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Chapter 1 
Introduction  

The Final Program Environmental Impact Report 
This is the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) that has been prepared for the 

proposed City of Napa General Plan update, which constitutes the Project. As explained in this 

chapter, the FEIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines to disclose to decision-makers and the public the adverse 

physical changes to the environment that could occur if the Project were approved. The FEIR 

presents the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), written 

responses to those comments, and revisions to the DEIR prompted by the comments.  

Although this document is called the FEIR for convenience, the formal FEIR for the Project includes 

both this document and the DEIR. The City of Napa Planning Commission and City Council will 

consider this FEIR prior to acting on the Project.  

The California Environmental Quality Act 
CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) requires public agencies to consider 

the potential adverse environmental impacts of projects under their consideration. Public agencies 

must consider both direct impacts and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts. No discretionary 

project that may have a significant adverse impact on the environment can be approved without the 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This includes land use plans that will 

authorize future development. As such, the City’s Project is a discretionary project subject to CEQA.  

According to Section 15002 of the CEQA Guidelines, below are the basic purposes of CEQA. 

⚫ Inform government decision makers and the public about the potential significant 

environmental effects of proposed activities. 

⚫ Identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

⚫ Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects 

through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governing agency finds the 

changes to be feasible. 

⚫ Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the 

manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

The process of preparing an EIR involves the following steps. 

⚫ Issuing a notice of preparation (NOP) soliciting comments on the proposed EIR. The City of Napa 

issued an NOP for the project in January of 2021, to solicit comments on the EIR from public 

agencies and interested organizations and individuals regarding the scope and content of the 

EIR. A copy of the NOP is in Appendix A of the DEIR.  
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⚫ Hosting community meetings and a scoping meeting. Several community meetings were held to 

provide an overview and solicit comments regarding the proposed changes to the City of Napa 

General Plan (General Plan). A scoping meeting offers additional opportunities for input prior to 

preparation of a DEIR. A scoping meeting was held for public agencies and members of the 

public on January 27, 2021. 

⚫ Preparing a DEIR and releasing it for public review and comment. The DEIR for the Project was 

available for a review period of 45 days from March 10, 2022 and extended to May 6, 2022 for 

public agencies and interested organizations and individuals to review. Copies of the DEIR were 

available at City offices, and in electronic format on the City’s website.  

⚫ Preparation of a Partial Recirculated DEIR covering the resource category of Agricultural 

Resources. The Partial Recirculated DEIR was available for a review period of 45 days from June 

17, 2022 through August 1, 2022 for public agencies and interested organizations and 

individuals to review. Copies of the Partial Recirculated DEIR were available at City offices, and 

in electronic format on the City’s website. 

⚫ Presenting comments received on the DEIR. This FEIR presents the comments received on the 

DEIR, contains the City’s written responses to those comments, and changes to the text of the 

DEIR made in response to the comments. The City Council will certify the adequacy of and 

consider the entire EIR (consisting of the DEIR and this FEIR) prior to taking final action on the 

Project. 

⚫ Adopting findings and a statement of overriding considerations. The City Council will adopt a set 

of findings that describe how each potentially significant impact identified in the EIR will be 

addressed (i.e., whether the impact would be mitigated, would be mitigated by another agency, 

or would be significant and unavoidable). If the City Council chooses not to approve any of the 

alternatives analyzed in the EIR, then the findings will also explain why those alternatives are 

infeasible. Because the Project is expected to result in significant and unavoidable impacts, in 

accordance with Section 15093(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines the City Council will also adopt a 

statement of overriding considerations that explains the specific benefits of adopting the 

proposed General Plan. 

CEQA establishes a process for analyzing a project’s potential impacts. The EIR is not a permit and 

CEQA does not mandate that a proposed project be approved or denied. CEQA’s essential purposes 

are to ensure that public agencies make a good faith effort at disclosing the potential impacts of 

projects to decision-makers, the public, and other agencies, and implement actions that will reduce 

or avoid potential significant impacts (i.e., mitigation), when feasible. A project may be approved 

despite having significant and unavoidable impacts.  

The City Council will use the EIR to inform themselves of the Project’s impacts before taking action. 

They will also consider other information and testimony that will arise during deliberations on the 

Project before making their decision. 

Purpose of this Document 

This EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2021010255) has been prepared to evaluate and disclose the 

potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Project. This Project would 

update the City’s General Plan to address changes in state and federal law, to reflect new policies 

and issues of interest to the City, and to address changes in the City since the current General Plan 

was last updated, including demographic, technological, economic, and transportation conditions; 
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the completion of flooding infrastructure and open space projects; and new development downtown 

and city-wide. The Project would apply to those areas under the jurisdiction of the City—that is, 

lands that are within the city limits and that are not under the jurisdiction of federal or state 

agencies or tribal lands. Because the Project would have indirect impacts on surrounding areas, 

some of the FEIR’s analyses reach beyond the incorporated areas.  

Impacts are disclosed separately by resource area for future implementation of the updated General 

Plan to the 2040 planning horizon. The potential impacts of the Project are analyzed in comparison 

to existing conditions, except where noted.  

When determining whether the Project would result in a significant environmental impact, the EIR 

considers the extent to which proposed plan policies would act to reduce its effects. Where the 

plans’ policies would not be sufficient to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level and there is 

feasible mitigation that would do so, the EIR identifies that mitigation. For purposes of this EIR, 

mitigation means specific policies that may be adopted or other actions that may be taken by the 

City that would avoid the impact or reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

General Plan and Zoning 

California Planning Law requires each county and city to adopt “a comprehensive, long-term general 

plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries, 

which in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning” (Government Code Section 

65300). Under the law, a general plan must address the essential issues of land use, traffic 

circulation, housing, resource conservation, open space, noise, and safety. Because it is to “consist of 

a statement of development policies and shall include a diagram or diagrams and text setting forth 

objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals,” the general plan establishes the framework 

for the City’s future development pattern (Government Code Section 65302). The general plan’s land 

use diagram illustrates the adopted development pattern. When applied to individual properties 

throughout the City, in some cases the general plan reflects current land use, and in others it 

describes the prospective use of the land. 

The General Plan’s goals and policies are implemented through specific plans, zoning, and other 

ordinances. Specific plans, zoning, and subdivision actions must be consistent with the policies of 

the General Plan. The State General Plan Guidelines describe consistency as follows:  “An action, 

program or project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the 

objectives of the general plan and will not obstruct their attainment.” 

Level of Detail in this Document 

This Program EIR analyzes proposed changes to policies and regulations, not a site-specific 

development project. The CEQA Guidelines state that “[t]he degree of specificity in an EIR will 

correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). Adoption of a general plan or zoning ordinance does not, in 

itself, result in direct impacts on the environment. The FEIR for the Project addresses the secondary 

effects that can be expected to follow from development under the General Plan. However, it is not 

as detailed as an EIR would be for a construction project. For example, the transportation analysis in 

Section 3.15, Transportation, determines on a gross level whether development pursuant to the 

policies of the Project would result in excessive vehicle miles traveled. The analysis cannot, 
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however, determine the specific street improvements that individual future development projects 

might need to avoid their site-specific impacts on the transportation system.  

The City is proposing a comprehensive update to all elements of the General Plan with the exception 

of the Housing Element; however, the impacts of the Project often would be similar to those that 

would occur if the Project were not approved (that is, if the General Plan were not updated). The 

analyses in this EIR identify those key components of the project that are expected to result in 

substantial adverse changes to the existing environment. The No Project Alternative discussed in the 

EIR allows a comparison of those impacts with the impacts inherent in development pursuant to the 

existing General Plan.  

In keeping with CEQA’s requirement that the Project be evaluated in comparison to existing 

conditions, the baseline for the EIR is the existing physical, environmental conditions in the Planning 

Area as described in Section 1.4 of the proposed General Plan update (see page 1-11) as of 2021. The 

impact analysis reflects the level of change to existing conditions that could occur if the Project were 

approved and development occurred up to the 2040 planning horizon.  

Future Use of This Document 

The General Plan’s Program EIR will be used as the foundation for the environmental reviews of 

individual development projects that are consistent with the General Plan. CEQA provides a number 

of methods by which the Program EIR can streamline the CEQA process for later development 

projects. Later development projects that are consistent with the General Plan may use these 

methods as applicable to the particular project. The following are some examples.  

⚫ CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 provides that later-development projects that are within the 

scope of the Program EIR and that would not have a new significant impact that was not 

identified in the Program EIR will not be required to prepare a subsequent EIR, subject to 

certain limited exceptions set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.   

⚫ Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide that the 

application of CEQA to a project that is consistent with a city’s general plan “shall be limited to 

effects on the environment which are peculiar to the parcel or to the project and which were not 

addressed as significant effects in the prior [EIR].” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.3, subd. [b].) 

In order to rely on Section 15183, project proponents must agree to implement uniformly 

applicable development policies and standards adopted by the City.  

⚫ Public Resources Code Section 211094.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3 provide that 

qualified infill projects may take advantage of streamlined environmental review for projects 

whose impacts were analyzed in the General Plan EIR, that are consistent with the Sustainable 

Communities Strategy, meet specified statewide development standards, and comply with 

uniformly applicable development policies and standards adopted by the City. 
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FEIR Document Format  

The format of this FEIR is outlined below to assist the reader’s review of the document. 

⚫ Chapter 1 is this introduction to the FEIR. The discussion reflects the CEQA process through 

completion of the EIR.  

⚫ Chapter 2 contains the comments received during the public review of the DEIR and the 

responses to those comments.  

⚫ Chapter 3 consists of errata. That is, minor changes to the DEIR to clarify or expand upon the 

points discussed therein. For the reader’s convenience, the FEIR identifies the page number and 

paragraph in the DEIR where each change is being made.  

As noted above, this document and the DEIR, taken together, comprise the EIR for CEQA purposes.  
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Chapter 2 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the 

Draft EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR  

Introduction 
This chapter lists the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and the Partial 

Recirculated DEIR (which just covers Agricultural Resources)(collectively, the DEIR), provides 

copies of the comment letters or emails, and responds in turn to each comment that is related to 

environmental issues. For convenience, each comment letter has been assigned a number (see Table 

2-1) and within each comment letter each comment has been assigned an individual comment 

number. The comment numbers are assigned in the order the comment is found in the commenter’s 

letter or e-mail submittal. For example, the Department of Fish and Wildlife letter is 1 and the 

individual comments within the letter are labeled 1-1, 1-2, and so on. 

The City of Napa’s (City’s) responses follow each letter or e-mail. The individual responses identify 

the particular comment they are responding to by its number code. The responses are well-

considered, good-faith responses to each comment that relates to an environmental issue. In those 

cases where a comment does not relate to this type of issue, the response simply acknowledges the 

comment. In some cases, revisions have been made to the text in the DEIR for clarification purposes 

only. Revisions to the DEIR are shown in Chapter 3 of this FEIR. No new environmental impacts have 

been identified. 

The comments received are listed in Table 2-1.  

