In response to these concerns an effort was begun several years ago to
develop a DWDO that would regulate winery development and expansion in a manner
that’ avoided potential negative environmental effects. After initial ‘efforts
by County staff, a group of experts representing the vintners and grape growers
of the County worked on the Ordinance. ' o

The Board of Supervisors passed a moratorium on approval of wineries within
the Napa Valley watershed which went into effect on August 9, 1988. During the

- periodprior to implementation of the moratorjum, approximately 59 applications

for new and expanded wineries were received. During the moratorium, all but five
of these applications have been acted upon. ) ' '

A On February 28th, 1989, The Board of Supervisors accepted a DWDO and
determined the need for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
on the DWDO. Subsequently, the MEA format has been changed to a Wine Industry
Growth Program EIR (WIGPEIR). The EIR is intended to evaluate the direct and
cumuTative significant effects of the DWDO on Napa County. The WIGPEIR, a
separate document being prepared for the County, will evaluate the level of
industry growth during the past 20 years and identify potential impacts and
mitigation measures associated with growth of the wine industry for the next 20

years. _

D. OBJECTIVES

The written intent of the DWDO is to provide the basis for future
development and expansion of wineries to occur in an orderly and environmentally
responsible manner. Because the wine industry is the single 1argest’ industry
in Napa County, wineries have had a significant impact on the County’s economic
base. Unlimited growth could have a potentially negative effect on the overall
quality of 1ife ‘that is an integral part of Napa County. To address this
concern, the Napa County Board of Supervisors has under consideration the DWDO.
The DWDO does not address industry growth.

The DWDO is intended to provide an improved definition of winery uses for
Napa County. This improved definition is, in turn, intended to reduce poténtial
secondary environmental impacts of winery development including traffic
congestion, reduced air quality, visual impacts upon scenic highways, and a

variety of more localized environmental effects.

The full text of the DWDO is provided in Appendix C.
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E. TECHNICAL DESCRIPTION . .. ..

" The following text summarizes the key provisions of the DWDO_(the following
paragraphs ‘on Findings .and Intent are directly from the DWDO .and . are - not
conclusions reached in this document): B S s S A S

Findings .. . .

| e ..qu; ofi;tﬁéf CduﬁfyfS w5grftu1£uré1 Tands féﬁdﬁ,fﬁé
" importance of wineries and vineyards to the County’s economy are
* threatened by cumulative development and related loss of agricultural

' ands. . (HEYEINRES i} related. 10s: 49 e

fl-;fiyﬂTﬁéiiuniqhéf;dﬁ?]ity;‘

s Existing uses and activities at existing wineries are recognized as
T Yegal uses. Lo L e

m  P5rCé1rs%iéh1imif5tidﬁ§ are needed to limit the number of wineries
’ __;and_thereby]rgdu¢e;traffic_and other;environmenta1,impagts.,i o

Intent _
The DWDO is intended to protect agriculture and open space.

Fo]lowihg is a list of provisions of the DWDO and an 1nterpreféffon of
their effects. =~ . . - . - ; :

1. ”Sma11’ﬁinEerUse Pg?ﬁit'fxéwption (SWE) Elimination

3 -",v_ETimindfés_théicﬁ}fgﬁt:ﬁfﬁvfsion exempting "small winéhieé" (i.e.,
~ wineries with an annual production capacity of 20,000 gals/yr. or

" “less) from the requirement to obtain a use permit prior to
’ ~construction. S B . S

Under this provision,. there would no_ longer be an incentive to start with
a sm;]]zwinery‘and gfadgﬁlly'inpreasg prodqc;jon capacity. o o

o Itﬁis;brgdictgd”tﬁgtalossiqf_this_incentive,wou]d increase the average
production capacity, and therefore the size, of new wineries built.in the future.
This increase is anticipated, in turn, to reduce the total number of new wineries
built. Fewer of theseﬁ1arggn§wjnerjes,wqulq be. required to meet the future
demand for wine. ST ‘ S

Implementation of this DWDO provision could also make expansions of
existing small wineries more difficult, for all such expansions would come under
use permit control. Wineries under the Small Winery Use Permit Exemption are
permitted retail sales, but not permitted to operate visitor-serving facilities.
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By eliminating this exemption, the DWDO allows for these uses at small wineries.
Therefore, while in the future there will be fewer small wineries built, a larger
percentage of them will have visitor-serving facilities. In fact, however,
several wineries previously approved under this program have instituted tours,
tastings, and visitor services without a permit. To the extent these non-
permitted uses already exist, the impact of this clause of the DWDO will be Tess.

