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HENRY GUNDLING, GASSER FOUNDATION, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-1 P: Commenter states that he is the vice president of the Gasser
Foundation and is speaking on behalf of the Gasser Foundation. The
commenter states that environmental sustainability must guide all of

our actions. The commenter strongly supports the energy goals in the
Draft General Plan. The County appreciates the input and has taken
these comments into account in preparing the Revised General Plan
Update. The commenter is referred to the revised Conservation
Element.
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CORI BADERTSCHER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-2 E/P: The commenter states that she is from the City of American Canyon
and is interested in the County’s General Plan. The County
appreciates the commenter’s input in the process.

Response Mtg. 1-3 P: The commenter states that she is against the proposed development
on Old Hill that would result in 1,500 to 2,000 houses. The commenter
wants to be on the record as being against this development. The
County appreciates the comment and does not propose any
changes to the General Plan.

Response Mtg.1-4 P: The commenter states that an American Canyon representative
should be on the steering committee to ensure that the needs of the
City of American Canyon are met. The County appreciates this input.
The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a
detailed description). The Preferred Plan proposes an RUL for the City
of American Canyon that has been jointly agreed to by the City and

the County.

Response Mtg.1-5 P: The commenter states that there are several areas in the General Plan
where parcels are misrepresented, representation of American
Canyon as Vallejo as well as the comment period. The commenter is
referred to Response 1-1 as well as to revisions to the General Plan
Update associated with the City of American Canyon. The comment

period was extended to June 18, 2007.
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PETER BARTELME, PACIFIC UNION COLLEGE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-6 P: The commenter states that Pacific Union College does not accept
any changes in the urban bubble for Angwin. The proposed General
Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan”

(see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The
Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from
the Angwin bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential areas
for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However,
further development in the Angwin area is possible even with
reduction of the bubble.
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ELISABETH FRATER, SIERRA CLUB, NAPA GROUP, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-7E/P: The commenter states that they want their written comments
addressed and an extension of time to review the documents. See
Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.

Response Mtg.1-8 P: The commenter questions the growth assumptions in the documents.
The commenter also notes that it is not clear in the alternatives how
the impaired status of the Napa River watershed is being addressed.
See Response 1-1 for a discussion on growth methodology contained
in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Section 4.0 and Appendix B) and see
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a discussion of alternatives.

Hydrologic and water quality impacts associated with the General
Plan Update were evaluated through hydrologic modeling that
included consideration of drought conditions (see Draft EIR Section
4.11 and Appendix H). Water supply impacts under normal and
drought conditions were addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.13, which
identified the impacts as significant and unavoidable for all
alternatives evaluated. The commenter is also referred to Water
Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding water supply impacts of the
Revised General Plan Update.
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LOWELL DOWNEY, NAPA COUNTY GREEN PARTY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-9 P: The commenter requests that the precautionary principle presented
be included as a guiding policy in the General Plan. See Response 3-1
for a discussion of the precautionary principle as well as Climate

Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding conservation efforts and
climate change issues.
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3.0-1846

BERNARD KREVET, FRIENDS OF THE NAPA RIVER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-10E/P: The commenter states that they need more time to review the
documents. Also, the commenter remarks that the Draft EIR lists six
alternatives without calling out a preferred alternative as required by

CEQA. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review and
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a discussion on the adequacy
of the alternatives analysis contained in the DEIR.

Response Mtg.1-11E/P: The commenter states that the General Plan does not seem to be
reflected in any of the alternatives presented in the Draft EIR. See
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for a discussion on the adequacy

of the alternatives analysis contained in the DEIR and Section 2.0 of
this document regarding the Preferred Plan for the General Plan
Update.

Response Mtg.1-12E/P: The commenter notes that the living river principles developed for the
Napa County River Flood Control and Restoration Project are only
mentioned in the General Plan on a couple of pages. The

commenter wishes to build on this nationally acclaimed project. The
County appreciates the comment and refers the commenter to the
revisions to the Conservation Element.

Response Mtg.1-13E/P: The commenter states that the TMDL that have been performed for
sediment and pathogens don’t seem to be included in the plan. See
Response HH-3 for a discussion on TMDLs. Draft EIR Section 4.11,

Hydrology and Water Quality, provides a description of the TMDLs for
the Napa River and mitigation measures consistent with the TMDL
activities.

Response Mtg.1-14E/P: The commenter states that global warming is mentioned but does not
seem to be considered in other sections of the DEIR. See Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a discussion on climate change.

Response Mtg.1-15E/P: The commenter also states that the allowance for timberland and
woodland conversion appear to be too generous without sufficient
impact analysis. The commenter’s input is appreciated, and the
commenter is referred to additional policy provisions in the
Conservation Element.

Response Mtg.1-16E/P: The commenter asks that the detailed suggestions on accessing the
river presented in 2005 by Friends of the Napa River be included in the
General Plan. The County appreciates these comments and refers
the commenter to revisions to the General Plan Update.

Response Mtg.1-17E/P: The commenter states that they need an extension of time to review
the documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.
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EVE KAHN, GET A GRIP ON GROWTH, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-18E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.

Response Mtg.1-19E/P: The commenter goes into specifics on why a time extension is needed
to review and give input on the General Plan. See Response 10-1 for a
discussion on public review.
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CHERYL HARRIS, CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-20 E: The commenter refers to a letter submitted by the California Native
Plant Society regarding the incompleteness of the Biological
Resources section of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to

responses to comment letters 89 and 169.
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3.0-1849

HAROLD KELLY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-21P: The commenter has concerns that aspects of the General Plan would
endanger Measure A and Measure J being implemented. The
commenter is referred to revisions to the General Plan Update that

incorporate provisions of both measures. In addition, the Preferred
Plan is consistent with the growth control provisions of Measure A and
now establishes Napa Pipe as a “Study Area” that retains its industrial
designation (see Section 2.0 of this document).

Response Mtg.1-22 E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1850

JOHN STEPHENS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-23 E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. The commenter also states that global warming must be
addressed in the General Plan. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of

public review and Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a
discussion of climate change.
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MOIRA JOHNSTON BLOCK AND ALVIN LEE BLOCK, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-24 E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.

Response Mtg.1-25 P: The commenter states that the introduction to the General Plan lacks
a clear and cohesive summary of major themes. The commenter is
referred to revisions to the General Plan Update.

Response Mtg.1-26 P: The commenter states that the General Plan contains excessive use of
the word as “may” and suggests that “shall” be used in order to be
more decisive and clear. The commenter is referred to revisions to the
General Plan Update.

Response Mtg.1-27 P: The commenter feels that global warming must be addressed in the
General Plan at a greater level of detail. See Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4.

Response Mtg.1-28 P: The commenter states that the arts should be recognized and
acknowledged as playing an indispensable role in the County. The
commenter is referred to revisions to the General Plan Update.
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3.0-1852

VOLKER EISELE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-29 E/ P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review. The
commenter also goes on to say that the proposed General Plan is a

blueprint for growth and it contradicts exactly what the County set out
to do in 1968 and expresses concerns regarding agriculture. The
commenter is referred to revisions to the General Plan Update.
Section 4.1, Agriculture, of the Draft EIR addresses impacts to
agriculture from General Plan Update implementation.

Response Mtg.1-30 P: The commenter states that the “bubble” concept should not exist and

that he disagrees with the Angwin bubble specifically. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred
Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description).
The Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use
from the Angwin bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential
areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote).
However, further development in the Angwin area is possible even
with reduction of the bubble. The commenter is also referred to
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the Draft EIR alternatives
analysis and the consideration of an alternative that would eliminate
the bubbles.

Response Mtg.1-31 P: The commenter does not agree with the proposed land use
designations for Pope Valley. The County appreciates this comment.
As identified in Section 2.0 of this document, the Preferred Plan for the
General Plan Update no longer proposes a land use designation
change for Pope Valley.

Response Mtg.1-32 P: The commenter states that he is very upset that the General Plan is
taking this direction. The County appreciates the input from the
commenter and refers the commenter to the revisions made to the
General Plan Update.
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3.0-1853

SANDY ELLES, NAPA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-33 E/P: The commenter states that agriculture is the highest and best use of
the County’s land and that fact should be reflected in the General
Plan. The commenter expresses concerns regarding the rate of

growth (1%). The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of this
document regarding the Preferred Plan of the General Plan Update
and to revisions to the General Plan Update.