Table 2-1. Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters Received  

Comment 
Letter Number Commenter Date Sent/Received 

Public Agencies 

1 Department of Fish and Wildlife April 22, 2022 

Organizations 

2 Jeff Dodd (Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP) May 6, 2022 

3 Steve Abbs (Davidon Homes) May 6, 2022 

4 Kevin Teague (Holman Teague) May 6, 2022 

5 Christiane Robbins (KNGG) May 4, 2022 

Individuals 

6 Thomas Andrews April 22, 2022 

7 Katherine Lambert May 6, 2022 

8 Melissa Moravec May 5, 2022 

9 Kurt Reaume May 5, 2022 

10 Charles W. Shinnamon, P.E. April 21, 2022 

11 Charles W. Shinnamon, P.E. April 28, 2022 

12 Howard Siegel ND 
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Comments Received and Responses 
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Comment Letter 1, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Response to Comment 1-1. The commenter notes when they received the Notice of Availability of 

the DEIR, that they submitted comments on the Notice of Preparation, and that California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is submitting comments on the DEIR to inform the City of 

potentially significant impacts on biological resources associated with the City of Napa General Plan 

Update (Project). This is an introductory comment. This comment does not address environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-2. The commenter notes that CDFW is both a Trustee and Responsible 

Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-3. The commenter summarizes the City of Napa General Plan (General 

Plan) and location and notes that the General Plan would be implemented through 2040. This 

comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response 

is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-4. The commenter summarizes the environmental setting and lists a 

number of species and their federal/state status. This comment does not address environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-5. The commenter advises that a California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA) Incidental Take Permit (ITP) must be obtained if the Project has the potential to result in 

“take” of plants or animals under CESA or the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA), either during 

construction or over the life of the Project. This comment does not address environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-6. The commenter notes that CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of 

Significance if a project is likely to substantially restrict the range or reduce the population of a 

threatened or endangered species and that impacts must be avoided or mitigated unless a Statement 

of Overriding Considerations is made. This comment does not address environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-7. The commenter notes that CDFW requires a Lake and Streambed 

Alteration (LSA) Notification, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq., for 

Project activities affecting lakes or streams and associated riparian habitat. This comment does not 

address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-8. The commenter notes that CDFW has jurisdiction over actions that may 

result in the disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. The 

commenter further notes that migratory birds are protected under the federal Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act. This comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-9. The commenter notes that fully protected species, such as California 

Ridgway’s rail, California black rail, saltmarsh harvest mouse, golden eagle, and white-tailed kite, 

may not be taken or possessed at any time. This comment does not address environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 1-10. The commenter offers comments and recommendations to assist the 

City in identifying or mitigating any potentially significant impacts and concludes that a Program 

DEIR is appropriate for the Project. This comment does not address environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-11. The commenter says that the draft Program EIR does not include a 

checklist and strongly recommends that the draft Program EIR include a procedure or checklist for 

subsequent projects in an appendix to ensure subsequent Project impacts on fish and wildlife 

resources are appropriately evaluated in compliance with CEQA and mitigated to less than 

significant levels. The General Plan and DEIR mapping serve as resources and flags to alert the City 

and Project proponents to the existence of potential biological resources. The proposed policies in 

the General Plan update are also in place to offer protection. Site-specific solutions, and potential 

subsequent CEQA compliance documentation, would be needed when new development encroaches 

upon or threatens any biological resources. 

Response to Comment 1-12. The commenter says that, due to changes in the land use classification 

naming convention and scale of the maps, it is unclear how the land use changes would affect the 

environment. Because this is a Program EIR, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 (c) (1), if a later 

activity would have effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, a new Initial Study would 

need to be prepared, leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration. That later analysis may tier 

from the Program EIR, as provided in Section 15152; however, site-specific CEQA compliance 

documentation could be required. 

Response to Comment 1-13. The commenter expressed concern that sections of existing 

agriculture would be converted to hospitality commercial. This comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-14. The commenter says that the Project description related to land use 

changes is unclear, therefore, the Project’s potentially significant impacts on sensitive fish and 

wildlife resources such as sensitive natural communities are unclear. CDFW recommends including 

a table with existing land use and future land use at full build-out. Because this is a Program-level 

EIR for a General Plan update, future land use build-out is estimated, based on available information 

and projections; however, exact totals would be speculative, and CEQA does not allow for analysis 

based on speculation. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-15. The commenter discusses cumulative impacts identified in the DEIR 

and offers comments related to reducing these impacts to less than significant. Specific suggestions 

are responded to below. This comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 

the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-16. The commenter asks for a crosswalk of essential connectivity areas, 

existing land use designations, and full build-out of land use designations that clearly identifies the 

proposed loss of essential connectivity areas. Existing land uses are illustrated in Figure 2-1 in the 

Existing Conditions report on the City’s website, and existing General Plan land use designations are 

illustrated in Figure 2-2 in the same report. After the General Plan is adopted, future projects not 

subject to tiering from the General Plan EIR will be required to prepare their own CEQA compliance 

documentation. Because this is a Program-level EIR for a General Plan update, future land use build-
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out is estimated; exact totals would be speculative. The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-17. The commenter asks for a crosswalk of sensitive natural 

communities, existing land use designations, and full build-out of land use designations that clearly 

identifies the proposed loss of sensitive natural communities. Existing land uses are illustrated in 

Figure 2-1 in the Existing Conditions report on the City’s website, and existing General Plan land use 

designations are illustrated in Figure 2-2 in the same report. Because this is a Program-level EIR for 

a General Plan update, future land use build-out is estimated; exact totals would be speculative. 

After the General Plan is adopted, future projects not subject to tiering from the General Plan EIR 

will be required to prepare their own CEQA compliance documentation. The commenter’s opinions 

are noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-18. The commenter asks to reduce or remove land use changes that 

would specifically result in the loss of sensitive natural communities or essential connectivity areas. 

See response to Comment 1-19 below. This comment does not address environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-19. The commenter asks for mitigation for the loss of any sensitive 

natural communities or essential connectivity areas through permanent habitat protection and a 

conservation easement with a minimum 3:1 mitigation-to-impact ratio, unless alternative mitigation 

is accepted in writing by CDFW. The commenter also provides specific metrics and success criteria 

for mitigating the loss of trees, including oak trees. Because this is a Program EIR, the analysis in 

Impact BIO-4 (potential for land use changes to result in the loss of oak woodland and valley foothill 

riparian habitat) relies on several goals and policies to reduce potential impacts on sensitive 

biological resources to less than significant levels (i.e., Goals LUCD-1, NRC-1, NRC-2, and NRC-4; 

Policies LUCD.1-1, NRC.1-1, NRC.1-2, NRC.1-3, NRC.1-4, NRC.1-5, NRC-1-6, NRC.1-8, NRC.1-9, NRC.2-

1, NRC.4-1, NRC.4-2, and NRC.4-3). General Plan policies, once adopted, become effective and 

enforceable. In addition, Impact BIO-4 states that all future developments under the General Plan 

update would be subject to review under CEQA and permitting requirements for impacts on oak 

woodlands and valley foothill riparian communities. Specific mitigation, such as the measures 

provided by the commenter, would be developed through the Project-level review in consultation 

with regulatory agencies during the Project permitting process. No further response is necessary in 

the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-20. The commenter says that a cumulatively considerable impact is a 

mandatory finding of significance and should be discussed as a significant and unavoidable impact 

that requires the City to adopt a Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC). The comment correctly 

notes that a lead agency must adopt a formal statement of overriding consideration if the benefits of 

a project are deemed to outweigh unavoidable adverse environmental effects. This comment does 

not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in 

the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-21. The commenter says that the DEIR is inconsistent regarding its 

discussion of significant and unavoidable impacts and that the following sections and page numbers 

should be reviewed for consistency and clarity: Section ES.3, page ES-4; Section 1.1.3, page 1-3; 



City of Napa 

 Comments and Responses to Comments on the 
Draft EIR 

 

 

City of Napa General Plan Update  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

2-13 
September 2022 

ICF 104372 

 

Section 4.1.2, page 4-2; and Section 5.1.3, page 5-3. The following text in Section ES.3 has been added 

to the Errata chapter: “and cumulatively considerable impacts on biological resources.” Section 1.1.3 

has been revised in the Errata chapter and the following sentence has been removed: “No significant 

and unavoidable impacts have been identified for this DEIR.” Section 4.1.2, page 4-2, has been added 

to the Errata chapter to include the significant and unavoidable impacts for the resource categories 

of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, agricultural resources, and cumulatively considerable 

impacts on biological resources. Section 5.1.3 is correct in that the General Plan update would have a 

cumulatively considerable impact on biological resources. 

Response to Comment 1-22. The commenter says that CEQA requires that information developed 

in CEQA documents be incorporated into a database, which may be used to make subsequent or 

supplemental environmental determinations. Because this is a citywide Program EIR, no new field 

surveys were conducted for the evaluation of potential impacts on biological resources. The primary 

sources of information used for the biological resources impact analysis include the California 

Natural Diversity Database, California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants, 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) list of federally listed 

species, 2016 update to the Napa Vegetation Map of 2004, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration Protected Resources Application, and California Essential Habitat Connectivity 

Project. Reference Section 3.3.2.1 of the DEIR for additional information. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-23. The commenter notes that CDFW filing fees are payable upon filing of 

the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and that they serve to help defray the cost of 

environmental review by CDFW. Comment noted. This comment does not address environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-24. The commenter appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft 

Program EIR to assist the City in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. 

Comment noted. This comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. 

No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 2, Jeff Dodd (Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP)  

Response to Comment 2-1. The commenter says that they represent various business owners in 

and around downtown Napa and that they submitted comments on the DEIR dated February 2022. 

This comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-2. The commenter notes what Table 2-3 of the DEIR included with regard 

to square footages and says that the Development Summary in Table 2-2 of the Draft Plan appears to 

vastly undercount the Pipeline and Net New projects. See Response to Comment 2-3 below. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-3. The commenter says that only the Black Elk Hotel, Wine Trail Hotel, 

and Franklin Station were noted in the Existing Conditions Report on which the DEIR assumptions 

were based and that the Citywide Growth Projects in Table 2-3 of the DEIR may likely omit the hotel 

development at 301 First Street.  

The General Plan and associated DEIR reflect the 2019 City of Napa Lodging Inventory prepared by 

the City of Napa Economic Development Division, which summarizes existing and proposed lodging 

projects in the City and surrounding area. This list consists of 2,588 existing rooms (excluding bed 

and breakfasts and timeshare cottages); 97 rooms under construction at that time; 1,000 rooms 

approved but not constructed (which include the 351-room Ritz Carlton, the 27-room Black Elk inn, 

the 163-room Franklin Station, and the 26-room Napa River Inn Expansion, all mentioned in the 

comment, and thus included in the analysis). The Lodging Inventory also included projects that were 

“in completeness review, pre-application phase, or conceptual”; these included Foxbow, Wine Train 

Hotel, Westin expansion, and others. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(3) which states that 

“An existing conditions baseline shall not include hypothetical conditions, such as those that might 

be allowed, but have ever actually occurred, under existing permits or plans, as the baseline,” the 

pipeline projects included in the analysis did not include those that were identified as “in 

completeness review, pre-application phase, or conceptual,” as these are hypothetical conditions. 