With this proposed change in the Zoning Ordinance, wineries established
under this Use Pemit exemption will become legal non-conforming uses. There are
currently 69 approved SWE wineries, 15 of which are in the process of

mommod sy -

construction.

2. Seventy-five Percent (75%) Napa County Source Rule

E Requires that 75% the grapes processed at a new winery be grown in
Napa County. .

E Requires that 75% of the grapes used to make that portion of an
existing wineries production produced as a result of an expansion
outside of the Winery Development Area be grown in Napa County.

Because of the existing high level of utilization of Napa grapes (64%)
the forecasted decrease in grape imports (from 36 to 31%), and the BATF (Bureau
of Alcohol, Tabacco and Firearms) labeling regulations requiring 75% grapes grown
within the appellation, this provision of the proposed DWDO is not expected to
have a major impact on total Napa County wine production.

However, this action would discourage new wineries that produce primarily
popular premium wine, such as Sutter Hill and Round Hill, from 1ociting on
agriculturally-zoned land. Typically these popular premium wineries import
higher percentages of out-of-County grapes than super/ultra premium wineries<.
To maximize economies, popular premium wineries would attempt to locate in
commercially- or industrially-zoned areas, predominantly ~in the Airport
Industrial Area and the cities of Napa and St. Helena. The remainder of the
demand for this type of wine would be met by larger expansion of existing popular

premium wineries.

The effect of this provision on wineries producing mainly super/ultra
premium wines is expected to be minimal. The labeling laws and market

1 Popular premium wine: premium wine with a retail sales price of between
$3.00 and $7.00 per 750ml bottle.

2 Super/ultra premium wine: premium wine with a retail sales price of
over $7.00 per 750m1 bottle.
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considerations already effectively make it a necessity that at least 75% Napa
“County ‘grapes be used.. The one exception is in the Carneros Subregion, where
“'the use of 'grapes from the Sonoma County portions of the Carneros ‘Appellation
would be restricted. ~Quantification
scope of ‘the current study. o

3. Visitor-Serving U§e E*péh§§bﬁ=f7“

. w  R1Tows with a use permit a variety of visitor serving uses at new
it 7and*existing wineries that are not authorized under the existing
“zoning ordinance definition of a winery. S D

s Allows upon;gtantdgﬁ_anJadminjstrative permit up to four. general
- public oriented promotional events per year at both existing and new
i’ H-wjneries.: E;chugygn; may last up to 3 days. L

The predicted resu]t}wi11 be the pro]iferation'of "multi-use wineries".
Multi-use wineries are wineries with substantial facilities or activity programs

likely to attract visitors in general rather than just the wine-drinking public.
Such facilities/activities include aerial tramways, art museum$ and outdoor art
displays, cooking schools, concerts, etc. Legalizing the operation of what are
essentially commercial facilities/activities within the agriculturally-zoned
portions of thé”CountyfWiITfnﬁomppe.additional_similar'development., These uses
are viewed by the industry as an important marketing tool. Under this.Ordinance
they also could serve as an ‘important source of revenue. Once wineries recognize
- the'potential financial benefits of these uses, more wineries will utilize them.
Furthermore, competition will encourage other wineries to institute similar uses
if they are to maintain their share of the visitor market. L
‘Proliferation of multi-use wineries could, in turn, increase the total
number of people visiting Napa County annually (see Growth Induction section
for further discussion). = .= " o - B o

4. Grandfathering Clause: " | B
m ¢ Provides a "grace period”_ whereby existing wineries will have 18
months following adoptiori-of the WDO to apply for a use permit for

- uses previously "not legally authorized®. g

- The predicted result” would be the submission of over one “hundred
applications from existing wineries to (1) allow for public tours.and tasting,
(2) hold an unlimited number of .public/promotional events, (3) install picnic
areas, and/or (4) sell wine-related items. —On a short-term basis, this flood
of applications would create serious administrative problems and slow down the
processing of other Tand use appTications. o
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In the long-term, this action would encourage the opening of more tasting
rooms, the ho1d1ng of more promotional events (see prev1ous item), the creation
of more picnic areas, and the selling of more souvenirs than wou]d otherwise be
the case. While the effects of this increased visitor: activity are likely to
be significant from the standpoint of an individual ne1ghborhood, it would not
be significant on a Countywide or even a sub-regional or sub-area basis, for the
total number of people visiting Napa County and its various regions is not
expected to change. However, the opportun1t1es ‘presented ‘under thé 18-month
andfather" clause would be inconsistent with the intent of - agricuttural land
1n the Genera] P]an The reader is referred to the Land Use sect1on for a

CI (DLQ

5. Pub]ic Tours/Tasting Elimination

B Prohibits public tours/tasting at all new wineries.