Response Mtg.1-34 P: The commenter would like the City of American Canyon to cooperate
with the County and to adopt a slow growth philosophy and join the
County in protecting agriculture and open space. The proposed

General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred
Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description).
The Preferred Plan proposes an RUL for the City of American Canyon
that has been jointly agreed to by the City and the County.

Response Mtg.1-35E/P: The commenter indicates that the Farm Bureau disagrees with the
land use designation for the Hess Vineyard property. The proposed

General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred
Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description).
The Preferred Plan proposes that the Hess Vineyards be designated
Agriculture, Watershed and Open Space (AWOS).

Response Mtg.1-36E/P: The commenter states that the circulation element is troublesome and
asks how more vehicles will affect the quality of life in Napa County.

The commenter is referred to revisions to the Circulation Element as
well as to Draft EIR Section 4.4, Transportation, that addresses the
traffic impacts of the alternatives evaluated for the General Plan
Update.

Response Mtg.1-37E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.

Response Mtg.1-38 P: The commenter finishes with an appeal that the planning
commissioners become actively involved in the process. The County
appreciates this comment. Key policy issues have been presented to
the Planning Commission during the preparation of the General Plan
Update for input. The Planning Commission will consider the Preferred
Plan and the revisions to the General Plan Update and will provide a
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.
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JOHN TULLY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-39 E/P: The commenter states that the phrase “urban bubble” is not
appropriate for Angwin and also states concerns with future traffic if
the urban bubble is implemented. The proposed General Plan

Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see
Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The Preferred
Plan removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the
Angwin bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential areas for
inclusion in the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further
development in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the
bubble. The commenter is also referred to Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 regarding the Draft EIR alternatives analysis and the
consideration of an alternative that would eliminate the bubbles. The
traffic impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan
Update county-wide (including impacts around the community of
Angwin) have been evaluated in Section 4.4, Transportation, of the
Draft EIR.
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MARSA TULLY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-40 P: The commenter disagrees with the “urban bubble” designation for
Angwin. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and
now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for

a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas currently
zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as well as identifies
existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a
Measure J vote). However, further development in the Angwin area is
possible even with reduction of the bubble. The commenter is also
referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the Draft EIR
alternatives analysis and the consideration of an alternative that
would eliminate the bubbles.

Response Mtg.1-41 E: The commenter states that they cannot find anything in the DEIR
about Howell Mountain Road. Howell Mountain Road is described as
a collector road on page 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR, and a segment
analysis was conducted for this road from Pope Valley Road to North
White Cottage Road. Impacts to roadway segments are presented in
Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR. As identified in Draft EIR Tables 4.4-13
and -14, Howell Mountain Road is anticipated to operate at
acceptable levels of service under year 2030 peak hour traffic
conditions. No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.
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KELLIE ANDERSON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-42 P: The commenter states that the Angwin urban bubble is incorrect and
should be modified. The proposed General Plan Update has been
revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this

document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes
areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as
well as identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the
bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further development
in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the bubble. The
commenter is also referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2
regarding the Draft EIR alternatives analysis and the consideration of
an alternative that would eliminate the bubbles.
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GOPAL SHANKER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg. 1-43 E/P: The commenter states that climate change should be addressed in
the General Plan and that Napa County should become a producer
of clean energy. The commenter is referred to Climate Change

Master Response 3.4.4 regarding climate change and to revisions to
the Conservation Element to address the issue and promote clean
energy.
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NICOLE BYRD, GREENBELT ALLIANCE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-44 E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review. The
commenter is also concerned that some of the policies seem to

weaken the preservation of the agricultural heritage of Napa County.
The commenter is referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation
and Land Use Element and the Conservation Element regarding
protections for agricultural and natural resources of the County.

Response Mtg.1-45 E/P: The commenter requests an extension of time to review the
documents. See Response 10-1 for a discussion of public review.

Response Mtg.1-46 P: The commenter states that implementation policies are missing from
the plan. The commenter is referred to the revisions to the General
Plan Update.
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GINNY SIMMS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #1, MARCH 21, 2007

Response Mtg.1-47 P: The commenter states that there are areas of the Draft General Plan
that lack effective language. The County appreciates input on the
proposed General Plan Update. The commenter is referred to the

revisions to the General Plan Update.

Response Mtg.1-48 E/P: The commenter states that she had trouble in matching policies in the
General Plan with mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. The
commenter also has concerns that new Draft General Plan language
is weaker than old language. The commenter is referred to the
Revised General Plan Update. With the public release of the Revised

General Plan Update in December 2007, an updated matrix of a
comparison of existing General Plan policies to the proposed update
policies will be created. An updated matrix of the comparison of
General Plan Update policies and Draft EIR mitigation measures will
also be publicly released in December 2007

Response Mtg.1-49 P: The commenter is concerned that certain topic areas, such as open

space, are deemphasized by being presented in several locations.
The commenter is referred to the Revised General Plan Update.
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DELMER FJARLI, HOWELL MOUNTAIN MUTUAL WATER COMPANY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2,
MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-1 E/P: Commenter describes watershed characteristics and vulnerability of
the water supply from increased development. Commenter points
out the State of California standards for development around water

intake structures, discusses the increased traffic resulting from new
development, and recommends slope and ground treatment to
minimize surface runoff.

Commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 for a
detailed discussion regarding surface water and groundwater
resources. Revisions to the Conservation Element of the Revised

General Plan Update contain policies requiring that existing significant
vegetation be retained and incorporated into agricultural projects to
reduce soil erosion and to retain wildlife habitat. Additionally, the
Conservation Element includes streamlined permitting procedures
which should be instituted for new vineyard projects that voluntarily
retain valuable habitat and connectivity including generous setbacks
from streams and buffers around ecologically sensitive areas in
accordance with established standards. Also, the Conservation
Element requires the County to enforce compliance with existing
stream setback regulations, provide education and information
regarding the importance of stream setbacks and the active
management of native vegetation within setbacks, and develop
incentives to encourage greater stream setbacks where appropriate.
It also contains the following provision under Policy CON-45:

“Protect the County’s domestic supply drainages through vegetation
preservation and protective buffers to ensure clean and reliable
drinking water consistent with state regulations and guidelines.”
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DUANE DEISS, HOWELL MOUNTAIN MUTUAL WATER COMPANY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH

28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-2 E/P: Commenter states the importance of maintaining adequate setbacks
around water intake structures. Commenter is referred to Response
Mtg. 2-1 for a discussion regarding water system setbacks and the

General Plan Conservation Element for policies regarding setbacks
and other water conservation measures.
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HENRY GUNDLING, GASSER FOUNDATION, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-3 E/P: Commenter states the importance of environmental sustainability for
the conservation of energy and the promotion of renewable resources
(i.e., green buildings, continual energy, etc.). Commenter also praises

the Committee for their efforts. Commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 and the revised General Plan
Conservation Element which includes energy goals and policies to
increase the amount of energy produced through locally available
energy sources, including renewable and alternative energy resources
where they are compatible with the maintenance of environmental
quality (i.e., geothermal energy sources). Additionally, Conservation
Element policies require the County to promote and encourage green
building and sustainable development through the achievement of
LEED standards set by the US Green Building Council.
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WENDY WALLIN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-4 P: Commenter believes the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element does not fully address social equity and environmental justice
and suggests language to be included. The County appreciates this

input and refers the commenter to the revised Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element.
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TESSA LEVINE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-5 E/P: The commenter is concerned that the General Plan does not address
the issue of sustainable energy resources and expresses how
beneficial it would be for the County. Commenter also expresses

concern of carbon imprints of County citizens and the issue of global
warming. Commenter is referred to Climate Change Master Response
3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on climate change and revisions to the
Conservation Element that address this issue.
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MOLLY LEVINE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-6 E/P: Commenter discusses the benefits of renewable energy in Napa
Valley and offers suggestions on how the county can become
environmentally self-sustaining. Commenter is referred to Climate

Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on climate
change and revisions to the Conservation Element that address this
issue.
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KELLIE ANDERSON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-7 P: The commenter expresses concern with the Angwin urban bubble,
rezoning, and the PUC proposal. The proposed General Plan Update
has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section

2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan
removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin
bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion
in the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further
development in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the
bubble. The proposed PUC project is a separate project from the
proposed General Plan Update and will require its own public review
process and CEQA review.
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GINNY SIMMS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-8 E/P: Commenter expresses concern over energy efficiency and the need
to address climate change for Napa’s predominantly agricultural
community. Commenter is referred to Climate Change Master

Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on climate change and
revisions to the Conservation Element that address this issue.

