternatives A, B, C, and E
and associated vehicle trips) were acknowledged and disclosed in the
Draft EIR. However, the Conservation Element has been modified to
include additional policies 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
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GHG offsets. (See Conservation Element Goals CON-14 through -18,
Policies CON-65 through -92, and Action Items CON CPSP-1 through -6.)

Response 148-73 E: The commenter requests updates to Draft EIR Table 4.1-1 and requests
vineyard development trend data and an explanation of vineyard
development projections used in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR provides an
adequate description of environmental setting conditions (such as
vineyard development) in order to evaluate the environmental effects of
the proposed General Plan Update. As specifically noted on Draft EIR
page 4.0-1, CEQA identifies that an EIR’s description of existing physical
environmental conditions be based on conditions that exist at the time
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. The NOP for the proposed
General Plan Update was released on October 21, 2005. Thus, the data in
provided in Draft EIR Table 4.1-1 meets the requirements of CEQA.

Draft EIR page 4.1-11 and Draft EIR Table 4.1-7 provides information
regarding changes in state-designated farmland classifications since 1984
that have occurred primarily as a result of vineyard development during
this time. In addition, Draft EIR page 4.11-38 provides a description of how
future vineyard development was assumed for the year 2030 (which
included a consideration of vineyard development trends since 1958) and
what areas of the County it may occur in.

Response 148-74 E: The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR fails to address the
environmental effects of proposed General Plan Update policies. The
Draft EIR does address the environmental effects of all policies associated
with land use and development that are reflected in the development
potential of the Draft EIR alternative land use maps (e.g., modifications to
the bubbles, establishment of RUL for the City of American Canyon,
continued existence of bubbles adjacent to Lake Berryessa). (See
Alternatives B, C, and E.) These impacts are reflected in estimated ground
disturbance impacts (see Draft EIR Tables 4.1-12 through -14, 4.5-3, 4.5-5),
traffic impacts (see Draft Appendix C for a description of year 2030
residential development allocations in traffic analysis zones throughout
the County), and water supply impacts. In addition, the Draft EIR
addresses potential physical environmental impacts from other policy
provisions such as planned roadway improvements, trail expansion,
recycled water provision and recreation development (see Draft EIR
Section 3.0, Project Description).

Response 148-75 E: The commenter describes a General Plan alternative based on the
concerns identified in this comment letter. As identified in the responses
above, several of the items that the commenter identifies as needing to
be included as policies in this alternative are either currently in the
proposed General Plan Update or have been added to the modifications
to the Circulation Element and Conservation Element, with the exception
of the proposed elimination of the ministerial process for vineyards. Under
the Preferred Plan, the details of the ministerial vineyard process would be
worked out at a later date and subject to separate environmental review.
Disposal of solid waste in the County is not feasible given that such

facilities are not currently available and would result in new significant
environmental impacts beyond what was identified in the Draft EIR. The
commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2.
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LETTER 149: DONNA MORGAN ON BEHALF OF ANGWIN RESIDENTS, JUNE 15, 2007

Response 149-1 E: The commenters have formed a group called Save Rural Angwin, which is
a group of Angwin citizens who have joined together to review the
proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR. They provided comments

and a plan to Napa County that they feel would protect agricultural
resources and leave adequate areas for college and business expansion.
Because this is an introductory comment with no specific comments on
the General Plan or EIR, no further response is necessary. Responses 149-2
through 149-72 below respond to the specific concerns of the
commenters. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and
the Final EIR identifies it as the “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this
document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas
currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble and suggests
the existing residential neighborhood of Angwin could be added to the
bubble in the future (subject to a Measure J vote).

Response 149-2 E: The commenters state that Figure 4.1-2 is an inadequate scale to
determine the impacts of the General Plan on Important Farmland
categories by location, size, and type. The commenters suggest
development of a map which is adequate to identify units of 10 acres
and is referenced to Table 4.1-2 Existing Farmland in Napa County (2005).
The County appreciates input on the General Plan process. Figure 4.1-2 is
based upon GIS data from Napa County and is intended to show an
overview of existing agricultural resources in Napa County, not to show
parcel-specific data. Because the General Plan covers 479,000 acres and
there are 50,573 acres of existing farmland, it would be infeasible to
provide mapping identifying 10-acre segments; however the County’s GIS
data is available for review via the County’s Web site at
www.co.napa.ca.us.

Response 149-3 E: The commenters state that in Table 4.1-3 Existing Grazing Lands in Napa
County, data for Angwin is incomplete. The commenters state that a
significant portion of land in the Angwin evaluation area is under grazing
by livestock (greater than 24 acres); therefore, they feel the analysis of
potential loss of grazing lands for all alternatives is incomplete. It should
be noted that the acreage information presented in Table 4.1-3 was
provided by the Napa County Conservation Development and Planning
Department in 2005 and is based upon GIS data. While it is possible that
some additional grazing land has been added to Angwin since 2005 or
was not identified in that inventory, the data from the County’s GIS
database is the most current information available. It is also possible that
the boundaries of Angwin in the GIS database may be slightly different
from what the commenters consider as Angwin. Nonetheless, the Draft
EIR analysis goes on to conclude that potential impacts to agricultural
land (including grazing land) may occur (see Impact 4.1.1) and provides
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. Since this
analysis is sufficiently broad-brush to encompass potential impacts in

Angwin and elsewhere even if existing land use data changes or is not
entirely precise, no change to the EIR is warranted.
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Response 149-4 E: The commenters suggest development of an environmentally superior
alternative for Impact 4.1.1, which removes all lands zoned as agricultural
from urban land use designations on the Land Use Map. The commenter

is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2. Also, please note that
the Revised Draft General Plan Update removes agriculturally zoned land
from the Urban Residential designation in Angwin.

Response 149-5 E: The commenters state mitigation measures under Impact 4.1.1 are
inadequate to address the impacts of the project under all alternatives.
Additionally, the commenters note that the protection of Farm Lands of

Local Importance is critical to the economic and cultural preservation of
small, local agricultural economics. There is no requirement in the CEQA
Guidelines that require the protection of Farm Lands of Local Importance,
and the mitigation measures proposed under Impact 4.1.1 would require
consideration and protection of farmlands of concern as required by
CEQA guidelines. Mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and b would provide for
preservation of equally or greater farmland of importance at a 1:1 ratio
for land areas lost, which is a commonly used method in the state for
minimization of agricultural land loss. Additionally, it should be noted that
the County has gained 17,593 acres of farmland of concern under CEQA
(state designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance) (see Draft EIR page 4.1-27). The approach to
mitigation taken by the Draft EIR is particularly appropriate given this
context.

Response 149-6 E: The commenters imply that Alternative C would result in significant
impacts due to expansion of the Angwin “bubble” and creation of a new
“bubble” in Pope Valley. The commenters also state that the mitigation
measures under Impact 4.1.3 are weakly worded and are inadequate to
address the impacts of the project under all the alternatives. Impact 4.1.3
(Agricultural/Urban Interface Conflicts) was found to be less than
significant for all three alternatives because none of the alternatives
would alter the “Right to Farm” or similar policies of the County, and no
mitigation measures were required or included in the EIR. The commenter
is referred to pages 4.1-29 through -30 of the Draft EIR for the discussion
associated with Impact 4.1.3. Please also see Response 149-5 E regarding
mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and 4.1.1b.

Response 149-7 E: The commenters state that mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and 4.1.1b are
inadequate to protect the conversion of agricultural uses. The
commenters also restate concerns about the loss of agricultural land and
that the County is not committing to preserving agricultural land by more
aggressive measures than the mitigation measures require. The
commenters also discredit the use of Table 4.1-7 in projecting an increase
in important farmland (as defined by the state) in the future. 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
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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. Impact 4.1.1 is
specifically associated with loss of important farmland as defined by the
state, while Impact 4.1.2 specifically addresses the loss of County
designated farmland. Impact 4.1.4 is related to the potential loss of
agriculturally zoned land and is identified a significant and unavoidable
because of the amount of agriculturally zoned land contained within non-
agricultural land use designations on the County’s existing Land Use Map,
which is not proposed for substantial change. The proposed General Plan
Update has been revised and the Final EIR identifies a “Preferred Plan”
(see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The
Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the
Angwin bubble and contains strong policies regarding the preservation of
agricultural land. Also see the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a
discussion of farmland impacts under the Draft EIR alternatives.