The pred1cted result will be minimal, for the intensity of visitor use at
new wineries is not expected to be substant1a11y lessened by this provision.
The proposed DWDO would allow wineries to continue holding private tours and
tasting, as well as public and private promotional events. More importantly,
private tours and tasting can, and often do, attract as many v151tors as public
tours and tasting.

6. Minimum Size Parcels

u Prohibits expansions of existing wineries on parcels less than 1 acre
in size.

B Prohibits construction of new wineries on parce1s less than 10 acres
in size.

Imposition of the minimum parcel sizes would have a minimal effect on the
wine industry. The minimum size restrictions for existing wineries apply only
to about a dozen wineries. Moreover, in the case of most of these W1ner1es, a
simple administrative Tot line adjustment can increase the acreage of the winery
parcel involved to over one acre, thus allowing'winery expansion.

The minimum parcel size for future wineries is not expected to have much
effect either. There are thousands of parcels larger than 10°acres within Napa
County This restriction will not substantially 1imit the supply of potent1a1
winery parcels available, and thus w111 not 1mpact the number of new wineries

built.
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7.t'Expanﬁfonfﬂithiﬁ:“iﬁébyﬁDévé16bﬁehf Area .

}tiiibgiﬁﬁrdvidégihiﬁfoté$s fof;definingna "wihéryADéve]épMethSEé§£ and
... limiting. the physical expansion of existing wineries within this
CoLL.ared. oG fooe o T A R

. .The predicted results will be minimal. While the over-building of certain
parcels may be restricted somewhat, the limits in general allow substantial
intensification of .use. above what. is now typical. ‘Moreover, .- because ..the
expansion limit is based on the percentage of the parcel covered by impervious
surface, the 1imit can be easily circumvented by creating temporary impervious
surface (e.g. oil). ' 3 N ST o

8. Production Expansion Limitations. =

m . Limits production expansions at existing wineries on parcels less
. than 40 acres to a maximum of 2,400 gallons per net acre of parcel.
= Limits production.at new wineries on parcels less ‘than 40 ares to
" .2,400 gallons per net acre of parcel. Net acre is defined as the
‘total size of the parcel less winery area and wastewater .pond
coverage. ' ' R

This provision would severely limit or in some instances prohibit
production expansions at existing wineries located on parcels smaller than 40
acres, which includes approximately 70% of all wineries in the County. This will
result in an incentive for the wineries located on parcels less than 40 acres
in size without production-limiting use permits to enlarge visitor-serving
facilities, since it may be the only way they can add new revenue sources.

Wineries.on parcels 1arger,than/40 acresvwould have no expansion limit.

Accbrding]y,iihese larger wineries will be the primary location for future

production expansion under the DWDO. . S Lo

9. Winery Building Setback Increases

. m .- Increases winery setbacks for new wineries to 150 feet from roadway

. centerline plus 2 feet for each additional foot of height above 25
' “-’Eétab1fghé§'thé ef%stingmbui1ding setback as the minihhhzééibaék-fbf’

‘expansions of existing wineries located closer than 150 feet .from
- the roadway centerline. ' :
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The predicted result will be minimal. The current setback on most of the
major roads in the County is already 90 feet. An additional setback of 60 feet
will not significantly lessen the perceived height of a 25-foot-high building.
Moreover, the visual impact of a building is as strongly related to the area of
the face of the building fronting the road and the details of its design as it
is to thebuilding’s height. The proposed DWDO has no provisions that deal-with
these factors.” Finally, this provision does not address other important visual
aspects-of a winery such as the location of crush pads and other outdoor work
areas, setback of signs and outdoor art displays, setback and landscaping of
parking lots, etc¢.