Response Mtg. 2-9 P: The commenter suggests that the viewsheds should be addressed in
the General Plan. The list of County designated scenic roadways has
been included in revisions to the Community Character Element.

Response Mtg. 2-10 E/P: Commenter states that the EIR fails to analyze General Plan policy
Ag/LU-120 and recommends that the policy be deleted. Commenter
is referred to Page 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR which discusses Measure J,
the Agricultural Lands Preservation Initiative. Pursuant to this initiative
and General Plan policies, any change to agricultural land use
designations would require a vote from County citizens. The
commenter is also referred to Section 3.0 for a full discussion on

Measure J. Policy Ag/LU-120 has been deleted from the revised
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.

Response Mtg. 2-11 P: The commenter states that Angwin’s character deserves protection
and the PUC proposal and associated development may not do that.
The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a

detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas currently
zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as well as identifies
existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a
Measure J vote). However, further development in the Angwin area is
possible even with reduction of the bubble. The proposed PUC
project is a separate project from the proposed General Plan Update
and will require its own public review process and CEQA review.

Response Mtg. 2-12 P: Commenter states that development of the Napa Pipe property and
County development outside cities is a disaster. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now designates the Napa
Pipe site and the Pacific Coast/Boca site with a Study Area
designation (under the Preferred Plan) that would allow for future
consideration of land use changes to the sites. However, the General
Plan Update does not establish any use of the sites beyond industrial.

Response Mtg. 2-13 P: The commenter notes that a study zone should be designed, rather
than a transition zone. The commenter is referred to Response 2-12.

Response Mtg. 2-14 E/P: Commenter reiterates concern over climate change. Commenter is
referred to Response 2-8 above.

Response Mtg. 2-15 P: Commenters makes suggestions regarding housing mandates and
affordable housing. The County appreciates these comments. It
should be noted that the Housing Element is not being updated as
part of this process.
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ELIZABETH PRESSLER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-16 P: Commenter would like to be able to develop mixed use on their
commercially zoned property in Rutherford. The County appreciates
these comments. The commenter is referred to the revised

Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element regarding changes to
commercial policies. These policy provisions would allow for
accessory residential dwelling units and would not require application
of Planned Development zone.

Response Mtg. 2-17 P: The commenter notes that their property is connected to the St.
Helena water system and has a septic system. Commenter discusses

the types of development they are investigating for the property. The
commenter is referred to Response 2-16 above.
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LOIS BATTUELLO, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-18 E/P: Commenter states the EIR is full of conflicting language and is driven
by specific projects rather than through the outlined County planning
process. The commenter is referred to Section 1.0 of the Draft EIR

which clearly outlines the purpose, intended uses, organization and
scope, and environmental review process pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines. The Draft EIR provides no environmental clearance for any
proposed development projects under consideration in the County.
The commenter provides no specific evidence of conflicting
language in the Draft EIR. The County believes that the Draft EIR
adequately and consistently addresses the environmental effects of
the proposed General Plan Update implementation. The
commenter’s comment letters are responded to in this section of the
Final EIR.
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SALLY KIMSEY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-19 P: The commenter states that she is representing a group of Pope Valley
residents concerned about a potential Measure J vote and who
decides what is in the Measure J vote. The County will prepare the

ballot initiative for voter consideration (based on Board of Supervisor
direction). As identified in Section 2.0 of this document, the Preferred
Plan of the General Plan Update has been identified and does not
include a land use designation change for Pope Valley.

Response Mtg. 2-20 P: Commenter notes that it is difficult to submit whether something is a
good or bad idea due to the ideas being vague. The County

appreciates these comments regarding the process and suggests that
the commenter continue to participate in the process.
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GOPAL SHANKER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #2, MARCH 28, 2007

Response Mtg. 2-21 E/P: The commenter states the importance of energy sustainability
(renewable sources) and addressing climate change. Commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed

discussion on climate change and revisions to the Conservation
Element to address this issue.

Response Mtg. 2-22 E/P: The commenter makes suggestions as to alternative energy sources
which could be used in the County. Commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on climate
change and revisions to the Conservation Element that address this

issue.
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GOPAL SHANKER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-1 E/P: The commenter notes that energy and climate change should be a
topic area by itself, especially climate change. The commenter notes
that Napa County should set an example for other regions in the

world. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on climate change and
revisions to the Conservation Element to address this issue.
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3.0-1980

EVE KAHN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-2 P: The commenter notes concern that the General Plan update has lost
the word “protection” from the agricultural and land use goals. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.

The commenter is referred to the revisions to the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Conservation Element
regarding policy provisions that address agricultural resource
preservation and protection.

Response Mtg. 3-3 P: The commenter notes that the phrase “slow growth” was mentioned
20 times in the current General Plan, and it is mentioned twice in the

General Plan Update. The commenter also notes that the context of
Measure A does not in most cases mention slow growth. The
commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of this document regarding the
Preferred Plan for the General Plan Update that would meet the
growth control provisions of Measure A.

Response Mtg. 3-4 P: The commenter notes concern about the Napa Pipe proposal. The

commenter also notes that the Transitional zoning does not include
recreation or open space land uses. 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 (under the Preferred Plan)
that would allow for future consideration of land use changes to the
sites. However, the General Plan Update does not establish any use of
the sites beyond industrial.

Response Mtg. 3-5 P: The commenter notes that Ag/LU-120 overrides Measure A. The
commenter also notes that Ag/LU-120 gives the Board of Supervisors
the decision to allow a lot of growth without the General Plan having
a protection measure to prevent that occurrence. This policy has
been removed as part of revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and
Land Use Element.
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HAROLD MOSKOWITE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-6 P: The commenter would like to allow a 40-acre minimum split instead of
160 acres in other valleys besides Napa and Wooden. The County
appreciates this comment. The General Plan Update does not

include a land use designation that would address this request.
County staff suggests the submittal of an application to the County to
make this request.
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LOIS BATTUELLO, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-7 P: The commenter handed out a chart and echoed the importance of
the word “protection.” The commenter notes the importance of
protection of prime agricultural land. The County appreciates the

input regarding the General Plan process and refers the commenter
to the Revised General Plan Update (especially the Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and the Conservation Element).
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BOB BARBARICK, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-8 P: The commenter notes that the plan should talk about the ballooning
industry in the Recreation and Open Space Element. The commenter
is referred to revisions to the Recreation and Open Space Element

and to Draft EIR Impact 4.1.3 regarding County Code provisions that
require protection and buffering from agricultural areas.



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

3.0-1984

ROBERT MOORE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-9 E/P: The commenter wants to stress sustainable transportation and
incorporating the ideas to have easy and safe bicycling from north to
south in the County. Subsequent to the releases of the Draft General

Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the
Circulation Element to provide for the needs of pedestrians and
bicyclists and, where possible, to accommodate those needs in all
roadway construction and renovation projects.

Response Mtg. 3-10 E/P: The commenter notes the precautionary principle, which evaluates
risk of something before implementation. The commenter also notes

that the EIR should be the guideline principle for decision making
outside of the General Plan process. The commenter is referred to
Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 for a detailed discussion on
climate change and revisions to the Conservation Element to address
several of aspects in the precautionary principle.

Response Mtg. 3-11 E/P: The commenter suggests that the promotion of sustainable and

organic agriculture should be included in the Agricultural Preservation
and Land Use Element. The commenter is referred to revisions to the
Conservation Element that include provisions for sustainability.
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3.0-1985

LOU PENNING, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-12 E/P: The commenter notes concern with bicycle and pedestrian usage
and other trip reduction options. The commenter is referred to
responses to comments in Letter 168 for the subsequent changes

made to the Circulation Element, which discusses additional language
for increasing the use of alternative forms of transportation within the
County. The Draft EIR identifies several mitigation measures to further
promote transit, bicycle, and pedestrian usage (see mitigation
measures MM 4.4.1d through j on Draft EIR pages 4.4-50 and -51).
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3.0-1986

DIETER DEISS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-13 P: The commenter reiterates and agrees with comments made by Lou
Penning. The commenter also notes that the County is behind in
bicycle safety and that the County is not listed as a designation for

bikes. The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan
process. The County will consider the comment when revising the
General Plan. The commenter is referred to Response Mtg. 3-12.

