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LETTER 152: PAULA J. PETERSON, JUNE 15, 2007

Response 152-1 E/P: The commenter provides an introduction to her comment letter and
states that the number of significant and unavoidable impacts identified
in the EIR is unacceptable for all three of the primary alternatives. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan and EIR process
and will consider the comment when considering approval of the General
Plan. It should be noted that the General Plan covers 479,000 acres of
unincorporated land in Napa County and growth projections and long-
term visions into the year 2030; thus, a large number of significant and
unavoidable impacts can be expected.

Response 152-2 E/P: The commenter states the documents that she reviewed and the
meetings she attended as part of the General Plan process. The
commenter states that there seems to be a “disconnect” between the
project vision and goals and various alternatives, but she does not
elaborate on the “disconnect.” The County will consider the comment
when reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the
document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-3 E/P: The commenter states support for Save Rural Angwin and their comments,
proposals, and map. The commenter suggests the Save Rural Angwin
map be used in the AG/LU Element and that the Existing and Alternate
maps shown in the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR all provide for building
intensities not consistent with the circulation and other elements of the
Plan. The commenter states support for the elimination of the urban
bubbles.

The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process
and Angwin area maps. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR. The land use maps for the Angwin area have
not been altered as a consideration in any project development process.
Upon consideration of any project development process, the review

process will consider consistency with the circulation and other elements
of the General Plan.

Response 152-4 E: The commenter states that proposed road widening mitigations under the
building intensities for Alternatives B, C, and E are infeasible. The
commenter does not support mitigating to LOS D and suggests mitigating
to LOS C. The commenter also states the increased traffic in Deer Park

and Howell Mountain has increased toxic air contaminants (TACs) due to
increased commuters and construction traffic.

The commenter misread Draft EIR Table 4.4-15. The projects listed in Table
4.4-15 would be necessary to reduce the level of significance to less than
significant. However, these improvements are not included as part of the
proposed land use alternatives or as mitigation measures in the Draft EIR

because implementation of these measures would widen roadways and
result in more severe environmental impacts 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 General Plan Update. The following statement from the
Summary and Vision section of the proposed General Plan Update
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summarizes the County’s provisions: “This General Plan will preserve and
improve the quality of life and the rural character of the County by
proactively addressing land use, traffic, and safety concerns in addition to
sustaining the agricultural industry.”

The Level of Service C or better on all County roadways was not adopted
by Napa County or added as a new policy in the Draft General Plan

Update because surrounding areas of unincorporated Napa County have
experienced large amounts of growth in recent years as have 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 a 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 LOS D or worse conditions would occur due to the projected traffic
from Napa County cities as well as from regional traffic volume increases.

Additionally, the Draft EIR includes several mitigation measures in Section
4.8, Air Quality, that mitigate and minimize exposure to TACs in the Howell
Mountain and Deer Park area to a less than significant level. These
mitigation measures include buffering nearby residences or sensitive
receptors to TAC exposure.

Response 152-5 E: The commenter states that the fisheries and water studies assumptions do
not include an evaluation of the Angwin Area. The commenter states

that groundwater data should be collected for the Angwin area to assess
impacts of increasing pumpage. The commenter states that groundwater
depletion can result in the decrease or elimination of stream flows which
contribute to poor fishery conditions and water quality problems. The
commenter suggests that protections should be put in place to preclude
the overdraft of the County’s groundwater resources. The commenter is
referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a response to water
supply and groundwater depletion concerns, and which includes data on
water supply sources for Angwin.

Response 152-6 E: The commenter states the Draft EIR does not adequately address water
supply drainages due to proposed development in Alternatives A and C.
The commenter states that discharges from development may cause
increased storm water pollution and increases in impervious surfaces that
would result in increased peak discharges. The commenter states that
development could reduce the quality of creek corridors. Additionally,
the Angwin area has been identified as a location of special-status animal
species occurrences, and the accuracy of the occurrence data is low for
the Angwin area.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1488

Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further
modification has been made to the General Plan. These protective
measures now include requirements for the County to comply with
applicable Water Quality Control/Basin Plans as amended through the
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process to improve water quality. In its
efforts to comply, the County will ensure continued enforcement of the
Napa County Conservation Regulations related to earth disturbing
activities and ensure continued effectiveness on the NPDES program and
prevention of storm water pollution. Additionally, the County will require
that future projects and development activities comply with sediment
and erosion control measures recommended in technical reports that
demonstrate mitigation of soil erosion impacts and are protective to
municipal water supply watersheds prior to the commencement of
construction activities. These measures would ensure that development
projects would address water supply drainages, increases in storm water
and peak discharges, and impacts to surface water.

Additionally, the occurrence of special-status species in Angwin is located
in Section 4.5, Biological Resources, in Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 of the Draft
EIR. The commenter has not provided any evidence to support her claim
that the species data in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR has a low accuracy of
data for the Angwin area.

Response 152-7 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the

potential purchase of the Angwin Airport by the County. The commenter
states that any potential changes in use to the Angwin Airport could result
in significant impacts.

The County is currently investigating the purchase of the Angwin Airport
from the Pacific Union College but no decision has been made and it
would be speculative to assume that any change in operations would
result. Thus, consideration of a future modification of the operation of the
airport is speculative and does not require consideration in the EIR (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).

Response 152-8 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze
cumulative impacts from timber conversion and well drilling and that
these impacts could result in significant irreversible environmental
changes and cumulative impacts. The commenter has not provided
adequate evidence that the analysis of timber conversion and well drilling
in the Draft EIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Impact 4.11.3
and mitigation measures MM 4.11.3a and b in Section 4.11, Hydrology and
Water Quality, of the Draft EIR which addresses water quality impacts
associated with timber harvesting and to Impact 4.14.1 and mitigation

measure MM 4.14.1b in Section 4.14, Visual Resources/Light and Glare, of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of timber conversion and mitigation requiring
retention of trees along public roadways on forested lands proposed for
conversion to vineyard or non-agricultural activity in order to retain the
existing landscape characteristics of the site (as viewed from public
roadways) and screen the proposed development. The commenter is
also referred to Section 4.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, and mitigation
measure MM 4.11.5d for a discussion of well drilling and mitigation
requiring the County to include a policy in the General Plan that would
prohibit the drilling or operation of any new wells in known areas of
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saltwater intrusion until such time as a program has been approved and
funded which will minimize or avoid expansion of salt water intrusion into
useable groundwater supplies. Additionally, cumulative impacts
associated with implementation of the General Plan are addressed in
Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR, and significant and
irreversible environmental effects are addressed under subsection 7.2 in
Section 7.0, Long-Term Implications, of the Draft EIR.

Response 152-9 P: The commenter suggests adding a goal or policy for encouraging
educational institutions to promote green technology programs and
address global warming. The commenter is referred to Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4. Furthermore, climate change and greenhouse
gas emissions are addressed under the Climate Protection and
Sustainable Practices for Environmental Health section in the Conservation
Element.

Response 152-10 P: The commenter states that the list of scenic roadways should be
incorporated into the General Plan. Comment noted. The requested
information has been added to the Community Character Element of the
General Plan.

Response 152-11 P: The commenter wants the term “already developed area” to be further
explained and replaced with “existing incorporated and city centered
areas.” The County has revised the General Plan to incorporate this
comment.

Response 152-12 E: The commenter states cumulative impacts are not adequately addressed
in the Draft EIR for various technical sections, specifically water supply. The

commenter has not provided adequate evidence that the analysis of
cumulative impacts in the Draft EIR is inadequate. The commenter is
referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 in this Final EIR and to
Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR.