Therefore, the DEIR accurately depicts baseline conditions and sufficiently addresses them in the 

environmental analysis. Reference Table 2-3 in the General Plan for the most recent data. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-4. The commenter says that the DEIR does not consider all aspects of the 

Project, including future commercial growth and development, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126 and, as a result, may fail to provide an adequate analysis of environmental impacts 

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), and that every comment and reference in their letter is 

incorporated herein to the DEIR’s compliance with CEQA. Comments noted; however, this comment 

does not address any specific environmental issues or identify and specific inadequacies in the DEIR, 

nor does the comment provide any other specific information to support the comment. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-5. The commenter says that the DEIR does not appear to incorporate the 

development assumptions in the DTSP through 2030 as envisioned in the DTSP, and that this may be 

a violation of CEQA. See Response to Comment 2-6 below. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 
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Response to Comment 2-6. The commenter says that if the DEIR does incorporate the 

development assumptions in the DTSP, the DEIR should provide that statement or analysis in the 

document to provide the sufficient degree of analysis for decision makers as required under CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15151. Even though the land use designations in the DTSP area are largely 

maintained in the General Plan, development projections under the General Plan for Downtown, like 

for the rest of the city, were calculated based on on-the-ground conditions as of 2021, when the 

projections were prepared. These may differ from those assumed in the DTSP, which was prepared 

in 2012, as conditions on the ground have changed significantly since then. This does not render the 

DTSP invalid or inconsistent with the General Plan; the General Plan update calls for an update to 

the DTSP to conform with the General Plan update. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 3, Steve Abbs (Davidon Homes) 

Response to Comment 3-1. This is an introductory comment. The commenter says that Davidon 

Homes owns the Napa Oaks site in Napa, that they previously submitted comments on the Draft 

General Plan in March 2021, and that they previously provided General Plan comments to the 

Planning Commission in September 2020. This comment does not address environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-2. The commenter says that the Napa Oaks site remains an important, 

viable housing site and that the Greenbelt designation does not address these needs. The commenter 

asserts that the DEIR fails to adequately and accurately describe the Project, setting, and baseline; 

fails to adequately and accurately analyze significant environmental effects; and, thus, fails to 

describe mitigation to reduce or minimize environmental impacts from the Genera Plan. The 

General Plan DEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA Sections 21000 et seq. of the Public 

Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Chapter 3, 

Sections 15000 et seq. This comment asserts an opinion but does not address any specific 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-3. The commenter says that the analysis under Aesthetics relies on 

various City policies, such as Policy NRC 4-3, and that relying on community or non-profit 

organizations seeking to purchase privately held land designated as Agriculture or Greenbelt in the 

General Plan is speculative, ineffective, and unenforceable under CEQA and thus invalid. Because 

this is a Program EIR, the analysis relies on several goals and policies to reduce potential aesthetic 

impacts to less than significant (i.e., Goals LUCD-1, LUCD-2, and LUCD-3; Policies LUCD 3-1, 3-2, 3-6, 

5-1, 5-2, and 5-3). The updated policies ensure that new development will be designed in a manner 

that is aesthetically pleasing and sensitive to adjacent land uses, including the natural and historical 

contexts (i.e., Goals HCR-9 and NRC-3 and NRC-4; Policies HCR 9-1, 9-2, 9-3 and NRC 3-1, 3-2, 4-1, 4-

2, and 4-3). In addition, the updated policies would ensure that new development would achieve a 

high standard of visual quality that would be consistent with existing regulations governing scenic 

quality (Goals LUCD-1, LUCD-2, LUCD-3, and LUCD-14; Policies LUCD 11-2, 14-1 to 14-4, and 24-2 

and HCR 9-1). Additionally, the General Plan update does not propose any changes to the land use 

designation for that site that would have any potentially significant aesthetic impacts relating to the 

site. Because most of the new development would occur within or adjacent to city limits, in areas 

that are already developed to some extent, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 

is necessary. General Plan policies, once adopted, become effective and enforceable. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-4. The commenter makes the same comments as in Comment 3-3 but for 

biological resources. As noted above, the General Plan update does not propose any changes to the 

land use designation for that site that would have any potentially significant biological resources 

impacts relating to the site. Because this is a Program EIR, the analyses in Impacts BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-

4, BIO-5, and BIO-7 rely on several goals and policies to reduce potential impacts on sensitive 

biological resources to less than significant (i.e., Goals LUCD-1, NRC-1, NRC-2, and NRC-4; Policies 

LUCD.1-1, NRC.1-1, NRC.1-2, NRC.1-3, NRC.1-4, NRC.1-5, NRC-1-6, NRC.1-7, NRC.1-8, NRC.1-9, 

NRC.2-1, NRC.2-2, NRC.2-3, NRC.2-4, NRC.4-1, NRC.4-2, and NRC.4-3). General Plan policies, once 

adopted, become effective and enforceable. In addition, these impacts state that all future 

developments under the General Plan update would be subject to review under CEQA and 
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permitting requirements for impacts on sensitive biological resources. Specific mitigation would be 

developed through the Project-level review and in consultation with regulatory agencies during the 

Project permitting process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-5. The commenter makes the same comments as in Comment 3-3 but for 

land use and planning and says that relying on the Napa Land Trust or other community or non-

profit organizations seeking to purchase privately held land designated as Agriculture or Greenbelt 

in the General Plan is speculative, ineffective, and unenforceable under CEQA and thus invalid. 

Because this is a Program EIR, in addition to proposed Policy NRC 4-3, Impact LU-2 relies on several 

proposed policies to reach a less-than-significant impact conclusion with respect to the Project 

conflicting with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation (NRC 1-1, NRC 1-2, NRC 1-3, NRC 1-

4, NRC 1-5, NRC 1-6, NRC 1-7, NRC 1-8, NRC 2-1, NRC 2-2, NRC 3-1, NRC 3-2, NRC 4-1, NRC 4-2, NRC 

4-3, NRC 10-3, NRC 10-4, and NRC 10-6 and SN 3-1 and SN 5-1). As noted above, the General Plan 

update does not propose any changes to the land use designation for that site that would have any 

potentially significant land use/planning impacts relating to the site. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-6. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the 

environmental impacts of wildfire. The commenter also says that designation of the site as a 

Greenbelt exacerbates the risk of wildfire by not having plans and measures in place similar to those 

for a developed site. As described in Impact WF-2 in the DEIR, implementation of the General Plan 

update would not exacerbate wildfire risks compared with existing conditions (i.e., the current 

General Plan) because of several proposed policies (e.g., Policy SN 5-1, SN 5-2, SN 5-3, SN 5-4, SN 5-

5, and SN 5-6), adherence to the California Building Standards Code, and Napa Fire Department 

review of all new structures and land uses in the Planning Area. Given the existing General Plan 

designation for the site, the General Plan update is not likely to have any significant wildfire impacts. 

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-7. The commenter says that there is a wealth of relevant environmental 

information in the Napa Oaks EIR and public record. That information provides the best available 

data to inform the City’s decision on their site and its ability to be used safely and sustainably as a 

housing site, whatever the ultimate size or design of that housing may be. This is a Program EIR for 

the citywide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning 

document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-specific impacts of the many 

individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. This comment does 

not address any specific environmental issues of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinions are noted and 

will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-8. The commenter says that designating their site Greenbelt under a 

flawed environmental analysis will eliminate a housing opportunity site in the City at a time when 

every City in California and in the Bay Area should be looking for more housing opportunities and 

that the lack of analyses in the Public Health and Equity, Environmental Justice and Housing Element 

constitute substantive defects in the DEIR and noncompliance with CEQA. This is a Program EIR for 

the City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning 

document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-specific impacts of many 

individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. The Napa Oaks 

project is not an approved project, and this Program EIR does not reflect the potential for Napa Oaks 
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to be built or its environmentally beneficial features. Furthermore, housing is permitted on 

Greenbelt designation (p. 2-13 of the General Plan states that "A maximum of one housing unit per 

existing parcel (as of 2021) is permitted, provided sensitive resources and habitats, and viewsheds are 

not impacted. Other low intensity uses, such as rural residential up to one unit per 20 acres, added low-

intensity agriculture (e.g., small vineyards or community or household farms), or recreation trails may 

be considered at the discretion of the City to ensure adequate protection of underlying resources, or 

natural or scenic features.") and land use designations are a topic for the General Plan, not the DEIR. 

The site could be further considered in the City's Housing Element which takes a detailed look at 

specific sites for housing opportunities. The Housing Element is not a part of the Project, so this 

would not apply. The Housing Element will be subject to a separate environmental review process in 

accordance with CEQA requirements.  This comment does not address any specific environmental 

issues of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-9. The commenter says that the City should designate the Napa Oaks site 

in a manner in the General Plan that meets reasonable neighborhood goals with design guidelines, 

protections, and restrictions. This comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-10. The commenter says that designating the property in this manner 

would also be consistent with a majority of the Planning Commission and City Council that heard 

and denied the Napa Oaks project, but which agreed that the site was viable for housing and should 

be examined in this General Plan process rather than a General Plan Amendment just a year prior to 

the General Plan process. This is a Program EIR for the City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs 

evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not 

examine the potential site-specific impacts of many individual projects that may be proposed in the 

future consistent with the plan. The Napa Oaks project is not an approved project, and this Program 

EIR does not reflect the potential for Napa Oaks to be built or its environmentally beneficial features. 

This comment does not address any specific environmental issues of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 

opinions are noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. 

No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 4, Kevin Teague (Holman Teague)  

Response to Comment 4-1. The commenter states that they represent a variety of landowners and 

businesses within the city and that their comments address internal inconsistencies within the DEIR 

and General Plan. This is an introductory comment that does not address environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR, nor does it provide any specifics. The commenter’s opinion is noted and 

will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-2. See Response to Comment 2-3. The commenter says that information 

related to hotel, retail, and commercial uses in the DEIR fails to provide accurate, stable, and 

consistent descriptions and fails to use readily available relevant information. Because this is a 

Program-level EIR for a General Plan update, future land use, including hotel, retail, and commercial, 

build-out square footage is estimated; however, exact totals would be speculative. The EIR is not 

intended to establish policy or create regulatory or capacity limits on the General Plan Update. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-3. The commenter says that there are inconsistences between the DEIR 

and the General Plan, including the number of existing approved projects, projects in the pipeline, 

reasonably foreseeable projects, and known supply and demand examined in the City's own lodging 

studies. See Response to Comment 2-3. As noted above, because this is a Program-level EIR for a 

General Plan update, future land use build-out is estimated, based on projection and available 

information; exact totals would be speculative. Accordingly, this Program-level EIR does not affect 

the construction of approved projects or alter the City’s project level analysis of new projects 

developed after the adoption of the General Plan. Table 2-3 (Citywide Growth Projections) in the 

DEIR and Table 2-3 (Citywide Growth Projections) in the General Plan Public Review Draft have 

been updated for consistency. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-4. The commenter says that because the DEIR fails to accurately discuss 

or analyze this readily available information on hotel, retail, and commercial uses, the DEIR fails to 

comply with CEQA. Please see Response to Comment 4-3, above. The commenter’s opinion is noted 

and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response 

is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-5. The commenter says that the inconsistencies they mention cause the 

current DEIR to underestimate the exiting conditions and environmental baseline and that this 

causes the DEIR to inaccurately assess impacts and mitigation. The General Plan DEIR has been 

prepared in accordance with CEQA Sections 21000 et seq. of the Public Resources Code and the 

CEQA Guidelines, CCR, Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq. The commenter’s opinions are 

noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 5, Christiane Robbins (Keep Napa’s Gateways 
Green Coalition)  

Response to Comment 5-1. This is an introductory comment, noting that the letter is on behalf of 

the Keep Napa's Gateways Green Coalition and that the coalition represents concerned residents 

and property owners in the South Napa Gateway area and throughout the city. This comment does 

not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in 

the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-2. The commenter expresses their appreciation to the City’s planning staff 

and consultants for preparation of the DEIR. This comment does not address environmental issues 

or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-3. The commenter’s first comments are about the Draft General Plan not 

the DEIR. The commenter says that the validity of the City's DEIR is, in large part, dependent upon 

whether the DEIR provides an adequate analysis of the information necessary for the Local Agency 

Formation Commission (LAFCO) and the public to clearly understand the nature and environmental 

consequences of Draft General Plan Napa 2040, the DEIR, and the Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor. 