Response Mtg. 3-14 E/P: The commenter notes that there should be more focus on overall
mobility in the valley for people and goods. The commenter suggests
bypassing St. Helena and Calistoga (Northern Valley). The commenter

also suggests a study to look at options to direct traffic from Lake
County around the Napa Valley. Policies have been added to the
Circulation Element that address multi-modal transportation options.
The issue of a bypass for the two cities mentioned and around the
Napa Valley is outside of the scope of this General Plan Update
process as there would be a need for coordination between the
incorporated areas, Caltrans, and the Napa County Transportation
and Planning Agency. Currently Silverado Trail bypasses the area
around SR 29.

Response Mtg. 3-15 E/P: The commenter suggests making another northern entry from US 101
and Santa Rosa into the Northern Valley, which would help to mitigate
traffic. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion;
however, this proposal is not recommended by staff.

Response Mtg. 3-16 E/P: The commenter suggests that the County should undertake studies on
light rail options. The commenter notes that light rail could transport
people throughout the County and help to mitigate traffic. As noted
in Response Mtg. 3-14, various multi-modal transportation options,
including rail, are considered under the Circulation Element.
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3.0-1987

KATHY HAYES, NORTH BAY ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-17 P: The commenter notes that the North Bay Association of Realtors
(NORBAR) looked at the Angwin scenarios and has provided
comments that are based on what kind of values should be

articulated rather than what kind of land should be in or out. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.

Response Mtg. 3-18 P: The commenter notes that the opinions of Angwin residents should
have a significant voice in what the land use changes should be. The
commenter also notes that the issue of traffic needs to be taken into
account for Angwin options in terms of long-term viability. The

commenter notes that the Angwin Airport should consider long-term
viability. The commenter also states that the General Plan update
provides an opportunity to ground land use activities that don’t match
up with the current General Plan. The County appreciates the input
regarding the General Plan process. The proposed General Plan
Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see
Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The Preferred
Plan removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the
Angwin bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential areas for
inclusion in the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further
development in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the
bubble. There are no proposals to modify the airfield in Angwin.

Response Mtg. 3-19 P: The commenter notes support for the transitional zones and says that
the transitional zones seem to be study areas needing planning and
discussion. The commenter notes support for Ag/LU-37 of the Hess
transitional zone and suggests that the language is too strict to require
only rezoning after no industrial land is available. 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 (under the
Preferred Plan) that would allow for future consideration of land use
changes to the sites. However, the General Plan Update does not
establish any use of the sites beyond industrial. The Preferred Plan
proposes that the Hess Vineyards be designated Agriculture,
Watershed and Open Space (AWOS).

Response Mtg. 3-20 P: The commenter notes that Measure A implementation language
should be in ordinance language and not be in the General Plan. As
identified on Draft EIR page 4.3-9, Measure A expired in December
2000, and the Board of Supervisors extended its intent and mandate
through the establishment of the Housing Allocation Program that the
County currently operates under.

Response Mtg. 3-21 P: The commenter notes support of Ag/LU-120 to allow the Board of
Supervisors to exceed the annual building permit limit so that multi-
family units to get off the ground. This policy has been eliminated from
the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element as part of revisions
to the General Plan Update.
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3.0-1988

HAROLD MOSKOWITE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-22 P: The commenter discusses the ridge route concept which would
provide a road from American Canyon overpass into American
Canyon and then to Calistoga. The County appreciates the input into

the General Plan Update process. However, this suggestion was not
incorporated into the revisions to the Circulation Element.
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GEORGE HEMKE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-23 P: The commenter presented a comparison of past and present Napa
and viewsheds. The County appreciates the input regarding the
General Plan process. The environmental effects of potential

alteration of the viewsheds in the County was addressed in the Draft
EIR Section 4.14.
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3.0-1990

FRED CHOPPINGTON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #3, APRIL 4, 2007

Response Mtg. 3-24 P: The commenter echoed Mr. Moskowite’s opinion to allow a 40-acre
minimum split instead of 160 acres in other valleys besides Napa and
Wooden. The commenter provides the reason why allowing this to

occur would be more economically feasible for many land owners.
The County appreciates this comment. The General Plan Update
does not include a land use designation that would address this
request. County staff suggests the submittal of an application to the
County to make this request.

Response Mtg. 3-25 E/P: The commenter states that the General Plan should not address

climate change. The County appreciates the input regarding the
General Plan process. However, the County considers climate
change a significant issue for both the General Plan Update and the
Draft EIR. Thus, the issue has been substantially evaluated in the Draft
and Final EIR and is being incorporated in the Conservation Element
revisions.
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KELLIE ANDERSON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-1 P: The commenter notes the level of work put into the General Plan and
notes appreciation. The commenter also remarks on the protection of
agricultural lands in Angwin. The proposed General Plan Update has

been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of
this document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes
areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as
well as identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the
bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further development
in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the bubble.

Response Mtg. 4-2 P: The commenter discusses the elimination of the definition of the
Angwin urban bubble as PUC and its adjacent commercial facilities
and the elimination of the County-designated list of scenic roadways
from the General Plan Update. The proposed General Plan Update
has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0
of this document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan
removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin
bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in
the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further
development in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the
bubble. The Community Character Element has been modified to
include the list of County designated scenic roadways.

Response Mtg. 4-3 P: The commenter discusses the controversy related to potential
development in Angwin. The commenter suggests that a placeholder
should be made for the definition of the Angwin urban bubble in the
General Plan. The County appreciates the input regarding the General
Plan process. The County will consider the comment when revising the

General Plan. The proposed General Plan Update has been revised
and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document
for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas currently
zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as well as identifies
existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a
Measure J vote). However, further development in the Angwin area is
possible even with reduction of the bubble.
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3.0-2052

MARGARET ANN WATSON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-4 P: The commenter notes concern with overall impacts and about future
effects that were not intended in the General Plan Update. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.

Response Mtg. 4-5 P: The commenter asks if the County still wants be slow-growth, if urban
growth should be in cities, and if the County wants to encourage
future development in outlying areas and where. The commenter is
referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element and Section 2.0 of this document that describes the Preferred
Plan for the General Plan Update that would meet the growth control

provisions of Measure A.

Response Mtg. 4-6 P: The commenter asks how serious the County is about preserving open
space and views. The County appreciates the input regarding the
General Plan process and refers the commenter to revisions to the
Conservation, Recreation and Open Space, and Community
Character elements.

Response Mtg. 4-7 P: The commenter questions should the County want to reduce emissions
and increase energy efficiency. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4, as well as to revisions to the
Conservation Element that address energy conservation.

Response Mtg. 4-8 P: The comment questions how important the further support of
agriculture is to the future of Napa County. The County appreciates
these comments and refers the commenter to the revised Agricultural
Preservation and Land Use Element and Conservation Element.

Response Mtg. 4-9 P: The commenter questions whether the General Plan is doing the right
thing for water supply, rivers, and the recreation district. The
commenter states she is speaking on behalf of herself and Jenny

Simms. The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response
3.4.1, Draft EIR Section 4.6 and 4.11 regarding fisheries and hydrology
impacts, and Draft EIR Section 4.13 regarding recreation impacts.
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LOUIS PENNING, NAPA COUNTY BICYCLE COALITION, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-10 P: The commenter discusses the Circulation Element and methods to
encourage the use of alternative transportation. The commenter
suggests that there should be a goal in the General Plan update of a

complete streets or routine accommodation program to be
considered in any roadway project. Subsequent to the releases of the
Draft General Plan and DEIR, further modification has been made to
the Circulation Element to provide for the needs of pedestrians and
bicyclists and, where possible, those needs are to be accommodated
in all roadway construction and renovation projects.