Response 152-13 E: The commenter states that the list of projects occurring within the County
only includes approved or pending projects and does not include
projects that are currently in the discussion stage or projects in adjacent
regions such as Lake County. The commenter states that projects
currently in the discussion stage will have significant impacts individually as
well as cumulatively. The commenter states that policies related to the
preservation of rural Napa County and natural resources are incomplete.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of a range of
alternatives that incorporate potential additional development in Angwin
as well as re-designation of the Napa Pipe site for mixed use associated
with the Revised General Plan Update (see Draft EIR Appendix B for a
detailed description of the range of development considered in the Draft
EIR), as well as considers pending development requests for both areas
(as part of the cumulative impact analysis – see Draft EIR page 5.0-3). It
should be noted that these alternatives are not intended to reflect any
specific development proposal for Angwin or Napa Pipe. Specific
development proposals for these areas are not part of the proposed
General Plan Update and will require project-specific environmental
review pursuant to CEQA.
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As identified in Draft EIR pages 4.0-1 and -2 and 5.0-2 through -6, the
cumulative impact analysis considers anticipated growth of the County
and region (including the cities and adjoining counties - including Lake
County) between 2005 and 2030 that encompasses residential growth in
the unincorporated portion of the County, vineyard (10,000 to 12,500
additional acres) and winery (approximately 225 new wineries) growth,
nonresidential growth, flood control improvements, future timber
harvesting, and water quality improvement activities associated with the
TMDLs for the Napa River. While specific approved or pending
development projects are identified in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Table
5.0-2), Draft EIR 5.0-3 specifically notes that this list is not intended to be an
all-inclusive list of development activities in the County. This description
and approach to defining the cumulative setting in the Draft EIR meets
the requirements of CEQA (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b]).

Response 152-14 E: The commenter states that the number of significant and unavoidable
impacts in the Draft EIR is not consistent with Napa County’s Vision and
Goals regarding quality of life. As stated in Response 152-1 above, the
General Plan covers 479,000 acres of unincorporated land in Napa
County and growth projections and long-term visions into the year 2030;
thus, a large number of significant and unavoidable impacts can be
expected. The County will consider the comment when reviewing the
General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document and certification
of the EIR.

Response 152-15 E: The commenter states that the CDC is listed twice and the CDPR
(California Department of Parks and Recreation) is not listed. The following
text on page 9.0-1 of the Draft EIR and will be changed as follows.

 CDBG Community Development Block Grant

CDC California Department of Conservation

CDC California Department of Conservation

CDPR California Department of Parks and Recreation

CDE California Department of Education

Response 152-16 E: The commenter states the resource protection alternative was not
evaluated in as much detail as other alternatives. The commenter
supports distilling the Draft EIR into one preferred alternative that
represents the 1% Measure A growth control and is proximate to the
environmentally superior alternative and placing the remaining
alternatives in an appendix. The commenter is referred to Alternatives
Master Response 3.4.2 for a discussion of the range of alternatives
considered.

Response 152-17 P: The commenter suggests replacing the term “the Napa River” changed to
“the Napa River and its tributaries.” The County will consider the
comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of
the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-18 P: The commenter requests that the statement “Napa County will become
known for its successful strategies aimed at reforming global warming
impacts” be incorporated into the Vision Statement of the General Plan.
The County has revised the vision statement to incorporate the above
comment.
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Response 152-19 P: The commenter suggests changing text to state “Concentrate non-
agricultural land uses in existing city centered, urbanized areas” in Goal 3
of the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. See Response
152-11.

Response 152-20 P: The commenter states that Policies Ag/LU-20 and -21 should be deleted or
modified due to their growth-inducing implications for Angwin and Pope
Valley. The commenter is unclear why these policies would induce
growth; however; the County will take this comment into account when
finalizing the General Plan Update.

Response 152-21 P: The commenter suggests expanding the “Institutional” designation to
private and public in Policy Ag/LU-48. The County feels that expanding
this policy to private institutions is not appropriate.

Response 152-22 P: The commenter states support for proposed General Plan Policy Ag/LU-49.
Because the commenter supports the proposed policy, no response is
necessary.

Response 152-23 P: The commenter supports the elimination of “urban bubbles.” The

commenter supports Policy Ag/LU-50 but does not support Policy
Ag/LU-51. The policies have been revised to take into account this
comment and other comments.

Response 152-24 P: The commenter requests the deletion of all proposed Angwin maps from
the General Plan and Draft EIR and supports the inclusion of the Save
Rural Angwin maps. Comment noted. The maps have been removed
from the General Plan.

Response 152-25 P: The commenter suggests the sentence be changed on page 54 of the
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element to “Drawn by the area’s
rural character, new Angwin residents share with longtime residents a
desire to retain the area’s natural beauty and sense of place.” The
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element has been revised to

incorporate this comment.

Response 152-26 P: The commenter supports the document submittal by Save Rural Angwin.
For Policy Ag/LU-53, the commenter suggests adding “…should contain
institutional uses (i.e., the college), residential uses allowed/approved in

the County’s adopted housing element, and limited neighborhood-
serving non-residential uses.” Commenter supports housing for the college
and parcel-specific single-family homes, but opposes growth-inducing
subdivisions. Policy Ag/LU-53 has been revised to incorporate portions of
this comment and is reflected in new Policy Ag/LU-58.

Response 152-27 P: The commenter suggests changing text in Policy Ag/LU-58 to “...derived
from its wooded setting and the scenic agricultural and open space lands
viewed upon arrival into the Angwin basin from Napa Valley.” Policy
Ag/LU-58 has been revised to incorporate this comment and is reflected in
new Policy Ag/LU-64.

Response 152-28 P: The commenter does not support Policy Ag/LU-62. The County
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process. The County
will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior
to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.
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Response 152-29 P: The commenter suggests re-defining the purpose of the Public-
Institutional (P-I) land use designations as per the proposal submitted by
Save Rural Angwin. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-30 P: The commenter suggests deleting “such as Angwin” from sentence
“Preference is to be given to…” on page 98 of the Agriculture
Preservation and Land Use Element. The County will consider the
comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of
the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-31 E: The commenter requests the insertion of text “and private” in mitigation
measure MM 4.1.1a of the Draft EIR to read as follows: “As part of
consideration of subsequent projects, the County shall evaluate individual
rezoning, development, and public projects and private projects to
determine the potential for impacts on farmlands of concern under
CEQA.” The commenter states the statement of “where feasible” at the
end of the mitigation measure should discuss what is allowed. The
commenter states that private multi-family residential projects should be
held to the same standards.

The County deems that mitigation measure MM 4.1.1 is an adequate level
of mitigation for Impact 4.1.1, and the term development encompasses
private projects and multi-family projects. Therefore, private projects will
be subject to analysis of the projects’ potential to impact farmland of
concern under CEQA. The term “where feasible” refers to CEQA
Guidelines which states that if economic, social, or other conditions make
it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the environment
of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or approved at
the discretion of the lead agency if certain findings are made associated
with project approval (e.g., Statement of Overriding Considerations)
(CEQA Guidelines Section 151091 and 151093).

Response 152-32 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.1.1b. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process. The
County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-33 E: The commenter states that the implementation of mitigation measures
MM 4.1.1.a and b are not adequate for Impact 4.1.2; however, the
commenter does not offer alternate mitigation measures that would be

more effective than MM 4.1.1a and b. The County deems that MM 4.1.1a
and b would provide an adequate level of mitigation for both Impact
4.1.1 and Impact 4.1.2 to reduce the impacts associated with the loss of
agricultural land that would result from implementation of the General
Plan to a less than significant level for Alternatives A and B. Additionally,
these mitigation measures are consistent with case law related to the loss
of agricultural land.