10. Accessory Use Limitations

= Limits structures accessory to the production facility toa maximumof
40% of the size of the production facility. ,

The predicted result will be minimal. Currently, the largest visitor
facilities being built in conjunction with new wineries are less than 15% of the
size of the production facility involved. This provision would "therefore be
ineffective in limiting the gradual commercialization of Napa County wineries,
for it would allow almost a three-fold increase of the current intensity of
visitor use. .

F. CONFORMANCE WITH RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES

The current Napa County General Plan was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors June 7, 1983, with amendments through December, 1988. The 11
elements comprising the General Plan contain numerous goals and policies that
become guidelines in implementation of long-range planning policies.

As outlined in the Introduction "..... The Napa County General Plan
summarizes County Planning Goals and Objectives; and establishes a balance
between diverse, and in some cases, conflicting programs. It helps maintain
the compatibility of economic and environmental objectives and provides guidance
for the allocation of resources and the preservation of important County
values..... "

A summary of the general goals contained in the Plan can be described as
a Statement of Intent to:

PRESERVE AGRICULTURE, AND CONCENTRATE URBAN USES IN EXISTING URBAN
AREAS..... "

The General Plan goes on to state: "..... ensure the long term protection
and integrity—of—those—areas -identified in the General Plan as agricultural,_
open space or undevelopable....(as well as to) stimulate the development of
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those areas identified -in the General Plan for residential, commercial and
industrial (Uses).....".oi o oG o i T e

© .. In closing,.the Introduction states: ".....while:the Plan is a flexible
guide, it is .nonetheless .legally binding; development proposals such as land
subdivisions and use permits must,: by State law, be considered in the 1light.of
its contents....." In defining how the General Plan is implemented, Napa County
has quoted from the State’s .administrative guidelines that-".....an action,
program, or project is consistent with the general plan if it, considering all
its aspects, will further the objectives and policies of the general plan .and
not obstruct their attainment..... . o S

Language in the DWDO which permits further expansion into the Agricultural
Resource area or provides a mechanism to legalize illegal uses is inconsistent
with the intent of the Napa County General Plan.: To adopt the DWDO as proposed
the County would be required to consider a General Plan Amendment that woul
modify the Goals and Policies contained in the Land Use Element. S
Napa County Zoning Ordinance .

. The proposed project would replace current definitions and requirements
of the zoning ordinance. Because it is a change to the existing ordinance,
consistency is not an issue. However, as the DWDO itself becomes a vehicle to
implement the General Plan, it would be inappropriate to-adopt. any amendment
that would not implement the Goals and Policies of the General Plan. o

6. RELATION TO POTENTIAL FUTURE PROJECTS

" Because we are reviewing a proposed DWDO it is difficult to provide precise
relationships to a project that will have physical impacts. The DWDO is intended
to. reduce cumulative impacts by suggesting limitations on future development.
~ Implementing an effective DWDO will have a positive effect on:future and.other

H. REQUIRED RELATED ACTIONS

This EIR addresses the environmental effects of the proposed ﬁ}aject

(DWDO), and alternatives thereto. :In order. for the»project,as;proposed to be -

approved, the following actions must occur: o
v--‘rv,‘cértification of the.DWDO -EIR pursuant to the CEQA guidelines;
" Introduction of a General_Plan Amendment to modify the goals and

~policies contained in the Land Use Element for-Agricultural Resource-
jdes—i-gnated_landss BT ST L
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E Statement of Overriding Considerations;
E Adoption of a DWDO.
I. JURISDICTIONAL/PERMITTING AGENCIES

The County of Napa is the only agency that will exercise control over the
project under_consideration in this document.

A-32






e

lsa

A.

IIT. EFFECTS FOUND NOT T0 BE SIGNIFICANT -

EFFECTS NOT INVOLVED

B.

1. Traffic Hazard Exposure

Employees and visitors .of new wineries will not be exposed to significant
hazards. ' o . , .

2. Inhabitant Displacement

The DWDO would not cause any existing inhabitants to be displaced or cause
relocation. : ' ' o

3. Net Public Cost Increases: ..

The DWDO would not cause any net increase to administrative or service
costs. The DWDO would, in fact, provide an incremental increase in revenues
that exceeds projected expenditures through the year 2010- (see Section Iv,
Beneficial Effects).