Response 149-8 E: The commenters state that the Baseline Data Report conflicts with the
land use designation presented in the “urban bubble” for the Angwin
area. The commenters state that changes should be adopted to the
Angwin Urban Area to reflect rural, agricultural uses of parcels in Angwin.
The County appreciates the input regarding the existing Urban Residential
designation in Angwin (a.k.a. the “urban bubble”) and the proposed
General Plan Update has been revised as described in Section 2.0, the
“Preferred Plan.” The Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned for
agricultural use from the Angwin bubble and includes other policies

intended to preserve Angwin’s rural character.

Response 149-9 E: The commenters suggest developing a Public Institutional land use
designation for the core Pacific Union Campus. The proposed General
Plan Update has been revised and removes areas currently zoned for
agricultural use from the Angwin bubble, but does not re-designate the
PUC campus as “institutional” because of the many additional changes
to the General Plan that this would require, and staff’s belief that an
appropriate set of policies can be crafted for Angwin without this change
to the map.

Response 149-10 E: The commenters suggest removing all parcels, regardless of ownership,
with AWOS zoning from existing “urban bubble” configuration. This
change has been made in response to the commenters’ request, as
described in Response 149-9E and elsewhere.

Response 149-11 E: The commenters suggest removing portions of APN 024-0410-008 from PD
zoning and rezoning as AWOS. The commenters state that this agricultural
parcel is a defining feature of the Angwin community. The Revised Draft
General Plan Update does not propose to rezone any parcels within
Angwin or elsewhere, choosing to concentrate on land use designations
and policies inherent within the General Plan itself. Nonetheless, nothing
would prevent the owner of the specified parcel from applying for
rezoning in the future.
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Response 149-12 P: The commenters suggest maintaining existing AWOS land use designation
for Angwin to prevent subdivision of rural home sites. The Revised Draft
General Plan Update suggests that the residential neighborhood of

Angwin could be re-designated as Rural Residential at some time in the
future, if approved by the voters pursuant to Measure J. Since minimum
parcel sizes in Rural Residential areas are 10 acres and existing lots in this
neighborhood are generally small, the re-designation would create an
opportunity for a great number of additional subdivisions.

Response 149-13 E/P: The commenters state that the Draft EIR needs a list of designated

protected roadways under the Napa County Viewshed Protection
Ordinance (County Code 18.106). Under the Purpose section of the Napa
County Viewshed Protection Ordinance (18.106.010), Item B is to “Protect
and preserve views of major and minor ridgelines from designated public
roads.” The definition of designated public roads under this ordinance
(see Section 18.106.020) states “ ‘Designated public road’ shall mean
scenic highways as identified in Figures 75 and 76 of the scenic highways
element of the Napa County general plan, and such other county roads
as may be designated by resolution of the board of supervisors.” The
commenters are therefore referred to Draft EIR Figure 4.14-2 (Scenic
Corridors), which includes a comprehensive diagram of the scenic
highways and roadways within Napa County to which this ordinance
applies. This list is also now included in the revisions to the Community
Character Element in the form of a map.

Response 149-14 E: The commenters state that the mitigation measure for Impact 4.2.1 is
inadequate. The commenters state that any increased traffic or changes
to Howell Mountain Road would divide the community under all three
alternatives. The commenters also state that the additional jobs/housing
impact to Angwin is not adequately addressed.

The proposed alternatives vary in land use and growth potential and they
are expected to increase traffic on some local roadways; however, none
of the three alternatives would substantially alter the County land use
patterns or result in the development of new physical features (e.g.,

development of a new highway through an existing community) that
would result in the physical division of Angwin. Additionally, any
subsequent safety improvement that would occur to Howell Mountain
Road as a result of the General Plan would be an important improvement
in the County on an already impacted roadway system. The commenters
do not provide evidence to support their claim that the analysis and
mitigation measure are inadequate. Mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 was
drafted to provide mitigation on the two sites in the County where a
physical division would occur as a result of the alternatives, including the
Pacific Coast/Boca site and the Napa Pipe site. The proposed mitigation
measure would be effective at mitigating the impacts under Alternatives
B and C and reducing them to a less than significant level. The
commenters are referred to Response 149-15 E below regarding
jobs/housing impacts. Please also see Section 4.4 in the Draft EIR for an
assessment of traffic impacts associated with the General Plan Update.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1265

Response 149-15 E: The commenters state that mitigation measure MM 4.3.1 needs to be
reviewed for the proposed terms of the policy in the General Plan related
to providing affordable housing in the County in order to determine the

effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measure. The analysis provided
in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIR concludes that all alternatives would result
in growth in excess of regional projections; therefore they would have a
significant environmental effect. This conclusion is more a function of
ABAG’s regional forecasting (which the County’s experts feel is low for
reasons explained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR), rather than any
characteristic of the alternatives. Mitigation measure MM 4.3.1 reduces
but does not eliminate the impact, since it only addresses growth in
excess of the County’s 1% annual housing limit. Since the Revised Draft
General Plan Update no longer allows development in excess of the 1%
limit, the suggested mitigation is no longer relevant; however the impact
would remain significant. Please see the Alternatives Master Response
3.4.2 for more discussion of the regional projections.

Response 149-16 E: The commenters state that there is a need to look at problems with Howell
Mountain Road more carefully and indicate there are numerous safety
issues along Howell Mountain Road.

While the commenters feel that the analysis did not disclose a perceived
inadequacy with the roadway design and safety of Howell Mountain
Road, the analysis was indeed conducted appropriately for the General
Plan and EIR process. Also, existing roadway deficiencies cannot be
construed as impacts associated with the General Plan Update, since
they are part of the environmental setting. The methodology used in the
traffic analysis is consistent with county, state, and federal standards. The
commenters are referred to the Methodology section in Section 4.4 ,
Transportation, of the EIR on page 4.4-25, Appendix C of the EIR, which
contains the complete technical analysis by Dowling Associates, and
Impact 4.4.2 (Roadway Safety and Emergency Access) on page 4.4-54 of
the Draft EIR. Draft EIR Tables 4.4-5 though 4.4-8 provide data regarding
traffic safety in the County, which do not identify Howell Mountain Road
as having a high rate of accidents. Howell Mountain Road also is
anticipated to operate within the County’s level of service standards (see
Draft EIR Table 4.4-13 and -14).

Additionally, the Draft EIR includes several measures for road safety
including mitigation measures MM 4.9.4 and MM 4.13.1.1a and b. In
addition to the mitigation measures, the County Code (Chapters 15.32
and 18.84) and Public Resources Code Sections 4290 and 4291 contain
provisions associated with development standards and restrictions
regarding roadway structure design, fuel modification zone design,
adequacy of emergency access, etc. The Circulation Map in the Draft
General Plan shows Howell Mountain Road to be maintained as a two-
lane roadway. Any future proposed development in Angwin or Lake
Berryessa would need to conduct a separate traffic analysis to determine
that project’s specific impact on surrounding roads.

Response 149-17 E: The commenters state that Deer Park and Howell Mountain Road have no
bicycle strips and no shoulder in many places. Subsequent to the releases
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of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has been
made to the General Plan under the Circulation Element to include
additional language that the Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan shall be

implemented as part of the General Plan update. Additionally,
subsequent language has been added under the Circulation Element for
the definition of routine accommodations to include the needs of
pedestrians and bicyclists in all roadway construction and renovation
projects.

Response 149-18 E: The commenters state that Petrified Forest Road is LOS C, but commuters

seem to have a more difficult time at this intersection during rush hour. As
described in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, the County’s analysis examined
level of service along roadway segments, rather than at specific
intersections, because this was deemed to be more appropriate for a
programmatic assessment of County-wide traffic conditions. The
commenters have not provided adequate data and/or analysis that the
traffic modeling for Petrified Forest Road was incorrect in its LOS analysis.
Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary.