Response 152-34 E: The commenter disagrees with the conclusion that no mitigation is

required for Impact 4.1.3. The commenter suggests “green belt buffers” or

planning land uses in locations that are compatible with adjacent uses as
mitigation.
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Alternatives A, B, and C include provisions and policies from the General
Plan to mitigate potential urban land uses adjacent to agricultural uses.
These provisions, located in the Agricultural and Land Use Element,
include the County’s Right to Farm Ordinance, which helps to moderate
potential land use conflicts. This ordinance allows agricultural activities to
continue because the County will not consider the inconveniences or
discomforts arising from agricultural operations to be a nuisance if such
operations are legal, consistent with accepted customs and standards,
and operated in a non-negligent manner. The Right to Farm Ordinance
protects the routine operational activities required to conduct agricultural
activities. In addition to the Right to Farm Ordinance, Section 18.104.340 of
the County Code specifically requires the provision of buffers and/or
fencing between new outdoor recreation uses and existing agricultural
uses. The County Code also requires setbacks between agricultural and
residential uses. These provisions are adequate to mitigate any potential
agricultural/land use conflicts

Response 152-35 E: The commenter states that the significant and unavoidable level of
significance for Impact 4.1.4 is inadequate and further mitigation
measures should be identified or the scope of the project should be
reduced. In this case the impact would result under all three alternatives
but only in the areas designated on the General Plan Land Use Map as
non-agricultural uses (e.g., the urban bubbles) where some agriculturally
zoned parcels exist. As discussed on page 4.1-31 in Section 4.1,
Agriculture, of the Draft EIR, none of the alternatives would result in new

conflicts with Williamson Act contracts, but with zoning conflicts where
land that is currently zoned for agricultural uses within the urban bubbles
could be rezoned and developed as non-agricultural uses. Though CEQA
requires an EIR to describe feasible mitigation measures which could
minimize significant adverse effects, CEQA acknowledges that there are
times when significant impacts cannot be reduced to a level of
insignificance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b)) and CEQA also
specifies that if a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed that the
measure need not be proposed or analyzed (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(5)). In this case there are no feasible and legal mitigation
measures that would reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

CEQA Guidelines further state that if economic, social, or other conditions
make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the
environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or
approved at the discretion of the lead agency if certain findings are
made associated with project approval (e.g., Statement of Overriding
Considerations) (CEQA Guidelines Section 151091 and 151093).

Response 152-36 E: The commenter states that the Angwin “urban bubble” as currently drawn
does divide the Angwin community. The proposed alternatives vary in
land use and growth potential; however, none of these alternatives would
substantially alter the County land use patterns or result in the
development of a new physical feature (e.g., development of a new
highway through an existing community) that would result in the physical

division of established communities. The commenter has not provided
adequate data and/or analysis substantiating her claim that the
community of Angwin would be divided or that the analysis under Impact
4.2.1 is inadequate.
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Response 152-37 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.2.2. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further response is
necessary.

Response 152-38 E: The commenter states that to approve a project which would result in the
impacts addressed under Impact 4.3.1 would go against voter direction.
The comment states that mitigation measure MM 4.3.1 reads like it was

written for Triad developments all over the County. The County
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process. The County
will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior
to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-39 E: The commenter states that development should not be constructed in
areas that would result in substantially increased commutes as discussed

under Impact 4.3.2. Mitigation measure MM 4.3.2, which would apply to
Alternative A, would help to ensure that job growth in the unincorporated
County does not substantially out-pace dwelling unit production by
requiring the County to adopt and implement a policy requiring new
employment-generating development either to produce on- or off-site
housing adequate to meet the demand for Napa County housing
associated with the new employment, or to pay an in-lieu housing fee to
assist the County with the development of subsidized housing for the
neediest segment of the workforce. This new policy would provide a
balance between jobs and housing in Napa County under Alternative A.
The commenter is also referred to mitigation measures 4.4.1d through j in
Section 4.4, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, which would also help to
reduce commuter traffic on County roadways through encouraging
carpooling, flex hours, and alternative modes of transportation.

Response 152-40 E: The commenter states that the impacts identified in Impact 4.3.2 are
unacceptable and does not approve of growth that would result in
impacts that cannot be mitigated. The commenter states support for

MM 4.4.1a and notes that projects should not be approved if they would
lower the LOS below level C.

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 now include level of service standards for
unincorporated portions of the County. The County shall seek to maintain

an arterial Level of Service D or better on all county roadways. The
County will work with the Napa County Transportation Authority, adjacent
counties, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the State of
California to monitor traffic volumes and congestion on the roadway
system in Napa County to ensure the level of service standard.

The Level of Service C or better on all County roadways was not adopted

because surrounding areas to 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
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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 152-41 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.1b. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-42 E: The commenter states that the reference to Table 4.4-20 in mitigation

measure MM 4.4.1c is incorrect and should be changed to Table 4.4-15.
The County appreciates the correction of MM 4.4.1c. This mitigation is
included in the Revised General Plan Update as Policy CIR-19, and the EIR
now correctly references Table 4.4-15.

Response 152-43 E: The commenter suggests text changes to mitigation measure MM 4.4.1d

for the support of transit services and development. 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 standards for all developments along fixed transit
routes. To ensure protective measures are implemented, the County
Zoning Code will be updated to include requirements and standards for
future development projects. Therefore, text changes to the mitigation
measure would no longer apply.

Response 152-44 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.1e. The
commenter suggests the insertion of “or improve ratio of” to MM 4.4.1e.
The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.
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 support for programs to reduce single-
occupant vehicle use and encourage alternative modes of
transportation. To ensure measures are implemented, the County will
work with major employers and the Napa County Transportation and
Planning Agency to offer incentives for carpooling and other cost-efficient
ground transportation alternatives. These measures would help to reduce
single-occupant vehicle use or improve the ratio of use of alternative
transportation.

Response 152-45 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.1f. Because

the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-46 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.1g. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-47 E: The commenter suggests deletion of “as feasible” from mitigation
measure MM 4.4.1h. The County appreciates the input regarding the
General Plan process. 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 define where sufficient or
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feasible right-of-way is available, bicycle lanes should be added to
county roadways when repaving or upgrading of the roadway occurs.
Additional paving shall be provided only where the facility meets the
“Regional Assessment System” adopted by the Napa County
Transportation and Planning Agency. The County will encourage Caltrans
to follow these same guidelines on state highways in Napa County.

Response 152-48 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.1i. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure no response is required.

Response 152-49 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.1j. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-50 E: The commenter states that projects with impacts identified in Impact 4.4.2
that would increase hazardous design features should not be approved.
The County deems that mitigation measures MM 4.9.4 and MM 4.13.1.1a
and 4.13.1.1b would provide an adequate level of mitigation for Impact
4.4.2 and reduce design hazards impacts to a less than significant level for
all three alternatives.

Response 152-51 E: The commenter states for support for mitigation measures MM 4.4.1d
through g. Because the commenter supports these mitigation measures,
no response is required.

Response 152-52 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.4.4a.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is
required.

Response 152-53 E: The commenter suggests that text be inserted into mitigation measure
MM 4.5.1a that states the following: “If the proposed project area has not
been evaluated in the BDR or other current technical studies, such
evaluation will be required prior to project authorization.” The commenter
states that special-status species could occur in areas where surveys were
not done. 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 require that the County shall require
a biological resources evaluation for projects in areas identified to contain
or possibly contain listed plant and wildlife species based upon data
provided in the Baseline Data Report (BDR) or other technical materials.
The County shall also have programs to protect special-status species

which would disseminate updated information as the state and federal
governments’ lists of species change. The County deems that this policy
will provide adequate protection for special-status species; therefore, the
mitigation measure does not need to be revised.

Response 152-54 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.5.1b.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is

required.

Response 152-55 E: The comment notes that mitigation measure MM 4.5.1b should be clarified
to say that supplemental planting must be appropriate native plant
species. 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 require that supplemental planting
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and maintenance of grasses, shrubs, and trees be of like quality and
quantity to provide adequate vegetation cover. This policy would require
that supplemental planting be completed with appropriate species of like
quality and quantity of the surrounding area; therefore the mitigation
measure does not need to be revised.

Response 152-56 E: The commenter would like to add language to mitigation measure

MM 4.5.1b indicating that no project shall disrupt any nesting birds
protected under CDFG Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3505, 3513, and 3800
and no take shall occur under CDFG Code sections 3511, 4700, or 4800.
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 would require temporary or permanent buffers
of adequate size (based on the requirements of the subject special-status
specie(s)) to avoid nest abandonment by nest birds, raptors, and bats
associated with construction and site development activities. These
policies are adequate to avoid any disruption to nesting birds or any
“take” of bird species; therefore, the mitigation measure does not need to
be revised.