Comments noted; however, this comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 

the DEIR, nor does it provide any specifics. The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-4. The commenter asserts that future development in the Foster Road 

Mixed-Use Corridor will be one of the largest developments in the history of Napa. Given the 

magnitude of this Project, the commenter asserts that it is difficult for a resident of Napa to 

understand and accept the inference of the City's planning staff and consultant that the proposed 

annexation will not result in many changes in the environment. This comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR, nor provide any specifics. The commenter’s 

opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-5. The commenter says that this assertion is coupled with the binary 

positioning of the City's minimal options for alternatives to annexation and that this positioning 

transforms the DEIR's own proposed annexation, upzoning, and development into the only 

alternative the City sees as viable. This comment is directed toward issues regarding annexation and 

does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is 

noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-6. The commenter requests that the City reconcile the “binary thought 

process” and “innocuous language” contained in the DEIR with what the commenter asserts would 

be significant and negative impacts on the environment. The commenter expresses concern that the 

annexation would result in the devastation of 144/166 acres of prime farmland. The existing 

General Plan land use designations for the Foster Road mixed-use area are Single-Family Infill and 

Corporate Park. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during 

the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-7. The commenter asks about the specificities of the mitigation measures 

contemplated and what measures of accountability will be included. This comment does not provide 
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any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. Mitigation measures 

are included for the resource categories of air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gas 

emissions, and tribal cultural resources, as described in Table ES-1 of the DEIR. At the completion of 

the CEQA process, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be produced, which will 

identify the responsible entity for implementing the mitigation measures. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-8. The commenter says that the City is bifurcating their proposed 

annexation and upzoning decisions from any subsequent development projects on the newly 

identified "Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor" and inquires if the City's bifurcation is supported by 

California case law. The commenter requests relevant sourcing and citations if this is the case. The 

comment asks if these actions represent a minimizing of the City's need for environmental review.  

After the General Plan is adopted, future projects not subject to tiering from the General Plan EIR 

will be required to prepare their own CEQA compliance documentation. This comment is directed 

toward the City’s proposed future annexation and does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-9. The commenter brings attention to approximately 5,700 signatures, 

representing a cross section of Napa residents, who have expressed opposition to the annexation 

and asserts that the City has planned development on this land for years. The commenter is correct 

that the existing General Plan land use designations for the Foster Road mixed-use area are Single-

Family Infill and Corporate Park. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-10. The commenter says that the annexation, upzoning, and development 

of the Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor may be construed as an improper segmentation of 

environmental review because the assertions in the DEIR are not supported by substantive and 

reliable evidence. The proposed annexation, upzoning, and development is a project requiring CEQA 

review, and the DEIR could be viewed to constitute a prejudicial abuse of discretion.  

The General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning, and development of the Foster 

Road Mixed-Use Corridor; rather, it includes land use designations and policies specific to that area. 

This is a Program EIR for the citywide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy 

direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-

specific impacts of individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. 

No further response is necessary in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 5-11. The commenter states that upon the City filing for annexation, the 

LAFCO will be asked to approve one of the two largest annexations of unincorporated land in the 

history of Napa. The comment states that the annexation and the Napa Pipe Mixed-Use Corridor are 

projects of "statewide and regional importance" under CEQA. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 



City of Napa 

 Comments and Responses to Comments on the 
Draft EIR 

 

 

City of Napa General Plan Update  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

2-42 
September 2022 

ICF 104372 

 

Response to Comment 5-12. The commenter says that the DEIR proposes the annexation of some 

[144 or 146] acres of unincorporated land, the majority of which is currently zoned Agricultural 

Watershed. This would be one of the largest annexations the Napa LAFCO has been asked to 

approve; as such, the "proposed action" qualifies as a project of "statewide and regional 

significance" under CEQA. 

As noted above, the General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning, and development of 

the Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor; rather, it includes land use designations and policies specific to 

that area. This is a Program EIR for the citywide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the 

broad policy direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the 

potential site-specific impacts of individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent 

with the plan. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-13. The commenter says that the state requires that an EIR be prepared 

whenever lead agencies "propose to approve or carry out" a project with potential significant effects 

and any question as to whether a particular point in the development process is too early for 

preparation of an EIR is resolved by the pragmatic inquiry whether there is enough information 

about the project to permit a meaningful environmental assessment. Please see Response to 

Comment 5-12, above. 

Response to Comment 5-14. The commenter asserts that LAFCO is being depended upon for the 

analysis in the DEIR, which the commenter asserts barely acknowledges the specific environmental 

impacts associated with the proposed Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor. References on pages 3.2.41 

and 3.2.42 acknowledge the possibility of excessive air quality emissions that would affect on-site 

residents, resulting in the potential to exacerbate existing impacts on sensitive and new receptors 

associated with the development under the Project. On page 4.12, there is reference that the 

development allowed "could alter topography, remove vegetation, or change land use types that 

would affect the existing visual character of views, including scenic vistas." 

This is a Program EIR for the citywide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy 

direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-

specific impacts of individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. 

This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-15. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to reasonably describe and 

evaluate alternatives to the proposed annexation of the "opportunity site" of the Foster Road Mixed-

Use Corridor. Please see Response to Comment 5-14. 

Response to Comment 5-16. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the 

proposed annexation, but it mentions the "possibility" of annexation upon the request of the 

property owners and private parties. Please see Response to Comment 5-12, above. 

Response to Comment 5-17. The commenter says that the property owners have already 

requested annexation a few times for more than a decade. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 
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is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-18. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to offer an adequate analysis 

for its proposed site planning and design that reflects this major gateway to the city and Napa Valley. 

This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. However, the General Plan update includes proposed Policy LUCD 23-4, which calls for 

the City to “support site planning and design that reflect the location of the area as a major gateway 

into the city and Napa Valley. As such, tall, blank retaining or noise barriers are not recommended 

along the eastern side of the property. A combination of native trees, landscaping, and natural berms 

should be used to shield freeway noise and to appear bucolic when viewed from the freeway. Public 

art pieces and/or distinctive architecture should be considered to showcase the uniqueness of Napa 

and be a landmark for people entering the valley.” No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-19. The commenter offers an opinion that the City would have us believe 

that this iconic, bucolic representation of the Napa Valley will be more than adequately replaced by 

the unnecessary development of high-risk, high-density sprawl. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-20. The commenter asserts that the City is reliant upon the DEIR to 

initiate development within the City's Rural Urban Line (RUL) as satisfying the requirements for 

CEQA review of the Project and that they are unable to locate any precedent for this position under 

California law. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-21. The commenter asserts that the DEIR suggests that the City's 

proposed annexation, upzoning, and development is an environmentally neutral event, emphasizing 

in the DEIR that, because there is no development plan in place, the proposed annexation will not 

result in changes in the environment. The General Plan update does not include annexation, 

upzoning, and development of the Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor; rather, it includes land use 

designations and policies specific to that area. This is a Program EIR for the citywide General Plan 

update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning document, such as a general 

plan, but do not examine the potential site-specific impacts of individual projects that may be 

proposed in the future consistent with the plan. No further response is necessary in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 5-22. The commenter says that the DEIR makes no reference to the 

proposed annexation, other than in extremely general terms, and that the City suggests that the 

general policy of pursuing development within the RUL somehow satisfies its obligations under 

CEQA. Please see Response to Comment 5-21, above. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-23. The commenter says that it appears that the City wishes to define the 

Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor as merely a "jurisdictional transfer" between the city and county; 

however, KNGG's understanding is that California law requires a much broader definition to fulfill 

its requirements to LAFCO. Please see Response to Comment 5-21, above. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 5-24. The commenter says that “the City of Napa DEIR implies there is a 

minimum of potentially significant impacts arising from the newly identified Foster Road Mixed-Use 

Corridor” for various resource categories. The General Plan DEIR has been prepared in accordance 

with CEQA Sections 21000 et seq. of the Public Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines, CCR, Title 

14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq. The DEIR has been prepared by qualified professional CEQA 

consultants and reviewed by City staff members. The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-25. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to provide detailed 

information and adequate analysis regarding the specific effects of the Project on the environment, 

the ways in which such effects might be minimized, and the potential alternatives. The commenter 

asserts that the City is relying solely on the DEIR, which provides little to no actual specific 

information regarding this Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor and that the DEIR seems to suggest that 

the City's proposed annexation will proceed almost as if CEQA did not exist. In addition, the 

commenter says that LAFCO will be unable to act upon the proposed Draft General Plan Napa 2040 

annexation without carrying out a CEQA review and that LAFCO cannot reliably undertake a CEQA 

review if the environmental documents do not offer an adequate analysis and are defective.  

This is a Program EIR for the citywide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy 

direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-

specific impacts of individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. 

As noted above, the General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning, and development of 

the Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor; rather, it includes land use designations and policies specific to 

that area. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-26. This comment is regarding the RUL and Sphere of Influence (SOI). The 

commenter says that it is crucial to the FEIR that the City provide the evidence/precedent to which 

it refers when stating that the SOI is a firm boundary as well as the verifiable dates and documents 

during which this SOI was periodically reviewed and updated as required by state law. This 

comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the 

DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-27. The commenter says that “the Draft General Plan Napa 2040 is by its 

very nature merely tentative and subject to change.  On the other hand, LAFCO approval of any 

annexation is an irrevocable step as far as that particular public agency is concerned. This 

conundrum represents an inconsistency that is in need of reconciliation in Final General Plan Napa 

2040.”   This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-28. The commenter says that the Envision Napa 2020 General Plan Land 

Use Element states that the Foster Road area was designated as a part of the scenic corridor and 

gateway to the city and that Draft General Plan Napa 2040 fails to address its own inconsistency 

with this current policy. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental 
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issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the 

City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-29. The commenter lists current General Plan Policy LU-1.B and says that 

the DEIR fails to enact this implementation measure and fails to address the aesthetic and land use 

impacts associated with the elimination of scenic corridors. Policy LU-1.B is an existing policy from 

the current General Plan, not a Policy from the comprehensively updated General Plan update; 

therefore, it is not included in either the aesthetics or land use sections of the DEIR. The DEIR 

analyzes impacts from implementation of the General Plan update, not an existing policy of the 

current General Plan. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-30. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to address the Napa County 

General Plan's designation of the Foster Road area as Agricultural Watershed and Open Space when 

redesignating it for intensive mixed use and that Napa County's General Plan is clear in the goals for 

the property, then lists Napa County's Policy AG/LU-20. 

The existing General Plan land use designations for the Foster Road mixed-use area, which is in the 

City’s SOI, are Single-Family Infill and Corporate Park, and the proposed land use designation is 

Foster Road Mixed Use. The City’s SOI is determined and designated by the LAFCO; it represents the 

City’s probable future boundary and service area. The purpose of the SOI is to ensure the provision 

of efficient services while discouraging urban sprawl and the premature conversion of agricultural 

and open space lands by preventing overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of services. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-31. The commenter says that the DEIR is required to address conflicts 

with policies enacted to preserve scenic qualities and agricultural land and open space and asks 

whether the proposed annexation, upzoning, and development would physically divide an 

established community. The General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning, and 

development of the Foster Road Mixed-Use Corridor; rather, it includes land use designations and 

policies specific to that area. Impact LU-1 in the DEIR concluded that the Project would not 

physically divide an established community and that the impact would be less than significant. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-32. The commenter says that the DEIR fails to include an analysis of 

impacts on agricultural resources. The commenter is correct in that the DEIR did not include 

agricultural resources. The Agricultural Resources section was inadvertently omitted from the DEIR; 

therefore, a Partial Recirculated DEIR that covers just the Agricultural Resources section was 

prepared and submitted to the State Clearinghouse in June 2022 for a 45-day public review period.  

Response to Comment 5-33. The commenter says that Draft General Plan Napa 2040 is 

inconsistent with existing policies of the City and the smart growth planning directives permeating 

the rest of the City's own proposed Draft General Plan Napa 2040 and that the plan continues to 

silence and ignore the voices of Napa residents. This comment is specific to the General Plan, not the 

DEIR. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 5-34. The commenter says that refusal to acknowledge its own residents’ 

voice is highly unusual, unless, of course, the said annexation, upzoning, and development have 

already been included in the negotiations with the property owner, the City, Napa County, and state 

officials for years now. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the 

City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-35. The commenter asks for a delineation of the City, Napa County, and 

LAFCO role in reviewing the sufficiency and veracity of the City's DEIR documentation during the 

past 20 years. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-36. The commenter asks how LAFCO is able to effectively consider any 

subsequent City proposal for annexation, upzoning, and development under its mandate without 

having in hand a more thorough and diligent review of the specific Project in its entirety; this would 

include the anticipated near-future development being discussed. A DEIR for these parcels is 

required prior to any proposed annexation. 