Response Mtg. 4-11 P: The commenter suggests that “shall” replace “should” in bicycle
policies. The commenter also states that the miles of bike lanes
implemented in the General Plan should be designated. Subsequent
to the releases of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, further
modification has been made to the Circulation Element for many
policies to replace “should” with “shall” and to designate an amount
of bicycle lanes to be constructed under the General Plan Update.

Response Mtg. 4-12 P: The commenter suggests including paved bicycle trails and
recreational multi-use trail in the list of recreational needs for the
County. The commenter also notes that there is no mention of
increasing bicycle tourism in the General Plan. The commenter is
referred to Response Mtg. 4-11 as well as to the revisions made to the
Circulation Element and the Economic Development Element.

Response Mtg. 4-13 P: The commenter notes that the predicted increase in car traffic by 250
percent is not adequately discussed in the air quality element. The
Draft EIR (Section 4.8) provides a detailed analysis and modeling of air
quality impacts from implementation of the General Plan Update,
including increases in traffic volumes (see Draft EIR pages 4.8-18
through -38). This includes the identification of several mitigation
measures that have been incorporated in the revisions to the
Conservation Element.

Response Mtg. 4-14 P: The commenter notes that the General Plan should include more
pedestrian and bicycle transportation policies in a trip reduction plan.
The commenter is referred to the revised Circulation Element
regarding additional policy provisions.
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3.0-2054

JOHN TULLY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-15 P: The commenter supports the elimination of the Angwin urban bubble.
The commenter states the land outside of the Angwin urban bubble
does not receive the preferences that land within the Angwin urban

bubble receives. The commenter also notes the agricultural lands
within the Angwin urban bubble should receive Measure J protections.
The proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now
identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a
detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes areas currently
zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as well as identifies
existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a
Measure J vote). However, further development in the Angwin area is
possible even with reduction of the bubble.
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JOHN STEPHENS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-16 E/ P: The commenter provides a presentation on evidence of global
warming. The commenter suggests that the General Plan and the
Draft EIR should address sea level rise. The commenter is referred to

Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 and to revisions to the
Conservation Element that address climate change.
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3.0-2056

CHRIS MALAN, EARTH DEFENSE OF THE ENVIRONMENT NOW (EDEN), AT PUBLIC HEARING #4,
MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-17 E/ P: The commenter states that the General Plan and Draft EIR do not fully
discuss the involvement of responsible agencies, including the State
Water Resources Control Board. The commenter is referred to

Response 148-41 in Letter 148 and responses to Letter F for discussion of
the involvement of SWRCB in the General Plan Update. The
commenter is also referred to Draft EIR pages 1.0-1 and -2 regarding
the list of identified responsible and trustee agencies, several of which
were directly consulted in the preparation of the Draft EIR.

Response Mtg. 4-18 P: The commenter notes on the state’s requirement that general plans

address impacts to global warming. The commenter suggests
including digital elevation models in the General Plan that help the
County look at steep developments and what kind of impacts they
are going to have. The commenter is referred to Climate Change
Master Response 3.4.4 and to revisions to the Conservation Element
that address climate change.
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MARSA TULLY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-19 P: The commenter supports the elimination of urban bubbles and
provides the reason why it should be eliminated. The County
appreciates these comments and refers the commenter to

Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding the consideration of an
alternative that would eliminate the bubbles. The commenter is also
referred Section 2.0 of this document regarding the Preferred Plan for
the General Plan Update that includes alteration to two bubbles
(including Angwin) in the County.
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3.0-2058

GENJI SCHMEDER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-20 E/ P: The commenter states that the General Plan is negligent in addressing
the impacts of global warming on housing development and the
County’s major agricultural crop, wine grapes. The commenter

remarks on changes global warming could have on Napa County
including sea level rise. The commenter also notes that sea level rise
could impact the proposed Napa Pipe project. The commenter is
referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 and to revisions to
the Conservation Element that address climate change.
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3.0-2059

DONNA MORGAN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-21 P: The commenter supports changing the Angwin urban bubble to not
include protected agricultural lands, and recommends the urban
bubble line should reflect existing land uses. The proposed General

Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan”
(see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The
Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned for agricultural use from
the Angwin bubble as well as identifies existing rural residential areas
for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However,
further development in the Angwin area is possible even with
reduction of the bubble.
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3.0-2060

NICOLE BYRD, GREENBELT ALLIANCE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-22 P: The commenter supports containing growth within existing city limits.
The commenter supports the elimination or fixing of urban bubbles.
The commenter is referred Section 2.0 of this document regarding the

Preferred Plan for the General Plan Update that includes alteration to
two bubbles (including Angwin) in the County.

Response Mtg. 4-23 E: The commenter notes that there is no Draft EIR alternative that would
limit growth to the 1% percent limitations. The commenter is referred
to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for adequacy of the range of
alternatives and Section 2.0 of this document that describes the

Preferred Plan that would meet the 1% growth controls of Measure A.

Response Mtg. 4-24 E/P: The commenter wants further clarification of the terms “transitional
zoning” and “developed” in the General Plan update. The proposed
General Plan Update has been revised and now designates the Napa
Pipe site and the Pacific Coast/Boca site a Study Area (under the
Preferred Plan) that would allow for future consideration of land use

changes to the sites. However, the General Plan Update does not
establish any use of the sites beyond industrial.

Response Mtg. 4-25 E/P: The commenter wants to see more connection in the General Plan
between the land use designations and the circulation element. The
commenter suggests designing land uses to reduce trips in the
General Plan. The commenter is referred to revisions to the

Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element and the Circulation
Element. As identified in the technical analysis provided in Draft EIR
Section 4.4, Transportation, a substantial portion of the traffic
anticipated to be generated in year 2030 would not be associated
with land uses in the unincorporated portion of the County (see Draft
EIR Table 4.4-10).

Response Mtg. 4-26 P: The commenter notes that she will also submit comments in writing
and they will pertain to growth. The County appreciates the input
regarding the General Plan process. All written comments received
during the public comment period are responded to in this document.
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SANDY ELLIS, NAPA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-27 E/ P: The commenter notes support for the goal of protecting and
promoting Napa County agriculture. The commenter suggests that
the General Plan is inconsistent due to the growth projected within the

County. The commenter also notes that none of the Draft EIR
Alternatives have numbers lower than ABAG’s projections. The
commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 for
adequacy of the range of alternatives and Section 2.0 regarding the
Preferred Plan, which would have growth projections below
Alternatives B, C, and E.

Response Mtg. 4-28 P: The commenter supports more sustainability in the General Plan Land
Use, Circulation, and Conservation Elements and balancing the three
E’s of economic vitality, environmental stewardship, and social equity.
The commenter is referred to revisions in the Conservation Element
regarding sustainability and environmental protections.

Response Mtg. 4-29 E/P: The commenter notes that that EIR has too many significant and

unavoidable impacts including the loss of farmland of 6,200 acres of
farmland and exceeding ABAG growth projections. The commenter is
referred to Response Mtg. 4-27 regarding growth projections and
alternatives.

Response Mtg. 4-30 E/P: The commenter notes that there are too many locations with LOS E
and F projected in the EIR. As identified in the technical analysis

provided in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Transportation, a substantial portion
of the traffic anticipated to be generated in year 2030 would not be
associated with land uses in the unincorporated portion of the County
(see Draft EIR Table 4.4-10).

Response Mtg. 4-31 E/P: The commenter notes that the concurrence between the General
Plan update and EIR are confusing. The commenter also notes that
the General Plan and Alternative C have the closest match to each
other. The commenter suggests there is still refinement that needs to
be made so that the final General Plan reflects the vision of Napa
County and the EIR defines the impacts of that preferred vision. The
County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process.
The Draft EIR provides an analysis of the range growth and policy
provisions set forth in Alternatives A through E.
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3.0-2062

OLAF BECKMAN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-32 E/ P: The commenter notes that traffic on Deer Park Road has gotten worse
over the last couple of years. The commenter also notes the number
of significant and unavoidable traffic impacts in the EIR. The County

appreciates the input regarding the General Plan process and directs
the commenter to Draft EIR Tables 4.4-13 and -14 that contain
anticipated traffic operations on Deer Park Road for 2030 conditions
under Alternatives A through C and to Draft EIR page 6.0-39.