Response 152-57 E: The commenter suggests that text be inserted into mitigation measure
MM 4.5.1c that states the following, “…including any riparian and/or
intermittent perennial stream or watercourse.” The commenter states that
the uncertainty of groundwater availability should be addressed. The
commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for
discussion of water supply and groundwater availability. Subsequent to
the release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further modification
has been made to the General Plan Conservation Element taking into
consideration the commenter’s recommended text changes. These
protective measures would include a Noxious Weed Ordinance which
would include regulatory standards for construction activities that occur
adjacent to natural areas, including riparian and/or intermittent streams
or watercourses, to inhibit the establishment of noxious weeds through
accidental seed import. Therefore, the mitigation measure does not need
to be revised.

Response 152-58 E: The commenter suggests that text be inserted into mitigation measure
MM 4.5.2a that states the following: “…that meet all federal and state
regulations as well as Napa County Conservation Regulation Chapter
18.108.” The commenter states that the mitigation measure should list all
of the page numbers where the sensitive biotic communities are discussed
in the Draft EIR (e.g., pages 4.5-8 through 4.5-15 or pages 4.5-9, 4.5-13, and
4.5-14) and reference Table 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR in the mitigation
measure.

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 language that mitigation meets
federal and state regulations as well as Napa County Conservation
Regulation Chapter 18.108. The County appreciates the commenter’s
recommended correction to mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a. However, this
language is already included in mitigation measure MM 4.5.1b. The
provisions of mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a has been incorporated into
policies CON-17 and CON-24 and Action Item CON NR-7.
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Response 152-59 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a, the Oak
Woodlands Preservation Act (PCR Section 21083.4). Because the
commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-60 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.5.2b. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-61 E: The commenter suggests requiring a geotechnical report that assesses
impacts on domestic water supplies and specifies the depth and nature
of the soils and bedrock for projects under mitigation measure MM 4.5.2c.
A geotechnical report is already a requirement under Chapter 18.108.027
of the County Code. Therefore, development projects would already be
required to provide a geotechnical report, and the mitigation measure
does not need to be revised.

Response 152-62 E: The commenter suggests that an impact discussion should be included in
the Biology section that would discuss the County’s domestic water supply
drainages, specific mitigation measures should be spelled out for ground
disturbing activities, and geotechnical reports regarding present soils and
bedrock should be identified and addressed. The commenter also notes
that mitigation measure MM 4.5.3a should address pedestrian circulation

patterns and destinations that would impact wildlife use patterns,
particularly as potential development is adjacent to watercourses.

The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1.
Regarding ground disturbing activities, the commenter is referred to
Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR and to
mitigation measures MM 4.11.2a, 4.11.2b, 4.11.3b, and 4.11.4. As stated in

Response 152-61, a geotechnical report is already a requirement under
Chapter 18.108.027 of the County Code. Additionally, mitigation measure
MM 4.5.3a addresses the retention of wildlife movement corridors for
individual projects, which would require that individual projects do not
interrupt movement corridors by either pedestrian or vehicular
transportation.

Response 152-63 E: The commenter states that mitigation measures for Impact 4.5.4 should
adhere to USFW Recovery Plans, such as the Northern Spotted Owl and
California Red Legged Frog Recovery Plans. 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
would require project applicants to demonstrate compliance with the
provisions and regulations with applicable recovery plans for federally
listed species, including the northern spotted owl and California red
legged frog. Therefore, this mitigation measure does not need to be
revised.

Response 152-64 E: The commenter suggests that the text “…and enforce” should be inserted
into mitigation measure MM 4.6.1a. 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 would
require establishment of fishery monitoring program(s) in order to track the
current condition of special-status fisheries and associated habitats in the
County’s watersheds. Additionally, protective measures would require

implementation of corrective actions for water quality issues that are
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identified as adversely impacting fisheries. These measures would ensure
that fish monitoring programs are enforced and implemented by the
County. The proposed text “and enforce” is not necessary because
development proposals will be reviewed for compliance with all General
Plan policies.

Response 152-65 E: The commenter states that future projects should not result in an increase

in downstream sedimentation. The County deems that mitigation
measures MM 4.6.1a and MM 4.6.1b are an adequate level of mitigation
for Impact 4.6.1 and would avoid potential impacts resulting from
increased sedimentation load. The commenter provides no data and/or
analysis that MM 4.6.1a and MM 4.6.1b are not adequate to avoid
impacts from increased sedimentation load.

Response 152-66 E: The commenter states that future projects should not lower or impact
groundwater levels and should not result in any reduction in summer base
flow contributions to either groundwater aquifer or receiving water
(creeks, ponds, etc.) adjacent or downstream of the project site. The
County has determined that mitigation measures MM 4.11.5e and 4.11.4
would mitigate this potential impact to a level of less than significant for all
three alternatives. Additionally, the commenter is referred to Water
Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a discussion of water supply and
groundwater availability.

Response 152-67 E: The commenter suggests the insertion of “…and maintenance of cool
water temperature” into mitigation measure MM 4.6.5b. The commenter
also suggests requiring a Conservation Plan.

Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further
modification has been made to the General Plan Conservation Element
taking into consideration the commenter’s recommended text changes.
These protective measures would require mitigation for discretionary
projects that results in no net adverse effects to stream temperature, bed
attributes, or habitat necessary for native fisheries health and may include
restoration and improvement of impacted habitat areas. Therefore, this
mitigation measure does not need to be revised.

Response 152-68 E: The commenter states that “shall be” is repeated twice in MM 4.6.6. The
following corrections have been made to mitigation measure MM 4.6-6 on
pages 2.0-25 and 4.6-34 of the Draft EIR:

 MM 4.6.6 The County shall provide a policy in the General Plan
that requires that subsequent development activities
and roadway improvements not directly disturb the
bed and bank of any waterway known or suspected to
contain fishery resources to the maximum extent
feasible. If avoidance is determined to be infeasible by
the County, then BMPs and/or habitat restoration shall
be shall be incorporated (in consultation with California
Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration National Marine Fisheries Service) into
the project design that demonstrates no adverse

impacts to fishery resources and allows for fish passage.
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Response 152-69 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.7.1a.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is
required.

Response 152-70 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.7.1b. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is required.

Response 152-71 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.7.1c.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is
required.

Response 152-72 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.7.2b.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is
required.

Response 152-73 E: The commenter states that the mitigation for Impact 4.7.3 is insufficient if
the result is still significant and unavoidable. The commenter also states
that the Draft EIR makes a false assumption that the traffic mixes will
remain the same under the Draft General Plan. The County does not
have the ability to require, improve, or construct traffic noise attenuation
features outside of the unincorporated area, which would be the only
way to further reduce traffic-related noise along County roadways aside
from limiting traffic on County roadways, which is not feasible.
Additionally, placement of noise barriers (e.g., walls and berming) may be
considered inconsistent with the fundamental principles of the General
Plan Update of retaining the current character of the County and thus
considered infeasible. Therefore, the proposed mitigation measures are
feasible mitigations to assist in reducing traffic noise exposure impacts.

The reader is referred to pages 4.4-25 through -31 in Section 4.4,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR for the methodology used in the traffic
analysis.

Though CEQA requires an EIR to describe feasible mitigation measures
which could minimize significant adverse effects, CEQA does also allow
for instances in which no feasible mitigation is available, mitigation cannot
be legally imposed (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(5)) and
significant effects cannot be avoided if the proposed project is
implemented (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b)).

CEQA Guidelines further state that if economic, social, or other conditions
make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the
environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or
approved at the discretion of the lead agency if certain findings are
made associated with project approval (e.g., Statement of Overriding
Considerations) (CEQA Guidelines Section 151091 and 151093).