This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. The Project for which this EIR is being prepared is for the citywide General Plan update. 

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-

making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-37. The commenter says that for the City to insist upon proposing this 

annexation, upzoning, and development, based upon inconsistencies, a marked intensification of 

development, a development that is often based on inaccurate data points, places its constituents 

and the City itself in needless turmoil, based on uncertain predicates; such a proposal is premature 

and places our collective future at risk. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 



City of Napa 

 Comments and Responses to Comments on the 
Draft EIR 

 

 

City of Napa General Plan Update  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

2-47 
September 2022 

ICF 104372 

 

 



City of Napa 

 Comments and Responses to Comments on the 
Draft EIR 

 

 

City of Napa General Plan Update  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

2-48 
September 2022 

ICF 104372 

 

 



City of Napa 

 Comments and Responses to Comments on the 
Draft EIR 

 

 

City of Napa General Plan Update  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

2-49 
September 2022 

ICF 104372 

 

Comment Letter 6, Thomas Andrews  

Response to Comment 6-1. The commenter says to remove "3.15.1 Table 3. Planned Roadway 

Improvements, ID 2, Linda Vista Avenue. Extend southwest of Lone Oak Avenue and connect with 

Robinson Lane." The commenter recommends an alternate to “create a legal Driveway, including 

asphalt and storm drain improvements, for 2345 Lone Oak Avenue, and Vegetated Bio-Swale on the 

City Owned Land from Lone Oak Avenue to the Top of the Bank of Redwood Creek. 

This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-2. The commenter says that the improvements in Comment 6-1 should be 

implemented immediately as a long-term environmental solution to the City of Napa's Storm Water 

Discharge to Redwood Creek, and then lists current environmental conditions. This comment does 

not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-3. The commenter lists their opinion on environmental impacts of the 

proposed extension and asserts that they contribute to global warming. This comment does not 

provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-4. The commenter lists safety information from a staff report dated 

6/5/18. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council 

during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-5. The commenter says that the existing 36” water line and 48” storm 

drain discharge into Redwood creek and prevents any bridge abutment construction, and no matter 

what the bridge load capacity, pedestrian, bicycle or emergency use, would still require drilled 

caissons and tie backs to create the North abutment. This comment does not provide any specifics 

with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted 

and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response 

is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-6. The commenter says “in summary, to preserve our peaceful 

neighborhoods. the environment, and the protection of Redwood Creek. please remove this 

connection from the General Plan now.” This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 7, Katherine Lambert  

Response to Comment 7-1. The commenter says that they are part of a community of engaged 

citizens who are not in support of the Foster Road Mixed Use designation. This comment does not 

provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-2. The commenter says their comments regarding the DEIR are about the 

lack of mitigation measures identified, CEQA requirements, a lack of substantive Alternatives 

identified, and concerns relative to Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Air Quality, Traffic, Noise and 

Environmental Justice issues. This comment is very general and does not identify any specific 

defects or flaws in the DEIR. This is a Program EIR for the City-wide General Plan update. Program 

EIRs evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not 

examine the potential site-specific impacts of many individual projects that may be proposed in the 

future consistent with the plan. The DEIR includes mitigation measures where applicable to avoid 

potentially significant impacts. Community workshops and open houses discussed various 

alternatives for the General Plan update. Environmental Justice is not a CEQA requirement, rather a 

NEPA requirement; however, the City has included an Environmental Justice Element in the General 

Plan update even though the City is not required to. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-3. The commenter expresses concern for the loss of agricultural land as it 

relates to the Foster Road Mixed Use area. This comment is very general and does not identify any 

specific defects or flaws in the DEIR. The existing General Plan land use designations for the Foster 

Road Mixed Use area, which is in the City’s SOI, are Single Family Infill and Corporate Park, and the 

proposed land use designation is Foster Road Mixed Use; therefore, this area has been designated 

for future development going back several years since the current General Plan was adopted. The 

City’s SOI is determined and designated by the LAFCO and represents the City’s probable future 

boundary and service area. The purpose of the SOI is to ensure the provision of efficient services 

while discouraging urban sprawl and the premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands 

by preventing overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of services. The commenter’s opinion is 

noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-4. The commenter asserts that there are better Alternatives and regards 

the evaluation of the Alternatives in the DEIR to be inadequate. The commenter does not identify 

any specific alternatives that should have been included in the DEIR but suggests that a clustered 

development alternative should have been included. A clustered development alternative still might 

not result in less than significant impacts for the resource categories of air quality, GHG emissions. 

The commenter opines that the evaluation of the Alternatives aimed at achieving a desired outcome, 

instead of a good faith look at better alternatives.  Although this comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR, General Plan Advisory 

Committee (GPAC) facilitated the assembly of comments and ideas from the general public into the 

General Plan Vision and Guiding Principles and key policy proposals, and the Planning Commission 

and the City Council provided direction at key stages. As noted in Section 4.4.1.7 (Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions) of the DEIR, the No Project Alternative would contribute to GHG emissions as 

development occurs under the existing General Plan. The existing General Plan does not include any 

goals, policies, or implementation programs addressing GHG emissions because it predates 
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Assembly Bill 32, which initiated the practice of evaluating a project’s GHG emissions impacts. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-5. The comment expresses concern about mitigating the environmental 

effects of GHG Emissions and the subsequent degradation of Air Quality and opines that eliminating 

the Foster Road Mixed Use area and instead developing the corridor focus areas (Jefferson, Soscol, 

and Trancas) would definitely mitigate GHG and AQ emissions. Current land use designations for the 

Foster Road Mixed Use area allow for development of single-family residential uses, which would 

produce emissions. Although speculative at this point since no development proposal has been 

submitted, emissions could be greater under existing land use designations than potential emissions 

as a result of development of the Foster Road Mixed Use area. This comment has to do with the 

designation of the Foster Road Mixed Use Area in the General Plan update, not any specifics with 

regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and 

will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-6. The commenter asserts that developing the gateway parcels as part of 

the Foster Road Mixed Use area induces growth, and to potentially build up to 1,200 housing units 

including commercial business and automobiles on these parcels, would impact GHG and air quality. 

The commenter also further asserts that by not providing a detailed EIR for the densification of this 

area, but instead “threading the needle” for future development of the area through annexation, the 

DEIR attempts to circumvent a true EIR for the proposal within this General Plan.  

This is a Program EIR for the City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy 

direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-

specific impacts of many individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the 

plan. As noted above, the General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning and 

development of the Foster Road Mixed Use corridor, rather it includes land use designations and 

policies specific to that area. Additionally, there are currently no development proposals for the 

Foster Road Mixed Use area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an 

adequate environmental review of any development and such review would be speculative. The 

General Plan DEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA Sections 21000 et seq. of the Public 

Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Chapter 3, 

Sections 15000 et seq. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the 

City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-7. The commenter states that the visual images provided of mixed-use 

housing/commercial along the corridors of Jefferson, Soscol and Trancas are misleading and 

suspects such proposals would yield considerably more housing units, and therefore challenges the 

potential housing numbers that currently total for these three major corridors (710 new total units). 

This comment appears to be directed towards the Draft General Plan and does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-8. The commenter notes a recent university study regarding how sprawl 

cancelled the carbon emissions of densification of cities. The commenter asserts that if the city 

avoids the sprawl associated with developing the Foster Road Mixed Use area and focuses on the 
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existing urban fabric of the city, we can avoid cancelling the carbon footprint that can be mitigated 

by first developing the corridors. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-9. The commenter expresses their concern about environmental justice 

regarding development at the Foster Road Mixed Use corridor. The commenter asserts that when an 

entirely new area is developed on agricultural land that has so many site constraints (e.g., active 

fault lines, landslide area, flood plain) it may provide limited housing opportunities, difficulties in 

securing loans, earthquake insurance and limited upside investment potential. The commenter 

asserts that this development leads to community segregation. 

Environmental Justice is not a CEQA requirement, rather a NEPA requirement; however, the City has 

included an Environmental Justice Element in the General Plan update even though the City is not 

required to. The General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning and development of the 

Foster Road Mixed Use corridor, rather it includes land use designations and policies specific to that 

area.  Additionally, there are currently no development proposals for the Foster Road Mixed Use 

area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate environmental 

review of any development and such review would be speculative. This is a Program EIR for the 

City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning 

document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-specific impacts of many 

individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. No further response 

is necessary in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 7-10. The commenter expresses their concerns about developing the Foster 

Road Mixed Use designated area due to seismic issues and soil erosion issues and raises 

environmental justice concerns. Proposed Policy LUCD 23-2 in the Draft General Plan would ensure 

that development is reflective of the area’s environmental constraints—including localized presence 

of geologic faults, slopes/unstable soils, flood hazards—and natural resources. As noted above, 

Environmental Justice is not a CEQA requirement, rather a NEPA requirement; however, the City has 

included an Environmental Justice Element in the General Plan update even though the City is not 

required to. Additionally, there are currently no development proposals for the Foster Road Mixed 

Use area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate 

environmental review of any development and such review would be speculative. The commenter’s 

opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-11. The commenter expresses their concern that the goals and objectives 

noted in the General Plan and DEIR are overly narrow in order to facilitate the expectation of 

annexation of land at the Foster Road Mixed Use area for the purpose of development. Please see 

Response to Comment 7-6. 

Response to Comment 7-12. The commenter expresses their concerns about cumulative impacts 

and says that the multi-year drought is currently happening, yet the figures do not factor these 

drought years nor the cumulative effect of development to the ground water by continued 

development. As described on page 3.17-18 in the DEIR, sufficient water supply is available to meet 

projected demand of the City’s water customers under normal years through 2045. Reference the 

remaining Long-Term Supply and Demand section in the DEIR (starting on page 3.17-18) for 
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additional information. As noted on page 3.9-22 of the DEIR, the City does not rely on groundwater 

and would continue to meet water supply demands from three surface water sources: Lake 

Hennessey, Milliken Reservoir, and the State Water Project. The Napa Sanitation District also 

delivers recycled water to customers within the City’s potable water service area; however, recycled 

water is mainly used for irrigation. Implementation of the General Plan update would not result in a 

substantial depletion of groundwater resources from increased groundwater pumping or result in 

over-withdrawal. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-13. The commenter says that General Plans for cities are now addressing 

the cumulative effects of global warming on flooding and flood plains for the potential development 

of land and instead of using 2020 figures, an updated flood plain study should be done now to 

understand the effects of more dramatic sea rise from the San Francisco Bay and from sea rise on 

the marshes and wetlands to the southern part of the City. Section 5.1.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, concludes that the General Plan update’s contribution to this potentially significant 

cumulative impact is less than cumulatively considerable. Additionally, reference the Climate 

Change and Sustainability Element in the Draft General Plan. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-14. The commenter expresses their concern about cultural resources in 

the Foster Road Mixed Use designated area and says that mitigation measures will not be able to 

address the development of these areas and that the impacts of development and mitigation 

measures would be necessary except they could be avoided if other uses for this land are considered 

as an alternative - such as Greenbelt. There are currently no development proposals for the Foster 

Road Mixed Use area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate 

environmental review of any development and such review would be speculative. 