Response 149-19 E: The commenters state that no reference is made to Highway 29
northbound into Calistoga. The commenters note that there is a 4-way
stop that is constantly violated; however, that is an enforcement issue
which should be addressed by the Napa County Sheriff’s Department. The
commenters also note that there is considerable pedestrian and cross-
traffic in this area due to the commercial enterprises. The traffic modeling
and roadway segment selection has conducted by County and Napa
County Transportation Planning Agency staff. This included roadway
segments north of St. Helena that would be impacted by implementation
of the General Plan Update. This included Highway 29 (roadway segment
77 and 78 from Lodi Lane to Deer Park Road) and Silverado Trail (roadway
segment 31 and 32 from Bale Lane to Deer Park Road). Level of service
operation reported on Draft EIR Tables 4.4-13 and -14 shows a deficient
operation of Highway 29.

Response 149-20 E: The commenters state that the summary of model results by alternative

(pages 4.4-49 through -50) seems reasonable and that several of the
roads listed already show the strains of commuter, commercial, and tourist
traffic. The commenters also state that many of the roadways have been
neglected or were improperly designed. The County appreciates the
input regarding the General Plan Update process and has revised the
Circulation Element to provide greater specificity regarding priorities (i.e.,
safety, local access, and maintenance) for roadways not proposed for
capacity enhancements. Because the commenters do not comment on
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or General Plan, no further response is
necessary.

Response 149-21 E: For mitigation measure MM 4.4.1A, the commenters question what the
standard is for adequate LOS and why the capacities were determined to
be LOS D. The commenters are referred to page 4.4-24 of the Draft EIR
under “Standards of Significance” under item 1, bullets i, ii, and iii where
level of service standard is discussed. The Level of Service C or better on
all County roadways was not adopted due to the fact that surrounding
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areas in unincorporated Napa County have experienced large amounts
of growth in recent years in portions of the City of Napa, American
Canyon, and Solano County, and the unincorporated portions of the

County have experienced changes in jobs/housing balance. This growth
and change to the jobs/housing balance has caused traffic volumes in
unincorporated portions of the County including SR 12, connecting
between American Canyon and Solano County, to more than triple over
the last 20 years. The County has no authority to control the increase in
traffic traveling through unincorporated portions of the County due to
regional growth patterns. Therefore, the adoption of an LOS C would not
be an adequate level of service standard for traffic volumes considering
expected regional growth patterns. Additionally, the vast majority of the
LOS D or worse conditions would occur regardless of whether or not the
General Plan is updated, since the resulting LOS D or worse conditions
would occur due to the projected traffic from the cities in the County as
well as regional traffic volume increases.

Response 149-22 E: The commenters question the meaning of “fair share” in mitigation
measure MM 4.4.1c and ask for the location of Table 4.4-20 referenced in
the traffic section. Fair share is the term used to define the cost
percentage (or share) that new development projects would be required
to pay towards county-wide traffic improvements. As a result of the
Nollan v. Coastal Commission court case, there must be a nexus between
impact and mitigation. Under the Dolan v. Tigard court case, there must
be “rough proportionality” between the project’s share of an impact and
its share of mitigation. The total percentage of cost shall be developed in
cooperation with NCTPA. There is no Table 4.4-20 in the Draft EIR.
Reference to Table 4.4-20 has been corrected in Section 4.0 of this

document.

Response 149-23 E: The commenters question what the term “developed areas” refers to.
Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further
modification has been made to the General Plan Circulation Element.
These protective measures include additional language to further
describe already developed areas such as existing cities, towns, and
urbanized areas.

Response 149-24 E: The commenters state that because agricultural employment is not 8 to 5
and not in the same geographical area day-to-day, attempts to reduce
traffic from single-occupant vehicles could be more difficult. The County
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process and
acknowledges that auto trips outside of peak periods will be difficult to
reduce, although these trips also do not contribute to the worst periods of
congestion.

Response 149-25 E: The commenters state that Table 4.4.15 of mitigation measures should be
refined or eliminated as infeasible. Table 4.4-15 in the Draft EIR is intended
to be illustrative at providing a complete list of projects that would be
necessary to mitigate the significant traffic operation impacts to LOS D or
better. However, these improvements are not part of the General Plan
nor are they mitigation measures. Table 4.4-16 in the Draft EIR presents the
roadway improvements that are included in the General Plan Circulation
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Element. The mitigation measures associated with Impact 4.4.1 are
MM 4.4.1a through 4.4.1j on pages 4.4-50 through -51 of the Draft EIR. The
proposed General Plan would not result in widening of the existing

roadways, which are improvements shown in Table 4.4-15, because
widening the roads would result in more severe environmental impacts
(beyond what is addressed in this Draft EIR) associated with visual
resources, water quality, noise, air quality, and growth inducement.
Additionally, these improvements would be inconsistent with the vision set
forth in the proposed General Plan Update.

Response 149-26 E: The commenters state that mitigation measure MM 4.4.1c does not
address the core problem of traffic generated by pending development
and states that paying into the County transportation fund will not
improve the underlying problem of windy roads, uneven slopes, and
narrow roads. The intent of mitigation measure MM 4.4.1c is that the new
policy would require individual development projects to have a traffic
study done that evaluates the project-specific impacts and requires fair
share payment for improvements to roadways impacted by that
development project where such improvements are feasible. Despite this
mitigation measure and others, the Draft EIR concludes that traffic
occurring under all Draft EIR Alternatives will result in significant and
unavoidable impacts. The commenters do not provide evidence to
support their statement that mitigation measure MM 4.4.1c would be
infeasible, nor do they offer an alternative solution. Therefore, no changes
to the Draft EIR are necessary.

Response 149-27 E: The commenters suggest adding to page 4.5-1 stating, “The County’s

emphasis to protect the rural character and maintain open space and
agricultural lands contributes to, extends, and ensures continued
biodiversity.” County staff agrees with the commenters that biodiversity is
not an accident and believes there are adequate statements in the Draft
EIR and the Revised Draft General Plan Update to this effect. The
commenters are referred to Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3

regarding biodiversity.

Response 149-28 E: The commenters state that Table 4.5-1 has incomplete survey data for the
Angwin/Howell Mountain/Pope Valley area for plant species; however
they do not specify what survey data is missing. Additionally, the
commenter does not provide evidence to support this claim. The table
was created with the best available information at the time of

preparation. Also, the County’s GIS (computerized) data presented here
and in the Baseline Data Report will be updated over time as new
information becomes available, consistent with Action Item CON NR-5 in
the Revised Draft General Plan Update.

Response 149-29 E: The commenter states that Table 4.5-2 and Figure 4.5-5 lack specificity
and accuracy for the Deer Park/Angwin/Pope Valley areas; however they

do not specify what information is not specific or accurate.

The commenters’ state that only 19 of 25 sensitive communities
recognized by CADFG are mapped in the County. Table 4-5 of the BDR
presents the areal extent and proportional distribution of sensitive biotic
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communities within the County’s 13 evaluation areas
(http://www.co.napa.ca.us/gov/departments/29000/bdr/pdfs/Ch04_Biolo
gicalResources.pdf). Many of these communities could not be mapped

utilizing the methodologies identified in the BDR due to many factors
including lack of clear signatures on aerial photography and small patch
size (less than 2.5 acres), so community delineation can only be
ascertained during field evaluation. To provide an estimate of the
unmapped resources would be speculative.

Response 149-30 E: The commenters state that the potential wildlife movement areas should

be specifically identified for potential impacts and mitigation measures on
page 4.5-34 of the Draft EIR. The commenters do not elaborate on what
level of detail should be provided. The discussion on page 4.5-34 of the
Draft EIR and Figure 4.5-6 clearly show the three major wildlife movement
corridors in Napa County. This information is based upon Napa County,
BDR, CalWild, and Hilty and Merenlender data. The information provided
on page 4.5-34 is a setting discussion. The discussion of impacts related to
wildlife movement areas is provided Impact 4.5.3 (Loss of Wildlife
Movement and Plant Dispersal Opportunities), and mitigation measures
MM 4.5.3a and b are provided on pages 4.5-66 and -67 in Section 4.5,
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.