Response Mtg. 4-33 E/P: The commenter notes that widening Deer Park Road is not a solution.
The commenter states that traffic on Deer Park Road and Sanitarium

Road is too dangerous and not safe for pedestrians to use crosswalks.
The commenter wants to see better solutions to traffic issues on Deer
Park Road. Draft EIR pages 4.4-50 through -54 describe potential
mitigation measures to address traffic operation and safety impacts.
In addition to these items, the Circulation Element includes the
following provision under Policy CIR-13 that would provide
opportunities for improvement to Deer Park Road:

“Intersection improvements to improve safety and traffic flow at the
intersections of State Route 29 and Silverado Trail with Oakville Grade,
Oakville Cross Road, Rutherford Cross Road, Yountville Cross Road,
and Deer Park Road.”
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TIM THULLEN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-34 P: The commenter suggests more incorporation of bicycles and bicycle
tourism in the General Plan. The commenter suggests bicycle policies
with “should” be changed to “shall.” The commenter is referred to

Response Mtg. 4-11 for incorporation of bicycle tourism into the
General Plan. Additionally, subsequent to the releases of the Draft
General Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the
Circulation Element where several policies replace “should” with
“shall.”

Response Mtg. 4-35 P: The commenter suggests adding a bike lane on Jamieson Canyon
Road instead of making room for one. The commenter also notes
support for complete streets idea. The first phase of widening for
Jamieson Canyon proposes installing a Class II bicycle facility. The
bicycle facility is proposed to be updated to Class I as part of a future
construction phase and is shown as a Class I bike path in the Napa
Countywide Bicycle Master Plan. The commenter is referred to

Response Mtg. 4-10 for the incorporation of routine accommodations
into the General Plan.

Response Mtg. 4-36 P: The commenter suggests incorporating the Napa County bike plans
into the General Plan. Subsequent to the releases of the Draft General
Plan and Draft EIR, further modification has been made to the
Circulation Element to include additional language indicating that the

Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan shall be implemented as part of the
General Plan update.
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3.0-2064

DON GORDON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-37 P: The commenter notes on the zoning history and urban bubble of
Gordon Valley. The commenter proposes rezoning agricultural
resources area from agricultural watershed to agricultural. The

commenter suggests that corrections should be made to agricultural
resource lines in Gordon Valley. The County appreciates this
comment. The General Plan Update does not include a land use
designation that would address this request. County staff suggests the
submittal of an application to the County to make this request.
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EVE KAHN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-38 P: The commenter notes concern about how the feedback from the
Steering Committee goes to the Planning Commission. The
recommendations of the Steering Committee will be forwarded to the

Planning Commission associated with the Preferred Plan of the
General Plan Update and the Final EIR, which contains responses to
comments received during the comment period. In addition, all staff
reports and meeting notes will be available to the Planning
Commission for review.
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3.0-2066

PAUL ROBERTS, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-39 P: The commenter remarks on increasing bicycle use in tourism. The
commenter notes that bicycling in Napa County is decreasing due to
traffic. The County appreciates the input regarding the General Plan

process. The commenter is referred to Response Mtg. 4-12 for
incorporation of bicycle tourism into the General Plan.
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3.0-2067

ROBIN LAIL, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-40 P: The commenter notes opposition to the Angwin urban bubble and
suggests the removal of agricultural watershed parcels from the
Angwin urban bubble. The proposed General Plan Update has been

revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this
document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes
areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as
well as identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the
bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further development
in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the bubble.
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3.0-2068

DUANE WALL, GP STEERING COMMITTEE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-41 E/P: The commenter provides a list of items to reconsider before the final
General Plan update is adopted. These items are responded to below
under Response Mtg. 4-42 through -55.

Response Mtg. 4-42 P: The commenter suggests conservation energy goals such as
synchronized traffic lights should be implemented in the General Plan.
The County appreciates this input on the General Plan Update and
refers the commenter to revisions to the Conservation Element and
Circulation Element regarding policy provisions that address energy
conservation.

Response Mtg. 4-43 P: The commenter suggests alternative energy programs for large
developments in the General Plan. Additionally, the commenter
notes that these measures should not make the price unaffordable for
people to live in Napa County. The commenter is referred to Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4. and to revisions to the Conservation
Element that address energy conservation.

Response Mtg. 4-44 P: The commenter suggests including a fact sheet and glossary in the
vision statement that would be helpful to the reader. The County
appreciates this input on the General Plan Update and refers the
commenter to revisions to the General Plan Update.

Response Mtg. 4-45 P: The commenter suggests focusing affordable housing on lower-
income levels rather than median income levels. The County
appreciates this input on the General Plan Update. While revisions to
the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element do address this
topic, the Housing Element (which specifically addresses housing
needs of the County) is not proposed to be updated as part of this
process.

Response Mtg. 4-46 P: The commenter suggests economic development in areas unforeseen
today in Napa County and suggests being broader in economic
future. The County appreciates this input on the General Plan Update
and refers the commenter to revisions to the Economic Development
Element.

Response Mtg. 4-47 P: The commenter suggests that the County consider fire suppression

administration. The County appreciates this input on the General Plan
Update and refers the commenter to revisions to the Safety Element
regarding fire protection services.

Response Mtg. 4-48 P: The commenter states fire trails are essential. The commenter also
states that all fires should be suppressed. The County appreciates this
input on the General Plan Update and refers the commenter to

revisions to the Safety Element regarding fire protection services.
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Response Mtg. 4-49 P: The commenter suggests allowing target practicing on private
property in the Recreation and Open Space Element. The County
appreciates this input on the General Plan Update and refers the

commenter to revisions to the Recreation and Open Space Element.

Response Mtg. 4-50 P: The commenter suggests eliminating or reducing street lighting and
that lighting around residences should be on timers or sensors to
reduce light pollution. The County appreciates this input on the
General Plan Update and refers the commenter to revisions to the
Community Character Element, which incorporates Draft EIR

mitigation measures MM 4.14.2a through d.

Response Mtg. 4-51 P: The commenter suggests including a section in the General Plan that
supports individual private property rights. The County appreciates this
input on the General Plan Update and refers the commenter to
revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element.

Response Mtg. 4-52 P: The commenter notes that the General Plan should not limit Pacific
Union College’s right to develop to any extent greater than the limits
on any other community currently in a bubble classification. The
proposed General Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a
“Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed
description). The Preferred Plan removes areas currently zoned for
agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as well as identifies existing

rural residential areas for inclusion in the bubble (subject to a Measure
J vote). However, further development in the Angwin area is possible
even with reduction of the bubble. The Preferred Plan also modifies
the bubble associated with Berryessa Estates.

Response Mtg. 4-53 P: The commenter suggests the residential area northwest of the post
office in Angwin should have zoning corresponding to its current

parcel size and density. The commenter is referred to Response Mtg.
4-52.

Response Mtg. 4-54 P: The commenter notes on fiscal limitation from some governmental
organizations on Napa County agencies. The commenter suggests
that the General Plan should provide protection against this
occurrence. The County appreciates this input on the General Plan
Update and refers the commenter to revisions to the General Plan
Update.

Response Mtg. 4-55 P: The commenter suggests improving the maintenance of all roads
within the County. The Napa County Transportation and Planning
Agency is a consolidated transportation service agency. NCTPA
provides for the maintenance and improvement of highways, streets
and roads, and bicycle transit. The County appreciates this input on
the General Plan Update and refers the commenter to revisions to the
Circulation Element.
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3.0-2070

MARY ELLEN BOYET, GP STEERING COMMITTEE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #4, MAY 30, 2007

Response Mtg. 4-56 P: The commenter suggests the totality of the plan should be looked at
element by element. The commenter also notes that the impacts
from the General Plan were not fully looked at in terms of growth. The

County appreciates this input on the General Plan Update. The
environmental effects of the implementation of the proposed General
Plan Update were evaluated in the Draft EIR in regard to land use
changes as well as subsequent public and private projects.
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GENJI SCHMEDER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-1 E: Commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the
effects of climate change including sea level rise, which should be
considered in future developments. The commenter is referred to

Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4.