EFFECTS SAME UNDER EITHER SITUATION

1. Parking

Potential employee/operational parking constraints would remain relatively
the same with or without the DWDO. . .

2. Micro-Climate Modification

a. The DWDO Would not cfeéfe&é‘situétion‘that would#have adverse direct
effects on either average rainfall or temperature.

b. The DWDO would not cause a situation that would block ground-Tevel
winds, nor cause a change in temperatures in the existing urban areas.

3. Traffic Noise

Increases in traffic-related noise would remain relatively the same with
or without the DWDO. , -
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4. Air Hazard

According to representative from the existing aviation facilities within
Napa County, the DWDO would not change their anticipated.levels.of service.

5. Energy Use

‘”'According*towutility providers for-Napa COUnty;;the'DWDO w&u]dfﬁéﬁ'éhange
the level or quality of service provided. ‘ GERELLE

6. Flood Hazard

“The-total ‘amount of “ground coverage;‘with"brWWithduf'théfﬁﬁﬁb;ﬁﬁou]d be

approximately the same, therefore flood hazard is not affected.”

C. EFFECTS DEPENDENT ON SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ‘SITE-AND DEVELOPMENT

:1.7: - Geologic Hazard Exposure | e \
" Dependent on specific site location of“a‘develoﬁment pf6j¢ttipérmitted;under
the DWDO, individuals could be exposed to a known ‘géologic ‘hazard.

The effect could be completely mitigated witﬁ?étandéﬁdfmifféaﬁfaﬁ'méasuﬁés
used by the County of Napa. _ T »

2. gggloqic‘Hazard Intgnsificatiqn:_

&6épeﬁdent on specific site 1ocation'df“a'devé1dpﬁéﬁt project permitted under
the DWDO, construction activities could influence a known geologic hazard.

The effect could be completely mitigétéd'wi£h §téndafd m
used by the County of Napa: =~ '+ = " oorw o0 nrn K

3. Unique Geo1ogic[Ge6mobéhiq Featdfe‘Daﬁégél o .
feDépéhdéﬁtnoh:specific'siteﬂTocétidn df!a'deQeibbmént brojécf*ﬁefmﬁftéd under

the DWDO, construction activities could influence a known geologic or
v QGOmOFPhiC hazard. O SRR i L :

+The efféct“coqu,be compTetely mitigated withfstéﬁgarq‘mjgjﬁ*_féh“héésures

used by the County of Napa. A :
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4. Construction Period Dust Exposure

Persons residing in the vicinity of new/expanded wineries developed in the
future may experience annoyance from dust generated by winery construct1on

This possible impact can be comp]ete]y mitigated through imposition of the
mitigation measures conta1ned 1n Append1x D.

5. Permanent 0perat1ona1 Dust Prob]ems

Persons residing in the vicinity of new/expanded wineries developed in the
future may experience annoyance from dust generated by w1nery traffic and
outdoor operations.

This possible impact can be comp]ete]y m1t1gated through 1mpos1t1on of the
mitigation measures contained in Appendix D. e

6. - 0Odor Exposure

Persons residing in the vicinity of new/expanded wineries developed in the
future may experience annoyance from odors generated by fermentation,
wastewater pond operation, and pomace disposal.

This poss1b1e impact can be comp]etely m1t1gated through 1mpos1t10n of the
mitigation measures contained 1n:Append1x D.

7. Construction Period Noise Exposire -

Persons residing in the vicinity of new/expanded wineries developed in the
future may experience annoyance from noise generated by winery and related
facility construct1on A :

This possible impact can be completely mitigated through imposition of the
mitigation measures contained in Appendix D.

8. Permanent Operational Noise Problems

Persons residing in the vicinity of new/expanded wineries developed in the
future may exper1ence annoyance from noise generated by wine production
operat1ons

This possible. impact can be completely mitigated through imposition of the
mitigation measures contained in Appendix D.
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9. Surface Water Quality Degradation

it « The quality of .water in the streams in the vicinity ‘of the new/expanded
- Wineries. developed in the future may be degraded through po]]ut1on w1th

sedlment

A Th1s poss1b1e 1mpact can. be comp]ete1y m1tlgated through 1mpos1t1on of the
mitigation measures contalned in Appendlx D. ,

10. Groundwater Pollut1on

i"-The potent1a1 for surface/groundwater po]]ut1on is spec1f1ca11y fe]ated to

individual site constra1nts, and development practices: ut111zed by the
deve]oper

~ This effect cou]d be comp]ete]y m1tlgated by strlct comp]xance W1th standard
mitigation measures available to the County of Napa, and d1scharge
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. .