Response 152-74 E: The comment suggests the insertion of the text “…or when traffic volumes
will increase as a development impact, or” and “…such roadway
improvements be completed prior to project construction.” Additionally,
the commenter suggests the removal of the “the extent feasible” from
mitigation measure MM 4.7.4.
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The County deems that the proposed mitigation measure MM 4.7.4
provides an appropriate level of mitigation for Impact 4.7.4 and mitigation
measure MM 4.7.4 is adequate as written to reduce the impact. The
reader is referred to Response 152-73 regarding the infeasibility of
implementing further measures to attenuate traffic-related noise.
Additionally, the issue of timing of when the improvements are
constructed will be determined through the CEQA review of individual
projects.

Response 152-75 E: The commenter states the term “temporarily” in Impact 4.7.6 should be
further defined and comments that the temporary status in its current
context could be very significant. The draft General Plan and Draft EIR
provides land use designations for potential projects and does not provide
environmental clearance for specific projects. Subsequent development
within the County will be reviewed for a project’s potential to cause
environmental impacts, including noise.

The term temporarily in this context 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.

Response 152-76 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.7.7. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation, no response is necessary.

Response 152-77 E: The commenter questions why the County is choosing to exceed regional

growth projections, particularly when it would result in increased emissions.
The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.8.1c, but
suggests addressing impacts from specific projects outside of existing
footprint (i.e., carry-over to access roads).

There is no requirement that the General Plan contain the same growth
projections as ABAG. The commenter is referred to Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 for ABAG projections. Impacts associated with increased
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 152-78 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.8.1d.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no response is
necessary.
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Response 152-79 E: The commenter suggests text changes to mitigation measure MM 4.8.2
from “providing information regarding” to “requiring.” 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 that addresses requiring low
emitting fireplaces for future construction projects or home remodeling.

Response 152-80 E: The commenter suggests that mitigation measure MM 4.8.3a should be
changed from application to “discretionary projects” to all projects.
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 that requires all
discretionary projects to follow dust control measures.

Response 152-81 E: The commenter suggests changing hydroseed to appropriate native
seeds for mitigation measure MM 4.8.3b. 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 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 to Napa County.

Response 152-82 E: The commenter suggests that the text “…and to any waterway” should
be inserted into mitigation measure MM 4.8.3b for erosion control
measures to prevent silt runoff. The commenter also suggests clarification
of stabilizing vegetation to appropriate vegetation not resulting in non-
native or noxious weeds.

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 that requires the
appropriate erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways and any waterways. Additional language also requires that
stabilizing vegetation consist of non-invasive vegetative cover, which will
ensure existing vegetation will not be replaced with noxious weeds.

Response 152-83 E: The commenter suggests that a mitigation measure which would require
monitoring or full mitigation should be required for Impact 4.9.1. This
impact was found to be less than significant in the EIR analysis.
Additionally, the routine transportation of hazardous materials on area
roadways is regulated by the California Highway Patrol, U.S. Department
of Transportation (Hazardous Materials Transportation Act), and Caltrans,
and use of hazardous materials is regulated by the DTSC (22 Cal. Code
Regs §§ 66001, et seq.). The use, storage, and transport of hazardous
materials by developers, contractors, business owners, and others are

required to be in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations
during project construction and operation. Facilities that use hazardous
materials are required to obtain permits and comply with appropriate
regulatory agency standards and regulations designed to avoid
hazardous material releases. All existing and future development in the
unincorporated County would be required to comply with federal, state,
and local regulations regarding the handling, transportation, disposal,
and clean-up of hazardous materials. The County deems that these
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existing regulations are adequate to mitigate for the transport of
hazardous materials on area roadways. Therefore, no mitigation measure
is required for this impact.

Response 152-84 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.9.2. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further response is
necessary.

Response 152-85 E: The commenter suggests that mitigation measure MM 4.2.2 for Impact
4.9.3 should reference the Angwin Airport. Mitigation measure MM 4.2.2
was designed to reduce any land use conflicts between the draft General
Plan and the Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, not
specific airports or airstrips. Provisions in the County Code (County Code
Title 11 [Airport] and Chapter 18.80 [Airport Compatibility Combining

District]) provide land use restrictions associated with the Angwin-Parrett
Field Airport that mitigate hazards associated with locating land uses
within the vicinity of public use airports or private airstrips.

Response 152-86 E: The commenter suggests clarification of adequate emergency access for
evacuation in mitigation measure MM 4.9.4 to include appropriate ingress
and egress for the entire population of the area not just subsequent

development projects.

Adequate emergency access for future development projects will be
evaluated under mitigation measures MM 4.13.1.1a and b and will be
evaluated for compliance with County Code (Chapters 15.32 and 18.84)
and Public Resources Code Sections 4290 and 4291 (e.g., provisions
associated with development standards and restrictions regarding

structure design, fuel modification zone design, adequacy of emergency
access). These additional mitigation measures would ensure that
adequate emergency access would be a requirement of subsequent
development. The EIR for the General Plan Update cannot legally impose
mitigation measures on existing development where ingress and egress
does not meet current emergency access standards. The County’s Public
Works Department as well as the Sheriffs Department, local fire
departments, and CDF regularly review existing and proposed
development projects for compliance with health and safety standards
and make modifications to the County’s circulation system, including
emergency access, as appropriate.

Response 152-87 E: The commenter states “not convinced” next to the significance
determination for Impact 4.9.5. Additionally, the commenter
recommends deleting the word “result” and the letter “d” from the word
“increase” in the impact statement of Impact 4.9.5 to read as follows,
“…could increase exposure of…”. This statement has been modified as
recommended.

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 under County Code provisions associated with building
requirements (Chapter 15.32) and fire risk zones (Chapter 18.84) and
Public Resources Code Sections 4290 and 4291. Subsequent development
would be subject to these provisions to provide development standards

and restrictions regarding structure design, fuel modification zone design,
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adequacy of emergency access, water for fire fighting, and other
associated standards. The County has deemed that these provisions and
standards would provide adequate mitigation to reduce the hazards from
wildland fires.

Response 152-88 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.10.1. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further response is

necessary.

Response 152-89 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.10.2. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further response is
necessary.

Response 152-90 E: The commenter suggests changing the text in mitigation measure
MM 4.10.4a from “considered” to “required.” The County deems that
mitigation measure MM 4.10.4a is an adequate level of mitigation for
Impact 4.10.4. Native planting should be considered for landscaping
when areas have conditions that would support native species. Since
release of the Draft EIR and the public draft of the proposed General Plan
Update, the Conservation Element has been further revised to include the
following additional policy provisions that further address biological

resources in the County and native plants. This also includes incorporation
of mitigation measures identified in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Biological
Resources, (MM 4.5.1a through c, MM 4.5.2a through c, and MM 4.5.3a
and b) into the Conservation Element. The Conservation Element now
includes a measure that the County will preserve habitat for fish, wildlife,
wildlife movement, and native vegetation to the maximum extent feasible
and provide replacement or preservation of oak woodlands and native
vegetation at a 2:1 ratio.

Response 152-91 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.10.4c should include
wastewater disposal in the mitigation and “septic/wastewater treatment”
should be inserted. The term buildable site encompasses a large enough
area to accommodate associated infrastructure, including septic/
wastewater treatment, with a subdivision development. Additionally, Title
13, Division II of the County Code contains provisions for addressing
wastewater and septic systems, and it regulates individual, private, and
public sewage systems within the unincorporated portions of the County.

Response 152-92 E: The commenter states that Impact 4.10.7 should require soils analysis for
mitigation and only approve projects that include wastewater disposal
systems. The commenter states that these measures should preclude
impacts to groundwater.

The impacts associated with the soils suitability for septic tanks can be
reduced or avoided through proper site inspection and project
monitoring and maintenance on a project-by-project basis. Site
inspection should include percolation testing to determine the soil
suitability. When soil suitability is identified, septic systems should be
designed accordingly. Title 13, Division II of the County Code establishes
specific design, location, capacity, and testing standards for the
installation of septic systems that ensure proper operation and avoidance
of impacts to groundwater resources. Compliance with the provisions of

Title 13, Division II of the County Code would ensure that septic systems as
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a result of subsequent development are designed and operated
adequately to avoid system failures and impact to groundwater
resources.