Response Mtg. 5-2 P: Commenter notes that the Circulation Element does not consider
modern methods of dealing with transportation problems, particularly
with alternative modes. Policy provisions of the Circulation Element
have been modified since the draft General Plan was published that
strengthens the County’s commitment to alternative means of

transportation (e.g., bicycling, shuttles, carpooling).

Response Mtg. 5-3 P: Commenter suggests including a method of prioritizing modes and
giving preferences to those most compatible with land uses and other
goals in the Circulation Element. See Response Mtg. 5-2.

Response Mtg. 5-4 P: Commenter suggests incorporating more public education into the
way the public uses transportation in the Circulation Element. The
commenter is referred to the revisions to the Circulation Element.

Response Mtg. 5-5 P: Commenter suggests including performance-based programs that try
to hold the level of traffic to the levels they are currently. See
Response Mtg. 5-2.

Response Mtg. 5-6 P: Commenter provides an example of providing bus service for
residences of new developments to encourage bus ridership. The
commenter is referred to revisions to the Circulation Element to
improve the use of alternative forms of transportation.
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JEFF REDDING, REPRESENTATIVE OF RON WALKER, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-7 P: Commenter notes that parcels in urban areas should be considered
for housing opportunities before housing is put into agricultural areas
and speaks specifically about a four-acre parcel in the Silverado area

designated as rural residential (10-acre minimum lot). County staff
appreciates the concern with this particular parcel for housing
consideration, but the property would need to be rezoned to be
eligible for this type of use.

Response Mtg. 5-8 P: Commenter notes that allowing subdivision of property will allow the
surrounding properties to be served by Napa Sanitation District.

County staff acknowledges the commenter’s concern.
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PATRICK GRIFFITH, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-9 E/P: Commenter notes the level of traffic on North Howell Mountain
Road has considerably increased and is not operating at LOS A (as
opposed to the information provided in the Draft EIR). The road will

not support development and population growth in Angwin or Lake
Berryessa and the commenter notes issues with truck traffic. As
identified on Draft EIR page 4.4-8 (associated with Draft EIR Table
4.4-3), reported existing traffic volumes are from 2003 base volumes.
The traffic analysis models traffic conditions for the year 2030 with
the proposed land use changes and growth under Alternatives A, B,
C, and E as well as assumed roadway improvements in the southern
portion of the County. The Draft EIR traffic analysis identifies that the
level of service operation of Howell Mountain Road will decrease to
level of service C, which will still meet County standards. As
identified on Draft EIR page 4.4-27, the traffic model used is
considered a regionally complaint model by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and thus is appropriate for estimating
traffic impacts associated with the General Plan Update. The
commenter is also referred to Section 2.0 (Preferred Plan) in this
document regarding changes to the proposed General Plan
Update.

Response Mtg. 5-10 E/P: Commenter notes the current power lines and PG&E could not
accommodate future development in Angwin and Draft EIR does
not adequately address this issue. The commenter is referred to
Draft EIR pages 4.13-70 through -72 that specifically addresses
service issues and the need and associated environmental effects of
extending and improvement electrical infrastructure to serve
growth. This includes plans by PG&E to expand its ability to meet
service demands. As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.13-71,
the environmental effects of these potential infrastructure
improvements are programmatically addressed in the EIR.

Response Mtg. 5-11 E/P: Commenter has a concern with the availability of water in Angwin
for future development. County staff acknowledges the concern
with water supply availability, which the Draft EIR identifies as a
significant and unavoidable impact county-wide for all the
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to
Water Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding further details on
water supply and sources available to the Angwin community.
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RICH RAMIREZ, CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-12 E/P: Commenter notes that he has been directed to start meeting to
obtain a global solution to several issues between the County and the
City. County staff appreciates the gesture to cooperatively work

together to resolve issues.
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HAROLD MOSKOWITE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-13 P: Commenter asks that his property be placed into a 40-acre vs. 160-
acre minimum (AG-Watershed) zoning designation to allow for
competition with the Valley floor in growing grapes. The County

appreciates this comment. The General Plan Update does not
include a land use designation that would address this request.
County staff suggests the submittal of an application to the County to
make this request.
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WENDY WALLIN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-14 E/P: Commenter notes that the draft General Plan does not consider the
impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Since the two documents were
published, the Steering Committee and County have revised the

General Plan Update to incorporate several of the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to the
updated matrix released with the Revised General Plan Update in
December 2007 that compares the General Plan Update to the Draft
EIR mitigation measures.

Response Mtg. 5-15 E/P: Commenter suggests that the General Plan should address global

warming further and approach the anticipated effects of climate
change. The commenter is referred to Climate Change Master
Response 3.4.4 and revisions to the Conservation Element.

Response Mtg. 5-16 E/P: Commenter notes that threats to natural resources identified in the
Baseline Data Report should be incorporated more into the General
Plan’s declaration. The commenter is referred to Biological Resources

Master Response 3.4.3 regarding biological resources and to revisions
to the Conservation Element.

Response Mtg. 5-17 P: Commenter suggests that existing commercial, residential, and mixed-
use areas in Lake Berryessa should be developed before agricultural
watershed parcels are rezoned for these uses. The County
appreciates this comment on the General Plan Update. However, no

specific changes to the General Plan Update have been proposed to
respond to this comment.

Response Mtg. 5-18 P: Commenter supports the elimination of the Lake Casper urban
bubble. The County appreciates this comment and refers the
commenter to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation and Land Use
Element regarding the subsequent consideration of bubble
adjustments (beyond those proposed for Angwin and Berryessa
Estates).

Response Mtg. 5-19 E/P: Commenter notes that the draft EIR does not mitigate urban bubble
circulation impacts effectively and suggests a DEIR alternative that
eliminates urban bubbles. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR
pages 4.4-50 and -51 that identify additional mitigation measures
beyond roadway improvements (e.g., transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
improvements). The commenter is also referred to Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 regarding the consideration of an alternative to
eliminate the bubbles.

Response Mtg. 5-20 P: Commenter suggests that the General Plan be aligned with slow
growth and adaptive management principles to achieve the Napa
vision. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of this document that
identifies the Preferred Plan for the General Plan Update that would
be consistent with the growth limitations of Measure A.
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JOHN TULLY, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-21 P: Commenter suggests the elimination of Angwin from Policy Ag/LU-119.
County staff acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, but does
not recommend this action. The proposed General Plan Update has

been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan” (see Section 2.0 of
this document for a detailed description). The Preferred Plan removes
areas currently zoned for agricultural use from the Angwin bubble as
well as identifies existing rural residential areas for inclusion in the
bubble (subject to a Measure J vote). However, further development
in the Angwin area is possible even with reduction of the bubble. The
commenter is also referred to revisions to the Agricultural Preservation
and Land Use Element.
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KELLIE ANDERSON, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-22 E: Commenter notes that the Draft EIR alternatives do not incorporate

the General Plan goals of slow growth, agricultural preservation, and
city-centered growth, and the alternatives were not evaluated at
equal levels. As described in Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2, the
Draft EIR provides an adequate range of alternatives for consideration
under CEQA. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of this
document that identifies the Preferred Plan, which would be
consistent with the growth limitations of Measure A and would modify
bubbles in Angwin and Berryessa Estates that would remove
agriculturally zoned areas from the bubbles.

Response Mtg. 5-23 E: Commenter notes that the 2050 Ground Water Study by West Yost
does not include data from Pope Valley and Angwin; therefore, the
development alternatives could not identify impacts from
development in those areas. The commenter is referred to Water
Supply Master Response 3.4.1 regarding the level of detail county-
wide on water supply that was utilized in the Draft EIR, as well as to
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding water supply demand
reduction features of Alternative D.

Response Mtg. 5-24 E: Commenter notes that Lake County projects and the Giuliani
Vineyards projects are not discussed under any of the alternative
cumulative impacts sections. Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the

Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of cumulative setting and
impacts. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR pages 5.0-2 through -6
provide a general description of the cumulative setting that includes
existing and future vineyards and planning activities in Lake County.