This is a City-wide Program EIR for the General Plan update not for a particular development 

project; however, Impact CUL-2 says that with implementation of the policies under Goal HCR-14 

(protect and preserve important archaeological resources), of the General Plan update, the impact 

would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Policy HCR 15-2 establishes City policies and 

procedures that require development projects to comply with state and federal law that upon 

discovery of Native American remains or archaeological artifacts during construction, all activity 

will cease until qualified professional archaeological examination and reburial in an appropriate 

manner is accomplished. Policy HCR 15-3 in the General Plan update would further reduce the 

potential impact on archaeological and tribal cultural resources, including human remains, by 

requiring collaboration with local Tribal Nations on treatment protocols for handling human 

remains and cultural items affiliated with affected Tribal Nations.  

Response to Comment 7-15. The commenter says that they disagree with the DEIR’s conclusion 

regarding noise and that the addition of 1,200 housing units will affect neighbors to the west and 

will create noise and decibel levels that are too high and are inconsistent with adjacent existing uses. 

The commenter says that a study should be prepared now as part of this DEIR and not later by 

private developers of a Master Plan. There are currently no development proposals for the Foster 

Road Mixed Use area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate 

environmental review of any development and such review would be speculative. 

Noise consultants hired by the City conducted long-term and short-term noise monitoring at 

multiple locations in the City as shown on Figure 3.11-1 in the DEIR. Potential noise impacts 

associated with implementation of the General Plan update were assessed at a program level of 
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detail (see Section 3.11.2.1 in the DEIR for more information). Section 17.52.310.D.2 of the City’s 

Municipal Code requires that new nonresidential projects built out as part of the General Plan 

update that may increase ambient noise levels by 5 dB CNEL or more or in excess of 60 dB CNEL 

shall prepare a noise analysis as part of the project’s CEQA review. Additionally, Section 

17.52.310.D.3 requires that nonresidential projects adjacent to residential districts must locate or 

design potential noise generation areas (e.g., truck parking, loading docks, garbage collection area) 

to minimize impacts on adjacent noise-sensitive uses to the extent feasible. Adherence to existing 

City regulations and the proposed policies identified in the Draft General Plan regarding noise would 

result in a less than significant impact. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-16. The commenter expresses concern about transportation and 

emergency evacuation in the Foster Road Mixed Use designated area. As noted above, this is a 

Program EIR for the City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy 

direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-

specific impacts of many individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the 

plan. There are currently no development proposals for the Foster Road Mixed Use area before the 

City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate environmental review of any 

development and such review would be speculative. However, the Draft General Plan includes 4 

policies with regard to emergency evacuation routes (see Goal TE-9 and Policies TE 9-1 through 9-4 

in the Draft General Plan). The Safety and Noise Element also includes policies addressing 

emergency evacuation. As discussed under Impact HAZ-6, several General Plan policies and 

implementing actions address the reduction of risk due to hazards, which, in turn, reduces the 

impact of new development on emergency response plans. The DEIR concluded that adherence to 

existing regulations and the policies in the General Plan update would reduce this impact to less 

than significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Comment Letter 8, Melissa Moravec  

Response to Comment 8-1. The commenter says that their comments focus on the “"Foster Road 

Mixed Use Corridor" and provides comments why they think the properties remain unsuitable for 

the City’s proposed annexation, upzoning and development. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-2. The commenter says that the “Draft EIR, submitted as part of its Draft 

General Plan 2040, identifies little to None Potentially Significant Impacts arising from the newly 

identified "Foster Road Mixed Use Project", with respect to various resource categories. The 

commenter also says that the proposed annexation, upzoning and development represents one of 

the largest developments in Napa and can’t understand the DEIR’s conclusions related to this 

matter.  

As noted previously, this is a Program EIR for the City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs 

evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning document, such as a general plan, but do not 

examine the potential site-specific impacts of many individual projects that may be proposed in the 

future consistent with the plan. The DEIR is self-mitigating in most resource categories because the 

Draft General Plan includes policies that would reduce potential environmental impacts. The 

General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning and development of the Foster Road 

Mixed Use corridor, rather it includes land use designations and policies specific to that area.  

Additionally, there are currently no development proposals for the Foster Road Mixed Use area 

before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate environmental 

review of any development and such review would be speculative. The existing General Plan land 

use designations for the Foster Road Mixed Use area are Single Family Infill and Corporate Park. 

This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-3. The commenter says that the “Napa Gateway welcomes an astounding 

millions of visitors a year to the wondrous Napa Valley,” and that developing housing and retail uses 

would be a blight. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues 

or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-4. The commenter says that until this proposed DEIR, the Foster Road 

area was a protected scenic gateway and that there are viable alternatives to this development that 

the City has not included in its current DEIR, although they have been identified in earlier City 

documents such as the City of Napa's Housing Element (2015) which identified approximately 50-60 

development sites throughout the City of Napa. As noted in earlier comments, the existing General 

Plan land use designations for the Foster Road Mixed Use area are Single Family Infill and Corporate 

Park and is within the City’s SOI; therefore, the area has been designated for future development 

going back to when the current General Plan was developed. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 8-5. The commenter says that the Foster Road Mixed Use area is the Napa 

Gateway and consists of a number of private land parcels including the Stewart Ranch of the Oreo 

Cows, and another large parcel, the Ghisletta property, has been offered for sale by some of its 

owners to the City of Napa for the better part of 50 years. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-6. The commenter says that the proposed annexation, upzoning and 

development represents regressive urban planning practices of "leapfrogging" and "sprawl" more 

suitable to the unsustainable models of 1960s, and that these are the very models that have 

exacerbated our climate crisis. Comment noted. This comment does not provide any specifics with 

regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and 

will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-7. The commenter says that the City’s own Draft General Plan 2040 

directives are focused on City infill and creating a thriving and sustainable downtown and the 

proposed annexation of the Ghisletta property does not speak to these directives at all. This 

comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the 

DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-8. The commenter says alternatives to this proposed sprawl and 

agriculture devastation is to further develop the City of Napa's core, its transit corridors, and in 

specific sections to raise the City zoning from a height of 5 to 6 floors. This comment does not 

provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-9. The commenter says that the DEIR disregards the stated draft General 

Plan 2040 guiding principles which include to preserve surrounding open space and agricultural 

land, and 77% of Napa residents resoundingly declared in the GPAC Community Surveys that they 

want to protect open space/green spaces in the city and do not want to develop on agricultural land 

at the edge of the City. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the 

City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-10. The commenter says that as alternatives, Napa residents want to see 

corridor streets such as Jefferson, Soscol and Trancas and existing neighborhoods be the sites for 

development and housing priorities and that this is aligned with widely appreciated Smart Growth 

planning directives. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the 

City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-11. The commenter says that no verifiable housing numbers have been 

offered for these established Mixed Use corridors, nor has the City considered raising the height 

limits from 5 to 6 stories for these corridors. The commenter also says that a viable alternative is for 

the City to be consistent with its own smart growth directives and provide accurate, verifiable 

housing and population numbers that are consistent with the State's current forecasting. This 
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comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the 

DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-12. The commenter expresses their concern about future water supplies 

and says that a viable alternative is to retract the proposed annexation, upzoning and development 

of these parcels and retain their designation as AQW or a Resource Area for all of Napa and its 

visitors. The General Plan update does not include annexation, upzoning and development of the 

Foster Road Mixed Use corridor, rather it includes land use designations and policies specific to that 

area.  Additionally, there are currently no development proposals for the Foster Road Mixed Use 

area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate environmental 

review of any development and such review would be speculative. This is a Program EIR for the 

City-wide General Plan update. Program EIRs evaluate the broad policy direction of a planning 

document, such as a general plan, but do not examine the potential site-specific impacts of many 

individual projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with the plan. This comment does 

not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-13. The commenter says that there “are active Earthquake fault lines 

(West Napa Fault Line) running directly thru this property which suffered major fracturing, fissures, 

and slippage in the 2014 Napa and are continuing to shape-shift to this day. The commenter 

correctly describes aspects of the geological setting which are described in Section 3.6, Geology and 

Soils. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR.  Additionally, there are currently no development proposals for the Foster 

Road Mixed Use area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information to perform an adequate 

environmental review of any development and such review would be speculative. The commenter’s 

opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-14. The commenter says that “this very same fault was cited as a primary 

reason by the GPAC and consultants to approve a Greenbelt designation for the Napa Oaks and 

Timberhill development plans. The Ghisletta and NVHA properties are even more severely impacted 

by this EQ fault and floodplains.” This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR.  Additionally, there are currently no development 

proposals for the Foster Road Mixed Use area before the City, so the City lacks sufficient information 

to perform an adequate environmental review of any development and such review would be 

speculative. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-15. The commenter says that the Ghisletta properties were not in the SOI 

since 1975, that they became part of the SOI in 2005 upon the request of the property owners and 

were designated as prime agricultural land by USDA/LAFCO. The commenter says that the DEIR 

does not cite these issues and does not provide a reasonable alternative to their own proposal for 

annexation, and that one alternative is to retract the City's proposed annexation, upzoning and 

development of the Foster Road Mixed Use Area. Please see Response to Comment 8-2 and 8-4. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 8-16. The commenter says that the extreme levels of traffic congestion, 

light, noise, air and water pollution undermine the benefits of an agricultural region and speak more 

of the environment of Los Angeles's San Fernando Valley and the 405 Freeway, not exactly an 

enticing, revenue generating tourist region. This comment does not provide any specifics with 

regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and 

will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is 

necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-17. The commenter says that “development of this project represents the 

destruction of much needed and will only create more " carbon -sinks" and "heat islands" which 

Napa can no longer tolerate.” This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-18. The commenter says that increasing the population so dramatically in 

this section of the city would have immediate dire and grave environmental impacts on the land, 

safety, quality of life, health, and well-being of all who live there. This comment does not provide any 

specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion 

is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-19. The commenter says that issues of climate resiliency overwhelmingly 

require that these parcels remain zoned as either AGW or Greenbelt, if not, a whole new meaning to 

the definition of rustbelt will be realized here on these gateway parcels. This comment does not 

provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-20. The commenter expresses their concerns about housing and says that 

the Draft General Plan represents “an unthinkable strategy of disavowed planning practices which 

may result in calls of environmental racism, classism and a new definition of redlining itself.” This 

comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the 

DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-21. The commenter says that the DEIR does not provide alternatives for 

housing to be sited throughout the city through adaptive re-use, on other sites, abandoned and 

vacant building, institutional buildings, etc. The DEIR analyzes potential environmental impacts of 

implementation of the General Plan update. The Housing Element, one of seven state-required 

general plan elements, was last updated in 2015, and does not need to be updated again until 2023. 

As with the General Plan update, the Housing Element will be subject to environmental review. 

Response to Comment 8-22. The commenter says that proposed affordable, workforce housing 

would represent a blatant segregation of people and misplace the burden of the socio-economically 

constricted into one high-risk, neighborhood, furthering marginalization, disenfranchisement, and 

restricting equal opportunities to advance, rather than encouraging assimilation throughout the City 

of Napa itself. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or 

the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 8-23. The commenter discusses the history of the Ghisletta property, that 

annexation has been requested in the past and each time residents have voiced opposition and says 

that the DEIR offers little visibility to this opposition, and that it does not offer alternatives to the 

proposed annexation, upzoning and development of the Foster Road Mixed Use area. The DEIR 

analyzes potential environmental impacts of implementation of the General Plan update. Please see 

Response to Comment 8-12. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City 

Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-24. The commenter talks about the Napa Pipe Project and suggests that a 

viable alternative is to require the Napa Pipe developers to increase its housing numbers to further 

accommodate State housing demands as they are already building the necessary infrastructure and 

are enriching fallow, industrial land, as opposed to devastating irreplaceable AGW resources. This 

comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the 

DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the 

decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-25. The commenter says that the Wildlife Urban Interface needs to be 

retained and that the DEIR does not provide an alternative to the destruction of this Wildfire Urban 

Interface. The DEIR discusses and analyzes the potential impacts of wildfire as it relates to 1) 

emergency response and evacuation, 2) impacts due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 

that could exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant 

concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire, 3) requiring the installation 

or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, 

power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 

ongoing impacts to the environment, and 4) exposure of people or structures to significant risks, 

including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 

instability, or drainage changes. All impacts were determined to be less than significant with 

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies combined with the California Building Code 

standards and the review of all new structures and land uses in the Planning Area, by the Napa Fire 

Department. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-26. The commenter says that this property may better serve the City and 

County as open space. This comment does not provide any specifics with regard to environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the 

City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 8-27. The commenter offers closing comments and that they are a 

responsible citizen who is looking to the viable and resilient future for the city and county, not to 

burden future generations with an unsustainable and high risk-laden future. This comment does not 

provide any specifics with regard to environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 9, Kurt Reaume  

Response to Comment 9-1 through 9-26. Commenter letter 9 is almost an exact copy of comment 

letter 8. Please see Response to Comment 8-1 through 8-27. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 
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Comment Letter 10, Charles W. Shinnamon, P.E. 