Response 149-31 E: The commenters state that wildlife movement has not been well studied in
the County and should be a “red flag” for proposed development. The
commenters are referred to Response 149-30 E above.

Response 149-32 E: The commenters question where Resolution 94-16 is located since it is
referenced several times in the Draft EIR and appears to include relevant
information. Resolution 94-16 is referenced in the Napa County Code
under Section 18.108.030 and provides the list of watercourses subject to
County Code Section 18.108. A listing of watercourse that were
specifically modeled for hydrologic and water quality impacts is provided
in Draft EIR Appendix H.

Response 149-33 E: The commenters suggest defining and describing the County’s domestic
water supply drainages further and specifying impacts and mitigations on
page 4.5-42 of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the information
provided on page 4.5-42 of the Draft EIR is part of the setting discussion,
not the impact discussion. The only part of the discussion on page 4.5-42
of the Draft EIR under County Code Section 18.108.027 that relates to
biological resources is related to tree canopy and shrubby/herbaceous
cover; impacts associated with tree canopy and cover are addressed

under Impacts 4.5.1 and 4.5.2 in Section 4.5, Biological Resources, on
pages 4.5-56 through -65 of the Draft EIR. The remainder of the discussion
under that section of the County Code is related to hydrology, which is
addressed in Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR. The
reader is referred to pages 4.11-67 through -73 in Section 4.11, Hydrology
and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR for an impact discussion and mitigation
measures related to drainage. Water supply impacts are addressed in
Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities, of the EIR starting on page
4.13-40. The commenters are also referred to Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1.
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Response 149-34 E: The commenters state there needs to be a goal/policy regarding
expanding the County’s resource database to accomplish Goals CON-1
through -5 by providing further studies and documentation of historical

and existing biological resources. Since the release of the public draft of
the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, the Conservation
Element has been further modified. Action Item CON NR-5 includes the
commenters’ suggestion.

Response 149-35 E: The commenters note that statements should be corrected to accurately
reflect Chinook salmon occurrence in tributary streams. The commenters

note that Chinook salmon have been identified in specific tributary
streams to the Napa River.

Napa River Watershed, page 4.6-2, paragraph 1, of the Draft EIR has been
revised as follows:

 Chinook salmon have not been positively identified in any many of

the tributary streams. NCRCD has documented adult Chinook in
Napa Creek, Sulphur Creek (and juveniles), Redwood Creek (and
juveniles), Selby Creek, Milliken Creek, Salvador Channel, Dry Creek,
and Bell Creek (NCRCD ). Central Valley fall-run chinook salmon will
use the Napa River upstream into the town of Calistoga, up to the
base of Kimball Canyon Dam (NMFS 2007). In a survey done in 2004
by Napa RCD, spawning adult Chinook salmon were observed in a

3.6-mile stretch of the mainstem Napa River at Rutherford (BDR).

The following reference will be added on page 4.6-35 of the Draft EIR:

 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2007. Central Valley Chinook
Salmon Current Stream Habitat Distribution Table. NMFS Southwest
Regional Office. Electronic Document accessed on September 14,
2007 at http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/hcd/dist2.htm

Response 149-36 E: The commenters note that Table 4.6-5 relative to the occurrence of

steelhead trout should be updated. Table 4.6-5 in the Draft EIR

incorporated the best available data at the time the draft was written.
The commenters do not provide a source for the updated population
estimates they suggest should be included in the table.

Response 149-37 E: The commenters note that Resolution 94-16 should be included in the
Draft EIR. The commenters are referred to Response 149-32 E and Draft EIR
Appendix H.

Response 149-38 E: The commenters state that for Impact 4.6.4 on page 4.6-29 through -30 of
the Fisheries section of the Draft EIR, the following language should be
incorporated in mitigation measure MM 4.11.5e: “Development projects
shall not lower groundwater levels offsite; shall not result in any reduction
in summer base-flow contributions to either groundwater aquifer or
receiving waters (creeks, ponds, etc.) adjacent or downstream of the
project site.” County staff believes the mitigation language provided is
sufficient and questions the feasibility of the suggested addition.
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Nonetheless, the Revised Draft General Plan Update addresses water
resources issues, including groundwater, starting on p. 179.

Response 149-39 E: The commenters suggest there needs to be an assessment of impacts of
development on and off the development site in order to minimize
impacts on aquatic resources. The commenters are referred to Impact
4.11.5 (Groundwater Level Decline and Overdraft) and mitigation
measures MM 4.11.5a through e on pages 4.11-62 through -65 of the Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR considers potential impacts regardless of parcel
boundaries and any subsequent project-specific environmental review
must also consider on- and off-site impacts to comply with CEQA.

Response 149-40 E: The commenters suggest adding a mitigation measure on page 4.6-32 of
the Draft EIR stating “A Fishery Management Plan including a Monitoring
Plan shall be required for any proposed project that may impact a
waterway.” Mitigation measure MM 4.6.1a already addresses this issue
and requires the establishment of a fishery monitoring program.
Additionally, mitigation measures MM 4.11.4 and 4.11.5e include provisions
protecting fisheries.

Response 149-41 E: The commenters suggest adding text to page 4.7-2 stating “Any new
noise source, though within recognized acceptable limits on its own,
contributes to cumulative noise impacts.” The Draft EIR discusses
cumulative noise impacts in Section 5.0 on page 5.0-14. A cumulative
noise impact is described as occurring with the combined contribution of
the development of the General Plan, build-out of the incorporated areas
within the County, and the development of surrounding areas in
neighboring counties. Impacts of traffic noise presented in Section 4.7 of
the Draft EIR are themselves cumulative in the sense that they are based
on traffic volumes associated with projected (cumulative) growth inside
and outside the County. No change to the EIR is necessary.

Response 149-42 E: The commenters suggest adding text on page 4.6-4 stating “Any
significant change in the ownership and/or operation of the Angwin
airport should call for prompt new noise contour data collection/study.”
The commenters also note that potential change in ownership of the

Angwin Airport should be assessed for impacts on Pacific Union College
and surrounding communities. The Draft EIR addresses growth assumptions
of the County and does not address specific projects, such as the
potential purchase of the Angwin Airport. The Draft EIR does not give
environmental clearance for subsequent projects. Therefore, any
potential projects that would occur at the Angwin Airport would go
through subsequent environmental review to address any potential
environmental impacts, including potential noise impacts. No change to
the EIR is necessary. Commenters are welcome to contact the County’s
Department of Public Works with questions regarding an upcoming study
of the airport.

Response 149-43 E: The commenters suggest that text in Impact 4.7.3 be changed to state
“Vehicle speeds, roadway geometries, and traffic mixes will undoubtedly
change as a result of development projects in the rural unincorporated

areas of Napa County.” The commenters also state that it is a false
assumption that County roadways will maintain the existing traffic mix
if/when multi-family projects are authorized in rural areas. For clarification,
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the terms roadway geometries and traffic mixes refer to the roadway
design and the mix of different vehicle types using the roadways (i.e.,
automobiles vs. heavy trailers). Any subsequent increase in multi-family

development or traffic volumes would not subsequently result in changes
to roadway geometries or vehicle types traveling the roadways sufficient
to noticeably affect noise calculations. These calculations are most
sensitive to traffic volumes, which are different under each of the
alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. No change to the EIR is necessary.

Response 149-44 E: The commenters suggest removing the term “temporarily” from Impact
4.7.6. The commenters state that noise impacts will continue permanently
at a different noise level factor than pre-project. The term temporary
impact refers to typical, small residential, commercial, or office
construction projects that do not generate significant noise impacts when
standard construction noise control measures are enforced at the
construction site and when the duration of the noise-generating
construction period is limited to one construction season (typically one
year) or less. Additionally, the draft General Plan and Draft EIR provide

land use designations and a programmatic analysis of impacts expected
county-wide; they do not provide environmental clearance for specific
projects. Subsequent development within the County will be reviewed for
a project’s potential to cause environmental impacts. No change to the
EIR is necessary.

