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LETTER 153: ELISABETH FRATER, SIERRA CLUB, NAPA GROUP, JUNE 14, 2007 

Response 153-1 E/P: The commenter notes that the General Plan fails to address water supply, 
impacts to natural resources, lack of an adequate alternatives analysis, 
and climate change.  The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master 
Response 3.4.1, Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2, Biological Resources 
Master Response 3.4.3, and Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4. The 
commenter is also referred to responses to Comment Letter 121 (Sierra 
Club).  

Response 153-2 P: The commenter recommends that the General Plan designated bubbles 
be eliminated. Alternative B includes options to alterations of the Angwin 
“bubble” that would include the potential for the reduction of the bubble 
(see Draft EIR Figure 3.0-5).  Alternatives C, D, and E include a reduction in 
the Berryessa Estates Rural area and elimination of bubbles adjacent to 
the City of Calistoga and the City of Napa (see Draft EIR Figures 3.0-6, 
6.0-1, and 6.0-2).  The Revised Draft General Plan Update includes 
adjustments to two of the bubbles (Angwin and Berryessa Estates) and 
commits the County to  undertake a systematic planning effort related to 
the other bubbles.  (See Action Item Ag/LU-114.1 in the Revised Draft 
General Plan Update.)  Complete elimination of the designated bubbles 
would likely conflict with current provisions of the existing Housing Element 
and  with provisions of state law, as explained in the Alternatives Master 
Response 3.4.2.    

Response 153-3 E/P: The commenter identifies concerns regarding the traffic projected in the 
Draft EIR and that no alternative that would lessen these impacts to less 
than significant has been identified. The commenter is referred to 
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2. 

Response 153-4 E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR concludes that water supplies are 
adequate.  The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response 
3.4.1, which explains that the Draft EIR concludes that there is inadequate 
water supply for the County and the cities under future conditions (a 
significant and unavoidable impact). 

Response 153-5 P: The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update does not 
take advantage of biological resource information provided in the BDR.  
Since release of the public draft of the General Plan Update and Draft EIR, 
the Conservation Element has been further refined and now includes 
additional policy provisions that provide additional protective provisions 
based on information the BDR and Draft EIR.  The commenter is also 
referred to Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 regarding 
biodiversity.  

Response 153-6E: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to provide an adequate 
alternatives analysis and needs to include an alternative that lessens 
impacts to biological resources.  The commenter is referred to Alternatives 
Master Response 3.4.2.  Also, please note that all impacts related to 
biological resources have been mitigated save one which is related to 
the cumulative loss of significant natural communities over time, since 
these communities do not enjoy protections under state or federal law 
(unlike wetlands and endangered species). 
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 Response 153-7E/P: The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update fails to 
adequately address global warming and energy dependency.  The 
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 
regarding these topics and additional policy provisions added to the 
Conservation Element to address these concerns.  
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LETTER 154: RON WALKER, JUNE 14, 2007 

Response 154-1 P: Commenter requests the County designate a 3.99 +/- acre parcel in the 
Silverado urban area as Urban Residential.  The property as currently 
designated (Rural Residential) cannot be subdivided and the commenter 
wishes to develop the parcel for homes.  Commenter provides arguments 
that the development of this property would conform with the following 
principles of the proposed General Plan Update: concentration of urban 
uses, preservation of agricultural lands, and proximity of new 
development to existing urban services.  County staff acknowledges the 
commenter’s request; however the Revised Draft General Plan Update 
does not include the suggested re-designation because it would be 
inappropriate to re-designate a single parcel and insufficient analysis has 
been completed regarding the potential impacts of re-designating a 
larger area.  When the commenter’s request was discussed by the 
Planning Commission, the Commission instructed staff to include Policy 
Ag/LU-92 regarding provision of municipal services in the area and to 
reconsider the commenter’s request in the context of the next Housing 
Element update.  Nothing in the Revised Draft General Plan Update would 
preclude the property owner from submitting a separate application to 
the County for the requested land use designation change, rezoning, and 
subdivision once water and sewer services are available to the site. 
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LETTER 155: SANDRA ERICSON, JUNE 14, 2007 

Response 155-1 E/P: Commenter provides the Mendocino Model for Sustainability prepared for 
the Mendocino General Plan and the Grand Jury report regarding 
sustainability for the Marin Countywide Plan.  The commenter asserts that 
sustainability has not been incorporated adequately into the proposed 
General Plan Update and that the plan should include clear mandatory 
language and needs to require that the County enforce sustainable 
actions.  Commenter is referred to the discussion of sustainability at the 
end of the revised Summary and Vision, and to policies regarding 
sustainability in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element (Policy 
Ag/LU-109) and Conservation Element (starting on p. 187 of the Revised 
Draft General Plan Update).   
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LETTER 156: BETH PAINTER, NAPA VALLEY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
 JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 156-1 P: Commenter discusses the submission of previously provided comments 
including a paper entitled Perspectives on an Economic Development 
Element for the Napa County General Plan.  The commenter requests that 
the Economic Development Element reinforce 10 goals provided by the 
commenter.  Most of the referenced goals are provided throughout the 
General Plan, whether as explicit goals and or policies.    

Response 156-2 P: Commenter concurs that the General Plan element should be titled 
Economic Development Element.  The commenter states Policy E-8 
exemplifies the concept of Economic Development by identifying the 
desirability of new businesses in Napa County.  The County appreciates 
the input regarding the General Plan process.  The County will consider 
the comment when revising the General Plan.  

Response 156-3 P: Commenter suggests that Policy E-15 should be amended to state the 
following: “Recognize the relationship between economic development 
and workforce development.  Educational programs tailored to the needs 
of local employers are critically important to sustaining a skilled workforce. 
The County shall support efforts that serve to identify the current and 
future skill needs of workers and will support educational programs 
designed to meeting these community needs.”  The proposed changes 
have been made to the Economic Development Element.   

Response 156-4 P: Commenter notes the policies in the Economic Development Element 
and the policies in the other section should work together and be 
consistent.  The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan 
process. The County will consider the comment when revising the General 
Plan. 
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LETTER 157: KEVIN TEAGUE, DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 157-1 E/P: Commenter suggests allowing overnight lodging within rural recreational 
facilities that are currently restricted under the Agricultural Watershed and 
Open Space (AWOS) land use designation.  The commenter notes that 
overnight lodging at rural recreational facilities could reduce traffic and 
vehicle emissions and provide the County with additional Transient 
Occupancy Tax revenue.  The commenter’s suggests that LOS levels 
could be mitigated by allowing overnight accommodations.  The 
commenter has not provided any evidence, factual data, or analysis to 
support their views.  The commenter also fails to acknowledge the role of 
Measure J (1990) in precluding the County from intensifying non-
agricultural uses in the AWOS land use designation.   

Response 157-2 E: Commenter notes allowing overnight lodging at the Chardonnay Golf 
Club could mitigate traffic LOS levels along Jamieson Canyon Road.  The 
commenter’s suggestion that LOS levels could be mitigated by allowing 
overnight accommodations was not substantiated by any data and/or 
analysis.  Commenter is referred to Response 157-1 E/P above. 

Response 157-3 E: Commenter suggests allowing overnight lodging at the Chardonnay Golf 
Club could mitigate the release of vehicle emissions.  The commenter’s 
suggestion that the release of vehicle emissions could be mitigated by 
allowing overnight accommodations was not substantiated by any data 
and/or analysis.  Commenter is referred to Response 157-1 E/P above. 

Response 157-4 E/P: Commenter states that allowing overnight lodging at the Chardonnay 
Golf Club would result in additional Transient Occupancy Tax for the 
County.  While this is undeniably the case, the County is precluded from 
intensifying non-agricultural uses in the AWOS designation by Measure J 
(1990).  In theory, the County could consider overnight accommodations 
as a possible use of properties designated Industrial if they were re-
designated; however it is unclear whether policy makers at the County 
would ultimately support an application for rezoning and General Plan 
amendments to allow this use in light of the 2004 Housing Memorandum of 
Understanding with the City of Napa, concerns about traffic, water, and 
other issues.   

Response 157-5 E/P: Commenter suggests allowing overnight lodging at the Chardonnay Golf 
Club could reduce growth and development pressures in other residential 
and industrial areas.  The commenter also notes that the potential growth 
and development pressures are not analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The County 
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.  The County 
will consider the comment when revising the General Plan.  The 
commenter’s suggestion that allowing overnight lodging at the 
Chardonnay Golf Course could reduce growth and development 
pressures in other residential and industrial areas was not substantiated by 
any data and/or analysis.  Therefore, no modification of the Draft EIR is 
recommended. 
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Response 157-6 E/P: Commenter suggests allowing overnight lodging at rural recreational 
facilities will mitigate several impacts addressed in the Draft EIR. The 
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process. 
However, the commenter did not provide any additional data and/or 
analysis that would demonstrate this result.  Therefore, no modification of 
the Draft EIR is recommended.  
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LETTER 158: DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY, LAND USE DEPARTMENT, JUNE 18, 
 2007 

Response 158-1 E/P: Commenter provides the background of Dickenson, Peatman, & Fogarty 
(DPF) as a firm with experience in land use and environmental matters.  
The commenter notes that the firm has reviewed the proposed General 
Plan Update and the Draft EIR.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process. 

Response 158-2 E: Commenter asserts that the threshold of significance utilized in Impact 
4.5.1 of the Draft EIR is inappropriate and suggests changing the impact 
statement to say “Loss of individuals or occupied habitat for these 
resources may be considered significant.”  County staff believes that the 
standard of significance cited appropriately mirrors provisions of the state 
and federal endangered species acts, and has resulted in conservative 
assessment of potential impacts.  It should be noted that all potentially 
significant impacts related to biological resources have been mitigated 
save one which relates to cumulative losses of significant natural 
communities, since these communities do not enjoy protection under 
state or federal law like wetlands and endangered species.   

Response 158-3 E: Commenter suggests language in Impact 4.5.1 differs from the State 
CEQA Guidelines for significant biological impacts. Please see Response 
158-2 E, above.  Also, note that the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
checklist establishes the standards of significance that are generally used 
for review of individual projects in the County and that this is not expected 
to change.   

Response 158-4 E/P: Commenter states that the language in Impact 4.5.1 is stricter than the 
Federal Endangered Species Act, CEQA, and the California Endangered 
Species Act.  The commenter requests that the language of the Draft EIR 
be modified to ensure consistency with the standards of these laws. See 
Response 158-2 E. 

Response 158-5 E/P: Commenter suggests Policy CON-11 (now Policy CON-13) and mitigation 
measure MM 4.5.1b should clearly set forth a biological resource standard 
that is consistent with pertinent endangered species law, CEQA, and 
constitutional limitations. This commenter does not present an accurate 
accounting of mitigation measure MM 4.5.1b and the policy cited. The 
measure states that avoidance should occur “to the maximum extent 
feasible,” which is allowed under CEQA as a form of mitigation under 
Section 15370, as follows: 

"Mitigation" includes:  
 (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain 

action or parts of an action.  
 (b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude 

of the action and its implementation.  

Mitigation measure MM 4.5.1.b has been incorporated into Policy CON-13 
as written in the Draft EIR and in the County’s view does not conflict with 
“constitutional limitations on land use regulations.”  County staff does not 
recommend any further changes to this policy. 
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Response 158-6 P: Commenter requests that commercially zoned parcels within areas 
designated for agriculture prior to Measure J be allowed to develop 
consistent with commercial zoning, as though the parcels were 
designated for commercial uses instead of agricultural.  Commenter 
further notes that the proposed General Plan Update should include a 
policy allowing for flexibility in the County’s treatment of historically used 
commercial lands and commercially zoned parcels in agricultural areas.  
The commenter’s concerns have been addressed within Policies Ag/LU-45 
and -46 in the Revised Draft General Plan Update. 
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LETTER 159: MARGARET SMETANA, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 159-1 P: Commenter asserts opposition to the high-volume residential 
development associated with Napa Pipe project.  The commenter notes 
that development of such a high-density development would result in 
significant traffic, noise, and pollution impacts.  The County appreciates 
the commenter’s input on the General Plan and has omitted the 
“Transitional” designation included in the last draft in favor of a “Study 
Area” designation, indicating that further study and another General Plan 
amendment will be required prior to consideration of non-industrial uses 
for the Napa Pipe site.   
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LETTER 160: CHARLES SHINNAMON, AETNA SPRINGS, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 160-1 P: Commenter notes support for land use policies that recognize the rural 
character and historical and agricultural heritage of Pope Valley.  The 
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.  The 
County will consider the comment when revising the General Plan.  

Response 160-2 P: Commenter provides background information about Aetna Springs.  The 
Commenter notes that the information provided in the proposed General 
Plan Update mischaracterizes the status of the historic resort and that the 
resort was in operation pursuant to permits issued by the County in 1972, 
1996, and 1997.  The commenter notes the resort’s plans to rehabilitate 
and restore Aetna Springs.  Comment noted.  The Agricultural Preservation 
and Land Use Element has been updated with the information provided.    

Response 160-3 E/P: Commenter notes support for the proposed General Plan policies 
requiring the protection of historical resources in the Pope Valley area.  
The commenter suggests that the Final General Plan Update should be 
consistent with the adaptive re-use standards described in the Secretary 
of the Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and the State 
Historic Building Code standards.  The commenter also notes that the 
General Plan should not impose arbitrary limits on the adaptive re-use of 
historic resources and suggests that the historic resources should be 
allowed to be modified consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for Treatment standards, with appropriate permit review.  

 The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties 
are presented in mitigation measure MM 4.12.2 of the Draft EIR, which also 
includes redesign of a project to meet the standards.  The State Historic 
Building Code (SHBC) is not specifically mentioned, but it may be used in 
designing modifications to historic buildings and reducing any potential 
impacts to a less than significant level.  Use of the SHBC is in keeping with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  Please see Policy CC-28 which 
has been modified to allow some flexibility regarding the use of properties 
making use of the proposed historic preservation incentive.   

Response 160-4 P: Commenter notes supports for proposed General Plan policies that 
preserve the historical and cultural resources of Napa County and 
suggests adoption of the goals provided in the proposed General Plan 
Update.  The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan 
process.   
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LETTER 161: WENDY WALLIN, BERRYESSA TRAILS AND CONSERVATION, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 161-1 E/P: Commenter provides background information on the Berryessa Trails and 
Conservation (BT&C) organization.  The commenter states that the 
General Plan will weaken the mandates of the current General Plan and 
would weaken existing policies to preserve agricultural heritage.  The 
commenter also notes that the General Plan provides a method for the 
Board of Supervisors to act in preserving agriculture, but no mechanism to 
ensure that preservation.  The Revised Draft General Plan Update includes 
many changes intended to address the concerns of the commenter and 
others about the need to avoid “weakening” current General Plan 
policies.  Agricultural Preservation and Land Use goals and policies have 
been substantially revised, as has the Conservation Element. 

Response 161-2 E/P: Commenter states that the subject of global warming is not handled 
adequately in the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR.  The 
commenter suggests an approach that anticipates and addresses the 
effects climate change will have on agriculture, water supply, energy use, 
housing location, and health and welfare.  The commenter is referred to 
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 and to new policies in the final 
section of the Conservation Element.  

Response 161-3 P: Commenter suggests the elimination of urban bubbles, especially for the 
area around Lake Berryessa.  The commenter notes the General Plan 
should support existing development and not induce further 
development.  Commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 
3.4.2 for a discussion as to why elimination of all of the urban bubbles is 
not considered feasible.  Also, the Revised Draft General Plan Update 
proposes to adjust the boundaries of two bubbles (Angwin and Berryessa 
Estates) and commits the County to a planning effort to systematically 
address the other bubbles.  (See Action Item 114.1 in the Revised Draft 
General Plan Update.)   

Response 161-4 P: Commenter suggests incorporating more information from the Baseline 
Data Report (BDR) into the proposed General Plan Update.  The 
commenter is referred to Response 153-5 P which discusses the inclusion of 
recommendations and updates contained in the BDR into the proposed 
General Plan Update.  The Conservation Element has been substantially 
revised in response to public comments and to incorporate mitigation 
measures from the Draft EIR. 

Response 161-5 E: Commenter notes concern with the lack of choice in the alternatives with 
respect to protection of biological resources and suggests an alternative 
should be provided that would decrease impacts to biological resources.  
The commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding 
the selection of alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR.  Also, please note 
that the Draft EIR determines that all impacts related to natural resources 
can be mitigated save one which is related to significant natural 
communities that do not enjoy legal protections at the state or federal 
level (unlike wetlands and individual listed species). 
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Response 161-6 E:  Commenter concurs with previously submitted third-party comments 
regarding the assertion that the Draft EIR does not recognize the full 
impacts of potential development under the proposed General Plan 
policies.  The commenter questions the adequacy of mitigation to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.  

  The draft General Plan and Draft EIR provide land use designations and a 
programmatic analysis of potential impacts associated with adoption and 
implementation of the General Plan Update.  The EIR does not necessarily 
provide environmental clearance for specific follow-on projects, and 
subsequent development within the County will be reviewed for the 
project’s potential to cause environmental impacts.  In regard to the 
specific development assumed under each alternative and included in 
the analysis of the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to Alternatives 
Master Response 3.4.2. 

Response 161-7 E/P: The commenter states that the Draft EIR identifies that several roadways 
cannot be mitigated without roadway widenings that are identified as 
infeasible, but is concerned that widenings may occur regardless.  In 
addition, the commenter states that these traffic impacts (associated with 
urban bubbles) result in an internal inconsistency with the General Plan.  
As identified on Draft EIR page 4.4-53, the roadway improvements 
identified in Draft EIR Table 4.4-15 are considered infeasible and no 
mitigation measure is proposed that would include these improvements in 
the proposed General Plan Update.  Thus, the proposed General Plan 
Update would not support these roadway improvements.  It should be 
noted that in comparing Draft EIR Table 4.4-3 (anticipated year 2030 
traffic impacts without changing current land use designations) with Draft 
EIR Tables 4.4-13 and -14 (traffic impact impacts anticipated for 
Alternatives A through C), a majority of the traffic impacts are expected 
occur irrelevant of updating the General Plan.   This explains the 
Circulation Element’s focus on alternative modes of transportation and on 
improvements to local roadways related to safety and local access rather 
than capacity enhancements.  (See Policy CIR-12, -18, and -26 for 
example.) 

Response 161-8 P: Commenter provides recommended changes for the Lake Berryessa 
commercial area and a matrix of changes to the associated Ag/Lu goals 
and policies.  The proposed text changes have been made to the 
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.     

Response 161-9 P: Commenter provides language changes associated with the Draft 
General Plan Description, Mixed-Use Communities, the Issues and 
Opportunities related to Lake Berryessa, Moscowite Corners, Pope Creek, 
and Spanish Flat areas.  See Response 161-8 P. 

Response 161-10 P: Commenter suggests changes to Policy Ag/LU-40 and Action Item Ag/LU 
40.1.  The commenter suggests that land around Lake Berryessa is not 
appropriate for marine commercial zoning and should be removed from 
policy Ag/LU-40.  The commenter also notes that Action Item Ag/LU 40.1 
should be deleted.  The County appreciates the comments and has 
revised many policies in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use 
Element, although the referenced policy and action item (now numbered 
Ag/LU-43) have been retained.  Marine Commercial zoning at Lake 
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Berryessa is consistent with the intent of Measure K (2002) and would seem 
a logical possibility given the recreational resource constituted by Lake 
Berryessa itself.  Please also see Policy Ag/LU-81 and E-22.       

Response 161-11 P: Commenter requests the removal of “quite lakeside refuge” from Policy 
Ag/LU-74 as the term appears to imply that a resort should be developed.  
The proposed change has been made to the Agricultural Preservation 
and Land Use Element.  

Response 161-12 P: Commenter suggests deleting Policy Ag/LU-76.  The commenter states 
that the vision for the rural area implies change driven by commercial 
development and that the vision for this area is included in other policies.  
The policy (now number Ag/LU-81) has been revised per this comment 
and other comments received on the General Plan Update.     

Response 161-13 P: Commenter requests the language of Policy Ag/LU-78 be revised to state 
the following: “The County will consider amendments to the Zoning Code 
to allow additional commercial, residential, and mixed-uses which are 
complementary to recreation activities at Lake Berryessa on commercially 
zoned parcels in the Spanish Flat and Moskowite Corners areas that have 
already been developed.”  The commenter notes that too much 
commercially zoned land can lead to boarded up retail establishments.  
The referenced policy has been deleted from the Revised Draft General 
Plan Update.   