Response 152-93 E: The commenter states that Impact 4.10.7 should require mitigation for
projects that have the potential to impact surface water through non-
point source pollutants. Impact 4.10.7 was found to be less than

significant for all three alternatives. The commenter is referred to Impact
4.11.4 and mitigation measure MM 4.11.4, which address non-point source
pollutants to downstream surface waters. 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 to protect surface water from non-
point source pollutants. Therefore, no additional mitigation is required.

Response 152-94 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.11.2a should require
implementation of TMDL reports for all water sources. In addition to MM
4.11.2a, mitigation measures MM 4.11.2b and 4.11.3b address TMDL.
Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further
modification has been made to the General Plan Conservation Element.
Additional language has been added to policies that reflects the then-
current status of the TMDL process. The County shall also comply with
applicable Water Quality Control/Basin Plans as amended through the
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process to improve water quality. The
County deems that these measures to implement the TDML process are
adequate.

Response 152-95 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-96 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.11.3b should require
implementation of TMDL reports for all water sources. The commenter is
referred to Response 152-94.

Response 152-97 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4. Because
the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further response is
necessary.

Response 152-98 E: The commenter questions the timeframe for implementation for mitigation
measure MM 4.11.4. The measure would be implemented through a

streamlined permitting process which requires an application to be
reviewed for completeness. The application requirement and reports that
demonstrate compliance with described conditions under MM 4.11.4 must
be provided in completeness before project approval of vineyard
expansion projects.

Response 152-99 E: The commenter states that the project conditions under mitigation

measure MM 4.11.4 should be applied to any development within the

County.

Projects that come before the County for consideration are required to
be evaluated for compliance with County policies, and if they meet the

definition of a “project” under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 they are
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also required to go through a project-specific environmental evaluation
that provides a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts and
mitigation measures. It should also be noted that subsequent to the
release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has
been made to the General Plan Conservation Element. Additional
language has been added to policies to offer incentives such as a
streamlined review process for new vineyard development and other
projects that incorporate environmentally sustainable practices that avoid
or mitigate significant environmental impacts. Therefore, MM 4.11.4 does
not need to be expanded to apply to all projects in the County.

Response 152-100 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4E.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-101 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4E.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-102 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4F.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further

response is necessary.

Response 152-103 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4G.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-104 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4G.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-105 E: The commenter states that the project conditions under mitigation
measure MM 4.11.4 should be applied to any development within the

County. The commenter is referred to Response 152-99.

Response 152-106 E: The commenter states that the project conditions under mitigation
measure MM 4.11.4 should be applied to any development within the

County. The commenter is referred to Response 152-99.

Response 152-107 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4H.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-108 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4H.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-109 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4H.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-110 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4J.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.
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Response 152-111 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4M.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-112 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4M.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-113 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11.4N.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-114 E: The commenter states stronger policies and actions that protect
groundwater should be implemented for Impact 4.11.5. The commenter
also states that well pumping that would accelerate overdraft should not
be approved. The draft General Plan Update includes several policies
including Policy CON-35 to protect water resources and groundwater
recharges. The commenter is also referred to Water Supply Master
Response 3.4.1 for a discussion of water supply and groundwater
resources.

Response 152-115 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11. 5a.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-116 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11. 5c.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-117 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11. 5c.c.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-118 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11. 5d.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-119 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.11. 5e.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-120 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM4.11.3b should address
all watercourses in the County. The commenter is referred to Response

152-94.

Response 152-121 E: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM4.11.2a should address
all watercourses in the County. The commenter is referred to Response
152-94.

Response 152-122E: The commenter states projects should not be allowed within 100-year
flood hazard areas. The County appreciates the input regarding the
General Plan process. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR.
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The County will allow subsequent development within the100-year flood
hazard areas consistent with the County Floodplain Management
Ordinances and the Code of Federal Regulations for the National Flood
Insurance Program. The current County Code does not allow
development within a defined floodway (unless within the footprint of the
existing structure or certified by a registered engineer or architect to not
result in any increase in base flood elevation) and does not allow
development in the floodplain if the project would increase the base
flood elevation by more than one foot, except in special cases. The
current County code requires residential structures built within a FEMA-
designated special flood hazard area to be elevated at least one foot
above the elevation of the 100-year flood level to protect these structures
from flood damage. The County deems that these provisions are
adequate to reduce hazards associated with development in 100-year
flood hazard areas.

Response 152-123 E: The commenter states that the Cultural Resources section was done well.
The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.
Because the commenter does not recommend any changes, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-124 E: The commenter suggests the insertion of “…or disapproval of permit” at
the end of mitigation measure MM 4.12.2. The County deems that MM
4.12.2. is an adequate level of mitigation for Impact 4.12.2 as written.

Response 152-125 E: Commenter states mitigation measure MM 4.13.1.1a for the construction
of facilities in caves does not address Impact 4.13.1.1. This mitigation
measure specifically requires that cave facilities be designed to meet fire
suppression requirements, which would improve fire service provider’s
ability to respond and fight cave fires.

Response 152-126 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.13.1.lb.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-127 E: The commenter states mitigation measure MM 4.13.2.1a should include
the requirement to identify the funding source prior to project approval in
addition to consultation with law enforcement agencies.

All law enforcement services in the County are funded through the
County’s General Fund, individual city general funds, mutual aid
agreements, and other sources (e.g., grants), which are generally
anticipated to be an adequate funding mechanism to meet the NCSD
and local police department’s projected staffing and service needs.
However, it should be noted that funding levels of law enforcement
services are ultimately decided by the Napa County Board of Supervisors
and the local city and town councils for each incorporated city. The
County has deemed that these funding mechanisms are adequate to
provide funding for law enforcement agencies.

Response 152-128 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.13.3.1b.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.
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Response 152-129 E: The commenter suggests that a greater percentage of costs should be
provided by project developers for Impacts 4.13.5.1, 4.13.6.1, and 4.13.7.1.
The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.
The County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

The Draft EIR is required to evaluate the impacts resulting from the

production of quantities of solid waste that would exceed the capacity of
the landfill(s) that will serve the project’s solid waste disposal needs or
result in non-compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste for Impact 4.13.5.1. The provision of cost
for increased solid waste will be determined on a case-by-case basis for
specific projects.

For impact 4.13.6.1, the California Government Code Sections 65995(h)
and 65996(b) provide full and complete school facilities mitigation.
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 provision of adequate
school facilities, and Section 65996(b) states that the provisions of the
Government Code provide full and complete school facilities mitigation.
In Napa County, project applicants proposing new building square
footage are directed to the applicable school district to pay required fees
prior to permit issuance.

The Draft EIR is required to evaluate the impacts resulting in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered facilities for Impact 4.13.7.1. The provision of cost for
increased facilities will be determined on a case-by-case basis for specific
projects.

Response 152-130 E: The commenter suggests that a greater percentage of costs should be
provided by project developers for Impacts 4.13.8.1 and 4.13.9.1. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process. The
County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

The Draft EIR is required to evaluate the impacts resulting in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts associated with Impacts 4.13.8.1 and
4.13.9.1. The provision of costs for increased facilities will be determined on
a case-by-case basis for specific projects.

Response 152-131 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.13.9.1a.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-132 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.13.9.1b.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.
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Response 152-133 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.13.9.1e.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-134 E: The commenter suggests 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 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. No change to
this mitigation measure is required.

Response 152-135 E: The commenter suggests that text should be inserted into mitigation
measure MM 4.14.1b that states “…and most significantly along Viewshed
Designated Scenic Routes.” Mitigation measure 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 required.

Response 152-136 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.14. The
commenter also suggests that the General Plan and the Draft EIR should
identify County-designated scenic roadways throughout the County.
Comment noted. The Community Character Element in the Revised
General Plan Update has been revised to include information on scenic
roadways in the county.

Response 152-137 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.14.1d.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-138 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.14.1e.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-139 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.14.2a.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-140 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.14.2b.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further

response is necessary.