Response 149-45 E: The commenters suggest adding text to Impact 4.7.7 stating “Transfer of
the Angwin airport ownership or operation could result in different use
patterns and subsequently have impact.” The commenters are referred
to Response 149-42 E for discussion of the potential purchase of the
Angwin Airport. Also, please note that Policy Ag/LU-66 expresses the
County’s support for continued operation of the airport, regardless of its
ownership.

Response 149-46 E: The commenters state to assume “attainment” on page 4.8-9 in the Air
Quality Section (Section 4.8) of the Draft EIR may be inappropriate and
that insufficient data is available to classify the CO levels in Napa County
unincorporated areas. The commenters have not provided adequate
data and/or analysis that contradicts the existing CO “attainment” status
for Napa County. As presented on page 4.8-9 of the EIR, CO is closely
monitored by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District. The attainment status is based upon a
macroscale analysis for compliance with 8-hour and 1-hour standards, not
a microscale analysis of any one specific location. Microscale analyses
and modeling of expected CO levels at given locations would be
expected as part of the environmental review of individual development
projects, not a county-wide general plan. No change to the EIR is
necessary.

Response 149-47 E: The commenters suggest that for Impact 4.8.1, the County should align
with regional growth projections by ABAG. The commenters state that the
impacts are contrary and inconsistent with vision of rural character. There
is no requirement that the General Plan contain the same growth
projections as ABAG. The commenters are referred to Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 for a response to the need to consider an alternative
consistent with ABAG projections. Impacts associated with increased
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emissions are adequately addressed and mitigated in Section 4.8, Air
Quality, of the Draft EIR. Additionally, subsequent to the release of the
Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to

the General Plan Conservation Element. These protective measures
include additional language in reference to project-specific project air
quality emissions impacts, including the participation in Bay Area Air
Quality Management District air quality improvement programs. This
additional language will also address the need to reduce project-specific
air quality emissions in the vicinity of a proposed project and in adjacent
areas.

Response 149-48 E: The commenters suggest adding a statement to page 4.8-21 about
potential aircraft use at Angwin Airport. The commenters also suggest
aircraft emissions inventories should be included for the Clean Air Plan. The
commenters are referred to Response 149-42 E for discussion of the
potential purchase of the Angwin Airport. The air quality analysis provided
in the Draft EIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines and does not need to
be revised. Aircraft emissions may be considered in the inventory of green

house gas emissions called for in Action Item CON CPSP-2 in the Revised
Draft General Plan Update.

Response 149-49 E: The commenters suggest changing mitigation measure MM 4.8.2a to
“Requiring low emitting fireplaces…” Draft EIR mitigation measure MM
4.8.2 contains a list of items intended to collectively address the issue of
particulate emissions, and subpart (a) should not be viewed

independently from other subparts which specifically require low emissions
fireplaces in new construction where densities are greater than one house
per acre. Also, subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and
Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General Plan
Conservation Element. See policies beginning with CON-75 in the Revised
Draft General Plan Update. No change to mitigation measure MM 4.8.2a
is necessary.

Response 149-50 E: The commenters suggest changing mitigation measure MM 4.8.3a to
“Hydro-seed using only appropriate native seeds…public roadways and
to any waterway.” Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan
and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General Plan
Conservation Element to address the issue of invasive species. (See Policy
CON-23, for example.) These protective measures include additional
language that requires the establishment of non-invasive vegetative
cover as soil stabilizers. The use of appropriate non-invasive vegetative
cover will ensure the protection of native plant species in Napa County.
No change to the EIR is necessary.

Response 149-51 E: The commenters state that mitigation measures for Impacts 4.8.1, 4.8.2,
4.8.5, and 4.8.7 are unacceptable and contrary to quality of life vision. The
commenters also state that environmentally superior alternatives should
be identified. It is unclear if the commenters disagree with the impacts or
the mitigation measures since the page references are the impact
statements not the mitigation measures, and these mitigation measures

require energy-efficient forms of transportation, reducing emissions,
requiring evaluations of project-specific air quality impacts, low emitting
vehicles, reducing particulate emissions, and avoidance of exceeding PM
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standards, etc., which are all measures that would ensure a high quality of
life in Napa County. The commenters are also referred to Alternatives
Master Response 3.4.2.

Response 149-52 E: The commenters state that Angwin is unsafe for cluster housing due to fire
hazard. The risk of wildland fires is high throughout much of Napa County.
The “Napa Firewise” program is currently, and would continue to be,
implemented under Alternatives A, B, and C in the proposed General Plan
Update as well as County Code provisions associated with building
requirements (Chapter 15.32), fire risk zones (Chapter 18.84), and Public

Resources Code Sections 4290 and 4291. “Napa Firewise” is a community-
based fire awareness program to educate the residents of Napa County
on the dangers wildland fire poses to them and their communities. The
program also provides steps homeowners and landowners can take to
protect themselves, their families, and neighbors and to reduce threats to
their property from wildland fires. County Code and Public Resources
Code provisions provide development standards and restrictions
regarding structure design, fuel modification zone design, adequacy of
emergency access, water for fire fighting, and other associated
standards. Subsequent development would be subject to County Code
and Public Resources Code provisions to provide development standards
and restrictions regarding structure design, fuel modification zone design,
adequacy of emergency access, water for fire fighting, and other
associated standards, as well as the “Napa Firewise” program.
Subsequent projects will also require project-specific review regarding
public (fire) services, safety, and emergency access pursuant to
mitigation measure MM 4.9.4 and Policy SAF-20 in the Revised Draft
General Plan Update.

Response 149-53 E: The commenters question whose words are “less than significant” and
who determines what is less than significant. For purposes of this Draft EIR,
the specific criteria used in determining whether implementation of the
proposed Napa County General Plan Update would result in a significant
impact are based on State CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines contains an environmental checklist form that is used as the
initial study for projects. The checklist contains columns titled “potentially
significant impact,” “less than significant with mitigation incorporated,”
“less than significant impact,” and “no impacts.” As stated on page 2.0-5
of the Draft EIR, “Levels of significance are determined by comparing the
impact to thresholds of significance, also described in Sections 4.1 through
4.14.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) defines significance as “The
determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency
involved (the lead agency [Napa County] ultimately determines what is
significant as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15050), based to the
extent possible on scientific and factual data. An iron clad definition of

significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an
activity may vary with the setting. For example, an activity which may not
be significant in an urban setting may be significant in a rural area.”

Response 149-54 E: The commenters list their concerns regarding Impact 4.9.2, including
development could expose workers and residents to contamination
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hazard, the development of new trails and recreation facilities would
cause impacts to virgin growth and the destruction of trees, and
expansion of uses in Angwin could result in impacts from accidental

release of contaminants. As discussed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, the
transport of chemicals is highly regulated. Incidents related to accidental
release of chemicals are far less common than other hazardous events
(e.g., automobile accidents, etc.). While the odds of accidental release
are low, the EIR addresses the potential to provide a thorough view of
potential impacts associated with new development and additional
traffic on County roadways. All current and future development in the
County is already required to comply with federal, state, and local
regulations pertaining to hazardous waste exposure and remediation of
toxic sites. Mitigation measure MM 4.9.2 adds another layer of protection
related to hazardous materials exposure by specifying the existing federal,
state, and local standards in a new General Plan policy regulating the
handling, transportation, disposal, and clean-up of hazardous materials.
These measures would ensure that any potential exposure of workers to
hazards and possible release of contamination would be mitigated to a
less than significant level. The loss of trees and virgin growth are
addressed in Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR under
Impact 4.5.2 related to loss of oak woodlands.