Response 161-14 P: Commenter suggests deletion of Policy Ag/LU-85.  The commenter states 
the policy would become a forum dominated by commercial interests 
and suggests the formation of small committees on an issue-by-issue basis 
instead to encourage broader participation.  The referenced policy has 
been deleted as suggested by the commenter. 
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LETTER 162: EVELYN ALLEN, JUNE 17, 2007 

Response 162-1 P: Commenter states that the General Plan should recognize that increased 
residential development will put a long-term burden on Napa County 
resources.  The commenter notes that it is impractical to expect everyone 
who works in Napa County to live in Napa.  

 The commenter also notes that developers are overbuilding large houses, 
and the General Plan should accommodate add-ons to existing homes 
with lower permit fees, lowering associated environmental impacts.  

The County appreciates these comments associated with the General 
Plan Update.  Revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use 
Element and Conservation Element include provisions regarding 
residential development and protection of the County’s natural resources. 

Response 162-2 P: Commenter notes that the General Plan should preserve undeveloped 
agricultural and industrial zoned areas by not rezoning the Napa Pipe 
property and not allowing American Canyon to exceed its current 
boundaries.  The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and 
now designates the Napa Pipe site as a Study Area designation (under 
the Preferred Plan) that would require further study prior to consideration 
of non-industrial uses on the site.  The proposed General Plan Update also 
now proposes an RUL for the City of American Canyon that reflects the 
current status of negotiations between the City and the County.   

Response 162-3 P: Commenter notes that the General Plan should discuss the need to 
reduce the number of County employees, consultants, boards, 
commissions, etc., and that County personnel are out of proportion to the 
general population.  The County appreciates these comments on the 
General Plan Update.   

Response 162-4 P: Commenter states the General Plan should make a statement in support 
and recognition of private property rights and reduce permit fees for the 
maintenance of property.  The County appreciates these comments on 
the General Plan Update, and the commenter is referred to Policy Ag/LU-
108 about property rights and Policy Ag/LU-107 about the permit review 
process.   
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LETTER 163: E.S. CAIN, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 163-1 E/P: Commenter expresses concern regarding adequate and safe water 
supply in the County for the long-term and short-term.  The commenter 
states the shortfall is in both qualitative and quantitative concerns.  The 
commenter notes that the County rarely ever tests the water in the 
County.  Commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 
regarding water supply as well as Draft EIR pages 4.11-23 through -29 
regarding applicable water quality standards that are in place to protect 
water resources and water supply quality.  Also, please note that policies 
in the Conservation Element have been substantially revised and 
reorganized such that the element now includes a Water Resources 
section. 
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LETTER 164: MARC PANDONE AND WENDY WALLIN, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 164-1 E/P: Commenters note their attachment of comments that address the Draft 
EIR.  The County will respond to the specific comments provided in the 
responses below.  

Response 164-2 E: Commenters note that their comments will focus on the conversion of 
timberlands to agricultural uses and the proposed mitigation in the 
Transportation section of the Draft EIR.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process.  The County will respond to the 
individual comments in the responses below. 

Response 164-3 E: Commenters state that the Draft EIR inadequately addresses the impacts 
associated with the conversion of timberland to agriculture. The 
commenters refer to potential impacts include degradation of watershed 
areas, reduced groundwater availability, and soil and water retention.    

 The loss of sensitive biotic communities, including several types of 
timberland, was discussed and analyzed as Impact 4.5.2 (starting on page 
4.5-63 of the Draft EIR).  In order to prepare an analysis of the effects of 
the Alternatives as well as the various Vineyard scenarios, data on biotic 
community acreages expected to be converted was compiled in Table 
4.5-6 on page 4.5-53.  Subsequently, the analysis of loss of sensitive biotic 
communities discusses the contribution of vineyard expansion under each 
of the Alternatives.  For example, the discussion under Alternative A on 
page 4.5-64 states (emphasis added) “Urban/rural development and 
continued vineyard expansion would contribute to direct and indirect 
impacts to sensitive biotic communities.”  All three alternatives were 
analyzed under Impact 4.5.2 for expected impacts due to loss of sensitive 
communities as a result of various factors including vineyard expansion.  In 
each case the alternatives would be expected to result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact.  

 In regard to the groundwater impacts of vineyards versus timberland, the 
groundwater reserves and recharge areas of the County are primarily 
areas that contain permeable soils overlying important regional aquifers.  
Major recharge areas are typically located along valley floors; some are 
located in community areas where urban and suburban growth would 
occur.  Urban development and the resultant increase in impervious 
cover over these recharge areas has historically reduced natural 
recharge opportunities in some areas. The hydrologic impacts of vineyard 
conversions are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.11-36 through -75, which 
include hydrologic modeling of vineyard conversions.   

Response 164-4 E: Commenters note that harvested and un-harvested timberlands contain 
vegetation that serves the watershed.  The commenters also note that 
timberlands are important for the sustainability of agriculture and 
groundwater reserves.  The County appreciates the input regarding the 
General Plan process.  The commenters are referred to Response 164-3 E 
above.  
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Response 164-5 E: Commenters note that the Draft EIR does not consider long-term 
hydrological impacts resulting from widespread conversion of timberlands. 
The commenters suggest mitigation measures requiring data collection 
and analysis of long-term water availability for the conversion of 
timberlands to agricultural uses.  The commenters are referred to 
Response X-1 E/P for discussion of water discharge from timberland 
conversion to vineyards, Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding 
water supply, and Response 164-3 E above.   Also, please see revisions to 
the Circulation Element which include additional policies and action items 
related to water resources. 

Response 164-6 E: Commenters note that the Draft EIR does not thoroughly address possible 
mitigation relating to level of service on County roads.  The commenters 
note that the growth proposed in the General Plan would be inconsistent 
with its Vision.  The commenters suggest a mitigation measure for the 
General Plan that would limit growth in unincorporated areas of the 
County to a limit of 1% per year.  The commenters are referred to the 
traffic impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR Section 4.4, which provides 
detailed traffic modeling of traffic impacts county-wide.  As identified in 
Section 2.0 of this document, the Preferred General Plan Update would 
be consistent with the Measure A growth limits of 1% per year.  

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1601 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1602 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1603 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1604 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1605 

 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1606 

LETTER 165: MARC PANDONE AND WENDY WALLIN, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 165-1 P: Commenters provide their comments on the proposed General Plan 
Update as residents of Napa County and the Lake Berryessa area.  The 
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.   

Response 165-2 P: Commenters suggest language changes to Policy Ag/LU-16 to promote 
sustainable forest management strategies.  County staff has elected to 
retain the cited policy in the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use 
Element (now Ag/LU-17), but has attempted to address the commenters’ 
concerns in revisions to the Conservation Element.  (Please see Policy 
CON-24, for example.) 

Response 165-3 P: Commenters suggest further clarification of Policy Ag/LU-28 regarding the 
“use of County owned lands when land is no longer needed to meet 
County’s operation requirements.”  The suggested strategy implies that 
the County will have to consider whether County-owned property can be 
reused for housing when that property is no longer needed for County 
operations.   

Response 165-4 P: Commenters note that the language in Policy Ag/LU-41 suggests that the 
policy will promise housing development if economic development 
occurs in unincorporated areas of the County. The commenters are 
referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element 
which have attempted to address this concern.  (See Policy Ag/LU-31, for 
example.) 

Response 165-5 P: Commenters note that prior to expansion of commercial uses through 
Action Item Ag/LU 40.1 the use of the existing commercial properties 
within four miles of Lake Berryessa should be developed to their best use. 
While the County appreciates comments on the General Plan Update, 
these changes were not made for reasons stated in Response 161-10 P. 

Response 165-6 P: Commenters request additional language in Policy Ag/LU-63 requiring 
new development in the Berryessa Estates to conform to standards 
regarding impacts on the environment, especially water availability and 
habitat protection, in addition to the General Plan Land Use Map.  
Commenters also note that the policies applied to the Berryessa Estates 
area do not mention the formation of more appropriate development 
boundary than that shown in the bubble.  The commenters are referred to 
the revised map on p. 46 of the Revised Draft General Plan Update, which 
shows revisions to the Land Use Map that would occur if the General Plan 
Update is adopted as proposed.  (The map would better align the bubble 
to existing zoning.) 

Response 165-7 P: Commenters note that Policy Ag/LU-64 and the General Plan Land Use 
Map need a more feasible designation for development than the 
currently shown circle.  The commenters also note that the current line 
encircles areas which are largely steep and inappropriate for 
development. The commenters are referred to Action Item Ag/LU-114.1, in 
which the County commits to undertake a systematic planning effort 
related to the urban bubbles following adoption of an updated General 
Plan.   
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Response 165-8 P: Commenters suggest deleting Policy Ag/LU-109 and rewriting the policy to 
include environmental justice principles.  The commenters suggest that 
the policy as it is currently written reflects special consideration for 
property owners.  The commenters provide suggested language changes 
for Policy Ag/LU-109 and a new goal regarding environmental justice 
principles.  The commenters are referred to revisions to the Agricultural 
Preservation and Land Use Element, which has been revised to better 
address principles of sustainability and environmental justice, but which 
retains the referenced policy about property rights.  County staff believes 
that the Preferred Plan strikes an appropriate balance between these two 
ends of the political spectrum and provides a sound basis for future 
decision making.    

Response 165-9 P: Commenters suggest that the proposed General Plan Update should 
include an additional policy under circulation Goal 3 to address “smart 
growth.”  Commenters include suggested language for a revised policy.  
Subsequent to the releases of the proposed General Plan Update and the 
Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General Plan under 
Goal 3 of the Circulation Element to include additional language for 
designing new roadways, construction, and renovation projects to 
promote pedestrian and bicycle use. 

Response 165-10 P: Commenters suggest including additional language in CC Goals 1 and 2 
to adequately reflect the description outlined in the element.  The County 
has adjusted policies in the Community Character Element and feels that 
they appropriately reflect comments received from the public.   

Response 165-11 P: Commenters suggest that Policy CC-3 does not reflect clear standards.  
Commenters provide suggested language for the revision of the policy.  
The commenters are referred to revisions to the Community Character 
Element where sign-related policies have been revised.     

Response 165-12 P: Commenters suggest that Policy CC-4 inadequately defines “unique 
circumstances.”  The commenters provide suggested language revisions 
to the policy.  The commenters are referred to Policy CC-4 that includes a 
statement that solid sound walls are allowed only in unique circumstances 
and where acceptable noise levels are exceeded.  The reference to 
unique circumstances is derived from County Code, where further detail is 
provided along with standards to be used in reviewing special fence 
permits. 

Response 165-13 P: Commenters request that Policy CC-5 include stronger language than 
“consider requiring the retention of trees in strategic locations to preserve 
the forested appearance of the site as seen from public roadways.”  The 
commenters suggest that requirements should be developed that provide 
for the retention of trees in vineyard development projects and scenic 
roadways.  This comment is reflected in revised Policy CC-5 of the 
Community Character Element.  Please also see habitat retention policies 
in the Conservation Element. 

Response 165-14 P: Commenters request Policy CC-27 be revised to state that the County 
“shall prohibit scavenging of materials . . .”  As currently stated, the policy 
reads the County “shall discourage . . .”  The County does not have the 
ability to enforce a prohibition on scavenging and feels that the existing 
language is appropriate.   
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Response 165-15 P: Commenters request replacing the word “should” with “shall” in Policies 
CC-11, CC-14, and CC-19.  The commenters are referred to changes to 
the Community Character Element.  

Response 165-16 P: Commenters suggest including policies that address the arts in Napa 
County and include example policies from Marin County’s GPU.  See 
Response 20-1. 

Response 165-17 P: Commenters state that language throughout the Conservation Element 
should support the stated intention to maintain ground water quality.  The 
commenters suggest all development and conversion to vineyards should 
be subject to analysis and assessment of water use and future water 
availability.  Commenters are referred to Water Supply Master Response 
3.4.1 regarding water supply and to the new Water Resources section of 
the Conservation Element.  

Response 165-18 P: Commenters note that the wording of Policy CON-3(g) is unclear and 
provide suggested language changes.  Further modification has been 
made to the General Plan under CON-3(g) of the Conservation Element, 
subsequent to the releases of the proposed General Plan Update and the 
Draft EIR, to include the suggested language changes. 

Response 165-19 P: Commenters note that Policy CON-69 should be consistent with mitigation 
measures MM 4.5.1 and MM 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR.  The commenters note 
that Policy CON-69 should include sustainable forest ecosystem 
management applications. The County deems that the proposed 
changes to Policy CON-69 cannot be made due to pre-emption. 

Response 165-20 P: Commenters state a separate letter submitted addresses Draft EIR 
comments.  That letter is recorded as Letter 164, and responses to the 
comments therein are included under that letter above. 
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LETTER 166: FRANK TROZZO AND MICHAEL STRONG, NORTH BAY ASSOCIATION OF 
 REALTORS, NAPA CHAPTER, JUNE 17, 2007 

Response 166-1 P: Commenter provides a description of the North Bay Association of 
Realtors (NorBAR).  The commenter appreciates outreach efforts by 
County Planning staff.  The County appreciates the input regarding the 
General Plan process. 

Response 166-2 P: Commenter notes support for Policy Ag/LU-28 and supports strategies to 
address long-term housing needs in Napa County. The County 
appreciates the input regarding this policy (now PolicyAg/LU-30).   

Response 166-3 P: Commenter notes support for designating the Syar/Boca and Napa Pipe 
properties as transitional land use zoning and notes that the proposed 
land use designation doesn’t lock the land into a particular future land 
use.  In response to the majority of comments received regarding the use 
of “transitional” designation for these properties, the County has replaced 
the term “transitional” with “study area” although the net effect of this 
change is simply to require the additional studies referred to by the 
commenter and allow for continued industrial use until studies are 
completed and another General Plan amendment is processed.   

Response 166-4 P: Commenter requests revision of Policy Ag/LU-37 to eliminate the phrase 
“no other suitable industrial land is available” and replace with “other 
suitable industrial land is not readily available.”  In response to comments 
received regarding the Hess Vineyards, the Revised Draft General Plan 
Update now proposes to re-designate this site as Agriculture, Watershed 
and Open Space (AWOS), consistent with its existing use and zoning.    

Response 166-5 P: Commenter supports suggested amendments (Action Item AG/LU 40.1) to 
allow additional commercial, residential, and mixed use in Spanish Flat, 
Moskowite Corners, and southern Pope Creek that are complementary to 
recreation activities at Lake Berryessa.  This action item (now Action Item 
Ag/LU-43.1) is retained in the revised Agricultural Preservation and Land 
Use Element.  

Response 166-6 P: Commenter provides six general comments and questions regarding the 
proposed General Plan Update’s consideration and requirements for 
Angwin.  The commenter is referred to changes to the Agricultural 
Preservation and Land Use Element, which have attempted to address 
these comments and others by suggesting a new map and list of policies 
for Angwin.  (See p. 43 et seq. of the Revised Draft General Plan Update.)   

Response 166-7 P: Commenter asserts support for Policy Ag/LU-68 and -69, as the policy 
language will allow the extension of sewer service to the Coombsville 
area.  Commenter further requests that a policy be provided to “explore 
the expansion of both public sewer and public water for the Coombsville 
area.”  The commenter is referred to changes to Policy AG/LU-73 in the 
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.  Also see Policy Ag/LU-92 
about the Silverado area. 
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Response 166-8 P: Commenter suggests an additional Lake Berryessa policy that affirms the 
County’s commitment to the sewer district and maintaining/improving 
sewer service to Berryessa Highlands, Circle Oaks, Berryessa Pines, and 
Berryessa Estates.  County staff has declined to include the suggested 
policy given the sewer districts with jurisdiction in these areas.   

Response 166-9 P: Commenter supports Policy Ag/LU-87, as it places limitations to residential 
development in the Silverado area.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process.   

Response 166-10 P: Commenter  supports Policy Ag/LU-88, about  the use of recycled water in 
the Silverado area.  The County appreciates the input regarding the 
General Plan process.   

Response 166-11 P: Commenter notes that Policy Ag/LU-116 should be consistent with 
Ag/LU-128. Commenter further notes both day care centers and 
public/private schools should be allowed inside the RUL.   County staff 
believes that the cited policies are sufficiently consistent, particularly 
when considered together with school siting criteria in Policy Ag/LU-123.   

Response 166-12 P: Commenter suggests not including Measure A implementation policies in 
the proposed General Plan Update.  The commenter also suggests that 
the implementation policies should be retained in the ordinance and 
should be allowed to change without a General Plan amendment.  A 
number of comments received by the County provided the opposing 
viewpoint, and County staff has elected to retain the growth 
management system within the General Plan Update (Policy Ag/LU-119) 
since it is present in the current General Plan (Growth Management 
Element).     

Response 166-13 P: Commenter asserts support for Policy Ag/LU-120 and provides the reasons 
for supporting the policy.  The vast majority of comments received by the 
County on this issue provided the opposing viewpoint, and the County 
decided to delete this policy so that any projects proposing development 
in excess of the 1% growth limit will require a General Plan amendment.  
(This is procedurally similar to Ag/LU-120 as originally crafted, but highlights 
the seriousness of the issue by requiring a General Plan amendment rather 
than some other approval action by the Board.) 

Response 166-14 P: Commenter suggests including an additional policy to allow schools and 
urban recreational parks to be included in the sphere of influence or 
adjacent to the RUL, if public services can be obtained.  The commenter 
also notes that the County could limit this policy to specific jurisdictions 
and locations within the County.  County staff believes that the 
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use element provides a policy 
framework that would allow for recreational and school uses adjacent to 
cities if appropriate.     

Response 166-15 P: Commenter suggests modification of Action Item CIR-2.7.1 to 
consideration of a traffic impact fee, not necessarily implementation of a 
fee.  The commenter further suggests the county-wide traffic impact fee 
requires community discussion and involvement.  County staff agrees that 
development and implementation of a fee program like the one 
envisioned by Action Item CIR-19.1 will require substantial community 
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discussion and involvement.  This action time calls for coordination with 
NCTPA and would obviously require agreement among affected 
jurisdictions.  

Response 166-16 P: Commenter asserts support for Policy CC-7.  The majority of comments 
received on the viewshed issues expressed an opposing viewpoint, and 
the County has revised the Community Character Element to include a 
map of the designated roadways.   

Response 166-17 P: Commenter asserts support for Policies CON-17 through -19.  The County 
appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process and the 
support for retaining existing stream setbacks (now Policy CON-27).   

Response 166-18 P: Commenter asserts support for Policy CON-37.  The County appreciates 
the input regarding the General Plan process and the support for policies 
regarding recycled water (now Policy CON-61 and -62).   

Response 166-19 P: Commenter notes that NorBAR does not support Policy CON-39 as 
presented in the proposed General Plan Update.  Commenter questions 
what parties would be required to participate in such a system.  
Commenter requests that the General Plan emphasize the development 
of recycled water rather than the installation of infrastructure without 
service.  The commenter is referred to Policy CON-62(c), which would 
require new developments to use recycled water for landscape irrigation 
where that recycled water is available.   

Response 166-20 P: Commenter supports Policy CON-51.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process and the support for policies related to 
education about particulate emissions.   

Response 166-21 P: Commenter supports Policy CON-55.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process and the support for renewable 
energy policies.  (These are now located within the last subsection of the 
Conservation Element.)  

Response 166-22 P: Commenter requests that the County consider lands within urban spheres 
for the placement of recreational uses when implementing Policy ROS-22.  
The text of Policy ROS-22 specifically calls out the consideration of more 
developed, non-agricultural areas for consideration as recreation areas, 
consistent with the request by the commenter.  
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LETTER 167: THOMAS SELFRIDGE, THE HESS COLLECTION, JUNE 11, 2007 

Response 167-1 P: The commenter asserts strong support for the designation of the Hess 
vineyard as agriculture whiles reserved for industrial land if necessary, as 
currently proposed under the proposed General Plan Update.  The 
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process and 
based on a multitude of comments received on this issue has proposed 
re-designating the Hess Vineyard as Agriculture, Watershed and Open 
Space (AWOS).  See Policy Ag/LU-40 in the Revised Draft General Plan 
Update.   

Response 167-2 P: The commenter notes that the extension of South Kelly Road would 
extend through the Hess vineyard, and the commenter states that the 
extension of the road could make it infeasible to continue farming the 
property.  The County appreciates the input and has crafted Policy 
Ag/LU-40 accordingly.    

Response 167-3 P: The commenter notes the need for Napa County to have an industrial 
base to support the wine industry and states that it will eventually be 
necessary to rezone the vineyard to industrial use.  Please see Response 
167-1, above.   