Response to Comment 10-1. The commenter asserts that the DEIR is a voluminous and daunting 

document and requests an extended comment period. Comment noted. The comment period for the 

DEIR was extended to Monday, May 2nd to allow more time for interested parties to respond to the 

document. No changes to the DEIR required.  

Response to Comment 10-2. The commenter expresses support for the Higher Density Alternative, 

asserting that higher FAR may allow for development with better design and compatibility, which 

may work better visually, aesthetically, and practically in the area. The commenter asserts that 

rejecting the Higher Density Alternative because of traffic concerns may be shortsighted. The 

commenter also asserts that the Higher Density Alternative does not provided specifics in terms of 

what kinds of development (heights, densities, FARs, etc.) would be included in this alternative. This 

comment does not address environmental issues that affect the adequacy of the DEIR. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 10-3. The commenter asserts that the Higher Density Alternative would 

lead to greater amounts of infill housing and a greater reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. The 

DEIR made the assumption that although the Higher Density Alternative is anticipated to have 840 

more dwelling units than under the General Plan update, the emissions would be similar. The 

commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making 

process. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 10-4. The commenter includes the portion of Section 4.4.2.7, which states 

“projected emissions under both the Higher Infill Alternative and the Project are estimated to 

exceed the target levels established by the State and air district.” The commenter asserts that we 

should pursue the alternative with the least GHG emissions and asserts that the selection of the 

Project as “environmentally superior” is based on the claim that the Higher Infill Alternative would 

produce similar GHG emissions. The commenter challenges this claim, asserting that 2,100 people 

living in 840 units constructed under this alternative would result in less GHG emissions than if they 

were living elsewhere and commuting long distances to work in Napa, despite an increase in local 

VMT.  

The DEIR concluded that the environmentally superior alternative is the Project based on a review 

of all resource categories not just GHG emissions. The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 10-5 The commenter asserts people displaced outside of Napa and 

commuters lacking housing options in the City will result in higher GHG emissions per capita than if 

they find residence in pedestrian-centered neighborhoods created in the Higher Infill Alternative. 

The commenter asserts that displaced people and commuters would result in higher GHG emissions. 

The General Plan update considers future housing and has planned for population growth of 97,200 

people by 2040. Please see Section 2.3.2, Growth Forecasts, in Chapter 2 of the DEIR. Impact POP-2 in 

the Population and Housing section, identifies that the Project includes land use and zoning changes 

but does not propose specific development that would result in the displacement of existing housing 

units or people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project’s land 

use designations and policies would increase allowable intensities and residential densities in more 

areas of the City, thereby increasing capacity for new housing. Additionally, the proposed Public 
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Health and Equity Element of the General Plan update includes policies to prevent displacement. 

The impact was determined to be less than significant. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 10-6 The commenter states the higher allowable FAR in City corridors will 

require further conversations, further stating that higher densities and re-development of these 

areas are new to Napa and other low-density Bay Area cities, and good examples from other areas 

will be needed to show how these different densities can be blended into surrounding areas. This 

comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s 

opinion is noted and will be considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No 

further response is necessary in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 10-7. The commenter acknowledges that this particular land use concern, 

though part of the DEIR conversation, is not the issue at hand. This comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 

considered by the City Council during the decision-making process. No further response is necessary 

in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter 11, Charles W. Shinnamon, P.E. 

Response to Comment 11-1. The commenter requests that the “Business Professional” definition 

could use greater clarity to distinguish between uses near the Queen of the Valley Hospital and uses 

in the downtown area. This comment refers to a General Plan definition and does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-2. The comment refers to a General Plan statement that there will be a 

23 percent increase in industrial space over the life of the General Plan and asks how this number 

was arrived at considering land limitation and general plan land use designations. This comment 

refers to the General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. 

No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-3. The comment expresses appreciation for the wide right-of-way on 

Trancas Street depicted in General Plan illustrations, but questions how the right-of-way will be 

acquired and suggests deleting from the General Plan as unrealistic. This comment refers to the 

General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-4. The comment refers to the language in General Plan Policy LUCD 3-6 

and requests a language change from “Where feasible” to “Unless infeasible,” in order to strengthen 

the standards of the policy. This comment refers to the General Plan and does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-5. The comment refers to Table 2-2 of the General Plan and asserts that 

the General Plan does not mention housing associated with hotels. The commenter refers to specific 

DEIR comments elsewhere in the letter.  

This comment refers to the General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. The commenter’s specific comments on the DEIR are addressed in 11-14 and 11-15 

below. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-6. The comment refers to the language of Policy TE 3-4 and requests the 

language change from “Promote” to “Prioritize” increased pedestrian and bicycle usage citywide. 

This comment refers to the General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy 

of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-7. The comment refers to Policy TE 6-1 and suggests that the City 

develop a program to incentivize employees to walk, bike, or use public transit to commute to work 

through the payment of a small monthly bonus as opposed to the construction of more parking 

construction. The commenter further suggests that City employees be required to park in garages 

rather than surrounding neighborhoods.  

The commenter’s suggestions regarding a transit demand management (TDM) program and other 

parking requirement suggestions have been noted and will be considered by the decision makers as 

part of the full record available in deciding on the merits of the project. The comment does not 

address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-8. The comment refers to the language of Policy TE 8-4 and questions 

the discouragement of private docks and and/or other small boating facilities along the river and 
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suggests the inclusion of goals that explore the potential for public docks. The commenter’s 

suggestions regarding public docks have been noted and will be considered by the decision makers 

as part of the full record available in deciding on the merits of the project. The comment does not 

address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-9. The commenter asks whether the replacement of the Falcon Ridge 

water tank will be paid for by ratepayers or by property owners who benefit from the tank. This 

comment refers to the General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 

the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-10. The commenter suggests a new policy be included in the General 

Plan which would eliminate the current agreement between the City and NSD that requires NSD to 

make the City water department budget whole when recycled water replaces potable water. This 

comment refers to the General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 

the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-11. The comment refers to the language of Policy CSPR 8-3 and suggests 

a date (such as January 1, 2024) be added as the deadline for food businesses to completely shift to 

compostable take-away containers and other sustainable packaging. The commenter’s suggestions 

regarding sustainable packaging will be considered by the decision makers as part of the full record 

available in deciding on the merits of the project. The comment does not address environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-12. The comment refers to Policy CSPR 9-3 and asserts that, while there 

maybe be enough park acreage in the city, parts of the city (such as Harvest MS and Westwood) are 

underserved, and new parks need to be created for these areas. The commenter’s suggestions about 

areas currently underserved by City parkland will be considered by the decision makers as part of 

the full record available in deciding on the merits of the project. The comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-13. The comment refers to Goal CSPR-13 and requests that “and river 

access” be added to policy language. This comment refers to the General Plan and does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-14. The commenter says that there is no discussion about VMT's 

associated with hotel development. The commenter references a Bay Area Economics study from 

2018 and includes a direct quote from that study. The commenter opines that the vast majority of 

new hotel workers will need to commute from long distances (60+ minutes or more), which 

translate to VMT's far in excess of the thresholds in the DEIR. 

The customer or tourist VMT associated with hotels should be evaluated using the retail approach 

(i.e., any net increase is an impact). Since Napa is already an established tourist destination, the 

addition of hotels is not likely to induce additional trips with associated VMT. The addition of hotels 

in Napa may reduce VMT, if tourists are able to stay in a location near many of the region's 

attractions. It is true that the employee VMT associated with new hotels is likely to be significant, 

given that many hotel employees will not be able to live in Napa. The VMT per employee for hotel 

projects can be compared to the office threshold of significance (22.87 VMT per employee) since this 

threshold was developed based on all employment in the county. Hotel projects may need to provide 
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mitigation, such as transportation demand management programs, to avoid findings of significant 

VMT impacts. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-15. The commenter says that further discussion needs to be had 

regarding the practical limits of new hotel developments in the City of Napa. Please see Response to 

Comment 11-14. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter 12, Howard Siegel 

Response to Comment 12-1. This is an introductory comment. The commenter states that he was a 

member of the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) but is providing comments on his own 

behalf and not representing the GPAC. This comment does not address environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-2. The commenter expresses concern regarding what they perceive as a 

contradiction between the DEIR’s use as a basis for streamlining CEQA reviews for future 

development, and various impact statements which note that specific information related to 

potential impacts (i.e., locations for and quantity of future wastewater treatment facilities) cannot 

be known or evaluated. The commenter asserts that these statements are contradicted by General 

Plan update projections related to population increase, for example. The comments asserts that this 

perceived contradiction renders that DEIR a “hollow document.” 

The DEIR analyzes the General Plan update only and does not analyze any specific project(s). 

Specific projects would still be required to undergo CEQA review, and to disclose information 

related to potential impacts (i.e., the General Plan update EIR does not pre-empt the need for future 

project-specific CEQA analysis). While the DEIR uses available population projections for the 

purposes of analysis, broad level projections of population trends are commonly used in planning 

and are not the same as speculation regarding the need and location of specific projects. The types 

and locations of specific future projects are unknown and CEQA does not allow for analysis based on 

speculation. No further response or changes to the EIR are necessary.  

Response to Comment 12-3. The commenter notes that the DEIR mentions that that the Housing 

Element is not a part of the General Plan update and won’t require an update until 2023. The 

commenter requests that the DEIR state that the Housing Element will require its own DEIR. The 

commenter correctly notes that the Housing Element will be required to undergo CEQA review. For 

clarification, the text on page 2-1 of the DEIR has been revised as follows:  

“The Housing Element, one of seven state-required general plan elements, was last updated in 2015, 

and does not need to be updated again until 2023. As with the General Plan update, the Housing 

Element will be subject to environmental review in accordance with CEQA requirements.” 

Response to Comment 12-4. The commenter refers to text on page 3.17-18 of the DEIR which 

states: “As discussed above, sufficient water supply is available to meet projected demand of the 

City’s water customers under normal years through 2045.” The commenter asserts that the DEIR 

does not clarify whether this includes the projected population increase and further suggests that 

actions be proposed toward water supply sustainability.  