Response 149-55 E: The commenters state that land expansion of rural and urban uses under
Alternative C would result in significant impact in Angwin. This comment is
related to Impact 4.9.3 (Airport Hazards). The mitigation measure
provided for this impact (mitigation measure MM 4.2.2) has not been
crafted to apply in Angwin since existing zoning within Angwin essentially
precludes residential development in airport compatibility zones where

this would not be appropriate. Therefore, no change to the EIR is
necessary.

Response 149-56 E: The commenters state that the land uses associated with the proposed
General Plan Update could interfere with County emergency response
and/or evacuation plans (in reference to Impact 4.9.4). The commenters
appear to be making an internal comment since there is no disagreement
with the impact statement, discussion, or mitigation measure. The
implementation of the Napa Operational Area Hazards Mitigation Plan
(OAHMP) in addition to mitigation measure MM 4.9.4, which would require
a General Plan policy that requires subsequent development proposals in
the unincorporated community of Angwin, the Napa Pipe site, and the
Pacific Coast/Boca site to include provisions for adequate emergency
access, would mitigate potential conflicts with emergency response
plans, and would ensure the County’s ability to respond to emergencies
at new urban sites. It should be noted that this analysis does not state
that there would be deficient emergency access for evacuation but
rather that a preemptive policy be adopted to require that all subsequent

development projects be responsible for ensuring adequate emergency
access.

Response 149-57 E: The commenters state that expansion of Angwin under Alternatives B and

C could result in conflicts with emergency response plans. The
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commenters are referred to Response 149-56 E for discussion on potential
conflicts with the County emergency response plan.

Response 149-58 E: The commenters state that the Napa Firewise is a “red herring” and does
not provide fire protection in Angwin. The commenters are referred to
Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIR, which discusses the requirements for
adequate fire protection services within Napa County. The County
appreciates the input regarding this issue and with implementation of
mitigation measure MM 4.9.4 believes that significant impacts are
reduced to less than significant.

Response 149-59 E: The commenters state that compliance with County Code provisions,
short of a severe seismic event, seem to address potential impacts
associated with geology and soils in Section 4.10 of the EIR. Because the
comments agree with the assessment, no revisions to the EIR are
necessary.

Response 149-60 E: The commenters state that Impact 4.11.5 inadequately addresses impacts
to groundwater, specifically to Deer Park/Angwin. The commenters are
referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1. The commenters should
also see Policy Ag/LU-61, which would preclude subdivisions resulting in
net increases in groundwater use in Angwin.

Response 149-61 E: The commenters state that collectively the historical significance of
Pacific Union College and related farming industries, etc., have not been
adequately investigated for significance in the Cultural Resources section
of the Draft EIR. The General Plan and Draft EIR identified sites and
properties in the County listed on the National Register of Historic Places
and the California Register of Historical Resources and provided a historic
context for the County. There are many potentially significant sites and
properties in the County not specifically identified in the Draft General

Plan Update and Draft EIR. However, the Draft General Plan Update and
Draft EIR focused on policies and mitigations for the treatment of
significant sites and properties consistent with state requirements for
protection of cultural resource and mitigation measures and policies have
been designed to address potentially significant resources that have not
yet been identified. Specifically, the Revised Draft General Plan Update
and Draft EIR provide mechanisms for determining, enhancing, and
protecting the historical significance of sites and properties in the County.
(See MM 4.12.2.)

Response 149-62 E: The commenters state that the mitigation measures associated with
Impacts 4.12.1 and 4.12.2 are inadequate, which is essentially the same
conclusion reached in the Draft EIR, which finds impacts to cultural
resources to be significant and unmitigable. The commenters do not
provide any suggestions regarding ways to enhance the mitigation
measures and eliminate the significant impact. The mitigation measures
follow accepted professional standards and guidelines (e.g., Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, National Park Service, and Office

of Historic Preservation) for the identification and protection of significant
archaeological sites and historic buildings/structures. Additionally, these
mitigation measures address the need to identify significant cultural
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resources in the County and to protect those resources from any potential
project impacts. No change to the EIR is necessary.

Response 149-63 E: The commenters state that under fire protection in public services there is
no mention of Angwin or Pope Valley fire departments. The Draft EIR states
that there are several volunteer fire departments within Napa County;
however, none of them are listed by name. No change to the EIR is
necessary.

Response 149-64 E: The commenters state that the CHP is currently understaffed, as is the
sheriffs department. The commenters state that response time can be
excessive. These comments appear to simply be informative in nature,
therefore no response is necessary.

Response 149-65 E: The commenters state that the projected water requirements should be
broken into specific water districts, not aggregated. The commenters are
referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Response 149-66 E: The commenters state that the information contained in the General Plan
regarding the public schools in the Howell Mountain School District may
need to be updated because of proposed development in the district
boundaries and upgrades to the school facilities. The commenters were
referring to the Draft EIR not the General Plan in this comment. The Draft
EIR addresses growth assumptions of the County and does not address
specific projects such as the PUC/Triad project. Additionally, the Draft EIR
does not give environmental clearance for subsequent projects.
Therefore, any potential projects that would occur in the Angwin area
would go through subsequent environmental review to address any
potential environmental impacts from the provision of additional school
sites.

All new public school facilities must undergo rigorous site-specific CEQA
and California Board of Education evaluation prior to construction to
identify and lessen environmental-related impacts. In addition,
Government Code Section 65995(h) states that the payment or
satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or imposed
pursuant to Section 17620 of the Education Code is deemed to be full and
complete mitigation of the impacts for the planning, use, development, or
the provision of adequate school facilities, and Section 65996 (b) states
that the provisions of the Government Code provide full and complete
school facilities mitigation. School districts in Napa County collect fees
during the building permit process based on new building square footage
and are entitled to adjust these fees as needed consistent with the
Government Code.

Response 149-67 E: The commenters state the County consumes more electricity than it
produces. The commenters suggest a General Plan policy to address
significant increases in demand on power, specifically from projects. The
Draft EIR does not provide clearance for specific projects, but
appropriately provides a programmatic analysis of county-wide impacts
based on available information. This analysis concludes that the county’s
energy providers generally have sufficient capacity to provide for the
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county’s needs into the future. A project-specific review under CEQA will
be required for individual development proposals that come before the
County and will have to assess specific locations within the County,

although at present, the County is not aware of any deficiencies in supply
or transmission in Angwin or elsewhere. Also, the Revised Draft General
Plan Update Conservation Element includes a suite of new policies to
address energy conservation, generation, transmission, etc.

Response 149-68 E/P: The commenters state that the Aetna Springs project seems to over-reach
what would be normally accepted growth. The commenters also note

that there seems to be opposing standards for referendums. The County
appreciates the comment; however, it appears to be directed at a
specific project and not the proposed General Plan Update or Draft EIR.
Therefore, no further response is necessary. (Please note that Aetna
Springs is an historic resort in Pope Valley that has a Use Permit and
Certificate of Legal Non Conformity. The golf course proposed elsewhere
in Pope Valley can only be approved if certain rural recreation findings
can be made as specified in County Code. These are separate projects
that would not be entitled as part of the General Plan Update.)

Response 149-69 E: The commenters state that any development of Juliana Vineyards
property requiring increased use of water supply would be in violation of
the terms of the court decision and state monitoring of water usage. The
Draft EIR addresses growth assumptions of the County and does not
address specific projects, such as any further development of the Juliana
Vineyards property. Any potential projects that would occur in the Juliana
Vineyards property would go through subsequent environmental review
to address any potential environmental impacts from increased use of
water supply. The General Plan Update would not in any way abrogate
or interfere with the court decision and, if applicable, authority of the
SWRCB to enforce permitted limits on water use. The commenters are also
referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.

Response 149-70 E: The commenters suggest the insertion of “…and private multi-residential or
commercial development” into mitigation measure MM 4.14.1a. All

development activity (e.g., wineries, residences) are be subject to the
applicable provisions of the Viewshed Protection Ordinance that are
intended to protect the visual landscape characteristics of ridgelines and
views from designated scenic corridors. Therefore, the Napa County
Viewshed Protection Program currently applies to all development
activities including multi-family residential and commercial projects; the
mitigation measure would extend this requirement to public projects as
well. No change to this mitigation measure is necessary.