Response 167-4 P: The commenter supports Policy Ag/LU-37.  Please see Response 167-1, 
above.  
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LETTER 168: LOUIS M. PENNING, NAPA COUNTY BICYCLE COALITION, JUNE 12, 2007 

Response 168-1 P: The commenter notes that the Bicycle Coalition finds the Circulation 
Element lacking in addressing the needs of cyclists and pedestrians 
toward providing alternatives to cars.  The commenter also states that the 
proposed General Plan Update does not mitigate the LOS failures built 
into the Plan.  The commenter includes specific comments to this end, as 
responded to below. 

Response 168-2 P: Commenter notes the lack of bicycle serving projects under Policy CIR-2.3 
and requests that the policy include the Napa County Bike Plan and the 
South County Bike Plan in the list of projects.  Commenter further requests 
County to include “routine accommodation” language into the County’s 
design guidelines, as Caltrans and the MTC have done previously. 

 Subsequent to the release of the proposed General Plan Update and the 
Draft EIR, modification has been made under Circulation Goal 3 to require 
the implementation of the Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan.  Additionally, 
language has been added under Circulation Goal 3 providing a definition 
of “routine accommodation” and a requirement that the needs of 
pedestrians and bicyclists be included in all roadway construction and 
renovation projects. 

Response 168-3 P: Commenter states the language under Circulation Goal 3 is insufficient 
and exceedingly vague.  Commenter asserts that such language will not 
be effective.  The commenter is referred to changes to the Circulation 
Element.   

Response 168-4 P: Commenter states that while Policy CIR-3.6 provides a nice statement, 
providing tourist buses, winery shuttles, express buses, and bus lanes 
through congested areas is more effective incentive for tourists to use 
alternative transportation.  Subsequent to the release of the proposed 
General Plan Update and the Draft EIR, modification has been made 
under Circulation Goal 3 to provide for increased use of public transit 
through a variety of means, including promoting transit-oriented 
development and the use of transit by visitors to Napa County. 

Response 168-5 P: Commenter requests the word “should” be replaced with “shall” in 
Policies CIR-3.7 through -3.9.  Modification to policies under Circulation 
Goal 3 has been made subsequent to the release of the proposed 
General Plan Update to this effect. 

Response 168-6 P: Commenter asserts that the number of bicycle lanes is not an indicator of 
success for a bicycle network.  The commenter suggests the use of 
bicycle trips taken as an effective indicator.  Commenter requests that 
Objective CIR-3.1 include a goal of increasing the number of bicycle 
commuter trips to 12 percent.  Subsequent to the release of the proposed 
General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has been made 
to the General Plan under Circulation Goal 3 to increase the percentage 
of trips by bicycle, walking, transit and/or carpool.  However, the County 
notes that the commenter’s suggestion to increase the number of 
commutes by 12 percent would triple the current share of trips made by 
bicycles in Napa County (4.1% in 2005, including trips made by walking) to 
a level more than four times the average for the United States 
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(approximately 2-3%).  The County also notes that the proposed language 
changes take into account the County’s development pattern, the 
distances between cities and other developed areas, the aging 
population (which generally walks and bikes less than younger 
populations), and the financial ability of the County to develop new 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  The County and the Napa County 
Transportation and Planning Agency will have the opportunity over time 
to review progress toward the objective and, if warranted, suggest a 
higher proposed share of bicycle/pedestrian trips. 

Response 168-7 P: The commenter notes that there needs to be further mention of paved 
bicycle trails in the Recreation and Open Space Element.  The 
commenter suggests incorporating the Napa County Bike Plan and the 
South County Bike Plan bike trail maps and plans into the Recreation 
Element of the General Plan update.  Subsequent to the releases of the 
proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR, further modification has 
been made to the General Plan under Circulation Goal 3 to address the 
County’s commitment to the Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan, which 
provides for a variety of bicycle travel options. 

Response 168-8 P: The commenter notes that an effective circulation system a benefit to all 
users of the transit system: children, the elderly and disabled, and those 
people who choose not to drive or have no license.  The commenter 
requests that the General Plan address their needs and help reduce car 
trips.  Subsequent to the releases of the proposed General Plan Update 
and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General Plan 
under Circulation Goal 3 to provide for the needs of pedestrians and 
bicyclists and, where possible, accommodate those needs in all roadway 
construction and renovation projects. 
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LETTER 169: JOHN PITT AND JAKE RUYGT, CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, NAPA 
 VALLEY CHAPTER, JUNE 12, 2007 

Response 169-1 E: The commenter states that the primary goal of the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) is to help preserve the native flora of the state.  The 
commenter provides further explanation on the importance of protecting 
the environment and the organization’s intent to assist the County in 
achieving a sustainable natural environmental through their involvement 
with local flora.  The County appreciates CNPS’s participation in the 
process.  As expressed in the General Plan goals and policies, the County 
supports environmental protection and shares the organization’s goals of 
achieving a sustainable natural environment. 

Response 169-2 E: The commenter requests that additional information be added to the 
introduction of Section 4.5 providing a rationale for preserving biological 
resources.  

The following revisions have been made to the opening paragraph, page 
4.5-1 in Section 4.5: 

• Biological resources are the essential building blocks to a functioning 
environment supporting essential processes necessary for sustaining 
life and preserving clean air and water.  The Biological resources 
section provides background information on sensitive biological 
resources within Napa County, the regulations and programs that 
provide for their protection, and an assessment of the potential 
impacts to biological resources of implementing the Napa County 
General Plan Update. This section is based upon information 
presented in the Biological Resources Chapter of the Napa County 
Baseline Data Report (Napa County, BDR 2005). Additional information 
on the topics presented herein can be found in these documents.  
Both documents are incorporated into this section by reference. 

Response 169-3 E: The commenter requests that the Local Setting presented in Section 4.5 
include a discussion of how local geologic/edaphic condition contributes 
to the high plant and animal diversity in Napa County. 

 The following revisions have been made to page 4.5-1, paragraph 3: 

• The County covers approximately 507,438 acres and a has a high 
natural level of biodiversity relative to California as a whole (Napa 
County, BDR 2005). This high level of biodiversity is attributable to a 
combination of topographic diversity, the relatively wide range of 
elevations present, complex geologic and edaphic conditions, and 
the numerous microclimates found, thereby creating an unusually 
diverse array of habitats. 

Response 169-4 E: The commenter provides new information on the number of plant taxa 
present in Napa County. 

 The following changes have been made on page 4.5-2: 
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• The County is particularly diverse from the standpoint of plants. Napa 
County is an area of overlap for many species and unique ecotones 
at the limit of their ranges. Although the County as a whole comprises 
only 0.5% of California, it contains at least 1,102 native plant taxa, or 
32% of the state’s native flora (Thorne et al. 2004).  Ruygt reports in the 
Flora of Napa County (unpublished) that as many as 1,202 plant 
species occur in Napa County.  This floristic diversity is a function of the 
County’s diverse topographic and geologic landscape, reaching 
from marshes at sea level to the peak of Mt. St Helena, as well as the 
County’s large variations in climate conditions. 

Response 169-5 E: The commenter states that the salt marsh harvest mouse is a rare species 
in salt marsh habitat.    

 The following revisions have been made on page 4.5-2: 

• The County is also home to many wildlife species, including many rare, 
threatened and endangered species.  Coniferous forests in the 
northwest part of the County support populations of the threatened 
Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina).  The County’s 
baylands, at the mouth of the Napa River, are a component of the 
largest estuarine system on the west coast of North or South America—
the San Francisco Bay-Delta—which supports a wealth of aquatic flora 
and fauna.  The low-lying baylands of the County serve resident and 
migratory waterfowl and are home to the endangered California 
clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus).  The salt marsh harvest mouse 
(Reithrodontomys raviventris) is a rare species (as well as a state and 
federally listed species) of the salt marsh habitat of the County.  The 
County’s rivers and streams provide habitat for many species of plants, 
invertebrates, and amphibians, including the threatened California 
red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and endangered California 
freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica).  Fisheries associated with streams 
and rivers are discussed separately in Section 4.6. 

Response 169-6 E: The commenter states that a major plant community, Mixed Hardwood-
Conifer, should be included in the discussion of major plant communities.  
The commenter also identifies that the areal extent of urban/suburban 
uses is 50.3 sq miles (6.3%) of the County according to Watershed Task 
Force documents.  The Draft EIR equates the term “land cover type” to 
the term “plant community.”  Though land cover type is a class of plant 
community, the EIR has been revised as follows to be consistent with the 
BDR use of these terms: 

• Major land cover types plant communities within the county include 
grassland, chaparral/scrub, oak woodland, riparian woodlands, 
coniferous forest, wetlands, open water, and agricultural cropland.   

The nomenclature of land cover types and biotic communities identified 
in the Draft EIR is derived from the vegetation classification system 
forwarded in the Manual of California Vegetation (MCV) and referenced 
in the BDR.  Mixed Hardwood Conifer corresponds to the Evergreen Oak 
Woodland biotic community of the MCV.  This biotic community is a 
component of the Oak Woodland land cover type (please see Table 4.4 
of the BDR).  No further revision is necessary. 
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The Draft EIR states that approximately 2% of the unincorporated area of 
Napa County is in urban/suburban and rural residential uses.  The 
conclusion is based upon the land cover map created by the University of 
California, Davis, Information Center for the Environment (ICE).  The BDR 
identifies that approximately 5.6% of the total area of Napa County 
(unincorporated and incorporated) is in urban/suburban and rural 
residential uses.  There is not sufficient detail in the comment to allow an 
evaluation of the data presented (i.e., names and locations of the 
referenced Watershed Task Force documents, consideration of 
unincorporated vs. incorporated).  Therefore, the suggested revisions were 
not incorporated into the EIR.  

Response 169-7 E: The commenter requests that the a statement be added to the Local 
Setting presented in Section 4.5 reflecting the diversity of plant life in the 
Chaparral/Scrub communities of the County.  

 Text on page 4.5-5 has been revised as follows: 

• Chaparral/scrub is the second most common land cover/biotic 
community in the County, covering approximately 107,000 acres or 
21% of the County (see Figure 4.5-1).  This community is dominated by 
woody shrubs, with less than 10% cover of trees, and generally occurs 
in settings that are too hot, dry, rocky, and steep to support tree-
dominated habitats.  They occur especially on south and southwest-
facing slopes.  In addition, chaparral/scrub supports the highest plant 
species diversity of any land type in the County.  Approximately 50% of 
the sensitive plant species in the County are associated with this land 
cover. 

Response 169-8 E: The commenter requests that the description of Riparian Woodland and 
Forest should include a discussion of the importance of these communities 
as wildlife corridors.  The commenter also states that the riparian corridors 
are predominant in Napa County, were historically productive habitats, 
and supported Native American cultures. 

 The following text revisions have been made on page 4.5-6: 

• Valley oak woodlands are the most common riparian woodland type 
in the County, followed by Coast redwood-Douglas-fir/California bay 
forests.  In addition to being important productive habitats, riparian 
woodlands and forests are also important movement corridors for 
many aquatic and upland wildlife species.  In fragmented habitats, 
undeveloped riparian corridors may provide the best means for 
species movement between habitat patches.  

The commenter also suggests the use of second growth to identify “the 
rare vegetation type” and states that old growth suggests the forest has 
not been cut. 

 The commenter’s intent is unclear.  The referenced section of the Draft EIR 
describes the differing biotic communities in the County that are classified 
as coniferous forests and identifies that the DFG considers old growth 
Douglas-fir/Ponderosa Pine forest as a sensitive natural community.  The 
term “old growth” has many definitions.  Most current definitions are 
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based upon stand characteristics and not stand history per se.  The 
California Department of Forestry defines “old growth” stands as stands 
where 70% or more of the countable trees are over 36 inches diameter at 
breast height and are more than 200 years old (CDF, California Forest 
Practice Rules, 2005). 

 Finally, the commenter requests that the description of aquatic land 
cover stress the importance of the community for sequestering winter 
runoff and controlling stream erosion.  

 The functions of aquatic features in flood attenuation and erosion control 
are discussed in Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Response 169-9 E: The commenter states that vernal pools occur in Napa Valley, Pope 
Valley, and on the Napa Range and include annual species adapted to 
periodic inundation. 

 The information provided in the comment is consistent with information 
provided in the BDR.  The following text has been inserted where 
indicated on page 4.5-7: 

• Vernal pools are a subset of freshwater wetlands.  As identified in the 
BDR, the County’s mapped vernal pools are principally located in 
Pope Valley, the Eastern Mountains, and on the Napa Valley floor 
(Napa County, BDR 2005).  Vernal pools support a distinctive 
community of short-lived annual native plants adapted to the annual 
cycle of flooding and desiccation (Napa County, BDR 2005). 

Response 169-10 E: The commenter identifies that springs and spring functions are not 
discussed in the Aquatic section. 

 The following addition has been made to the section: 

• The County contains approximately 6,650 miles of stream channels, 
including ephemeral washes with a bed and bank but no riparian 
vegetation or feeder streams (see Figure 4.5-2 for water features 
associated with the Napa River Watershed and Figure 4.11-3 for 
hydrologic features of the entire County).  Springs can be integrally 
connected to functioning streams, providing groundwater discharges 
essential in maintaining minimum flows.   

Response 169-11 E: The commenter requests that the estimated acreage of vineyards in the 
County be included under the Agricultural Cropland. 

 The following insert has been added: 

• Agricultural cropland, including vineyard, walnut orchard, olive 
orchard, and hay, occupies over 64,000 (Napa County, BDR 2005, p.4-
38) acres of the County (see Figure 4.5-1).  Neither pasture, rangeland 
nor timberland is included in this total.   Vineyards occupy over 90% of 
the County’s cropland, totaling over 40,000 acres in 2004 (Napa 
County Agricultural Commissioner 2005).   
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Response 169-12 E: The commenter states that rock outcrops should be considered a 
biological community and should be recognized for their importance to 
sensitive plant species.  The commenter also recommends that the Draft 
EIR be revised to state that rock outcrop communities less than 1 hectare 
in size were not mapped. 

 As identified in the Draft EIR and supported in the BDR, rock outcrops are 
not identified as a separate biotic community because the species 
composition of rock outcrops vary depending on the surrounding biotic 
community (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-9), but are included as a component in many 
MCV Biotic Communities presented in Table 4-4 of the BDR.  Page 4.5-9 of 
the Draft EIR acknowledges that rock outcrops provide important habitat 
for special-status wildlife and plant species (p. 4.5-9). 

 The following insert has been added to on page 4.5-2: 

• Fifty-nine different natural and human-influenced biotic communities 
have been identified in the County.  For planning and mapping 
purposes, the fifty-nine communities have been aggregated into 
eleven land cover types and are displayed in Figure 4.5-1.  Please 
note that the areal extent of land covers presented below was 
derived from a land cover mapping methodology which employed a 
minimum mapping unit of 2.5 acres (1 ha).  While this minimum 
mapping unit was applied to most vegetation types, smaller polygons, 
down to approximately 0.6 acres, were delineated for sensitive 
communities including seeps, riparian corridors, and other wetlands 
(Thorne et al. 2004).  For more information on the land cover mapping, 
please see pages 4-9 and 4-10 of the BDR). 

Response 169-13 E: The commenter requests that the Draft EIR include a table identifying the 
acreages and proportional distribution of sensitive natural communities 
present in the county, including a rough estimate of acreage for 
unmapped communities. 

The commenter’s requested information is readily available in the BDR.  
Table 4-5 of the BDR presents the areal extent and proportional distribution 
of sensitive biotic communities within the County’s 13 evaluation areas 
(http://www.co.napa.ca.us/gov/departments/29000/bdr/pdfs/Ch04_Biolo
gicalResources.pdf).  Many of these communities could not be mapped 
utilizing the methodologies identified in the BDR due to many factors 
including lack of clear signatures on aerial photography,  small patch size 
(less than 2.5 acres), community delineation can only be ascertained 
during field evaluation, etc.  To provide an estimate of the unmapped 
resources would be speculative. 

Response 169-14 E: The commenter states the Valley Oak Alliance should be included as a 
Biotic Community of Limited Distribution and requests acreages for each 
Biotic Community of Limited Distribution be provided in the Draft EIR.  The 
commenter also states that a note should be provided in the Draft EIR that 
the acreages are estimates and only a fraction have been ground 
truthed. 
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 As identified on page 4.5-12 of the Draft EIR, a Biotic Community of 
Limited Distribution is a classification for communities with less than a 500-
acre distribution in the County.  This classification was established in the 
BDR to focus regulatory protection on the rarest communities.  The 
commenter does not provide an explanation to substantiate a change in 
the methodology or create an exception for Valley Oak Woodland which 
has a 3,237-acre distribution in the County. 

 Though the Valley Oak Alliance is not classified as a Biotic Community of 
Limited Distribution, the County recognizes the sensitivity of this resource 
and other oak resources in Impact 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR and has provided 
many policies in the Draft General Plan that will ensure that oaks are 
protected in the County.  Policy provisions include: 

• Preserve, to the maximum extent feasible, oak trees and other 
significant vegetation that occur near the heads of drainages or 
depressions to maintain diversity of vegetation type and wildlife 
habitat as part of agricultural projects. 

• Comply with the Oak Woodlands Preservation Act (PRC Section 
21083.4). 

• Provide replacement or preservation of lost oak woodland and native 
vegetation at a 2:1 ratio when retention of existing vegetation is found 
to be infeasible. Oak species limited in distribution shall be avoided to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

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

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

• Encourage and support the County Agricultural Commission’s 
enforcement of state and federal regulations concerning Sudden Oak 
Death. 

For information on the acreages and proportional distribution of Biotic 
Communities of Limited Distribution, please see Table 4-5 of the BDR 
(http://www.co.napa.ca.us/gov/departments/29000/bdr/pdfs/Ch04_Biolo
gicalResources.pdf). 

 The Draft EIR clearly states that the acreages presented in the document 
are estimates.  It is unclear how the commenter defines “a fraction” when 
discussing the ground truthing component of the land cover mapping 
methodology.   The land cover mapping presented in the BDR and used 
in the Draft EIR is the most accurate vegetation mapping of the County 
available.  Field reconnaissance for the mapping exercise consisted of 
documenting 221 vegetation stands. 
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http://cain.ice.ucdavis.edu/regional/napavegmap/Madronopub.doc.  
No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

Response 169-15 E: The commenter states that the County’s local rare species list should be 
updated and criteria for inclusion on the list should be established. 

 The County recognizes the importance of updating biological information 
in its dataset and making the information available to the public, project 
planners, and decision makers.  The County has provided action items in 
the General Pan Update that ensure that the County will maintain and 
update the Biological Resources chapter of the BDR as necessary, and 
maintain and update Napa County’s Biological Database (through the 
use of the California Department of Fish and Game’s CNDDB and 
information from the California Native Plant Society - CNPS), including the 
addition of biological data to expand and improve the accuracy of the 
database and its usefulness to the public. 

Response 169-16 E: The commenter identities several CNPS-designated special-status plant 
species and recommends that these species be incorporated into Table 
4.5-1 of the Draft EIR and included in future planning purposes.  If 
excluded purposely from these lists, the commenter requests that an 
explanation of the exclusion be provided.  

 Table 4.5-1 was based upon information provided in the BDR and reflects 
the best available information available at the time of preparation.  The 
County agrees to amend Table 4.5-1 to include CNPS recommendations. 
Please see Response 169-18E for complete Table 4.5-1 amendments. 
Please note that Gilia sinistra ssp. pinnatisectais is a synonym to Navarettia 
sinistra ssp. pinnatisecta.  

Response 169-17 E: The commenter requests that the Draft EIR reflects that there are eight 
endangered plant species in Napa County.  A historic herbarium record 
(1924) of Lasthenia burkei (an endangered species) was recently 
discovered.  Lasthenia burkei was one of the species identified in 
Response 169-16 E.   

The Draft EIR has been amended on page 4.5-15 as follows: 

• One hundred seventeen Eighty-one special-status plant species 
occur, or are thought to occur, in the County (see Table 4.5-1). 
Seventy-eight species have been observed, while suitable habitat 
exists for the remaining three.  Of these 117 81 plants, 108 73 are forbs, 
7 six are shrubs, 1 is a grass, and 1 is a tree.  Documented occurrences 
of these plant species are shown throughout the County as illustrated 
in Figure 4.5-4 (Napa County, BDR 2005).  