Response Mtg. 5-25 E: Commenter suggests that the analysis of cultural, historic and
paleontological resources is inadequate in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
provides a detailed description of known state and federally listed
historic resources in the County (see Draft EIR Table 4.12-2) as well as
mapping of County areas where there is high potential for
undiscovered resources (see Draft EIR Figure 4.12-1). This level of
setting data is adequate to determine the potential for impacts to
cultural and paleontological resources (paleontological resources are
addressed on Draft EIR page 4.12-11) for an EIR addressing a county-
wide general plan update for a county consisting of approximately
507,438 acres. The commenter provides no evidence to counter the

adequacy of the impact analysis or mitigation measures identified
(see Draft EIR pages 4.12-17 through -21).

Response Mtg. 5-26 E: Commenter suggests addressing impacts from growth of Angwin
airport. Commenter also notes that a list of scenic designated
roadways should be included in the General Plan and suggests the
elimination of all urban bubbles. There has been no specific proposal
that identifies development or expansion of the Angwin airport and
any suggestion of change in operation would be speculative. The
Community Character Element has been modified to include the list
of County designated scenic roadways. As described in Alternatives
Master Response 3.4.2, the Draft EIR provides an adequate range of
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alternatives for consideration under CEQA. The commenter is referred
to Section 2.0 of this document that identifies the Preferred Plan, which
would be consistent with the growth limitations of Measure A and

would modify bubbles in Angwin and Berryessa Estates that would
remove agriculturally zoned areas from the bubbles.

Response Mtg. 5-27 E: Commenter would like to see a Draft EIR alternative that is based on
the one percent annual growth rate. Please see Alternatives Master
Response 3.4.2 on the adequacy of alternatives. The commenter is
also referred to Section 2.0 of this document that identifies the

Preferred Plan, which would be consistent with the growth limitations
of Measure A and would modify bubbles in Angwin and Berryessa
Estates that would remove agriculturally zoned areas from the
bubbles.
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WILLIAM MORGAN, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-28 E: Commenter notes that he concurs with Don Gordon’s proposal for
Gordon Valley to be developed and considered as is the Napa Valley
floor. The County appreciates this comment. The General Plan

Update does not include a land use designation that would address
this request. County staff suggests the submittal of an application to
the County to make this request.
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CINDY BARBARICK, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-29 P: Commenter supports the inclusion of hot air ballooning in the General
Plan. County staff acknowledges the commenter’s support.
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ELISABETH FRATER, SIERRA CLUB, NAPA GROUP, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-30 E: Commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not adequately address
long-term water supplies. The commenter is referred to Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1 for information on water supply.

Response Mtg. 5-31 E/P: Commenter notes that there is no Draft EIR alternative that would
correct the LOS from increased traffic. An extensive discussion
regarding alternatives is presented in Alternatives Master Response
3.4.2. As identified in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Transportation, level of
service impacts are expected irrelevant of the General Plan Update
as a result of traffic generation from the cities and regional growth

outside of the County (see Draft EIR Table 4.4-3 in comparison to Draft
EIR Tables 4.4-13 and -14 and Draft EIR Table 4.4-10).

Response Mtg. 5-32 P: Commenter would like to see the elimination of urban bubbles from
zoning. County staff does not recommend the full elimination of the
urban bubbles at this time. Please see Alternatives Master Response
3.4.2 on the adequacy of alternatives. The commenter is also referred

to Section 2.0 of this document that identifies the Preferred Plan, which
would be consistent with the growth limitations of Measure A and
would modify bubbles in Angwin and Berryessa Estates that would
remove agriculturally zoned areas from the bubbles.

Response Mtg. 5-33 E/P: Commenter notes that Alternative D has the same impacts on
resources as the other alternatives and suggests including

management recommendations from the Baseline Data Report. The
commenter is referred to Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 regarding
alternatives and modification to Alternative D.

Response Mtg. 5-34 E/P: Commenter concurs with Genji Schmeder’s comments on global
warming and suggests that the General Plan should be more
proactive in dealing with this issue based on science. The commenter
is referred to Climate Change Master Response 3.4.4 on climate
change and to revisions to the Conservation Element.

Response Mtg. 5-35 E/P: Commenter notes that the General Plan lacks data on water supply,
on project-driven protection of natural resources, real alternatives,
and a tepid approach to the threat of global warming and energy
defense. The commenter is referred to Water Supply Master Response
3.4.1 regarding water supply, Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2
regarding alternatives, Section 2.0 of this document regarding the
Preferred Plan for the General Plan Update, Biological Resources
Master Response 3.4.3 and revisions to the Conservation Element
regarding biological and natural resource protection, and Climate
Change Master Response 3.4.4 regarding climate change.
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BETTY FOOTE, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-36 P: Commenter proposes to share her 300 acres of watershed property to
be used as a model project for Napa County. County staff
acknowledges the offer and looks forward to discussions on how that

can be accomplished.
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SANDY ELLIS, NAPA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, AT PUBLIC HEARING #5, JUNE 14, 2007

Response Mtg. 5-37 P: Commenter is concerned that numbers are so high for jobs, dwelling
units, and housing, but supports the General Plan vision to protect and
promote agriculture. The Draft EIR addresses all anticipated growth

between 2005 and 2030 within the several alternatives presented.
Additional discussion regarding these alternatives is presented in
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2.

Response Mtg. 5-38 E/P: Commenter is concerned about impacts identified in the Draft EIR
and suggests the General Plan be significantly changed to protect
agriculture and supports inclusion of three of the old goals from the

1983 General Plan. The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of this
document regarding the Preferred Plan and revisions to the General
Plan Update.

Response Mtg. 5-39 P: Commenter suggests a policy that supports the extension of Measure
J and suggests eliminating the Board of Supervisors ability to wave the
one percent growth rate. Revisions have been made to the

Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element that eliminate
originally proposed exceptions to the 1% growth rate as well as further
reference to the provisions of Measure J.

Response Mtg. 5-40 P: Commenter suggests eliminating the urban bubbles. Please see
Alternatives Master Response 3.4.2 on the adequacy of alternatives
including the elimination of all bubbles. The commenter is also

referred to Section 2.0 of this document that identifies the Preferred
Plan, which would be consistent with the growth limitations of Measure
A and would modify bubbles in Angwin and Berryessa Estates that
would remove agriculturally zoned areas from the bubbles

Response Mtg. 5-41 P: Commenter does not support the General Plan calling for Measure J
votes. The County appreciates this input in the process. The Preferred
Plan would propose two Measure J votes associated with the Angwin
bubble and the growth boundary for the City of American Canyon.

Response Mtg. 5-42 P: Commenter suggests a policy that supports voter-approved RUL for all
cities in Napa County. The commenter is referred to Response Mtg.
5-41.

Response Mtg. 5-43 E/P: Commenter suggests that more creativity should be in the Circulation
Element to allow for future growth without deteriorating the roadway
network. Since the Draft General Plan was published in February
additional policies have been added to further support alternative
modes of transportation within Napa County.

Response Mtg. 5-44 E/P: Commenter is concerned about the Draft EIR water supply analysis

and suggests including policies and objectives in the General Plan to
make recycled water a viable alternative to water shortages. This issue
has been addressed in the Conservation Element under Water
Resources and additional discussion is provided in Water Supply
Master Response 3.4.1 on the topic of water supply.
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Response Mtg. 5-45 P: Commenter suggests a policy that references the recreation
ordinance and suggests a finding that would make recreation
compatible with agricultural areas. As identified in Draft EIR Impact

4.1.3, County Code currently provides requirements for buffering or
fencing between agricultural uses and recreation uses (see Draft EIR
pages 4.1-29 and -30).

Response Mtg. 5-46 E/P: Commenter notes that the General Plan and Draft EIR should be
viewed as a whole document, but that the Draft EIR is hard to
understand with five different alternatives. The proposed General

Plan Update has been revised and now identifies a “Preferred Plan”
(see Section 2.0 of this document for a detailed description). The
Preferred Plan is the recommended land use plan for the General
Plan Update.

Response Mtg. 5-47 E/P: Commenter suggests that after comments have been received from
the public and incorporated into the General Plan, the Plan should

be analyzed again. The commenter suggests recirculation of both
documents; however, the purpose of this process was to streamline
the approval process and not have it drag on too long. Comments
on the Draft EIR and General Plan Update have been reviewed and
the General Plan Update has been revised to address several of
these comments as well as Steering Committee direction. Both the
Revised General Plan Update and the Final EIR will be publicly
released prior to the commencement of public hearings on the
Revised General Plan Update.