Response 149-71 E: The commenters suggest that text should be inserted into mitigation
measure MM 4.14.1b that states “…and most significantly along Viewshed
Designated Scenic Routes.” MM 4.14.1b provides for the same level of
retention of trees along all public roadways in Napa County including
roads along Viewshed Designated Scenic Routes. No change to this
mitigation measure is necessary.
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Response 149-72 E: The commenters suggest that the General Plan and the Draft EIR should
identify County-designated scenic roadways throughout the County. The
revised Community Character Element now provides this information.
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LETTER 150: GINNY SIMMS, JUNE 17, 2007

Response 150-1 E/P: The commenter questions whether the County supports timber plantation

under policy Ag/LU-16. The commenter questions if there should be a
connection between Ag/LU-16 and page 4.1-19 of the Draft EIR. The
County encourages timber plantations for fuel wood and lumber
productions. (See Policies Ag/LU-17 and -18 in the Revised Draft General
Plan Update, as well as Policies CON-35 and -36.) The text on page 4.1-12
of the Draft EIR describes the potential timberland by timber group and
evaluation areas.

Response 150-2 E/P: The commenter suggests providing employer-specific subsidized buses in
the County and Park-n-Ride facilities on Highway 29 north of the City of
Napa. The County notes that several policies in the Circulation Element
support expanded transit service within the County and throughout the
region. Although the commenter’s specific suggestions are not called
out, they would be consistent with the policy framework presented. (See
for example, Policy CIR-10 and -23, and Action Item CIR-28.2.)

Response 150-3 E/P: The commenter states that landslide occurrences in Napa occur more
frequently than reported and this subject merits more mention in the
General Plan. Draft EIR Section 4.10, Geology and Soils, page 4.10-13
discusses the landslide potential within the County. The Safety Element of
the draft General Plan includes several policies that protect against the
hazards of landslides, including requiring a geotechnical study for projects

located near geological hazard areas and limiting grading on slopes over
15% where geological hazards occur. Additionally, the Draft EIR includes
mitigation measures that require that the County not accept dedication
of roads jeopardized by landslides. The County deems that these policies
and mitigation measures are adequate to protect against the hazards
associated with landslides within the County.

Response 150-4 E/P: The commenter notes that global warming should have its own discussion
in the Land Use and Agricultural Preservation, Community Character,
Open Space, and Economics Sections of the General Plan. The
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 and the
new section of the Conservation Element specific to this issue.

Response 150-5 P: The commenter suggests requiring farm/labor housing in one residential
unit if three or more residential units are located on an agricultural
property. The commenter notes support for adding more farm/household
labor units. The County appreciates the input and allows farm labor
dwellings in agriculturally zoned areas in conformance with state law.
Also, the County has agreed to consider the extent to which second units
allowed in the AP could be maintained as affordable or workforce units
(Action Item Ag/LU-30.1 in the Revised Draft General Plan Update).

Response 150-6 P: The commenter notes on Ag/LU-12 and would like more information on
how food pairing would be enforced, if it is considered an “event” and if it
would be advertised in the Winery Ordinance. The commenter’s
questions are appreciated. As proposed, food-wine pairings would be
permitted as part of the marketing program of wineries, similar to pre-
arranged events for the wine trade.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1297

Response 150-7 P: The commenter notes that the Recreation and Open Space Element does
not meet standards defined in State Section 65563. The commenter also
notes that the County needs to develop an Open Space Plan. The

commenter suggests inserting paragraphs provided into ROS Element and
referencing paragraphs in the CC, Safety, and Conservation Elements as
values that are part of the Open Space Element. The Revised Draft
General Plan Update meets the requirements of Government Code
65563, and the locations where open space is addressed are noted on p.
211. In addition to addressing open space in the Recreation and Open
Space Element, the Revised Draft General Plan Update addresses the
topic in the Conservation Element. Additional, related policies can be
found in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element, the Safety
Element, and the Community Character Element.

Response 150-8 P: The commenter states that the protection of agriculture depends on the
protection of watershed/open space. The commenter suggests a goal in
the Land Use Element to protect watershed/open space lands and the
words “protection” or “preservation” should be included as a Goal in the
Land Use Element of the General Plan Update. The commenter is referred
to Goal Ag/LU-3, which now references the preservation of agricultural
lands, and Policy CON-4, which does likewise.

Response 150-9 P: The commenter states that the reference to open space in Goal 4 is not
the correct place and questions what other uses are compatible with
open space. The commenter is referred to revisions to the Recreation and

Open Space Element.

Response 150-10 P: The commenter suggests clarifying the relationship between agriculture/
watershed/open space land use category to include an open space
zoning designation in the General Plan Update and make sure the strong

connection between these categories is carried throughout the
document. County staff believes that the importance of open space
conservation is apparent throughout the Revised General Plan Update
but has declined to create a new “open space” zoning district since that
would inevitably raise issues about consistency if some open space areas
were zoned open space and some retained their current zoning. Also,
note that Table Ag/LU-B is for use in reviewing rezoning application
consistent with Policy Ag/LU-114.

Response 150-11 P: The commenter suggests cross-referencing places where open space
values are discussed to the first part of the Recreation and Open Space
Element. Revisions to the General Plan Update have been made and
cross-references included on p. 211 of the Revised Draft General Plan
Update.

Response 150-12 P: The commenter suggests creating a combining zone of Affordable
Housing, Study Area (AH-SA) in place of the Transitional Zone for Napa
Pipe and Syar/Boca. The commenter provides reasoning for AH-SA zoning
and states that properties need further study. Many of the commenter’s
statements do not specifically relate to the General Plan Update but
rather County policy on affordable housing. The proposed General Plan
Update has been revised and now designates the Napa Pipe site and the
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Pacific Coast/Boca site as a Study Area that would require further study
prior to consideration of land use changes to the sites.

Response 150-13 P: The commenter notes that Ag/LU-120 should be eliminated, recognizing
that the Board will always have the ability act on development. The
commenter provides suggestions to simplify approval of multi-family
developments by the Board of Supervisors. Policy Ag/LU-120 has been
eliminated from the General Plan Update as suggested by the
commenter.

Response 150-14 P: The commenter states that growth limits have not had negative impacts
on the economy of the County and provides reasoning for that opinion.
The commenter suggests text changes and states that the information on
page 31 is misleading. The County appreciates the input and refers the
commenter to the introductory section of the Agricultural Preservation
and Land Use Element, which has been revised to address the
commenter’s concerns.

Response 150-15 P: The commenter states that the job information provided in the Draft
General Plan Update is not detailed enough and suggests including the
median hourly wage in paragraph 3 on page 220. The County
appreciates the input but believes that median income is relevant to the
issues discussed, as is the housing affordability index. (See pp. 197-98 in
the revised Economic Development Element.)

Response 150-16 P: The commenter states that the jobs information should be adjusted, unless
there is an assumption that there will be a change in the slow growth
policy. The commenter states that the number of jobs predicted is high.
The County appreciates the input and has adjusted the population and
employment projections associated with the Revised Draft General Plan
Update to reflect the plan’s retention of the County’s 1% growth limit. See
Section 2.0 of an analysis of the “Preferred Plan” and its impacts related to
population, housing and employment.

Response 150-17 P: The commenter suggests including sub-sets of wine-related manufacturing
jobs and tourism jobs. The commenter also suggests showing the average
wage, especially for tourism jobs. Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR discusses
jobs in the County as a whole, although policies in the revised Economic
Development Element discuss the role of agriculture. A detailed
breakdown of jobs and wages by sector has not been deemed
necessary.

Response 150-18 P: The commenter suggests finding the number of working family needs for
affordable housing and states this need should be heavily weighted near
the 80th percentile. The County appreciates the input and refers the
commenter to Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, which discusses the concept of
jobs-housing balance.