Eight Seven of the County’s special-status plant species are federally 
endangered, while one additional species is a federal species of 
concern. Three Two of these species are recognized under CESA as 
state endangered, five four are listed as state threatened under CESA, 
and two are listed under the California Native Plant Protection Act as 
rare.   
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Response 169-18 E: The commenter indicates there is at least one documented occurrence 
for the 81 species tracked by the CNDDB, thus the Draft EIR is in error for 
stating that there are only 55 occurrences.  The commenter also states 
that the text and Figure 4.5-5 are in disagreement. 

 There is an error in the Draft EIR as it exchanges the term occurrences with 
number of species.  A current evaluation of the California Natural Diversity 
Database June 2007 identifies that there are 341 records for 55 special-
status plant species.  

 The following edit has been added to the third paragraph on page 4.5-15: 

• The County contains 341 55 documented occurrences for 55 of the 
2,089 rare plant species in California that are tracked by the CNDDB 
(California Natural Diversity Database 20076; CDFG 2003b). 

Response 169-19 E: The commenter provides additional location data to the data provided in 
Table 4.5-1. 

Table 4.5-1 has been edited as follows: 
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TABLE 4.5-1 
SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN NAPA COUNTY 

Habitat Distribution 
Scientific and Common 

Names 

Status: 
Federal/State/ 

CNPS or Other1 Biotic Community Soil Affinity2 Elevation 
Limitations California Distribution Known Napa County Locations3 

Allium fimbriatum var. 
Purdyi 

Purdy's onion 

~/~/4 Chaparral and cismontane woodland serpentinite, 
clay 

between 980 – 
1,970 meters 

Endemic to California. Found in Colusa, Lake, Napa and 
Yolo counties. 

There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Amorpha californica, var. 
napensis 

Napa false indigo 

SC/-/1B Broadleaf upland forest (openings), 
chaparral, cismontane woodland 

 between 450–
6,250'  

Cascade Range and Central Western California, in 
Monterey, Marin, Napa, Shasta, and Sonoma Counties 

Western Napa County; Rutherford, Kenwood, 
Sonoma, Detert Reservoir, and St. Helena quads 

Amsinckia lunaris 

Bent-flowered fiddleneck 

SLC/–/1B Cismontane woodland, valley and 
foothill grassland 

 between 160–
1,650'  

San Francisco Bay Area, Inner North Coast Ranges, 
Cascade Range, Klamath Range, in Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Lake, Marin, Napa, Santa Cruz, Shasta, and 
Siskiyou Counties 

Napa quad. Aetna Springs quad, near Napa-Lake 
County Line  

Antirrhinum virga 

Tall snapdragon 

~/~/4 Chaparral and lower montane 
coniferous forest /rocky, openings,  

often 
serpentinite 

between 330 – 
6,610 meters 

Endemic to California. Found in Lake, Mendocino, Napa, 
Sonoma and Yolo counties. 

There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Arabis modesta 

Modest rock cress 

~/~/4 Chaparral and lower montane 
coniferous forest 

 between 390 – 
2,625 meters 

Lake, Napa, Siskiyou, Solano, Trinity and Yolo counties.  There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Arabis oregana 

Oregon rock cress 

~/~/4 Chaparral  and lower montane 
coniferous forest  

serpentinite between 1,970 – 
6,000’ meters 

Lake, Modoc , Napa, Siskiyou, and Trinity counties There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Arctostaphylos manzanita 
ssp. Elegans 

Konocti manzanita 

–/–/1B Chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest (volcanic) 

Volcanic soils  1,000–5,000'  Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Sonoma, and 
Tehama Counties 

Northwestern Napa County; Detert Reservoir 
and Mt. St. Helena quads 

Asclepias solanoana 

Solano milkweed 

–/–/4, LR Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 North Coast Ranges-Napa to Trinity  Northern Napa County- Knoxville  

Aster lentus 

Suisun Marsh aster 

SC/–/1B Brackish and freshwater marsh   below 500'  Sacramento - San Joaquin delta, Suisun Marsh, Suisun Bay; 
Contra Costa, Napa, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Solano 
Counties 

Southern Napa County, near mouth of Napa 
River; Cuttings Wharf quad 

Astragalus breweri 

Brewer's milk-vetch 

~/~/4 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
meadows and seeps, valley and foothill 
grassland (open, often gravelly) 

often 
serpentinite, 
volcanic 

between 295 – 
2,395 meters 

Colusa, Lake, Mendocino, Marin, Napa, Sonoma and Yolo 
counties 

There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Astragalus clarianus 
claranus 

Clara Hunt’s milk-vetch 

E/T/1B Serpentine grassland and open grassy 
areas in oak woodland, on thin volcanic 
or serpentinite soils 

Thin volcanic 
or serpentine 
soils 

between 330–500'  Southern north Coast Ranges, endemic to Napa and 
Sonoma Counties 

Central-Western Napa County (Rutherford and 
St. Helena, Calistoga quads) 

Astragalus clevelandii 

Cleveland's milk-vetch 

~/~/4 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, and 
riparian forest  

serpentinite 
seeps 

between 656 – 
4,920 meters 

Endemic to California. Colusa, Lake, Napa, San Benito, 
Tehama and Yolo counties. 

There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 
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Astragalus rattanii var. 
jepsonianus 

Jepson’s milk-vetch 

SLC/–/1B Grasslands and open grassy areas in 
chaparral, on serpentinite soils 

Serpentine 
soils  

between 1,140– 
2,000' 

Southern inner north Coast Range, Colusa, Glenn, Lake, 
Napa, Tehama, and Yolo Counties 

Northern Napa County, in Knoxville and Walter 
Springs quad 

Astragalus tener var. tener 

Alkali milk-vetch 

SC/–/1B Grassy flats and vernal pool margins, on 
alkali soils 

Alkali soils  below 200'  Merced, Solano, and Yolo Counties; historically more 
widespread 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf quad  

Atriplex joaquiniana 

San Joaquin spearscale 

SC/–/1B Alkali grassland, alkali scrub, alkali 
meadows, saltbush scrub 

Alkali soils  below 1,000'  West edge of Central Valley from Glenn County to Tulare 
County 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf and 
Napa quads 

Balsamorhiza macrolepis 
var. macrolepis. 

Big-scale balsamroot 

SLC/–/1B Rocky annual grassland and fields, 
foothill woodland hillsides, sometimes 
serpentine 

Rocky soils, 
sometimes 
serpentine 

below 4,600'  San Francisco Bay region, Sierra Nevada foothills, Coast 
Ranges, eastern Cascade Ranges, Sacramento Valley 

Southern Napa County, in Cordelia quad  

Brodiaea californica var. 
leptandra 

Narrow-anthered California 
brodiaea 

SC/–/1B Broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, 
lower montane coniferous forest 

Often on 
serpentine 

300–3,000'  Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Mainly in Western Napa County, in Sonoma; St. 
Helena, Mt. St. Helena, Aetna Springs and 
Detert Reservoir quads; also in Mt. George, 
Capell Valley in Eastern Napa County 

Calamagrostis ophitidis 

Serpentine reed grass 

~/~/4 Chaparral (open, often north-facing 
slopes), lower montane coniferous 
forest, meadows and seeps and valley 
and foothill grassland  

Serpentinite, 
rocky 

between 295 – 
3,490 meters 

Endemic to California. Lake, Mendocino, Marin, Napa, 
and Sonoma counties. 

There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Calandrinia breweri 

Brewer's calandrinia 

~/~/4 Chaparral and coastal scrub  Sandy or 
loamy, 
disturbed sites 
and burns 

between 32 – 4,000 
meters 

Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Mendocino, Monterey, 
Mariposa, Marin, Napa, Orange, Riverside, Santa Barbara, 
San Bernardino, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz Isl., 
San Diego, Shasta, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Sonoma, 
Santa Rosa Isl., Ventura, as well as Baja California. 

There is more than one population in Napa 
County. Exact location is unknown. 

Calycadenia micrantha 

Small-flowered calycadenia 

~/~/1B Chaparral, meadows and seeps 
(volcanic), and valley and foothill 
grassland  

Roadsides, 
rocky, talus, 
scree, 
sometimes 
serpentinite, 
sparsely 
vegetated areas 

between 16 – 
4,920\ meters 

Endemic to California. Colusa, Lake, Monterey, Napa, and 
Trinity Counties. 

In the Yountville quad. 

Calochortus uniflorus 
Large-flowered pink star 

tulip 

–/–/LR Seeps and swales in serpentine 
chaparral, low wet meadows in 
grassland and woodland 

Sometimes on 
serpentine soils 

 Coast Ranges-Monterey to Oregon border  Aetna Springs quad, Calistoga, St. Helena, Conn 
Valley  

Calyptridium 
quadripetalum 

four-petaled pussypaws 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Lower montane coniferous 
forest/sandy or gravelly, usually 
serpentinite 

 315-2040 meters Glenn, Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Sonoma, Tehama, Trinity 
counties. 
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Calystegia collina ssp. 
oxyphylla 

Mt. Saint Helena morning- 
glory 

SLC/–/4 Chaparral, lower montane coniferous 
forest, valley and foothill grasslands 
(serpentine) 

Sometimes on 
serpentine soils 

900–3,500'  Lake, Mendocino, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Northwestern Napa County  

Castilleja affinis ssp. 
Neglecta 

Tiburon Indian paintbrush 

E/T/1B Serpentine grasslands  Serpentine 
soils  

 Southern inner north Coast Ranges, northwestern San 
Francisco Bay region, Marin, Napa and Santa Clara 
Counties 

Southern Napa County, in Cordelia quad  

Castilleja ambigua ssp. 
ambigua 

Salt marsh owl's clover 

SLC/–/– coastal bluffs and grassland   between 0 and 1540 
328'  

Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, 
Mendocino, Monterey, Marin, Napa, Santa Cruz, San Luis 
Obispo, San Mateo, Solano, Sonoma, and Yolo Counties 

Central Napa County, in Yountville, Cuttings 
Wharf, Yountville, Napa and St. Helena quads; 
most recent observation in Napa is from 1964 

Castilleja rubicundula ssp. 
rubicundula 

Pink creamsacs 

SLC/–/1B Chaparral (openings), cismontane 
woodland, meadows and seeps, valley 
and foothill grassland / serpentinite 

Sometimes on 
serpentine soils 

 Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Lake, and Napa Counties  Knoxville quad, in Northern Napa County  

Ceanothus confusus 
Rincon Ridge ceanothus 

SC/–/1B Chaparral, on volcanic or serpentine 
substrates 

Volcanic or 
serpentine soils 

 Inner North Coast Range, Lake, Mendocino, Napa, and 
Sonoma Counties 

Western Napa County; Rutherford, Aetna 
Springs, Detert Reservoir, and St. Helena quads 

Ceanothus divergens 
Calistoga ceanothus 

SC/–/1B Chaparral on serpentinite or volcanic, 
rocky substrate    

Rocky volcanic 
or serpentine 
soils 

 North Coast Ranges, Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Western Napa County, in St. Helena, Calistoga, 
Detert Reservoir, Mt. St. Helena and Rutherford 
quads 

Ceanothus foliosus 
var. vineatus 

Vine-Hill ceanothus 

–/–/1B Chaparral, dry, rolling hills  0-300 meters Sonoma and Mendocino counties  

Ceanothus purpureus 
Holly-leaf ceanothus 

SLC/–/1B Chaparral on volcanic, rocky substrate  Rocky, 
volcanic soils 

 Inner North Coast Ranges, Napa and Solano Counties  Central and Eastern Napa County, in Capell 
Valley, Mt. George, St. Helena, and Yountville 
quads 

Ceanothus sonomensis 
Sonoma ceanothus 

SC/–/1B Chaparral on sandy, serpentinite or 
volcanic soils 

Sandy, 
volcanic, or 
serpentine soils 

 Outer North Coast Ranges, Hood Mountain range, Napa 
and Sonoma Counties 

Western Napa County, in Sonoma, Rutherford, 
and Detert Reservoir quads 

Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi 
Tracy’s clarkia 

C Chaparral, usually on serpentine soils  Usually 
serpentine soils 

200–2,000'  Inner North Coast Ranges, Colusa, Humboldt, Lake, 
Mendocino, Napa, Tehama, and Trinity Counties 

Eastern Napa County  

Collomia diversifolia 
serpentine collomia 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland/ 
serpentinite, rocky or gravelly 

 300-600 meters Contra Costa, Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Mendocino, Napa 
(NAP), Shasta, Stanislaus, and Yolo Counties 

 

Cordylanthus mollis ssp. 
mollis 

Soft bird’s-beak 

E/R/1B Tidal salt marsh    San Francisco Bay region, Suisun Marsh, Contra Costa, 
Marin*, Napa, Solano, Sacramento*, and Sonoma* 
Counties 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf quad  

Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
brunneus 

serpentine bird's-beak 

–/–/4 Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
Chaparral, Cismontane 
woodland/usually serpentinite 

 475-915 meters 

 

Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties 

 

 

Cryptantha clevelandii var. 
dissita 

Serpentine cryptantha 

SLC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Lake and Napa Counties  Eastern Napa County, in Cappell Valley quad  

Cuscuta howelliana 
Boggs Lake dodder 

–/–/LR Volcanic vernal pools in chaparral  Volcanic   Napa, Ranges surround; Sacramento Valley and Northern 
California 

Eastern Napa County, in Mt. George, Cappel 
Valley quads 
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Delphinium uliginosum 
swamp larkspur 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Valley and foothill 
grassland/serpentinite seeps 

 340-610 meters Colusa, Lake, Napa, and Siskiyou Counties 

 

 

Downingia pusilla 
Dwarf downingia 

–/–/2 Vernal pools and mesic valley and 
foothill grasslands 

Clay soils  1,500'  California’s central valley  Southeastern Napa County, in Capell Valley, 
Yountville, Mt. George and Cuttings Wharf 
quads 

Eleocharis parvula 
small spikerush 

–/–/4 Marshes and swamps 

 

 to 3,020 meters Butte, Contra Costa, Glenn, Humboldt, Mono, Napa, 
Orange, Plumas, Shasta, Siskiyou, San Luis Obispo, 
Sonoma , and Ventura Counties 

 

Equisetum palustre 
Marsh horsetail 

–/–/3, LR Freshwater marsh    Lake, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo Counties  One occurrence in Jericho Valley quad, mMay 
be throughout County  

Erigeron angustatus 
Narrow-leaved daisy 

SLC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Central and western Napa County, in Yountville, 
Detert Reservoir, Chiles Valley, Mt. George, and 
St. Helena quads 

Erigeron biolettii 
Streamside daisy 

–/–/3 Broadleafed upland forest, Cismontane 
woodland, North Coast coniferous 
forest/rocky, mesic 

 30-1,100 meters Humboldt, Mendocino, Marin, Napa, Solano, and 
Sonoma Counties 

 

 

Eriogonum luteolum var. 
caninum 

Tiburon buckwheat 

SLC/–/3 Chaparral, coastal prairie, valley and 
foothill grassland, on serpentine 

Serpentine 
soils  

30–1,600'  Central Inner North Coast Range, northern Central coast, 
and northern San Francisco Bay area; Alameda, Colusa, 
Lake, Marin, Napa, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and Sonoma* 
Counties 

Capell Valley, Mt. George, Walter Springs and 
Detert Reservoir quads 

Eriogonum nervulosum 

Snow Mtn. buckwheat 

SC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 North Coast Ranges: Colusa, Lake, Napa, Sonoma, Yolo, 
and possibly Glenn Counties 

Northern Napa County, in Jericho Valley quad  

Eriogonum tripodum 

Tripod buckwheat 

–/–/4, LR Rocky slopes in serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Central Coast Range to Sierra Foothills  Northern Napa County (Knoxville)  

Eriogonum umbellatum 
var. bahiiforme 

Bay buckwheat 

–/–/4 Cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest, rocky or serpentine 
areas 

Sometimes on 
serpentine soils 

2,100–6,600'  Southern North Coast Ranges, Northern South Coast 
Ranges, and San Francisco Bay Area; Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Colusa, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino, 
Monterey, Napa, San Benito, Santa Clara, Siskiyou, San 
Joaquin, Stanislaus Counties 

Northern and Eastern Napa County in Detert 
Reservoir quad 

Erodium macrophyllum 

Round-leaved filaree 

–/–/2 Open sites, dry grasslands, and 
shrublands  

Clay soils, 
often friable 
clay soils 

below 4,000'  Sacramento Valley, northern San Joaquin Valley, Central 
Western California, South Coast, and northern Channel 
Islands (Santa Cruz Island) 

Northern Napa County, in Jericho Valley quad  

Erythronium helenae 

St. Helena fawn lily 

SLC/–/4 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest, valley and 
foothill grassland on volcanic or 
serpentinite soils 

Volcanic or 
serpentine soils 

 Lake, Napa and Sonoma Counties  Western Napa County, in Detert Reservoir 
Calistoga, Aetna Springs, and Mt. St. Helena 
quads, possibly elsewhere 

Fritillaria pluriflora 

Adobe-lily 

SC/–/1B Adobe soil, chaparral, woodland, valley 
and foothill grassland 

Adobe soils   Northern Sierra Nevada foothills, inner Coast Range 
foothills, Sacramento Valley, Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Lake, 
Napa, Plumas, Solano, Tehama, and Yolo Counties 

Northern Napa County, in Jericho Valley, 
Knoxville and Aetna Springs quads 

Fritillaria purdyi 
Purdy's fritillary 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Lower montane coniferous forest/usually 
serpentinite 

 175-225 meters Colusa, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino, Napa, 
Tehama, Trinity, and Yolo Counties 
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Harmonia hallii 

Hall's harmonia 

SC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

1,500–3,000'  Colusa, Lake, Napa and Yolo Counties  Northern Napa County, in Jericho Valley, 
Knoxville and Detert Reservoir quads 

Harmonia nutans 
nodding harmonia 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland/rocky 
or gravelly, volcanic 

 75-975 meters Lake, Napa, Sonoma ,  and Yolo Counties  

Helianthus exilis 
serpentine sunflower 

~/~/4 Chaparral, cismontane woodland / 
serpentinite seeps 

 150 - 1525 meters Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Napa, Santa Clara), Shasta, Siskiyou, 
Sonoma, Tehama, and Trinity Counties 

 

Hesperevax caulescens 

Hogwallow starfish 

~/~/4 Valley and foothill grassland (mesic, 
clay) and vernal pools (shallow) 

Clay  between 0 – 1,660 
meters 

Endemic to California. Alameda, Amador, Butte, Contra 
Costa, Colusa, Fresno, Glenn, Kern, Merced, Monterey, 
Napa, Sacramento, San Diego, San Joaquin, San Luis 
Obispo, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, Tehama, and Yolo 
counties. 

This species may have been extirpated from 
Napa County. 