Response 152-141 E: The commenter suggests that the General Plan and the Draft EIR should
identify County-designated scenic roadways throughout the County. The
commenter is referred to Response 152-136 for a discussion of identifying
County-designated scenic roadways.

Response 152-142 E: The commenter states support for mitigation measure MM 4.14.2d.
Because the commenter supports this mitigation measure, no further
response is necessary.
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Response 152-143 P: The comment suggests inserting “…therefore development will be
concentrated in the County’s existing cities and urbanized areas” into
Policy Ag/LU-1. The County will consider the comment when reviewing
the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document and
certification of the EIR.

Response 152-144 P: The commenter states Goal 2 from the current General Plan should be

retained in the updated General Plan. The County appreciates the input
regarding the General Plan process. The County will consider the
comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of
the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-145 P: The commenter states support for the use of active verbs in the General
Plan. Because the commenter states support for the policy and actions,

no further response is necessary.

Response 152-146 P: The commenter suggests that a Designated Public (Scenic) Roads Map
should be made part of the General Plan. The Community Character
Element of the Revised General Plan Update includes a map of the scenic
roadways subject to viewshed protection.

Response 152-147 P: The commenter suggests insertion of “…support of agriculture” into Policy
CON-30. 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 language for the protection
of watersheds for the support of agriculture.

Response 152-148 P: The commenter states support for ROS Goal 1 and Policy ROS-1. Because
the commenter states support for the goal and policy, no further response
is necessary.

Response 152-149 P: The commenter states support for Policy ROS-3. Because the commenter
states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-150 P: The commenter states that portions of Goal 2.5 from the current General
Plan are not retained in the updated General Plan. Policy ROS-23 contains
measures for a system of scenic roads, bicycle routes, and hiking trails to
connect existing cities with recreation and open space resources.

Therefore, Policy ROS-23 in the updated General Plan retains the same
measures as Goal 2.5 from the current General Plan.

Response 152-151 P: The commenter states support for Policy CIR-3.6. Because the commenter
states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-152 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-7. Because the
commenter states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-153 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-3. Because the
commenter states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-154 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-14 and the disclosure of
the right to farm. The commenter also notes that the right-to-farm policy

should be disclosed to buyers adjacent to planned subdivisions in rural
areas. The requested information has been added to the Revised
General Plan Update (now Policy Ag/LU-15).
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Response 152-155 P: The commenter states support for the current General Plan Policy 3.14
Water Supply and stated that it should be retained in the General Plan
update. 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 language to perform surface
and groundwater resources studies within the County.

Response 152-156 P: The commenter requests clarification as to the definition of sub-areas. The
County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-157 P: The commenter states Policy Ag/LU-32 assumes that “bubbles” are
appropriately designated; the commenter believes they are not
appropriately designated. The County appreciates the input regarding
the General Plan process. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-158 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-55 and notes that the
policy is mislabeled as Policy Ag/LU-53. The commenter suggests that
Policy Ag/LU-55 include “and wells.” The commenter also concurs with the
current General Plan policy 4.9 for the Angwin Urban Area. The County
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process. The County will
consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior to
adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

The following text on page 14 of the Draft General Plan Policy Location
Matrix will be changed as follows:

 Policy Ag/LU-5355: The existing density of development in the Angwin

Area…

Response 152-159 P: The commenter states that the text should be changed from Figure
Ag/LU-1 to Figure 2. The commenter also notes support for Policy
Ag/LU-125. The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan
process.

The following text in the General Plan Policy Location Matrix will be
changed as follows:

 Policy Ag/LU-111: Figure Ag/LU-13 3depicts the land use policy of the

County of Napa.

Response 152-160 P: The commenter suggests further defining “already developed areas” in
Policy Ag/LU-23. The commenter also suggests defining how many
residences are required to extend urban services and what urban services
consist of in Policy Ag/LU-24. The County feels that the “already
developed areas” terminology contains the correct level of detail for a
General Plan policy.

Response 152-161 P: The commenter suggests further defining “already developed areas” in
Policy Ag/LU-20. See Response 152-160 above.
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Response 152-162 P: The commenter states zoning for Hess Vineyards is inconsistent with Ag/LU
goals. The County will consider the comment when reviewing the
General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document and certification
of the EIR.

Response 152-163 P: The commenter states zoning for Hess Vineyards is inconsistent with Ag/LU
goals. The County will consider the comment when reviewing the

General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document and certification
of the EIR.

Response 152-164 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-39. Because the
commenter states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-165 P: The commenter states that Policy Ag/LU-121 and -123 have the same
language and content.

The following text on page 86 of the General Plan will be changed as
follows to reflect the correct policy numbering in the General Plan
Update.

Policy Ag/LU-120: Work with the school districts serving students in the
County to coordinate the provision of school
facilities in conjunction with demographic changes
and student populations. Also encourage
incorporated areas to reserve school sites within
their jurisdictions.

Response 152-166 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-122. Because the
commenter states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-167 P: The commenter states support for Policy Ag/LU-124. Because the

commenter states support for the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-168 P: The commenter states support for Circulation Goal 1. Because the
commenter states support for the goal, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-169 P: The commenter suggests further defining “already developed areas” to
“existing incorporated areas and urbanized areas” in Policy CIR-1.1.

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 as existing cities, towns, and urbanized
areas.

Response 152-170 P: The commenter suggests language be inserted in Action Item CIR-2.1.1:

“…driveway spacing.” The commenter also suggests inserting “Proposed
multi-residential developments shall address impacts to County connector
roads prior to project approval for construction” into Action Item CIR-2.1.1.

In the text of this action item (Action Item CIR-11.1 in the Revised General
Plan Update) “other design details” would encompass driveway spacing.
Additionally, Action Item CIR-11.1 addresses road and street design

standards and does not assess the impacts from traffic on nearby
roadways.
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Response 152-171 P: The commenter suggests further defining “already developed areas” to
existing incorporated areas and urbanized areas in Policy CIR-1.1. The
commenter also suggests that the term “should” be replaced with “shall.”
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 as existing cities, towns, and urbanized
areas. Additionally, the County deems that the term “should” is adequate
for this policy (now Policy CIR-1).

Response 152-172 P: Commenter suggests including intersection improvements to SR 29 and
Deer Park Road. The commenter suggests inserting “…separate left turn
lanes when justified.” The commenter also questions whether there is an
intersection at SR 29 and Rutherford Cross Road and if the Yountville Cross
Road and SR 29 intersection is intended to reference Yountville Cross
Road and Silverado Trail. The County has reviewed the Circulation
Element and did not recommend including these recommendations at
this time. However, Circulation Element Policy CIR-13 specifically notes the
following:

“Intersection improvements to improve safety and traffic flow at the
intersections of State Route 29 and Silverado Trail with Oakville Grade,
Oakville Cross Road, Rutherford Cross Road, Yountville Cross Road, and
Deer Park Road.”

Response 152-173 P: The commenter states that a portion of the current General Plan policy
2.e State Highway Routes and County Roads should be retained in the
General Plan Update under Policy Ag/LU-105. The County will consider
the comment when reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption
of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-174 P: The commenter states support for Circulation Goal 3. The commenter
suggests that text be added: “The County shall encourage residents’ use
of public transportation.” The Circulation Element includes several policies
throughout the Element that encourage the use of regional and local
public transportation, including several policies under Goal 3. Therefore,
Circulation Goal 3 does not need to be modified.

Response 152-175 P: The commenter states support for Action Item CIR-2.7.1 and Policy CIR-3.7.
Because the commenter supports the action and policy, no further
response is necessary.

Response 152-176 P: The commenter states support for Policy CIR-3.11. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-177 P: The commenter suggests inserting “…and zoning” into Policy SAF-31. The
commenter suggests that Angwin Airport should be specifically included
in Policy SAF-31 policy. The County has made this suggested text change;
the policy is now renumbered as SAF-33 in the revised Safety Element.