The population question is addressed in the DEIR. The conclusion that the City would have sufficient 

water supplies to meet anticipated demand does include the projected population increase, 

Additionally, on page 3.17-16, Water Demand and Availability, water demand projections used 

conservatively high numbers for population projections for the water service reliability analyses in 

the 2015 UWMP. The 2020 UWMP, which has not been finalized, is expected to project that the City’s 

supplies can meet projected demands during normal water years through 2045. Although a small 

supply shortfall exists in single dry years, the City would reduce demands as needed during dry 

water years and could implement water conservation efforts to achieve these demand reductions, as 

discussed in the DEIR. The DEIR also refers to several General Plan update Goals and Policies. On 

page 3.17-22, Relevant General Plan update Goals and Policies, Policy NRC-9-1, participate in 
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regional efforts to proactively manage surface and groundwater resources; Policy NRC 10-1 support 

the continuation and expansion of existing recycled water systems, among others. No further 

response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-5. The commenter states that they don’t agree with the replacement of 

“Level of Service” with “Vehicle Miles Travelled,” stating that both are important and measure 

different things. Comment noted. As discussed on page 3.2-4 of the DEIR, with the passage of Senate 

Bill 743 (Chapter 386, 2013), CEQA guidelines establish VMT as the transportation metric analyzed 

under CEQA, effective July 1, 2020. The DEIR conforms to the current guidelines. The City still 

monitors and uses LOS analyses to assess the adequacy of its circulation infrastructure. No changes 

to the EIR are necessary. 

Response to Comment 12-6. The commenter asserts that illustrative projections of focus areas in 

the General Plan update infer that building will be closer to the sidewalk and that Floor Area Ratios 

(FAR) appear higher than 1.5 or 2.0. Comment noted. This comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-7. The commenter questions the use of census data from 2016 on page 

45 of the General Plan update. This comment refers to the General Plan and does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. However, Table 2-3 in the General Plan and DEIR 

include 79,300 as the existing 2021 population based on household size, (2.5), vacancy rate (5%) 

and group quarters proportion (1.3%). No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-8. The commenter asserts that projected increases in office and retail 

building area shown in Table 2-3. Citywide Growth Projections on page 2-8 of the DEIR should be 

reevaluated considering recent high vacancy rates. The projections are based on a 2040 horizon 

year. While vacancy rates may vary, particularly during the recent pandemic, projections are 

designed to encompass larger regional growth forecasts. The comment does not address 

environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-9. The commenter expresses concern that construction of new hotels 

will generate low-paying jobs and will necessitate more people commuting to Napa from more 

affordable areas. The commenters also asserts that sites considered for hotel use would displace 

sites available for high-density (and affordable) housing. The commenter states that these issues 

will need to be addressed in the Housing Element Update.  

The commenter’s concern regarding hotel construction and its influence on commuting patterns is 

noted and will be considered by the decision makers as part of the full record available in deciding 

on the merits of the project. The comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 

the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-10. The commenter asserts that “high-quality job creation” in the 

Economic Development Element of the General Plan should be defined as a minimum of 100% AMI 

(rather than 75% AMI). Comment noted. The comment concerns the Economic Development 

Element of the General Plan and does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. 

No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-11. The comment asks if two-way streets in downtown are safe for 

pedestrians and cyclists and asserts that the passage of emergency vehicles are impeded by two-way 

streets. The commenter’s concern regarding safety for pedestrians and cyclists and accessibility for 

emergency vehicles is noted and will be considered by the decision makers as part of the full record 
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available in deciding on the merits of the project. The comment does not address environmental 

issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-12. The comment requests that the City ban the use of gas-powered leaf 

blowers. Comment noted. The comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 

the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-13. The comment notes the dangerous, windy conditions for bicycles on 

Redwood Road between West Pueblo and Browns Valley Road and suggests an alternative route 

should be provided at West Pueblo or Westview Drive. Comment noted. The comment does not 

address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is necessary in the 

EIR. 
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Chapter 3 
Errata  

Introduction 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 provides that a Final EIR must include, among other things, the 

Draft EIR (DEIR) or a revision of the draft. This chapter identifies the text changes that have been 

made to the DEIR. The changes are arranged by the chapter or section of the DEIR in which they are 

found and referenced by page number. For the reader’s convenience, the changes are presented in 

the context of the paragraph in which they are found. Additions are shown as underlined text; 

deletions are shown as strikethroughs.  

Text Changes 

Section ES.3 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following text has been added to the last sentence in the paragraph under Section ES.3. 

Because the policies and mitigation measures have been determined to reduce most of the 

Project’s potential environmental impacts to less-than-significant levels, the only significant and 

unavoidable impacts associated with the General Plan update are for the resource categories of 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, agricultural resources, and cumulatively 

considerable impacts on biological resources. 

Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following text has been added to Table ES-1. 

Impact 
Level of 
Significance  

Proposed 
Mitigation 
Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources    

Impact AF-1: Conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use  

Significant  N/A Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Impact AF-2: Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract  

Less than 
significant 
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Impact 
Level of 
Significance  

Proposed 
Mitigation 
Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Impact AF-3: Conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined 
by Government Code Section 51104(g)) 

No impact   

Impact AF-4: Loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use 

Less than 
significant 

  

Impact AF-5: Other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use, or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use 

Significant N/A Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Section 1.1.3 Level of Detail in this Environmental Impact 
Report 

The last sentence in the second to last paragraph has been revised as follows. 

Environmental impacts cannot always be mitigated to a level that is considered less than 

significant. In accordance with Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, if a lead agency 

approves a project that has significant impacts that cannot be mitigated (i.e., significant and 

unavoidable impacts), the agency cannot approve the project without specifying in writing the 

project benefits that justify its approval. No significant and unavoidable impacts have been 

identified for this Draft EIR. 

Section 2.1.1 Background 

The following text is added after the second paragraph under Section 2.1.1 (Background), before 

Section 2.1.2 (Location). 

The Housing Element, one of seven state-required general plan elements, was last updated in 

2015, and does not need to be updated again until 2023. As with the General Plan update, the 

Housing Element will be subject to environmental review in accordance with CEQA 

requirements. 

Section 2.3.2 Growth Forecasts 

The following text along with Table 2-3. Citywide Growth Projections have been as follows.  

Development of the General Plan update and analysis of its effects were built on certain 

assumptions pertaining to future growth. Based on recent detailed analysis conducted by the 

City, Napa is estimated to have a job/employed residents’ ratio of 1.179—that is, the City has 

more jobs than employed residents. General Plan projections indicate that this ratio will be 

maintained at the General Plan horizon. Table 2-31 provides more detail on existing and 

projected jobs/employed residents’ ratio. The General Plan provides for significant increase in 
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housing capacity in the community; thus, jobs/housing balance ratio in the City could improve in 

the future were there to be an adequate market for housing. 

Table 2-3. Citywide Growth Projections 

 Existing2 Change3 2040 Total 
Percent 
Growth 

Commercial Building Area (square feet)1 

Retail 4,712,000 666,000 
631,000 

5,378,000 
5,343,000 

14 
13% 

Office 2,463,000 891,000 
817,000 

3,354,000 
3,280,000 

36 
33% 

Industrial 7,979,000 1,992,000 
1,799,000 

9,971,000 
9,778,000 

25% 
23% 

Total 15,154,000 3,549,000 
3,247,000 

18,703,000 
18,401,000 

23% 
21% 

Hotel (Rooms) 2,590 1,460 4,050 37% 

Jobs4 51,200 11,500 62,700 22% 

Housing Units 30,700 7,800 38,500 25% 

Jobs/Housing Employed 
Residents Ratio 

1.19  1.19 
1.17 

0% 
-2 

Population5 79,300 17,900 97,200 23% 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia 2021. 
1  Building area rounded to the nearest 1,000. Other values rounded to the nearest 100. Totals may not add up 

due to rounding. 
2  Existing numbers sourced from State Department of Finance, State Employment Development Department, 

and CoStar/EPS, Inc. Hotel data provided by the City of Napa. 
3  Change includes projects that are in the pipeline (approved and/or under construction) and anticipated new 

hotel rooms/projects net new development and major projects that are currently in the pipeline, including 
1,000 hotel rooms. 

4  Jobs calculated based on job density plus proportional growth in other categories including construction, 
public/education, and transportation. 

5  Population calculated based on household size (2.5), vacancy rate (5%), and group quarters proportion 
(1.3%). 

Section 3.1 Aesthetics 

The Impact AES-2 heading should read less than significant not less than significant with mitigation 

as follows. 

Impact AES-2: Creation of a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely 

affect daytime or nighttime views in the area (less than significant with mitigation) 

Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

The first paragraph under Dam Failure Inundation on page 3.9-15 is revised as follows. 

The following dams serve the City: Rector Reservoir, Lake Hennessey, Milliken Reservoir, Conn 

Creek, and Eastside Reservoirs. The State owns Rector Reservoir, and the City owns Lake 

Hennessey, Milliken Reservoir, Conn Creek, and Eastside Reservoirs Conn Dam (at Lake 



City of Napa 

 

Errata 
 

 

City of Napa General Plan Update  
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-4 
September 2022 

ICF 104372 

 

Hennessey) and Milliken Dam. The State owns Rector Reservoir, and the City owns Conn Dam 

and Lake Hennessey and the Milliken Dam and Reservoir. 

Policy SN 3-6 on page 3.9-19 is revised as follows. 

Policy SN 3-6: Work with the State to minimize risk of damage from inundation due to failure of 

the Rector Reservoir by maintaining the dam in a safe condition area’s reservoirs. Maintain the 

dams within the City’s jurisdiction, at Lake Hennessey and Milliken Reservoir, in a safe 

condition. 

Section 3.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

Policy CS-9.4 is revised as follows. 

Policy CS-9.4: The City shall implement the “Water System Optimization and Master Plan” 

(adopted 11/97) which refines policies and implementation programs for efficient water supply, 

storage, and delivery for projected demand to the year 2020. These efforts shall be updated to 

reflect the forthcoming update to this Plan, expected in 2023, which will include be based on 

projected demands to the year 2050. 

Chapter 4 Alternatives Analysis 

The second to last sentence in the last paragraph under Hydrology and Water Quality on page 4-18 is 

revised as follows. 

General Plan Policy SN 3-6 would require the City to work with the State to minimize risk of 

damage from inundation due to failure of Rector Reservoir by maintaining the dam in a safe 

conditionof the area’s reservoirs, and to maintain the dams within the City’s jurisdiction—at 

Lake Hennessey and Milliken Reservoir—in a safe condition. 

Section 4.1.2, Significant Impacts, has been revised as follows. 

4.1.2  Significant Impacts 

Alternatives provide a means of avoiding or substantially reducing the level of one or more 

significant impacts that would otherwise result from implementation of the Project; however, 

the Project would not only result in significant and unavoidable impacts under any for the 

resource categoriesy of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, agricultural resources, and 

cumulatively considerable impacts on biological resources. as tThe General Plan policies as a 

whole have been designed to mitigate any potential impacts from implementation of the General 

Plan. 

Chapter 5 Other CEQA Considerations 

The following text has been added to Section 5.1, Cumulative Impacts. 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources  

The Project could lead to development of up to 473 acres of Important Farmland, as described in 

Impact AF-1. This conversion from agricultural land use to urban land use constitutes a significant 

and unavoidable impact. Further, if the City of Napa becomes fully developed within the RUL line, 
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some of which are currently designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 

Farmland of Local Importance, could be considered for development. Napa County as a whole has 

strong agricultural preservation land use policies, and its 2013 Napa County General Plan promotes 

urban-centered growth and protections for agricultural lands (Napa County 2013). The Project’s 

emphasis on infill growth along major corridors and within key Focus Areas fits with Napa County’s 

policies, concentrating growth in the urban core and disincentivizing growth in surrounding 

farmlands. However, development pressures will likely result in the conversion of more farmland, 

and implementation of the Project would result in contributing farmland conversion and indirect 

affects to agricultural uses. Between 1990 and 2010, over 4,200 acres of greenfield development 

occurred in Napa County, at an average rate of about 200 acres per year, suggesting continued 

conversion of farmlands into the future. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to this significant 

impact is cumulatively considerable. 

The following text has been revised in the last sentence in Section 5.3 Significant and Unavoidable 

Impacts. 

All impacts identified in Chapter 3, Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR, are less than significant or less 

than significant with implementation of mitigation, with the exception of air quality and greenhouse 

gas emissions, and agricultural resources which are significant and unavoidable. 
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