Hesperolinon 
bicarpellatum 

Two-carpellate western flax 

SC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Central Napa County, in Capell Valley, 
Yountville, St. Helena, Chiles Valley, Walter 
Springs and Aetna Springs quads 

Hesperolinon breweri 

Brewer’s western flax 

SC/–/1B Serpentine slopes in chaparral, oak 
woodlands, and grasslands, often at 
transition between grassland and 
chaparral, or in openings in chaparral 

Rocky soils on 
serpentine, 
sandstone or 
volcanic 
substrates 

100–2,300'  Southern North Inner Coast Range, northeast San 
Francisco Bay region, especially Mt. Diablo; known only 
from Contra Costa, Napa, and Solano Counties 

Eastern Napa County, in Capell Valley, Mt. 
George, and Monticello Dam quads 

Hesperolinon drymarioides 

Drymaria-like western flax 

SC/–/1B Closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, valley and 
foothill grassland on soils derived from 
serpentinite 

Serpentine 
soils  

 Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Napa, and Yolo Counties  Northern Napa County, in Jericho Valley and 
Knoxville quads 

Hesperolinon serpentinum 

Napa western flax 

SC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Alameda, Lake, Napa and Stanislaus Counties  Northern and Central Napa County, in Detert 
Reservoir, Aetna Springs, Walter Springs, Chiles 
Valley, Yountville, Capell Valley, and St. Helena 
quads 

Iris longipetala 
coast iris 

–/–/4 Coastal prairie, Lower montane 
coniferous forest, Meadows and 
seeps/mesic 

 to 600 meters’ Alameda, Contra Costa, Humboldt, Mendocino, Monterey, 
Marin, Napa, San Benito, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San 
Mateo, Solano, and Sonoma Counties  

 

Juglans californica var. 
hindsii 

a.k.a. Juglans hindsii 

Northern California black 
walnut 

SC/–/1B Canyons, valleys, riparian forest, riparian 
woodland, 

 160–660'  Last two native stands in Napa and Contra Costa Counties; 
historically widespread through southern north inner Coast 
Range, southern Sacramento Valley, northern San Joaquin 
Valley, San Francisco Bay region 

Southern and Central Napa County, in Capell 
Valley and Napa quads 

Lasthenia burkei 
Burke's goldfields 

E/E/1B Meadows, seeps, vernal pools  15 - 600 meters Lake, Mendocino, and Sonoma Counties Historic occurrence in Calistoga quad 

Lasthenia conjugens 
Contra Costa goldfields 

E/–/1B Alkaline or saline vernal pools and 
swales  

Alkali or saline 
soils 

below 700'  Scattered occurrences in Coast Range valleys and 
southwest edge of Sacramento Valley, Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Mendocino, Napa, Santa Barbara*, Santa Clara*, 
and Solano Counties; historically distributed through the 
north coast, southern Sacramento Valley, San Francisco 
Bay region and the south coast 

Southern and Central Napa County, in Capell 
Valley and Cuttings Wharf quads. Historically 
located on Napa quad. 
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Lathyrus jepsonii var. 
jepsonii 

Delta tule pea 

SC/–/1B Coastal and estuarine marshes   below 1,000'  Central valley, especially the San Francisco Bay region, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Marin, Napa, Sacramento, 
San Benito, Santa Clara, San Joaquin, and Solano Counties 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf and 
Napa quads 

Layia septentrionalis 
Colusa layia 

SLC/–/1B Sandy or serpentine soils in grasslands 
and openings in chaparral and foothills 
woodlands 

Sandy or 
serpentine soils 

300–3,600'  Inner north Coast Range; Colusa, Glenn, Lake, 
Mendocino, Napa, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, and Yolo 
Counties 

Northern and Central Napa County, in Detert 
Reservoir, Knoxville, Walter Springs, Chiles 
Valley, Aetna Springs, and St. Helena quads 

Legenere limosa 
Legenere 

SC/–/1B Deep, seasonally wet habitats such as 
vernal pools, ditches, marsh edges, and 
river banks 

 below 500'  Primarily located in the lower Sacramento Valley, also 
from north Coast Ranges, northern San Joaquin Valley and 
the Santa Cruz mountains 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf quad  

Lessingia hololeuca 
Woolly-headed lessingia 

–/–/3, LR Dry, grassy areas in foothill woodland    Central California, Coast Ranges  Eastern and Central Napa County, in Mt. 
George, Calistoga,  and Napa quads 

Lilaeopsis masonii 
Mason’s lilaeopsis 

SC/R/1B Freshwater and intertidal marshes, 
streambanks in riparian scrub 

 generally at sea 
level  

Southern Sacramento Valley, Sacramento - San Joaquin 
River delta, northeast San Francisco Bay area, Alameda, 
Contra Costa, Marin*, Napa, Sacramento, San Joaquin, 
and Solano Counties 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf and 
Napa quads 

Lilium rubescens 
Chaparral lily 

–/–/4, LR Slopes in chaparral and mixed evergreen 
forest on volcanic soil 

Volcanic   North Coast Range Counties  Mt. St. Helena to Hogback Mtn, Mt. George 
Area  

Limnanthes floccosa ssp. 
floccosa 

Woolly meadowfoam 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Valley and foothill grassland, Vernal 
pools/vernally mesic 

 60–1095 meters 

 

Butte, Lake, Napa, Shasta, Siskiyou, Tehama, and Trinity 
Counties 

 

 

Limnanthes vinculans 
Sebastopol meadowfoam 

E/E/1B Vernal pools and wet meadows    Napa and Sonoma Counties  Central Napa County, in Yountville quad  

Linanthus acicularis 
Bristly linanthus 

–/–/4, LR Grassy slopes in foothill woodlands    North Coast Ranges  Central and Eastern Napa County  

Linanthus jepsonii 
Jepson’s linanthus 

SLC/–/1B Grassy slopes, on volcanics or periphery 
of serpentine soils 

Volcanic or 
periphery of 
serpentine soils 

 Napa, Sonoma, and Lake Counties  Western and Central Napa County, in 
Rutherford, Chiles Valley, Calistoga, Mt. St. 
Helena, Napa, Mt. George, and St. Helena 
quads 

Linanthus latisectus 
(Leptosiphon jepsonii)) 
Jepson's leptosiphon 

~/~/1B Chaparral and cismontane woodland  Usually 
volcanic 

between 328 – 
1,640’ 

Endemic to California. Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties. This species is found in the following quads 
within Napa County Calistoga, Mount St. 
Helena, Rutherford, St. Helena, and Chiles 
Valley  

Lomatium ciliolatum var. 
hooveri 

Hoover's wild parsnip 

–/–/4, LR Rocky slopes and ridgetops in 
serpentine chaparral 

Serpentine 
soils  

 Napa, Lake, Colusa, Yolo  Northerneast  Napa County  

Lomatium repostum 
Napa lomatium 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland / 
serpentinite 

 90-830 meters Lake, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties  

Lupinus sericatus 
Cobb Mtn. lupine 

SLC/–/1B In knobcone pine-oak woodland, 
chaparral, on open wooded slopes in 
gravelly soils 

Gravelly soils, 
volcanic  

 Inner North Coast Ranges, Colusa, Lake, Napa, Sonoma  Western Napa County, in Detert Reservoir, 
Rutherford, Aetna Springs, Calistoga, Sonoma, 
and St. Helena quads 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1645 

Habitat Distribution 
Scientific and Common 

Names 

Status: 
Federal/State/ 

CNPS or Other1 Biotic Community Soil Affinity2 Elevation 
Limitations California Distribution Known Napa County Locations3 

Lythrum californicum 
California loosestrife 

–/–/LR Freshwater marsh    Coast Ranges and Central Valley, Lake County south to 
Mexico 

Calistoga Geyser field and Jericho Valley  

Malacothamnus helleri 
Heller's bush mallow 

–/–/4 Chaparral(sandstone) 

 

 305-635 meters 

 

Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Napa, Tehama, and Yolo Counties 

 

 

Micropus amphibolus 
Mt. Diablo cottonweed 

3 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, 
Cismontane woodland, Valley and 
foothill grassland/rocky 

 45- 825 meters 

 

Alameda, Contra Costa, Colusa, Lake, Monterey, Marin, 
Napa, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San Joaquin, 
San Luis Obispo, Solano, and Sonoma Counties 

 

Mimulus nudatus 
bare monkeyflower 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane 
woodland/serpentinite seeps 

 250-700 meters 

 

Lake, Mendocino, and Napa Counties 

 

 

Monardella villosa ssp. 
globosa 

Robust monardella 

SLC/–/1B Openings in northern coastal scrub, 
chamise chaparral, serpentine chaparral, 
and mixed evergreen forest; also occurs 
in grasslands adjacent to these plant 
communities 

Sometimes 
serpentine 
soils, 
sometimes 
rock outcrops 

 North Coast Ranges and Eastern San Francisco Bay Area; 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Humboldt, Lake, Marin, Napa, 
San Mateo, and Sonoma Counties 

Eastern Napa County, in Cappel Valley quad  

Navarettia cotulifolia 
Cotula navarettia 

–/–/4, LR Chaparral, foothill woodland, grassland  Adobe (heavy) 
soils 

 Reported from 16 counties in coastal and interior North-
Central California 

Northern Napa County, in Aetna Springs and 
Walter Springs 

Navarretia heterandra 
Tehama navarretia 

–/–/4 Valley and foothill grassland(mesic), 
vernal pools 

 30-1010 meters 

 

Butte, Colusa, Lake, Napa, Shasta, Tehama, Trinity , and 
Yuba Counties 

 

Navarretia jepsonii 
Jepson's navarretia 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Valley and foothill grassland/serpentinite 

 175-855 meters 

 

Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Napa, Tehama , and Yolo Counties 

 

 

Navarretia leucocephala 
ssp. bakeri 

Baker’s navarretia 

SC/–/1B Vernal pools and swales in woodland, 
lower montane coniferous forest, mesic 
meadows, and grassland 

 generally below 
5,600' 

Inner north Coast Range, western Sacramento Valley, 
Colusa, Lake, Mendocino, Marin, Napa, Solano, Sonoma, 
and Tehama Counties 

St. Helena, Calistoga quad  

Navarretia leucocephala 
ssp. pauciflora 

Few-flowered navarretia 

E/T/1B Volcanic ash/mud flow vernal pools  Volcanic soils   Lake and Napa Counties  Central and Eastern Napa County, in Capell 
Valley and Yountville quads 

Navarretia rosulata 
Marin County navarretia 

SLC/–/1B Rocky areas in chaparral, Sargent 
cypress forest 

Rocky or 
serpentine soils 

 Marin and Napa Counties  North and Central Napa County, in Chiles Valley 
and Aetna Springs quads 

Navarettia sinistra ssp. 
pinnatisecta 

Gilia sinistra Jones ssp. 
pinnatisecta (Mason & A. 

Grant) Day 

Pinnate-leaved gili 

–/–/4 Chaparral, lower montane coniferous 
forest (serpentine or red volcanic) 

Serpentine or 
volcanic 

900–6,600'  Inner North Coast Ranges, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, 
Mendocino, Napa, Tehama, and Trinity Counties 

Collected in 1943 on east side of Mt St Helena  

Navarretia subuligera 
awl-leaved navarretia 

–/–/4 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Lower montane coniferous forest/rocky, 
mesic 

 150-1100 meters 

 

Amador, Butte, Del Norte, Lake, Mendocino, Modoc, 
Napa, Shasta , and Tehama Counties 

 

Orobanche valida ssp. 
howellii 

Howell's broomrape 

 Chaparral (serpentinite or volcanic) 

 

 180-1740 meters 

 

Glenn, Lake, Mendocino, Napa , Sonoma , Tehama and 
Counties 

 

 

Packera clevelandii var. 
clevelandii 

Cleveland's ragwort 

–/–/4 Chaparral( serpentinite seeps) 

 

 365-900 meters 

 

Colusa, Lake, Napa, Trinity, and Yolo Counties 
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Habitat Distribution 
Scientific and Common 

Names 

Status: 
Federal/State/ 

CNPS or Other1 Biotic Community Soil Affinity2 Elevation 
Limitations California Distribution Known Napa County Locations3 

Penstemon newberryi var. 
sonomensis 

Sonoma beardtongue 

–/–/1B Rocky areas in chaparral  Rocky soils   Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Central and northwestern Napa County, in 
Detert Reservoir, Aetna Springs, and Yountville 
quads 

Perideridia gairdneri ssp. 
gairdneri 

Gairdner's yampah 

SC/–/4 Broad-leaved upland forest, chaparral, 
coastal prairie, valley and foothill 
grassland, vernal pools, in mesic areas 

  Kern, Los Angeles*, Mendocino, Monterey, Marin, Napa, 
Orange*, San Benito, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San 
Diego*, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo*, Solano, and 
Sonoma Counties 

Unknown Calistoga, St. Helena, Capell Valley 
and Yountville quads 

Pityopus californicus 
California pinefoot 

–/–/4 Broadleafed upland forest, Lower 
montane coniferous forest, North Coast 
coniferous forest, Upper montane 
coniferous forest/mesic 

 15-2,225 meters 

 

Del Norte, Fresno, Humboldt, Mendocino, Mariposa, 
Marin, Napa, Siskiyou, Sonoma (SON), Trinity, and Tulare 
Counties 

 

Plagiobothrys strictus 
Calistoga popcorn-flower 

E/T/1B Alkaline areas near thermal springs  Alkali soils   Napa County, near Calistoga  Western Napa County, in Calistoga quad  

Poa napensis 
Napa blue grass 

E/E/1B Alkaline areas near thermal springs  Alkali soils   Napa County, near Calistoga  Western Napa County, in Calistoga quad  

Pogogyne douglasii ssp. 
parviflora 

Small-flowered pogogyne 

–/–/3, LR Serpentine swales in chaparral and 
grasslands 

Sometimes in 
serpentine soils 

 Napa, Sonoma, Lake, and Mendocino Counties  Central and western Napa County Calistoga, St. 
Helena, Rutherford, Aetna Springs, Walter 
Springs, and Knoxville quads 

Polygonum marinense 
Marin knotweed 

SC/–/3 Coastal salt marsh, brackish marsh    Coastal Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties  Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf quad  

Ranunculus lobbii 
Lobb’s aquatic buttercup 

–/–/4, LR Vernal pools, ditches, and ponds in 
grassland and woodland 

  Coast Ranges-Alameda, Contra Costa, Mendocino, Napa, 
Santa Clara, Sonoma, and Solano Counties 

Throughout Napa County Napa Valley, Pope 
Valley 

Rhynchospora californica 

California beaked-rush 

–/–/1B Freshwater marshes and seeps, bogs and 
fens, and in lower montane coniferous 
forest 

  Scattered occurrences in Northern California, including 
Butte, Mariposa, Marin, Napa, and Sonoma Counties 

Southeastern Napa County, in Mt. George quad  

Ribes victoris 
Victor's gooseberry 

–/–/4 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral / 
mesic, shady 

 100-750 meters Mendocino, Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties  

Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. 
Viridis 

Marin checkerbloom 

SLC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Sonoma County to San Mateo County  In Mt. George and Calistoga quads  

Sidalcea oregana ssp. 
hydrophila 

Marsh checkerbloom 

SC/–/1B Meadows and moist areas in perennial 
grassland, riparian forest 

  Inner north coast range, Glenn, Lake, Mendocino, and 
Napa Counties 

Northwestern Napa County, in Detert Reservoir 
quadSt. Helena quad 

Streptanthus barbiger 
Bearded jewelflower 

–/–/4, LR Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Sonoma, and Tehama Counties  St. Helena quad  

Streptanthus brachiatus 
ssp. brachiatus 

Socrates Mine jewel-flower 

SC/–/1B Chaparral, cypress forest, on serpentine  Serpentine 
soils  

 Napa and Sonoma Counties  Northwestern Napa County, in Detert Reservoir 
quad 

Streptanthus brewerii var. 
hesperides 

Green jewel-flower 

SC/–/1B Chaparral (openings), cismontane 
woodland (serpentinite, rocky) 

Sometimes 
rocky, 
serpentine soils 

 Lake and Napa Counties  Northern, Central and Western Napa County, in 
Yountville, Chiles Valley, Detert Reservoir, 
Rutherford, Aetna Springs, Walter Springs, 
Knoxville, Jericho Valley, Mt. St. Helena, and St. 
Helena quads 
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Habitat Distribution 
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Streptanthus morrisonii 
ssp. elatus 

Three peaks jewel-flower 

SC/–/1B Serpentine chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Northern Napa County, in Detert Reservoir, 
Aetna Springs, Knoxville, and Jericho Valley 
quads 

Streptanthus morrisonii 
ssp. kruckebergii 

Kruckeberg’s jewel-flower 

SC/–/1B Cismontane woodland on serpentine  Serpentine 
soils  

700–3,400'  Lake, Napa, and Sonoma Counties  Northern Napa County, in Detert Reservoir, 
Aetna Springs, Knoxville, and Jericho Valley 
quads 

Thelypodium 
brachycarpum 

Short-podded thelypodium 

–/–/4, LR Open flat serpentine seeps in chaparral  Serpentine 
soils  

 Napa, Colusa, Lake (?), Shasta, Siskiyou, and Trinity 
Counties  

Northern Napa County, in Knoxville quad  

Trichostema spp. (was 
rubisepalum, may be 
renamed napaensis) 

Hernandez turpentine 
weed 

–/–/4, LR Grassy flats in chaparral, foothill 
woodland, and yellow pine forest 

Volcanic  90-2 000 ‘ Napa, Tuolomne, Mariposa, and San Benito Counties  Napa, Mt. George, Yountville, Capell Valley and 
St. Helena quads of Central Napa County  

Trifolium amoenum 
Showy Indian clover 

E/–/1B Low elevation grasslands, including 
swales and disturbed areas, sometimes 
on serpentine soils 

Sometimes 
serpentine soils 

 Coast Range foothills, San Francisco Bay region, 
Mendocino County to Santa Clara County 

Southern Napa County, in Cuttings Wharf and 
Napa quads 

Trifolium depauperatum 
var. hydrophilum 

Saline clover 

SC/–/1B Marshes and swamps, vernal pools, 
valley and foothill grassland (mesic, 
alkaline) 

Sometimes 
alkali soils 

0–1,000'  Alameda , Colusa, Monterey, Napa, San Benito, Santa 
Clara, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Solano, and Sonoma 
Counties 

Western Napa County, in Calistoga quad  

Triteleia lugens 
Dark-mouthed triteleia 

–/–/4, LR Broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, 
lower montane coniferous forest 

  Lake, Monterey, Napa, San Benito, Solano, and Sonoma 
Counties 

Occurs throughout County, highly localized St. 
Helena quad  

Viburnum ellipticum 
Oval-leaved viburnum 

–/–/2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest 

 650–4,500'  Contra Costa, Fresno, El Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, 
Mendocino, Napa, Shasta, and Sonoma Counties 

Southeastern Napa County, in Mt. George quad  

Zigadenus micranthus var. 
fontanus 

Marsh zigadenus 

–/–/4 Vernally mesic areas in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, 
marshes and swamps 

Often 
serpentine  

 North Coast Ranges, San Francisco Bay Area, Inner South 
Coast Ranges; Lake, Mendocino, Monterey, Marin, Napa, 
San Benito, Santa Cruz , San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, and 
Sonoma Counties 

Northern Napa County  

Notes: 1 Status explanations:  
Federal  
E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.  
T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.  
PE = proposed for federal listing as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.  
PT = proposed for federal listing as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.  
C = candidate species (species for which USFWS has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list).  
SLC = species of local concern; species whose status is being monitored by the local USFWS district office, but which has no formal protected status under the federal Endangered Species Act.  
SC = species of concern; species for which existing information indicates it may warrant listing but for which substantial biological information to support a proposed rule is lacking.  
– = no listing.  
State  
E = listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.  
T = listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act.  
R = listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act. This category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants listed before the California Native Plant Protection Act was enacted retain this designation.  
CE = candidate species for listing as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.  
SSC = species of special concern in California.  
– = no listing.  
California Native Plant Society  
1A = List 1A species: presumed extinct in California.  
1B = List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.  
2 = List 2 species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.  
3 = List 3 species: plants about which more information is needed to determine their status.  
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4 = List 4 species: plants of limited distribution. A watch list.  
– = no listing.  
* = known populations believed extirpated from Napa County.  
? = population location within Napa County uncertain.  
Other  
LR = considered by local experts to be rare in the Napa County portion of its range, although it may be more common elsewhere.  
2 Affinity to a particular soil type provided only when known or applicable.  
3 General occurrence information is based on incomplete survey data for Napa County. Species may occur in other areas where surveys are lacking.  
4 Source: Special Status Species Occurrences Layer developed for this report. See Methodology section for sources. Data are based on voluntary reporting of incomplete surveys and likely underestimate actual numbers in the field. Occurrences do not necessarily equal populations.  
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Response 169-20 E: The Draft EIR presents generalized information regarding rare plant species 
that were once more common. The commenter provides an alternative 
list of species that would be more suitable to the presented scenario. 

The following edit has been made to the Special-Status Plants subsection 
on page 4.5-28: 

• Other rare species in the County tend to occur on sites that have 
historically been attractive for either agricultural or urban 
development, such as level or gently sloping grasslands.  These 
species were probably once more common.  Examples of such 
species include showy Indian clover, Contra Costa goldfields, Baker’s 
navarretia, and dwarf downingia. Tiburon buckwheat (Eriogonum 
luteolum var. caninum), round-leaved filaree (Erodium macrophyllum), 
and adobe lily. 

Response 169-21 E: The commenter identifies concerns and suggests a discussion of the 
impact of exotic and invasive species be included in the Draft EIR.  The 
commenter is referred to Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 
regarding the treatment of such species in the Draft EIR and Conservation 
Element of the proposed General Plan Update. 

Response 169-22 E: The commenter requests that the EIR provide additional discussion on 
exclusionary fencing and impacts to seed dispersal.  

The following additions have been made to the Special-Status Plants 
subsection on page 4.15-28: 

• Special-status species in these communities that can not tolerate high-
intensity fires are threatened by the increased likelihood of such fires.  