Response 152-178 P: The commenter states support for Circulation Goal 3. The commenter is
referred to Response 152-174.
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Response 152-179 P: The commenter states support for Policy CIR-3.9. The commenter also
suggests inserting “…and are compatible with adjacent areas” and “Such
alternate uses should be appropriately buffered.” 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 additionally language to convert abandoned rail right-
of-way to bicycle routes, provided they are compatible with adjacent
uses.

Response 152-180 P: The commenter suggests further defining “Increase the attractiveness” in
CIR-3.2. Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR,
further modification has been made to General Plan Policy CIR-3.2 Now
CIR-26) that further defines increased attractiveness as achieved through
a variety of means, including promoting transit-oriented development in
appropriate locations and use of transit by visitors to Napa County.

Response 152-181 P: The commenter suggests including an increase percentage number into
Policy ROS-12 and inserting the text “to meet both transportation and
recreation needs.” The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-182 P: The commenter suggests portions of the current General Plan policy 7g
should be retained in the General Plan Update. The commenter states
support for Policy CIR-3.5. The County appreciates the input regarding the
General Plan process. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR. The updated General Plan includes language
under Goal 3 of the Circulation Element that would require that
development proposals and public projects provide for bicycle access.
These policies retain the intent of the current policy 7g.

Response 152-183 P: The commenter suggests that Policy CIR-3.8 should be changed to say
“shall be required as a component” to replace “considered in the
evaluation.” Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and
Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the policy (now Policy
CIR-33) in the Revised General Plan Update Policy requiring that
pedestrian and bicycle access be integrated into all parking lots where
feasible and appropriate.

Response 152-184 P: The commenter suggests that the term “enhance the attractiveness” be
further defined. The County will consider the comment when reviewing
the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document and
certification of the EIR.

Response 152-185 P: The commenter states that Policy CC-12 [Policy CC-14 in the Revised
General Plan Update] only addresses telecommunication facilities and
transmission lines and suggests retaining language from the current
General Plan Policy 3. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR.
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Response 152-186 P: The commenter suggests replacing “should” with “shall” in Policy CC-9.
The County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-187 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-8. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-188 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-11. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-189 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-6. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-190 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-31. The commenter
suggests that the current conservation regulations be listed and
referenced. The conservation regulations to which Policy CON-31d is
referring are those regulations that pertain to municipal water supply. The
County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-191 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-31g. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-192 P: The commenter suggests that the current General Plan policies d and e

related to encouraging programs to protect wildlife species should be
retained in the General Plan update. The General Plan update contains
language in the current General Plan policies d and e under protection
measures related to special-status species including but not limited to
CON-9, -11, and -13. The County will consider the comment when
reviewing the General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document
and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-193 P: The commenter suggests that “Napa County” be inserted in Policy
CON-14. The commenter also notes support for CON-14. Additionally,
subsequent to the releases of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further
modification has been made to General Plan Policy CON-14 to include
the term Napa County. Because the commenter supports the policy, no
further response is necessary.

Response 152-194 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-16. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-195 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-17. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-196 P: The commenter does not support construction on levees discussed under
Policy CON-21d. Subsequent to the releases of the Draft General Plan and
Draft EIR, the Conservation Element of the Revised General Plan Update
has been further modified to restrict construction on levees (see Policy
CON-31d).

Response 152-197 P: The commenter suggests that Policy CON-22c should redefine “adaptive

vegetation” to be conscious of exotic/invasive species. Subsequent to the
release of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has
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been made to the Conservation Element of the Revised General Plan
Update to define replacement vegetation as native vegetation (see
Policy CON-24c).

Response 152-198 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-23. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-199 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-25e. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-200 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-27. The commenter also
suggests inserting “…careful review for ecological impacts of proposed
developments.” Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and
Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the Conservation
Element in Policy CON-18, which includes additional language
requirement for reviewing ecological impact from various developments.

Response 152-201 P: The commenter states that Policy CON-16 addresses wetlands and not
forested lands.

The commenter is referred to the revisions to the update matrix released in
December 2007.

Response 152-202 P: The commenter states that monitoring conversions of riparian lands is very

important in Policy CON-24 and the text “Napa County” should be
inserted into the policy. Subsequent to the release of the Draft General
Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to Revised
General Plan Update Policy CON-28 (policy has been renumbered) to
include the term “Napa County.”

Response 152-203 P: The commenter suggests that “adapted vegetation” be further defined in

Policy CON-2c. Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan and
Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General Plan to
further define adaptive vegetation as non-invasive vegetation in Policy
CON-2c.

Response 152-204 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-7. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-205 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-34. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-206 P: The commenter requests that the term “resources” be further defined in
Policy CON-68. The term resources is defined in Goal CON-6, and -7 as
forests, woodlands, commercial timberlands, and mineral deposits.

Response 152-207 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-72. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-208 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-71. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-209 P: The commenter states support for Policy CON-73. Because the
commenter supports the policy, no further response is necessary.
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Response 152-210 P: The commenter states support for ROS Goal 1 and Goal 2. Because the
commenter supports the goals, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-211 P: The commenter states support for Policy CC-17 and Action Item CC-17.1
and CC-17.2. Because the commenter supports the policy and action
items, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-212 P: The commenter states support for Policy CC-3. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-213 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-8. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-214 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-23. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-215 P: The commenter states that language from the current General Plan policy

Conservation Policy (a) should be retained in the General Plan update
Action Item SAF-16.1 for safe ingress and egress. Safe ingress/egress is
addressed in Policies SAF-13 and SAF-20 of the revised Safety Element.

Response 152-216 P: The commenter suggests text changes to Policy CON-38 to strengthen the
policy. The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan
process. The County will consider the comment when reviewing the

General Plan policies prior to adoption of the document and certification
of the EIR. The County deems that the language in Policy CON-38 (now
Policy CON-44) is adequate for maintaining reliable water supply. The
County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-217 P: The commenter states support for Goal CON-12. Because the commenter

supports the goal, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-218 P: The commenter states that the language in Conservation Policy (b) was
forward thinking for the 1983 General Plan. Because the commenter does
not provide a comment about the General Plan Update or proposed
policies, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-219 P: The commenter states support for Safety Element Goal 2. Because the
commenter supports the goal, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-220 P: The commenter states support for Safety Element Goals 3, 4, and 5.
Because the commenter supports the goals, no further response is
necessary.

Response 152-221 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-9. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-222 P: The commenter suggests changing the language of “should” to “shall be”
in Policy SAF-13. The suggested change has been made to the revised
Safety Element (see Action Item SAF-8.1).

Response 152-223 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-20. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1519

Response 152-224 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-16. The commenter suggests
changing the language of “should” to “shall be” in Policy SAF-16. The
commenter also suggests inserting “…and adequate ingress and egress
for the population of the area” into Action Item SAF-16.1. The commenter
also notes support for Action Item SAF-16.2. The requested change has
been made to Policy SAF-16 in the Safety Element.

Response 152-225 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-17. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-226 P: The commenter suggests implementing with changes she noted under
Policy SAF-16. The commenter is referred to Response 152-224.

Response 152-227 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-19. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-228 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-10. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-229 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-11. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-230 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-12. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-231 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-23. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-232 P: Commenter suggests changing the language of “should” to “shall be” in
Policy SAF-24. Comment noted. The requested change has been made
to the Safety Element of the Revised General Plan Update (see Policy
SAF-25).

Response 152-233 P: The commenter suggests inserting the language “…and feasibility of
development for the location proposed” into Policy SAF-25 and also
suggests changing the word “should” to “shall be” in the policy. The
County will consider the comment when reviewing the General Plan
policies prior to adoption of the document and certification of the EIR.

Response 152-234 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-27. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-235 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-5. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-236 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-38. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.

Response 152-237 P: The commenter suggests inserting the language “…emergency
broadcast systems” into Policy SAF-39. The requested change has been
made and is now shown in revised Policy SAF-41 of the revised Safety
Element.
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Response 152-238 P: The commenter states support for Policy SAF-42. Because the commenter
supports the policy, no further response is necessary.