Response 150-19 P: The commenter suggests the draft General Plan should examine
affordable housing sites and encourage an RUL for St. Helena. The County
appreciates the input and has included policies specific to Rutherford
and South Saint Helena. The City of St. Helena does, in fact, have an
urban limit line that is wholly contained within City boundaries. See Policy
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Ag/LU-30 for strategies related to housing, which will be further addressed
in the next update of the County’s Housing Element.

Response 150-20 P: The commenter notes there needs to be more services in Pope Valley in
order to reduce vehicle miles traveled. The commenter suggests there
should be a Pope Valley temporary advisory committee to identify
needed services and possible sites. The commenter also suggests the draft
General Plan should show non-specific commercial areas. The County
appreciates the input; however the County received multiple comments
advocating the opposite position. In the end, the County revised the

Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element to eliminate the idea of a
new non-agricultural designation for Pope Valley and to eliminate the
neighborhood councils proposed for Angwin and elsewhere. Re-use of
existing historic buildings in Pope Valley would be possible under Policy
CC-28.

Response 150-21 P: The commenter suggests revisiting a Berryessa Area Plan in the future to

adapt to changes. The County appreciates the input.

Response 150-22 P: The commenter suggests the Angwin “urban bubble” should be re-
shaped using the criteria of what is the zoning and what is on the land.
Consider altering the planned development and including residential
zones. The commenter notes that Angwin is a good location for
affordable housing due to low-income hospital workers and retired

college faculty. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and
removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin
bubble, retaining sufficient urban residential lands for affordable housing.
The revised plan also identifies the existing residential neighborhood of
Angwin as appropriate for inclusion in the bubble someday (subject to a
Measure J vote).

Response 150-23 P: The commenter suggests removing all language referring to an industrial
future for the Hess property at the edge of American Canyon in Policy
Ag/LU-37. The commenter states that the site is zoned agricultural
currently. The Revised Draft General Plan Update has incorporated the
commenter’s suggestion and would re-designate the Hess Vineyard from
“Industrial” to “Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space.”

Response 150-24 E/P: The commenter suggests listing road segments on the Viewshed
Protection Program or including a map of road segments covered in
policy CC-7. This change has been made to the Community Character
Element, which includes the map suggested by the commenter.

Response 150-25 E: The commenter states that the land use section of the Draft EIR was not as
helpful as it would have been. The commenter states that the mitigations
seem to be few and could apply to any county. As described throughout
the Draft EIR, Alternative A is based on the existing General Plan (see
pages 2.0-2 and 3.0-13 through -17 of the Draft EIR). Sections 4.1 through
4.14 of the Draft EIR provide a comparative analysis between Alternatives
A, B, and C. The commenter is referred to pages 4.2-19 through -25 in
Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Draft EIR for the impact analysis associated
with land use. Impact 4.2.1 under Alternative A on page 4.2-20 states,



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1300

“Implementation of Alternative A would retain the existing land use
pattern of the County and would not introduce any new land use or other
physical feature that would result in the division of any of the communities

in the County.” The County deems that the impact analysis and
mitigation measures in the Land Use Section of the Draft EIR are adequate
to address potential land use impacts as a result of the draft General Plan.

Response 150-26 E: The commenter questions whether there are mitigations under Ag/LU-38
when tourist facilities are not in cities. The development of tourist facilities
under Ag/LU-38 in unincorporated areas of the County will be subject to

all mitigations described in the Draft EIR, including but not limited to
mitigation measures in the following sections: hydrology and water quality,
geology, biology, air quality, and noise. This policy is based on existing
General Plan Land Use policy 5.2.

Response 150-27 E: The commenter states that the population estimates in Alternative A are
too high unless Ag/LU-120 is adopted. The population and job estimates

for the Draft EIR Alternatives were developed using the dwelling unit
concepts and assumptions for the residential sites identified for EIR
analysis. The results and methods are located in Appendix B, Industrial
Land Use Study by KMA. The assumptions for population and job
estimates included the intensity, density, and development; employment
densities and household size; and gross versus net acres of a site.
Additionally, given the EIR analyses required to assess potential
environmental impacts, the population and employment projection used
in the KMA study reflects reasonable but possibly high estimates in order to
assess all potential impacts. The commenter is also referred to Alternatives
Master Response 3.4.2 and Section 2.0 for a description of population and
employment projections associated with the Revised Draft General Plan
Update (“Preferred Plan”).

Response 150-28 E: The commenter states that the job numbers are too high and should be
further examined for average wage/job. The commenter is referred to
Response 150-27 E for the discussion of population and job projections.

Response 150-29 E: The commenter states that the population estimates for Alternatives B and
C should include 7,300 people for Napa Pipe, not only 500 units used in
the Draft EIR. Appendix B, the Industrial Land Use Study by KMA, provides
the breakdown of the total dwelling units and persons for each EIR
Alternative for the individual residential sites analyzed in the EIR. The Napa
Pipe project in Alternative B would result in the development of 14 acres
with an estimated 700 dwelling units and 1,727 persons at a density of 50
dwelling units/acre. The Napa Pipe project in Alternative C would result in
the development of 80 acres with an estimated 3,200 dwelling units and
7,895 persons at a density of 40 dwelling units/acre. These results have
been presented in Draft EIR Table 4.3-12 in Section 4.3, Population and
Housing.

Response 150-30 E: The commenter states that populations of two other transitional sites
should be estimated at density 14 or more dwelling units per net acre. The
commenter also states that Impact 4.2.1 cannot be reduced to a level of
less than significant. The density of the transitional sites was estimated by
working with County staff to identify dwelling unit concepts and counts for
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the residential and transitional sites identified for EIR analysis. Assumptions
are provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR and assume a reasonable
build-out for “transitional” sites south of the City of Napa. Please note that

the Revised Draft General Plan Update no longer proposes a “transitional”
designation for these sites, and further site-specific studies will be required
prior to their reuse for other than industrial uses.

Response 150-31 E: The commenter remarks that the Draft EIR should address impacts of
meeting affordable housing goal of 440 units every seven years, using
inclusionary zoning of 20% and computing the resulting population at 2.6
persons per units. The Draft EIR assesses the impacts resulting from
meeting successive RHNA requirements by examining alternatives that
assume substantial increases in housing and population between now
and 2030. Policy Ag/LU-30 in the Revised Draft General Plan Update also
articulates a variety of strategies that should be used to meet the
County’s housing needs over time.

Response 150-32 E: The commenter suggests that the term “developed or developed lands”
should be defined to include existing roads and buildings when looking at
environmental effects. The Draft EIR evaluated impacts to areas
proposed for development of roads, residential, non-residential,
recreation, and agricultural uses (see Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR). Also,
please note that the term “already developed areas” has been replaced
where appropriate with terms like “urbanized areas” in the Revised Draft
General Plan Update.

Response 150-33 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR should evaluate impacts from
Transitional Zone Ag/LU-47 and Ag/LU-120. The Transitional Zones refer only
specifically to the Napa Pipe site and the Boca/Pacific Coast parcels. The
Draft EIR evaluated environmental impacts resulting from potential land
use changes on the specific Napa Pipe and Boca/Pacific Coast parcels
and from growth in excess of the County’s 1% limit as allowed by policy
Ag/LU-120 in the prior draft General Plan Update. The Draft EIR does not
give environmental clearance for subsequent projects. Therefore, any
potential projects that would occur at the Napa Pipe site and the
Boca/Pacific Coast parcels would go through subsequent environmental
review to address any potential environmental impacts. Please note that
the “Transitional” designation no longer appears in the Revised Draft
General Plan Update, and Policy Ag/LU-120 has been eliminated in
response to commenters’ concerns.

Response 150-34 E: The commenter suggests that when the term “Open Space Element” is
used in the Draft EIR, it should reference all elements of the General Plan
which are relevant to open space, so that they can be checked for
compliance with State guidelines. The Draft EIR references the Recreation
and Open Space Element for all sections that have references to trails,
recreation, and open space. The Draft EIR includes references to the
other elements of the General Plan as applicable. While every effort has
been made to include references to applicable elements throughout the
Draft EIR, it is intended that the public would review the Draft General Plan

Update and Draft EIR simultaneously. No changes to the EIR are
necessary.