The spread of noxious weeds is also threatening plant populations and 
biotic communities.  They can out-compete native species, suppress 
native species recruitment, alter community structure, degrade or 
eliminate habitat for native animals, and provide food and cover for 
undesirable non-native animals.  Grasslands in the County are 
threatened by the spread of noxious weeds.  While non-native annual 
grasses have dominated much of the grassland in the County for over 
a century, noxious weeds such as yellow star-thistle (Centaurea 
solstitialis) and Harding grass (Phalaris aquatica) may further reduce 
the cover of native species and degrade habitat for wildlife.  Of 
particular concern is the spread of barbed goatgrass (Aegilops 
triuncialis) in serpentine grasslands, which have in the past had lower 
cover of non-native annual grasses and which are critical to the 
special-status plant species that are endemic to this habitat.  
Roadway management and altered grazing regimes can create 
increased opportunities for noxious weed establishment and rate of 
spread.  

Herbivory is essential to many plant population dynamics.  Many plant 
communities evolved with grazing by native ungulates as part of their 
disturbance regime.  Grazing creates disturbed areas where 
colonization and regeneration can occur and provides opportunities 
for grazing-tolerant plant species to persist, and herbivores and other 
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wildlife groups can act as vectors for seed dispersal.  However, 
overgrazing by livestock or native browsers can destabilize 
streambanks by removing vegetation, introduce and favor invasive 
species, and reduce regeneration of tree species.  On the other hand, 
removing grazing processes through exclusionary fencing can result in 
reduced seed dispersal opportunities and create circumstances that 
favor invasive species. 

Response 169-23 E: The commenter refers to Napa County Code Section 18.108.025, General 
Provisions, Intermittent/Perennial Streams.  The commenter requests that 
the section be amended to include any unmapped watercourse.  

The information presented in this subsection of the Draft EIR is intended to 
provide a discussion of the existing regulatory framework.  Amendment of 
County Code is outside the scope of the Draft EIR.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

Response 169-24 E: The commenter refers to Section 18.108.027, Sensitive Domestic Water 
Supply Drainages.  The commenter requests that the section be amended 
to ensure preservation of 40% of the herbaceous plant communities.  The 
commenter also states that runoff from disturbed lands poses threats to 
riparian communities.  

The information presented in this subsection of the Draft EIR is intended to 
provide a discussion of the existing regulatory framework.  Amendment of 
County Code is outside the scope of the Draft EIR.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 

Response 169-25 E: The commenter refers to Section 18.108.070, Erosion Hazard Areas – Use 
Requirements.  The commenter states that the code does not protect rare 
plants that occur on slopes with less than 5 % slopes. 

The information presented in this subsection of the Draft EIR is intended to 
provide a discussion of the existing regulatory framework.  Amendment of 
County Code is outside the scope of the Draft EIR.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

Response 169-26 E: The commenter identifies a typographic error in the Draft EIR.  

The following amendment is made to combine bullet points three and 
four: 

• The property owner must implement a permanent, on-going self-
monitoring program of the groundcover conditions and erosion 
control facility operations.  The groundcover • monitoring shall 
conform to the NRCS standards for determining rangeland conditions. 

Response 169-27 E: The commenter refers to Section 16.04.750, requests clarification of the 
term “permitted,” and states that structures should not be allowed with 10 
feet of top of bank.  

The information presented in this subsection of the Draft EIR is intended to 
provide a discussion of the existing regulatory framework.  Amendment of 
County Code is outside the scope of the Draft EIR. This comment will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 
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Response 169-28 E: The commenter states the opinion that the General Plan update will allow 
significant destruction of streams by restricting the definition of streams 
and not considering capillary or second order streams.  

 Since release of the Draft EIR and the public draft of the General Plan 
Update, the Conservation Element has been revised to include the 
following additional policy provisions that further provide protection to 
stream habitat in the county including: 

• Identification of buffering and/or setbacks to protect sensitive biotic 
communities, biotic communities of limited distribution (including 
riparian corridors), special-status species, and nesting birds. 

• Retention of natural vegetation retention areas along perennial and 
intermittent streams shall vary in width with steepness of the terrain, the 
nature of the undercover, and type of soil.  The design and 
management of natural vegetation areas shall consider habitat and 
water quality needs, including the needs of native fish and wildlife and 
flood protection where appropriate, site-specific setbacks shall be 
established in coordination with Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards, California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service and other coordinating resource 
agencies that identifies essential stream and stream reaches 
necessary for the health of populations of native fisheries and other 
sensitive aquatic organisms within the County’s watersheds 

• Prohibition of construction within waterways that may contain 
spawning habitat during certain seasons. 

• Maintenance of habitat connectivity and movement corridors. 

• Encourage the maintenance and restoration of waterways for fishery 
resources. 

• Require mitigation for projects that results in no net adverse effects to 
waterway attributes (e.g., temperature, habitat, water quality, gravels, 
pools, and woody debris). 

Response 169-29 E: The commenter states that Table 4.5-3 (Biotic Communities that Could Be 
Converted to Urban 0r Rural Land Use Under Alternatives A, B, or C Land 
Use Maps) is inconsistent with page 4.5-8 (Sensitive Natural Communities 
subsection).  The commenter also identifies that sensitive communities are 
inappropriate for vineyard development.  

 Table 4.5-3 identifies all biotic communities (including sensitive biotic 
communities) that could be affected by urban and rural land use 
associated with implementation of proposed General Plan Update. 
Vineyard development is not reflected in the table.  The list provided on 
Draft EIR page 4.5-8 is setting information on what sensitive biotic 
communities exist in the County. 

Response 169-30 E: The commenter states that Table 4.4-3 misstates the potential impact to 
Douglas Fir/Redwood Forest.  The table states the projected impact to 
Douglas Fir/Redwood Forest under vineyard scenarios 3 and 4 are 5,044 
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and 4,578 acres respectively.  The commenter identifies that based upon 
the ICE maps, there are only 2,878 acres of this type in the county. 

 Page 4-4 of the BDR identifies that there are 17,282 acres of Douglas Fir/ 
Redwood Forest Alliance in the County (referenced to the ICE maps.) 

Response 169-31 E: The commenter states that impacts should not be allowed to freshwater 
marsh, mixed willow woodland, serpentine grassland, and serpentine 
woodland, and development under Scenario 1 should not be allowed. 

 It is unknown at this time if future vineyard will result in conversion of these 
biotic communities.  Vineyard scenarios were developed to provide some 
context to impacts that could be expected during future vineyard 
development on a landscape scale.  The analyses presented in the Draft 
EIR acknowledge that these are predictive models, not definitive 
alternatives to vineyard development.  As such, Table 4.5-4 is presented in 
the Draft EIR as an illustration of potential impact.  The vineyard scenarios 
do not address specific on–site physical, regulatory, or policy restrictions 
that may constrain the conversion of natural habitats.   

Since release of the Draft EIR and the public draft of the General Plan 
Update, the Conservation Element has been revised to include the 
following additional policy provisions that further address sensitive biotic 
communities in the County.  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 including: 

• Ensure that projects mitigate impacts to sensitive biotic communities 
and biotic communities of limited distribution are mitigated at a no 
net loss or that preservation of existing communities occurs at a 2:1 
ratio. 

• Provide replacement or preservation of oak woodlands and native 
vegetation at a 2:1 ratio. 

• Identification of buffering and/or setbacks to protect sensitive biotic 
communities, biotic communities of limited distribution, special-status 
species, and nesting birds. 

• Implementation of programs to protect and enhance biodiversity in 
the County. 

• Require projects to conduct biological resource evaluations in areas 
known or suspected to contain special-status species. 

• Work with other governmental and non-governmental entities to 
conserve and improve wildlife habitat; work with land owners to 
encourage private conservation efforts.  

• Coordinate with local resource and land management agencies to 
develop a comprehensive approach to reducing and/or controlling 
non-native invasive species. 
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• Require projects to conduct biological resource evaluations in areas 
known or suspected to contain special-status species. 

The Draft EIR concludes that loss of these communities could be significant 
but there may be situations in which avoidance of these communities 
would make projects infeasible. 

 The commenter also states that valley oak woodland should be a sensitive 
community.  Please see Response 169-14 E. 

Response 169-32 E: The commenter states Table 4.5-5 does not address cumulative impacts to 
land cover types. 

Many sensitive biotic communities have received this designation based 
upon historic losses which have significantly restricted their range.  In the 
Draft EIR, any loss of these communities is considered significant.  Thus 
previous losses of these communities are inferred in the analysis. 

Response 169-33 E: The commenter states that as identified in Table 4.5.6, development of 
specific sensitive communities should be considered significant and 
reduced.  Please see Response 169-31 E and -32 E. 

Response 169-34 E: The commenter states that as identified in Table 4.5.6, development of 
specific sensitive communities should be considered significant and 
reduced.  Please see Response 169-31 E and -32 E. 

Response 169-35 E: The commenter states that the section should reflect that the County’s 
Biological Database is dynamic, and updated resource lists should be 
considered in future planning processes. 

The requested information is provided in the current version of the General 
Plan Update.  The Conservation Element includes the following additional 
policies that specifically address database updates including: 

• The County shall maintain and update the Biological Resources 
chapter of the BDR as necessary to provide the most current data. 
Updates shall be provided online and made available for review at 
the Conservation, Development and Planning Department.  

• The County shall require a biological resources evaluation for 
discretionary projects in areas identified to contain or possibly contain 
special-status species based upon data provided in the Baseline Data 
Report (BDR), California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), or other 
technical materials.  This evaluation shall be conducted prior to the 
review and approval of any earthmoving activities.  

Response 169-36 E: The commenter remarks on existing County policy.  Justification of the 
existing policy is beyond the scope of the EIR.  Since the EIR analysis does 
not rely upon existing policy to reach significance conclusions, no 
additional response is required. 

Response 169-37 E: The commenter states that impacts should not be allowed to Astragulas 
claranus. 
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 Please see Response 169-31 E for an understanding of the vineyard 
scenario analyses.  The scenario analyses are not definitive statements of 
future impacts and only provide a snapshot of what they could be.  Draft 
EIR mitigation measures, which are now reflected in the General Plan 
Update, provide protections for all special-status species and not only 
those reflected in Table 4.5-7.  No revision to the EIR is necessary. 

 In addition, it should be noted that since Astragulas claranus is federally 
and state listed, impacts to this species will be ultimately regulated by the 
USFWS and CDFG. 

Response 169-38 E: The commenter requests revisions to Table 4.5-7 to include additional 
sensitive species.   

 Please see Response 169-31 E for an understanding of the vineyard 
scenario analyses.  The scenario analyses are not definitive statements of 
future impacts and only provide a snapshot of what they could be.  Draft 
EIR mitigation measures, which are now reflected in the General Plan 
Update, provide protections for all special-status species and not only 
those reflected in Table 4.5-7.  No revision to the EIR is necessary. 

Response 169-39 E: The commenter requests clarification that a biological resource 
evaluation will be required for all development, regardless of slope.   

 There is no stated restriction for mitigation measure MM 4.5.1a or General 
Plan Update policy.  This measure as incorporated into the General Plan 
Update will apply to projects regardless of slope.  No change in the Draft 
EIR is necessary. 

Response 169-40 E: The commenter requests a definition of noxious weeds be added to 
mitigation measure MM 4.5-1c.   

 Please see Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3.  A noxious weed 
definition will be provided in the Noxious Weed Ordinance. 

Response 169-41 E: The commenter states that Valley Oak Alliance should be included in the 
impacts projections. 

 The Land Cover Map did not identity the presence of Valley Oak Alliance 
in the area identified for urban and rural development or within the 
modeled vineyard scenario, though mitigation for potential impacts to all 
oak woodland alliances is provided in mitigation measure MM 4.5.2a. 

Response 169-42 E: The commenter requests that mitigation measure MM 4.5.2c be amended 
to allow discretion in identifying streams that will be protected with 
setbacks. 

 Current General Plan Update policies provide that: 

• Natural vegetation retention areas along perennial and intermittent 
streams shall vary in width with steepness of the terrain, the nature of 
the undercover, and type of soil.  Site-specific setbacks shall be 
established in coordination with Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards, California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service and other coordinating resource 
agencies that identifies essential stream and stream reaches 
necessary for the health of populations of native fisheries and other 
sensitive aquatic organisms within the County’s watersheds.   

• Appropriate measures will be applied to ensure that protection, 
restoration, and enhancement activities will occur within these 
identified stream reaches that support or could support native fisheries 
and other sensitive aquatic organisms to ensure a no net loss of 
aquatic habitat functions and values within the County’s watersheds. 

Response 169-43 E: The commenter requests narrative in Impact 4.5.3 that discusses the 
importance of animal mobility to plant dispersal.  This information has 
been added to the setting (see Response 169-22 E). 
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LETTER 170: BRENDA W. PERRY, NAPA COUNTY LANDMARKS, JUNE 15, 2007 

Response 170-1 E/P: Commenter provides background on the Napa County Landmarks 
organization.  The commenter notes support for an update of a 
comprehensive historic resources inventory.  The County appreciates the 
input regarding the General Plan process and the referenced policy.   

Response 170-2 E/P: Commenter remarks that several comments previously submitted by 
Napa County Landmarks have not been incorporated into the language 
of the draft General Plan and the Draft EIR.  Commenter states they are 
repeating those prior comments.  The following responses concern those 
comments. 

Response 170-3 P: Commenter asserts support for Goal CC-3 and Goal CC-4.  The 
commenter also asserts support for Policy CC-17 and Action Items 1 and 
2.  The commenter requests the addition of a clear timeline for the 
preparation of an inventory update, standards for nomination for County 
landmarks, and a reference to the current State inventory format (DRP 523 
series forms).  Revisions to the Community Character Element are forthright 
in indicating that preparation of an updated inventory will depend on 
funding.  Please also see the Implementation section of the Revised Draft 
General Plan Update.   

Response 170-4 P: Commenter suggests including a policy requiring future projects affecting 
historic resources to follow the Secretary of the Interior standards for 
discretionary permits.  New Policy CC-26 has been added to the 
Community Character Element to address this comment.   

Response 170-5 P: Commenter suggests forming a Certified Local Government which can 
establish a Landmarks Commission.  The commenter also suggests that the 
County Planning Commission could dedicate some of its public review 
time to the responsibilities of the Landmarks Commission.  The County has 
declined to support pursuit of Certified Local Government status due to 
the personnel changes (or substantial training efforts for the staff and 
commission) that such a designation would require, as well as the 
substantial code changes that would be needed.       

Response 170-6 P: Commenter suggests that the County adopt and publish standards for 
landmark designation.  The commenter is referred to Action Item 19.2 of 
the Community Character Element.   

Response 170-7 P: Commenter suggests that the County work with non-profit organizations 
to develop a system of plaques and markers to be installed at designated 
landmarks.  The commenter is referred to Policy CC-20 of the Community 
Character Element.   

Response 170-8 P: Commenter suggests that the County adopt policies to provide for 
economic use of historic resources under both public and private 
ownership, in order to avoid demolition and neglect.  The commenter 
suggests that the County work with Napa County Landmarks to provide a 
list of compatible uses and that the County modify zoning to permit these 
uses.  The commenter is referred to changes to the Community Character 
Policy CC-28 which includes the historic preservation incentive referred to 
with some adjustments to permit greater flexibility regarding adaptive 
reuse.   
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Response 170-9 P:  Commenter suggests that the County provide language in the General 
Plan Update that educates the public about the value of ordinances that 
protect Napa County’s rural character.  County staff believes that the 
revised Community Character Element addresses this concern.   

Response 170-10 P: Commenter requests that the County develop an emergency response 
plan for historic landmarks with input from owners of historic resources.  
The commenter is referred to Cultural Resource policies (specifically Policy 
CC-29) related to this issue. 

Response 170-11 P: Commenter supports the use of the Mills Act as an incentive for restoration 
and rehabilitation of historic resources and in support of the preservation 
goals of the County.  County staff has declined to recommend the Mills 
Act due to the absence of local regulations and the prominence of similar 
property tax relief for agricultural properties under the Williamson Act.  

Response 170-12 P: Commenter suggests additional language in Policy CC-23 noting the 
importance of historic and pre-historic trails such as the Silverado Trail, Old 
Sonoma Road, Glass Mountain Road, and others.  This comment is 
reflected in revised Policy CC-25 of the Community Character Element.   

Response 170-13 P: Commenter asserts support for Policy CC-25 where projects are compliant 
with health and environmental standards and where intensity does not 
exceed historical uses. The commenter also asserts support for flexibility 
where rehabilitation meets the Secretary of Interior Standards and the 
goals and policies of the General Plan.  The commenter is referred to 
Policy CC-28 of the Community Character Element, which had added 
additional flexibility with regard to use.   
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LETTER 171: FRANK DERAS JR., JUNE 13, 2007 

Response 171-1 P: The commenter suggests extending ferry service to the City of Napa from 
San Francisco.  The commenter also suggests constructing a ferry terminal 
at the downtown Napa promenade and notes the environmental 
benefits of providing ferry service.  Subsequent to the release of the 
proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR, further modification has 
been made to Circulation Goal 3 to include requirements for the County 
to work with other transit agencies to develop connections between 
regional transportation networks, although there are substantial 
constraints (e.g., costs, wake restrictions) associated with establishment of 
regular ferry service to downtown Napa.   
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LETTER 172: BETTY FOOTE, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 172-1 P: The commenter suggests that “border” properties that are neither urban 
nor rural and are located adjacent to City limits should be preserved by 
allowing project consideration on a “site by site” basis.  The commenter is 
referred to changes to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element 
which retains policies related to urban centered growth and regional 
planning issues. 
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LETTER 173: KELLIE ANDERSON, [UNDATED] 

Response 173-1 E/P: Commenter provides an overview of the documents and workshops that 
were reviewed for providing comments.  The County appreciates the 
input regarding the General Plan process.   

Response 173-2 E: Commenter states that the cumulative impacts were not adequately 
addressed in several sections of the Draft EIR. The commenter has not 
provided specific data and/or analysis that demonstrates that the 
cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate.  The 
commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a 
discussion of the environmentally superior alternative.   

Response 173-3 E: Commenter notes concern with the number of significant and 
unavoidable impacts and cumulatively considerable impacts.  Any 
general plan will result in significant impacts because CEQA requires 
future growth that may occur under the general plan to be compared to 
the existing environmental baseline.  Please see the Alternatives Master 
Response 3.4.2 for further discussion of this issue and impacts found to be 
unmitigable.     

Response 173-4 E: Commenter notes concern that the Draft EIR does not reflect the goals of 
the General Plan.  The commenter also notes that the Draft EIR reflects a 
very different vision for Napa County.  The commenter has not provided 
specific data and/or analysis to support this assertion, and is reminded 
that the purpose of an EIR is to disclose the potential impacts of a 
proposed action and to identify appropriate mitigation and alternatives.  
The County believes that the Draft EIR has done this and that its analysis is 
appropriately conservative (i.e., it tends to overstate impacts rather than 
understate them).     

Response 173-5 E/P: Commenter suggests that an environmentally superior version of the Draft 
EIR should be developed.  The Draft EIR analyzed the expected 
environmental effects of each of the Alternatives.  The commenter is 
referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for adequacy of the range 
of alternatives considered in the Draft EIR and a discussion of Alternative 
D, the environmentally superior alternative.  

Response 173-6 E: Commenter notes that the cumulative impacts are not adequately 
addressed under all of the alternatives.  The commenter provides a list of 
projects not addressed in the Draft EIR, including projects located in Lake 
County. 

The list of projects presented in the Draft EIR was compiled according to 
Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines which requires that an EIR 
include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of a project, as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) is published.  The commenter should note, however, that the 
analysis of cumulative effects used a projections-based approach as 
envisioned by CEQA Guidelines 15130(b)(1)(B). In other words, the 
cumulative effects of growth occurring in Napa County and elsewhere 
has been factored in by using growth projections prepared for this 
specific purpose.  Growth projections for Napa County have been 
crafted with the knowledge of projects included on the list presented as 
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well as knowledge of historic growth rates and development potential.  
Growth projections for the incorporated cities and other counties have 
been based on regional projections incorporated into NCTPA’s travel 
forecasting model and presented by ABAG. 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.   

Response 173-7 E: Commenter suggests development of an environmentally superior 
alternative that would not result in the depletion of groundwater.  The 
commenter also notes that groundwater studies in the Angwin/Pope 
Valley area are needed to develop alternatives in the Draft EIR and that 
the existing groundwater data is inadequate to develop Draft EIR 
alternatives.  The commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 
3.4.2 for adequacy of the range of alternatives considered and the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Also see Water Supply Master 
Response 3.4.1.  

Response 173-8 E: Commenter notes that the KMA study of jobs and population does not 
adequately portray the growth potential in the Angwin or Pope Valley 
areas.  The commenter provides examples of increases in activity in these 
areas including PUC’s Master Plan, the development of Aetna Springs, 
and others.  

The residential and non-residential development forecasts for the year 
2030 are based on the technical analysis conducted by Keyser Marston 
Associates (KMA) in the “Industrial Land Use Study, Napa County General 
Plan Update” provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  This analysis is an 
expansion of previous market analyses that have been prepared in the 
County (e.g., for the Napa Airport Industrial Area) and utilizes land use 
data and growth projections from the County, land use inventories from 
the cities of American Canyon and Napa, the Napa County Economic 
Development Corporation business survey, ABAG projections and U.S. 
Census data.  This data was used to develop Napa County-specific 
projections for residential and non-residential development between the 
years 2005 and 2030.  These projections are higher than current ABAG 
2005 projections and are considered conservative for use in the Draft EIR.  
The projections for several of the Draft EIR Alternatives are sufficiently large 
so as to encompass the projects listed by the commenter.   

Response 173-9 E: Commenter notes that Scenario 3 for the Angwin urban area should be 
removed from the Final EIR.  The commenter suggests changing the 
boundaries of the Angwin urban area to reflect existing zoning 
designations and potential changes to urban area boundaries.  The 
commenter also notes that the text in Figure 3.0-5 which states “the 
current organization of land use is used to guide map development” is 
inaccurate because large parcels of AWOS zoning are shown as 
residential and mixed-use zoning.  

The Angwin scenario maps show potential scenarios for the boundaries of 
the area of Angwin which would be designated for non-agricultural uses.  
The scenario maps show alterations of the existing bubble to be used to 
guide map development.  The Scenario 3 map, which includes the 
existing residential area west of Pacific Union College in an urban 
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designation, would require ratification by voters Countywide through 
Measure J.  This is due to the fact that Scenario 3 would result in the 
addition of new areas of land designated for non-agricultural use in lands 
currently zoned AWOS.  Therefore, adoption of Scenario 3 for Angwin 
would not result in the loss of AWOS parcels without voter approval.   
Please see the Revised Draft General Plan Update which includes a map 
of Angwin that has been developed based on comments from the public 
and deliberations by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors.  If adopted, the proposed map would eliminate agriculturally 
zoned land from the Urban Residential designation, change some of the 
remaining Urban Residential designation to Rural Residential, and identify 
an additional area that could be designated Rural Residential in the 
future if approved by the voters pursuant to Measure J. 

Response 173-10 E: Commenter notes that the text referring to Figure 3.0-5 and Figure 3.0-7 for 
Scenario 3 is incorrect in content and conclusions.  The commenter notes 
that the text stating “the current organization of land uses is used to guide 
map development” is inaccurate because large parcels of actively 
producing agricultural land with AWOS zoning are shown on the map as 
residential and mixed-use schemes.  The commenter provides reasons 
why the text is incorrect. 

The commenter is referred to Response 173-9 E for the discussion on 
Scenario 3 of the Angwin maps for the Alternatives of the Draft EIR.  

Response 173-11 E: Commenter notes that Alternative C is too editorial and opinions should 
be removed, specifically the tem “logical development opportunities.”  
The commenter also notes that Alternative C is not a logical alternative.  
The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process 
and refers the commenter to the map provided in the Revised Draft 
General Plan Update.  The Draft EIR contains the following text to define 
logical development for Angwin “...provide logical development 
opportunities (i.e., expansion of the so called “urban bubble”).”  This 
example defines in what context the term logical development can be 
used for development in Angwin.  

Response 173-12 E: Commenter notes that physical division of the Angwin area would occur 
under all of the proposed alternatives.  The commenter also notes on the 
regulation of traffic along Howell Mountain Road and states that 
improvements to Howell Mountain Road would divide the community of 
Angwin. 

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 new physical features 
(e.g., development of a new highway through an existing community) 
that would result in the physical division of these communities.  
Additionally, the General Plan does not propose any specific 
improvements for Howell Mountain Road, although it does suggest that 
roads throughout the county may see improvements focused on safety 
and local access.  Any subsequent improvements to Howell Mountain 
Road would be just that – improvements or changes to an existing facility 
– and would not involve development of a new physical feature that 
would divide the community.  
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Response 173-13 E: Commenter notes that the traffic consequences under all of the 
alternatives are unacceptable.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process and refers the reader to Section 4.4 of 
the Draft EIR for a full analysis of transportation impacts and Response 
173-3, above.   

Response 173-14 E/P: Commenter suggests that Figure 3.0-4 Alternative B and the General Plan 
Angwin map include an institutional land use for PUC and related 
facilities.  The commenter also suggests removing AWOS parcels from 
urban designations.  The commenter is referred to changes to the 
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element which remove 
agriculturally zoned parcels from the Urban Residential designation as 
requested, but do not re-designate areas as Institutional.   

Response 173-15 E: Commenter notes that the environmentally superior alternative received 
less consideration than other alternatives.  The commenter is referred to 
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for the adequacy of the range of 
alternatives.  CEQA does not require that all alternatives be analyzed at 
equal level of detail. 

Response 173-16 E: Commenter suggests a Draft EIR alternative based on the 1% growth 
management system as the basis for jobs/housing assumptions.  The 
commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for the 
adequacy of the range of alternatives.  Draft EIR Alternatives A and D are 
consistent with the 1% growth limit, as is the Revised Draft General Plan 
Update (the “Preferred Plan” described in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR). 

Response 173-17 E: Commenter notes support for the recognition of Farm Lands of Local 
Importance as being contributors to the local character and economics 
of an area.  The commenter suggests additional text and maps to define 
these areas.  

The Draft EIR includes the following text for Farmland of Local Importance: 
“Farmland of Local Importance is land other than Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance or Unique Farmland.  This land may be 
important to the local economy due to its productivity or value.  In Napa 
County, Farmland of Local Importance includes areas of soils that meet all 
the characteristics of Prime Farmland or of additional Farmland of 
Statewide Importance with the exception of irrigation.  These farmlands 
include dryland grains, haylands, and dryland pasture.”  The County has 
deemed that this language is adequate to categorize the recognition of 
Farm Lands of Local Importance in Napa County.  

Response 173-18 P: Commenter notes support for the elimination of urban bubbles.  The 
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process and 
refers the commenter to the Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a 
discussion as to why elimination of all urban bubbles is not considered 
feasible.   

Response 173-19 E: Commenter opposes the use of Measure J votes in Angwin and Pope 
Valley.  The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan 
process.  The Revised Draft General Plan Update no longer suggests a 
Measure J vote for Pope Valley and does not commit to any given time 
frame for a vote in Angwin.    
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Response 173-20 E: The commenter supports the development of an environmentally superior 
alternative that meets the stated purpose of the General Plan Update.  
The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 6.0 as well as Alternatives 
Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the process of developing alternatives 
for the General Plan Update and the identification of the environmentally 
superior alternative. Section 2.0 of this document also provides a 
comparison of the alternatives to the Preferred Plan. 
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LETTER 174: KELLIE ANDERSON, [UNDATED] 

Response 174-1 E/P: Commenter provides a petition and alternative map for the Angwin area.  
The commenter notes that the key to the map is the removal of AWOS-
zoned parcels that are partially within the “Urban” land use designation.  
The commenter notes that the proposed map meets the goals of Ag/LU-4 
and Ag/LU Goal 1.  The commenter notes support of an EIR alternative 
which uses this map as a basis for a revised Land Use Map for the Angwin 
area.  The commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for 
adequacy of the range of alternatives considered.  The commenter is 
referred to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element for 
changes to the Angwin urban land use designations.  

Response 174-2 P: Commenter provides a petition for the elimination of five parcels from the 
“Angwin Urban Bubble” as currently defined by the General Plan update.  
The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.  
The County will consider the comment when revising the General Plan.  
See Response 174-1 E/P above.     
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LETTER 175: JACK CAKEBREAD, WINEGROWERS OF NAPA COUNTY, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 175-1 E/P: The commenter indicates he is submitting comments on the public draft 
of the proposed General Plan Update and the Draft EIR on behalf of 20 
winery and grower members.  The County appreciates the input 
regarding the General Plan process.  

Response 175-2 P The commenter suggests editing Policy Ag/LU-2 to further define 
“Agriculture” as the raising of crops, trees, or livestock; the production of 
agricultural products; and related marketing, sales and other accessory 
uses. Agriculture also includes farm management business and 
agricultural employee housing.  Policy Ag/LU-2 has been revised as 
suggested. 

Response 175-3 P: The commenter suggests that Action Item Ag/LU-2.1 should be changed 
to reflect the definition of “agriculture” suggested under Comment 175-2 
P.  Action Item AG/LU-2.1 has been revised as suggested.   

Response 175-4 P: The commenter suggests text changes for Policy Ag/LU-12.  The 
commenter is referred to Policy Ag/LU-13 in the Revised Draft General 
Plan Update, which incorporates the commenter’s suggestions as well as 
those of other commenters.     

Response 175-5 P: The commenter suggests text changes to Policy Ag/LU-9 that state “New 
wineries and other agricultural processing facilities as well as expansions of 
existing wineries and facilities in agricultural areas should be designed to 
convey their permanence and attractiveness.” The commenter also 
states that the language change suggested is derived from Policy CC-2.  
This comment is reflected in Policy Ag/LU-10 of the revised Agricultural 
Preservation and Land Use Element.  

Response 175-6 P: The commenter suggests language changes to the dialog box on page 
14 to reflect the $9.5 billion impact of the wine industry on the economy of 
the State of California. Additionally, the commenter notes that text on 
page 16 and 32 should be changed to state $9.5 billion.  The commenter 
is referred to changes to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use 
Element which have tried to address the commenter’s concerns.   

Response 175-7 P: The commenter suggests editing page 17 of the General Plan to state that 
tourism generated $1.3 billion in economic benefits for the County.  The 
commenter also suggests that the third sentence of the second 
paragraph on page 17 state “This Plan recognizes the role of tourism in 
providing jobs and revenue to the County and in supporting agriculture 
within the County, and the Plan…”  The Summary and Vision section of the 
Revised Draft General Plan Update has been substantially revised based 
on comments from the public, and the commenter is urged to review the 
new version in light of their concerns.    

Response 175-8 P: The commenter suggests inserting the following language at the end of 
the second paragraph on page 74: “Not requiring wineries in the industrial 
area to use 75% Napa County grapes was an intentional and well 
thought-out decision made during the enactment of the Winery Definition 
Ordinance.  The purpose of this decision was to encourage larger wineries 
to relocate to the South County Industrial areas in order to reduce traffic 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1715 

traveling up valley and to address other environmental concerns.”  The 
commenter is referred to Policy Ag/LU-111 of the Agricultural Preservation 
and Land Use Element which attempts to address these concerns. 

Response 175-9 P: The commenter suggests amending text on page 79 discussing Pope 
Valley to state “While it has seen a steady increase in the acreage of 
vineyards – from 2,194 acres in 1990 to 3, 839 acres in 2006 – Pope Valley 
has not seen the same influx of large wineries as other areas of the 
County.”  The suggested change has been made on page 66 of the 
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element. 

Response 175-10 P: The commenter notes support for Policy Ag/LU-109. The County 
appreciates the support for this policy (now Policy Ag/LU-108).   

Response 175-11 P: The commenter seeks clarification as to the standards contemplated in 
Action Item CIR-2.1.1. The commenter also questions whether Action Item 
CIR-2.1.1 is necessary in light of recent amendments to the County’s road 
and street standards. Subsequent to the release of the public draft of the 
proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has 
been made to the General Plan Circulation Element that now includes 
several language changes to further clarify roadway standards that 
ensure adequate widths for safety and emergency access and 
evacuation are enforced.  Recent amendments to the County’s road 
and street standards are sufficient to address the proposed policy (now 
Action Item CIR-11.1), which indicates that these standards should be 
reviewed again from time to time. 

Response 175-12 P: The commenter proposes the following language be inserted after the 
second sentence in the first paragraph on page 122: “There are over 4.7 
million person trips made to Napa County by visitors. A ‘person trip’ is 
defined as one person visiting Napa County for one day. In other words, a 
party of three visiting for two days would result in six ‘person trips’.”  The 
County appreciates this input and has included a footnote on p. 100 of 
the Revised Draft General Plan Update to clarify this issue.  

Response 175-13 P: The commenter proposes Action Item CC-21.1 be changed to say: “In 
areas identified …for any discretionary project.”  This suggested change 
was made to the General Plan Update (now Action Item 23.1). 

Response 175-14 P: The commenter suggests that the discussion on page 186 in the 
Conservation Element of the public draft of the proposed General Plan 
Update discussion of acreage enrolled in the Green Certification program 
be updated.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft General Plan Update 
and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the General Plan 
Conservation Element under the section Environmentally Responsible 
Vineyards to include an update on the approximate number of acres 
enrolled in the Green Certificate program. 

Response 175-15 P: The commenter suggests that CON-28 be changed to state: “The County 
encourages the protection…” in order to create a grammatically correct 
phrase. Subsequent to the release of the public draft of the proposed 
General Plan Update and Draft EIR, this change has been made to the 
policy as suggested.  
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Response 175-16 P: The commenter suggests that Policy CON-30 be changed to include “the 
protection of agriculture” as a listed purpose for protecting watersheds. 
Subsequent to the release of the public draft of the proposed General 
Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the 
General Plan Conservation Element under this water resource goal policy 
to include “agricultural water supply” as a listed purpose for protecting 
watersheds.  

Response 175-17 P: The commenter suggests that Policy CON-31(a) be changed to state 
“Promote and support the voluntary use of recycled water of recycled 
water wherever possible…” The County deems that the language (now in 
Policy CON-42(e) does not constitute a non-voluntary requirement, since it 
talks about “promoting” recycled water use.  Also note that Policy 
CON-62(c) does contain requirements that would apply in areas where 
recycled water is available.    

Response 175-18 P: The commenter suggests adding text to page 219 of the Economic 
Development Element in the public draft of the proposed General Plan 
Update in the second paragraph stating “Because of Napa’s position in 
the international market, Napa County will also likely remain an 
international destination, so long as the County remains diligent in 
promoting its agricultural and its supporting tourist attractions.”  Some of 
these suggested edits have been incorporated into the Economic 
Development Element (see revised Element page 197).   

Response 175-19 P: The commenter notes that the discussion of Napa County’s Agricultural 
Crop report on page 219 of the Economical Development Element in the 
public draft of the proposed General Plan Update should be updated.  
County staff has retained the citation to the 2005 crop report; however 
updated information could be provided and included prior to adoption 
of the General Plan Update.   

Response 175-20 E: The commenter notes that Impact 4.1.1 in the Agricultural Resources 
section of the Draft EIR should clarify that “non-agricultural” uses are those 
that do not fall under the proposed definition of agriculture in Policy 
Ag/LU-2.  County staff acknowledges this clarification for the Draft EIR text. 

Response 175-21 E: The commenter suggests that mitigation measure MM 4.4.1i in the 
Transportation section of the Draft EIR include a map showing the location 
of abandoned rail rights-of-way. The commenter notes that if alternative 
uses are in close proximity to vineyard operations, vineyard owners would 
have to place fencing to prevent trespassing. The commenter also states 
that fencing should not create a financial burden on vineyard owners 
and negatively impact the visual attractiveness of Napa County. At this 
time a map of abandoned rail rights-of-way is not available. County staff 
appreciates the concern regarding fencing, however, and refers the 
reader to ROS Policy-10, which is intended to ensure the compatibility 
between trails and private property.  Also, Section 18.104 County Code 
specifically requires the provision of buffers and/or fencing between new 
outdoor recreation uses and existing agricultural uses.  

Response 175-22 E: The commenter contends that mitigation measure MM 4.5.1a and all 
other mitigation measures that proscribe policies that must be included in 
the General Plan Update and inserted too high a level of detail and 
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should be included in a separate ordinance. The commenter is correct 
that while most of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are intended to 
become policies in the final General Plan, some could be adopted by 
separate resolution or ordinance.  Mitigation measure MM 4.5.1a, for 
example, has been included as Policy CON-16 in the Revised Draft 
General Plan Update, but could be incorporated into the County’s local 
CEQA guidelines instead, as suggested for mitigation measure MM 4.1.1.a 
and others, if this is the desire of County policy makers.   

Response 175-23 E: The commenter notes that the Oak Woodlands Preservation Act includes 
an exemption for agricultural projects such as vineyard development. The 
commenter also notes the 2:1 replacement ratio should apply to lost trees, 
not habitat.  This is an issue of some complexity, and although CEQA 
Section 21083.4(d)(3) would appear to exempt agricultural conversions 
from considering the loss of oak woodlands, the statute does not obviate 
the need to consider related biological impacts (effects due to loss of 
habitat, for example) or cumulative effects.  The County’s proposal 
focuses on acreage (i.e., habitat) not on individual trees because the 
impact identified is related to sensitive natural plant communities, not 
specifically about trees. 

Response 175-24 E: The commenter seeks an explanation why Impact 4.5.3 is significant under 
all three alternatives. As described in the impact section under each 
alternative, the proposed residential, non-residential, and vineyard 
expansion developments would be a significant impact to loss of wildlife 
movement and plant dispersal opportunities, but all alternatives were 
mitigable with the measures proposed.  For vineyard development and/or 
expansions in particular, fencing would further inhibit wildlife movement as 
described in the BDR. See Biological Resources Master Response 3.4.3 for 
further discussion of wildlife movement corridor impacts. 

Response 175-25 E/P: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.5.3b is too broad 
and often there is no nexus between the project and the mitigation 
measure. The commenter states that the mitigation requires altering 
fencing without showing that the current fencing is impacting wildlife 
movement in the area. The commenter suggests adding language to 
apply these measures where wildlife corridors occur and “where feasible” 
taking into account farming considerations, topography, and economics. 
The following revisions are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.3b. 

• Draft EIR pages 2.0-20 (Table 2.0-2) and 4.5-67, the following changes 
are made to mitigation measure MM 4.5.3b: 

MM 4.5.3b All new vineyards shall only be allowed to fence 
individual vineyard blocks.  All existing vineyards shall 
be required to reduce their existing fencing to just 
vineyard blocks at any point in which they obtain a 
discretionary permit for any activity (vineyard, winery, 
other use) on a parcel which has vineyard fencing to 
the extent the nexus exists between the fencing 
(existing and/or proposed) and identified adverse 
effects to wildlife movement.” 
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Response 175-26 E: The commenter suggests that MM 4.5.3b should be reworded to state “All 
vineyards shall be allowed to fence individual parcels. …to just parcels at 
any point in which they obtain a discretionary permit for any activity…”   
County staff does not recommend this change given that fencing of 
parcels could result in larger areas that include wildlife corridors. The 
commenter is referred to Response 175-25 E regarding this mitigation.  Also 
see Policy CON-18(f), which suggests focusing the County’s endeavors on 
education and outreach related to this issue. 

Response 175-27 E: The commenter asks for an explanation of what a “recovery plan” is.   A 
definition of “recovery plan” is described below. 

A recovery plan is specific strategy or document that is developed, 
adopted and implemented by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the 
purpose of identifying and documenting actions taken to conserve 
threatened and endangered species.  

Response 175-28 E: The commenter asks for explanation of what the bracketed word “direct” 
means in Impact 4.6.5. The commenter also suggests the phrase “riparian 
vegetation” should be change to “native riparian vegetation.”  The 
impact states the following: 

Land use and development [direct physical construction] 
under the proposed General Plan Update could adversely 
affect riparian vegetation, rearing,… 

Direct in this context means the actual physical impact of construction, 
not an indirect effect from a construction activity.  As riparian vegetation 
could include some non-native species that provide important habitat, 
this change is not recommended by County staff.  Please note that the 
impact identified can be mitigated by the measures provided on pp. 
4.6-32 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 175-29 E: The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 4.6.5a is overbroad as 
it applies equally to projects with a nexus to riparian corridors as it does to 
projects without such a nexus. The commenter suggests amendment to 
the mitigation and changing the word “no” to “less than significant.” 

The revised Conservation Element states the following regarding riparian 
habitat: 

 Where avoidance of impacts to riparian habitat is 
infeasible along stream reaches, appropriate measures will 
be undertaken to ensure that protection, restoration and 
enhancement activities will occur within these identified 
stream reaches that support or could support native 
fisheries and other sensitive aquatic organisms to ensure a 
no net loss of aquatic habitat functions and values within 
the county’s watersheds. 

 County staff does not recommend a change as the terminology is “no net 
loss” which is not equivalent to” less than significant.” 
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Response 175-30 E: The commenter suggests changing language in mitigation measure 
MM 4.6.6 from “no” to “less than significant.”  See Response 175-29 E. 

Response 175-31 E: The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR 
Air Quality section for odor standards, as well as noise and air standards, 
for new vineyard development are governed by the County’s Right to 
Farm Ordinance and not by this mitigation measure. The commenter 
suggests exempting new vineyard development projects from MM 4.8.4.  

The Draft EIR (see Draft EIR page 4.8-30) includes text stating “While 
development and construction of new vineyards and wineries could also 
occur near sensitive receptors, these odors are considered by the County 
as part of agriculture and are protected through the County’s Right to 
Farm Ordinance.” Therefore, Impact discussion 4.8.4 already includes 
language to protect new vineyards and wineries from MM 4.8.4.  

Response 175-32 E: The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 4.8.5 in the Draft EIR Air 
Quality section for air standards, and noise and odor, are governed by 
the County’s Right to Farm Ordinance and not by this measure.  

Sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs) include industrial processes such 
as petroleum refining and chrome plating operations, commercial 
operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle 
exhaust.  The County does not have major sources of TACs; there are no 
major highways and there are no significant industrial processes.  State 
Route 29 and the Napa County Airport are the largest sources of current 
TACs in the County and therefore the areas adjacent to these sources 
contain the only major concentration of TACs. Therefore, MM 4.8.5 does 
not need to exempt vineyard development because it is not considered 
a TAC.  Also, please note that Policy CC-51 has been added to the 
Revised Draft General Plan Update to address the commenter’s concern. 

Response 175-33 E: The commenter asks for clarification as to why Impact 4.11.1 of the Draft 
EIR Hydrology section is considered less than significant and 4.11.2 is 
considered significant. 

Impact 4.11.1 would be less than significant because existing NPDES 
regulations would apply.  Impact 4.11.2 is considered significant and 
mitigable because those regulations do not apply.  The mitigation 
suggested would require continued compliance with the County 
Conservation Regulations (which are less specific than the NPDES 
requirements, requiring preparation of erosion control plans) and water 
quality monitoring.  

Response 175-34 E: The commenter questions why the 2- and 10- year standards are 
referenced in mitigation measure MM 4.11.3a of the Draft EIR Hydrology 
section and what the standards mean in terms of flow rates.  Mitigation 
measure MM 4.11.3a considers 2- and 10-year standards because peak 
flows above a 2-year storm or bankfull event can cause scour events to 
occur, which can cause substantial alteration of the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area. Flow rates in terms of these events should not 
be changed because increased flow rates subsequently alter existing 
drainage patterns.  Please see Policy CON-50(c) and Action Item CON 
WR-2, which indicate the need for performance criteria to evaluate 
potential changes in flow rates. 
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Response 175-35 E: The commenter notes that many of the proposed standards for 
streamlined permits are difficult or impossible and should be replaced with 
more feasible standards.  The County appreciates the input regarding the 
General Plan process, and has subsequently modified policy provisions 
regarding this process.  Preferred General Plan policies CON-13, CON-27 
and Action Items CON NR-1 of Policy CON-27 address the intent of the 
mitigation measure; however, the measure provides detailed 
performance standards that aren’t addressed in the policies.  This 
approach is consistent with public comments (including the 
commenter’s), which suggested reasons why some of the components of 
MM 4.11.4 are infeasible, and also suggested that the County take more 
time to develop the suggested program.  County staff is recommending 
that policy makers reject MM 4.11.4 as infeasible and adopt the policy 
and actions item which generally call for development and 
implementation of a streamlined permitting program for environmentally 
superior projects.  The specific components of such a program will have to 
be developed based on additional public outreach, and the resulting 
program will require additional environmental review.   

Response 175-36 E: The commenter suggests that the second bullet in section A under 
mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section state the 
following: “The project must be less than 20 acres and include a reduction 
of anthropogenic sedimentation, such as landslide repair/stabilization, 
restoration of roads or other legacy effects, on each parcel.” The 
commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E. 

Response 175-37 E: The commenter questions why under Section C under mitigation measure 
MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section the 2- and 10- year standards 
are referenced in the mitigation measure and what they mean in terms of 
flow rates.  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E.   

Response 175-38 E: The commenter suggests in Section D under mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 
of the Draft EIR Hydrology section that the text be changed to state “The 
project should have less than significant impact on groundwater…” The 
commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion of the ministerial 
process standards. 

Response 175-39 E: The commenter suggests in Section H under mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 
of the Draft EIR Hydrology section that the text be changed to state “All 
projects shall provide for stream setbacks that meet or exceed the 
standards set forth in the Napa County Conservation Regulations.” The 
commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion of the ministerial 
process standards. 

Response 175-40 E: The commenter questions what the second bullet in Section H under 
mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section is trying to 
accomplish.  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E. 

Response 175-41 E: The commenter questions what the first bullet in Section I under mitigation 
measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section means by “the site.”  
The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E. 
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Response 175-42 E: The commenter suggests that the first bullet in Section I under mitigation 
measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section eliminate the phrase 
“or their habitat.”  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for 
discussion of the ministerial process standards. 

Response 175-43 E: The commenter suggests that the fifth bullet in Section I under mitigation 
measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section clarify that the 60/40 
requirement regarding river canopy pertains to “parcels” and not “project 
areas.”  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion of 
the ministerial process standards. 

Response 175-44 E: The commenter notes that the language under the last bullet in Section I 
under mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section is 
too broad.  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion 
of the ministerial process standards.    

Response 175-45 E: The commenter suggests in Section J under mitigation measure MM 4.11.4 
of the Draft EIR Hydrology section the term “site” be further explained.  The 
commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion of the ministerial 
process standards.    

Response 175-46 E: The commenter notes that in Section J, second bullet, under mitigation 
measure MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section the discovery of 
cultural resource should not automatically be removed from the approval 
process. The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion of 
the ministerial process standards.    

Response 175-47 E: The commenter suggests that Section L under mitigation measure MM 
4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section should delete everything from the 
phrase “and to support ecosystem management goals.” The commenter 
is referred to Response 175-35 E for discussion of the ministerial process 
standards.    

Response 175-48 E: The commenter questions why in Section M under mitigation measure MM 
4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section ministerial permits may not be 
used for any parcel wherein a discretionary vineyard project has been 
approved in 2007 or after.  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 
E for discussion of the ministerial process standards.    

Response 175-49 E: The commenter questions why under Section N under mitigation measure 
MM 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section a project under new permit 
cannot include any new visitor-serving uses. The commenter is referred to 
Response 175-35 E for discussion of the ministerial process standards.    

Response 175-50 E: The commenter questions in Section N under mitigation measure MM 
4.11.4 of the Draft EIR Hydrology section what determines a “Mineral 
Resource Area.”  The commenter is referred to Response 175-35 E.  

Response 175-51 E: The commenter questions how does the “adequate groundwater supply” 
standard compare to the present standard in the County Ground Water 
Ordinance in mitigation measure MM 4.11.5a.  As described in the 
mitigation measure, demonstrating compliance may simply involve 
compliance with County Code Chapters 13.12 (Wells) and 13.15 
(Groundwater Conservation) and a typical “fair share” analysis.  In some 
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instances, however, this analysis may be insufficient and projects 
proposing use of groundwater will have to demonstrate that their 
proposed rate of use will not exceed the rate of recharge (based on 
historic rainfall data).  Please see Policy CON-53 for implementation of this 
mitigation measure for discretionary projects.   

Response 175-52 E: The commenter suggests the word “voluntary” before “use of recycled 
water.”  Please see Policy CON-62 which implements this mitigation 
measure and appears to address the commenter’s concern by 
referencing the concept of feasibility in subpart (b) and only requiring use 
of recycled water in the AIA and MST and elsewhere where/when 
recycled water is available.   
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LETTER 176: JOANNA WINTER, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 176-1 P: Commenter suggests that the agricultural section of the General Plan 
focus more on the local production of food. The commenter also notes 
that the General Plan should treat health as an issue affected by land use 
decisions.  The County appreciates the commenter’s input and refers the 
commenter to the revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use 
Element (Policy Ag/LU-19).  
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LETTER 177: JACK BERRY, EAGLE VINES VINEYARD AND GOLF CLUB, JUNE 18, 2007 

Response 177-1 P: Commenter suggests that parcels owned by Eagle Vines Vineyard and 
the Eagle Vines Golf Club, currently zoned AWOS, should be considered 
for conversion to Industrial Park (IP).  The County appreciates the input 
and the suggested land use designation change, but County staff has 
declined to implement the commenter’s request.  Portions of the 
commenter’s property designated AWOS on the County’s land use map 
cannot be re-designated without approval of the electorate subject to 
Measure J (1990).  Portions of the commenter’s property designated 
Industrial on the County’s land use map have been identified as 
“Industrial Reserve” on the map included on p. 61 of the Revised Draft 
General Plan Update and fall outside of the Airport Industrial Area.  This 
portion of the commenter’s property could theoretically be re-zoned (a 
text change to the zoning ordinance and amendment of the AIA Specific 
Plan would probably be required) to allow for development as an 
industrial park; however it is uncertain whether County policy makers 
would look favorably upon such a request given the 2004 Housing MOU 
with the City of Napa, concerns expressed by the City of American 
Canyon, and other planning issues.  Also, any application for rezoning 
would require a detailed environmental analysis separate from the 
General Plan Update EIR. 

Response 177-2 P: Commenter suggests a policy that will allow for hotels and transient 
facilities to be located on existing urban lands that are located near 
major transportation.  The commenter also notes that the Eagle Vines 
Vineyard and Golf Club has submitted a use permit application to 
construct a hotel facility.  The commenter’s suggestions are appreciated, 
and any application submitted to the County will be processed when that 
application is deemed complete.  The commenter’s suggestion that 
additional hotels should be permitted in industrial areas has not been 
incorporated in the plan, and County staff has some concerns about 
potential impacts that would result if this change were made.  Please also 
see Response 177-1 P, above.   

Response 177-3 P: Commenter notes that allowing areas to be zoned IP and allowing for 
overnight accommodations would be consistent with the proposed 
General Plan Update.  The commenter also notes that policies promoting 
overnight accommodations should be included in the Agricultural 
Preservation and Land Use Element and the Economic Development 
Element.  The commenter is referred to Response 177-1 P and -2 P. 
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LETTER 178: IMA HOLCOMB, JULY 9, 2007 

Response 178-1 E/P: Commenter provides observations of traffic issues along Highway 29 in 
Yountville.  Commenter requests that the County consider modifying the 
intersection at Washington Street to prevent left turns during peak travel 
times.  As identified in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Transportation, Highway 29 
(through the Town of Yountville) is expected to operate deficiently under 
year 2030 conditions for all alternatives proposed. The County would look 
to work with the Town of Yountville and Caltrans to make appropriate 
improvements to roadways under the control of both jurisdictions. 
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LETTER 179: DEER PARK TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMITTEE, JULY 4, 2007 

Response 179-1 E/P: Commenter discusses traffic problems in Deer Park.  The commenter notes 
that speeding, noise, the increase in number of accidents, and illegal 
parking/drug use make up the majority of problems in Deer Park.  The 
commenter also describes the formation of the Deer Park Traffic Safety 
Committee and provides a list of what Deer Park citizens need from 
various agencies.  The County appreciates the input regarding the 
General Plan process.   

Response 179-2 E/P: Commenter provides a list of roadway improvement needs from the 
Napa County Road Works Department for Deer Park roadways.  The Draft 
EIR did not identify substantial traffic safety issues in this portion of the 
County (see Draft EIR Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-8.  However, revisions to the 
Circulation Element have added the following to Policy CIR-13 that could 
address the improvements identified by the commenter: 

• Install safety improvements on rural roads and highways throughout 
the county including but not limited to new signals, roundabouts, bike 
lanes, shoulder widening, softening sharp curves, etc. 

Response 179-3 E/P: Commenter requests an increase in patrols by the CHP and Napa County 
Sheriff for Deer Park roadways and investigation into illegal parking and 
drug use.  Traffic patrol and enforcement in the unincorporated area is 
provided by the California Highway Patrol.  The following policy has been 
added to the Safety Element to address this comment: 

Policy SAF-39:  The County shall work with local State legislators to seek 
increased funding for traffic enforcement provided by the California 
Highway Patrol to ensure that staffing levels rise commensurate with the 
need for patrol services. 

Response 179-4 E/P: Commenter provides a list of requests to be performed by the Saint 
Helena Hospital Facilities Department for traffic upgrades.  The 
commenter notes that the upgrades to Deer Park communities will help 
restore “Lost Quality of Life” to make the community streets safer to use 
and to relieve overburdened area law enforcement.  The commenter is 
referred to Response 179-2 E/P.  
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LETTER 180: AL WAGNER, NAPA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, JULY 23, 2007 

Response 180-1 P: Commenter would like to clarify page 3 of original Napa County Farm 
Bureau letter (dated June 15, 2007) which recommended elimination of 
“urban bubbles.”  The commenter suggests retaining Rural Residential and 
Urban Residential land use designations and removing all agriculturally 
zoned parcels in areas adjacent to incorporated cities.  The commenter 
also notes that the remaining eight “urban bubbles” should be removed.  
For the Angwin area, the commenter notes support for the Save Rural 
Angwin map and comment letter as an alternative to “urban bubbles.”  
The commenter is referred to Response 95-8 P regarding the disposition of 
urban bubbles in the proposed General Plan Update as well as 
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding alternatives associated with 
the elimination of the bubbles.  The proposed General Plan Update has 
been revised and the “Preferred Plan” analysis presented in Section 2.0 of 
this document provides a detailed description and analysis of its impacts.  
The Revised Draft General Plan Update would adjust the boundaries of 
two bubbles (Angwin and Berryessa Estates) and commit the County to 
systematically address all of the other bubbles (Action Item Ag/LU-114.1).     

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1736 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1737 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1738 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1739 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1740 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1741 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1742 

LETTER 181: AMY SMITH, JULY 6 2007 

Response 181-1 E/P: Commenter requests that the General Plan include energy as a separate 
topic area or that each of the energy impacts be estimated, with the 
objective of making Napa County “fossil-fuel free” in five years.  The 
commenter provides the benefits to Napa County from becoming a net 
producer of clean energy.  The commenter is referred to Climate Change 
Master Response 3.4.4 regarding climate change, Response 105-5 P 
regarding sustainability, and the responses to Letter 112 regarding 
renewable energy.  The County has included a new section in the 
Conservation Element to address related issues but has declined to adopt 
the goal of being “fossil-fuel free” in five years due to concerns about the 
feasibility of this goal and the potential impacts of large scale alternative 
energy production.   

Response 181-2 E/P: Commenter notes that the two main industries (wine and tourism) may 
suffer from inaction regarding energy use.  The commenter is referred to 
the responses to Letter 112 regarding renewable energy.  The County 
deems that these actions are appropriate to address renewable energy 
within the County.  

Response 181-3 E/P: Commenter notes there needs to be a multi-pronged strategy to produce 
more than 100% energy from renewable sources.  The commenter is 
referred to the responses to Letter 112 regarding renewable energy.  The 
County deems that these actions are appropriate to address renewable 
energy within the County.  

Response 181-4 E/P: Commenter provides an outline for an integrated plan for Napa County 
to be a net producer of clean energy and an eco-restoration destination.  
The commenter is referred to the responses to Letter 112 regarding 
renewable energy.  The County deems that these actions are appropriate 
to address renewable energy within the County.  

Response 181-5 E/P: Commenter provides additional steps for wineries and tourism to become 
a net producer of clean energy.  The commenter is referred to Climate 
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding climate change and to the 
responses to Letter 112 regarding renewable energy.  The County deems 
that these actions are appropriate to address renewable energy within 
the County. 

Response 181-6 E/P: Commenter provides additional steps for Land Use/Construction/ 
Zoning/Transportation to become a net producer of clean energy.  The 
commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 
regarding climate change and to the responses to Letter 112 regarding 
renewable energy.  The County deems that these actions are appropriate 
to address renewable energy within the County. 
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LETTER 182: TERRY TRACY, MAY 30,, 2007 

Response 182-1 P: Commenter expresses objections to the Transportation Element language 
for bicycle and alternative transportation.  The commenter notes that 
alternative transportation methods use the words like “should,” “consider,” 
and “encourage.”  Subsequent to the release of the proposed General 
Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has been under 
Circulation Element to insert the word “shall” in place of “should,” 
“consider,” and “encourage” in policy provisions where use of such 
language was considered appropriate.”  

Response 182-2 P:  Commenter disagrees that the only definitive measure for bike lanes is 
Objective CIR-3.1.  The commenter further states that “X miles” is vague.  
The commenter further states that the policy should be to fund and 
implement the Napa County Bicycle Plan.  Subsequent to the release of 
the proposed General Plan Update and Draft EIR, further modification has 
been made under Circulation Element to include definitive measures for 
the number of miles that will be designated as bike lanes consistent with 
priorities identified in the Napa Countywide Bicycle Master Plan. 

Response 182-3 P: Commenter notes that the standard language for implementing routine 
accommodations should be part of the transportation element.  The 
commenter also states that it is short-sighted to rely totally on the car for 
transportation.  Commenter is referred to Response 168-2 P above. 

Response 182-4 P: Commenter notes that widening Jamieson Canyon will not relieve South 
County traffic problems unless the extra lanes added are carpool lanes.  
The commenter requests the left lanes of Highways 29 and 12 be 
designated as carpool lanes during rush hour.  The County appreciates 
this comment.  General Plan Update roadway improvements for Highway 
29 and 12 currently do not propose the establishment of HOV lanes.  

 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1746 

 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

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

3.0-1747 

LETTER 183: WILLIAM MCINTYRE, APRIL 16, 2007 

Response 183-1 P: Commenter notes the Napa Pipe proposal would not alleviate housing 
demand or traffic and would place strain on all City and county 
resources.  The commenter notes the Napa Pipe project should be kept as 
an industrial/commercial site to generate private income and jobs.  The 
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.  The 
proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now designates the 
Napa Pipe site and the Pacific Coast/Boca site as a Study Area that 
would allow for require further study prior to consideration of land use 
changes to the sites.     
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LETTER 184: DESIREE AND TOM ALTEMUS, JULY 31, 2007 

Response 184-1 P: Commenter expresses support for the Save Rural Angwin plan and does 
not support further development in Angwin.  The County appreciates the 
input regarding the General Plan process.  The proposed General Plan 
Update has been revised and removes areas currently zoned for 
agricultural use from the Angwin bubble.  The PUC’s development proposal 
will be the subject of a separate, project-specific environmental analysis. 
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LETTER 185: MAHATMA JEEVES, JULY 31, 2007 

Response 185-1P: Commenter expresses support for the Save Rural Angwin plan.  The 
commenter also states that development in Angwin should be put to a 
vote from Angwin residents.  The County appreciates the input regarding 
the General Plan process.  The proposed General Plan Update has been 
revised and now removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from 
the Angwin bubble.  The PUC’s development proposal will require a 
separate project-specific environmental analysis.  
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LETTER 186: TONY BOGAR, AUGUST 1, 2007 

Response 186-1 E/P: Commenter expresses support for Gopal Shanker’s ideas on Napa as a 
net producer of clean energy.  The commenter provides concepts of how 
Napa County can become a net producer of clean energy.  The 
Commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 
regarding climate change and responses to Letter 112 regarding 
renewable energy. 
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LETTER 187: RON CITRON, MD, AUGUST 6, 2007 

Response 187-1 P: Commenter expresses concern about noise within the County and notes 
that the proposed General Plan Update does not adequately address 
noise abatement.  The commenter notes that there is no enforcement for 
“chopped” motorcycles.  The County developed the noise level 
standards proposed in Policy CC-35 and Policy CC-36 for exterior and 
interior noise standards in order to maintain the rural and quiet 
atmosphere within the County.  Additionally, the noise standards per 
Policy CC-35 and Policy CC-36 were developed to correspond with the 
County of Napa Noise Ordinance, which establishes limits on a wide 
variety of noise sources, including both interior and exterior, and a 
mechanism to enforce these limits. 
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LETTER 188: CHRIS HOWELL, CAIN VINEYARDS, AUGUST 6, 2007 

Response 188-1 P: Commenter suggests inserting the words “and winegrowing” immediately 
following the words agriculture throughout the General Plan Update.  The 
commenter requests the County explicitly defend mono culture, mono-
economy, and winemaking as a valuable part of the County’s cultural 
heritage.  The County appreciates the input on the General Plan Update 
process and refers the commenter to the revisions to the General Plan 
Update (especially changes made to the Agricultural Preservation and 
Land Use Element).  Winegrowing is considered an integral component of 
agriculture, not a separate activity. 

 