1. Hab1tat Destruction S ’
- Dependent on spec1f1c 51te location of a development prOJect permitted under

the DWDO, surface d1sturbance cou]d alter or destroy va]uab1e w11d11fe
_ habitat.. TR . , Cha

The m1t1gat1on measures recommended in this report under‘Vegetat1on/w11d11fe
(Cumulative) would completely mitigate this effect. S

12. P1ant/Anima] D1versity i

VDependent on spec1f1c 51te 1ocat1on of'a development prOJect perm1tted under
the DWDO, surface/subsurface disturbance could a]ter the existing
2 p]ant/an1ma1 diversity:or habitat. : . S T

The mitigation measures recommended in th1s report under'Vegetat1on/N11d]1fe
(Cumulative) would completely mitigate this effect. TRTORE

13, F1sh/H11d11fe Hovement Interference

frDependent on spec1f1c 51te 1ocat10n of a deve]opment prOJect perm1tted under
the DWDO, m1gratory movements of terrestr1a1 or aquat1c spec1es cou]d be
impacted. . e Do : Sy _

The mitigation measures recommended in this report under'Vegetat1on/w11d]1fe
(Cumulative) would complete]y _mitigate this effect.
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9. Surface Water Quality Degradation

The qua11ty of water in the streams in the vicinity of the new/expanded
wineries developed in the future may be degraded through pollution with
sediment.

This possible impact can be complete]y mitigated through imposition of the
mitigation measures contained in Appendix D.

10. Groundwater Pollution

The potential for surface/groundwater pollution is specifically related to
individual site constraints, and development practices utilized by the
developer.

This effect could be completely mitigated by strict compliance-with standard
mitigation measures available to the County of HNapa, and discharge
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

11. Habitat Destruction

Dependent on specific site location of a development project permitted under
the DWDO, surface disturbance could alter or destroy valuable wildlife
habitat.

The mitigation measures recommended in this report under Vegetation/Wildlife
(Cumulative) would completely mitigate this effect.

12. Plant/Animal Diversity

Dependent on specific site Tocation of a development project permitted under
the DWDO, surface/subsurface disturbance could alter the existing
p]ant/an1ma1 diversity or habitat. :

The mitigation measures recommended in this report under Vegetation/Wildlife
(Cumulative) would completely mitigate this effect.

13. Fish/Wildlife Movement Interference

Dependent on specific site Tocation of a development project permrtted under
the DWDO, migratory movements of terrestrial or aquatic species could be
impacted.

The mitigation measures recommended in this report under Vegetation/Wildlife

——(CumuTlative)-would completely mitigate this effect.
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. 15, Fire Hazard Exposure

- 14. Light Problems

" “‘persons residing in the vicinity of new/expanded Wiﬁérié§5déﬁéiéﬁ¢d_iﬁ the
future may experience annoyance from 1ight associated with wine production
- operations. . : . S

This possible impact can be comb]ete1y’mitiéafed thfdﬂéﬁiiﬁﬁéE{tidﬁ of the
mitigation measures contained in Appendix_D,w_z_ﬁ c S '

. Owners, employees and visitors to new/expanded Winefies de§”iQ g§min the

future may be exposed to substantial life and property hazards from fire.

z'vhis poss1b1e impact can be completely mitigated‘thr6QQh imﬁdéifipﬁiof the
‘mitigation measures contained in Appendix D." R s

16. Insect Exposure |
Persons residing in the vicinity of new/expahded winefie$ developed in the

* future may be exposed to health risks and experience annoyarice from the
‘insects generated by solid waste disposal and pOnd/reservoirQQrggpjpn.

This possible impact can be completely mitigated through imposition of the
‘mitigation measures contained in Appendix D. BRI A

17. Sewage Disposal

Development of facilities allowed under the DWDO codid.éffect the service

~ “availability to residents of the incorporated communities of Calistoga, St.

" to all three communities.

* "Helena, and the Town of Yountville, if permitted in their service areas.

This effect could be completely mitigated by stgndard_@gasures1§gai1ab1e

18. Community Disruption

Siting of facilities permitted under thé DWDOJEQQidiéadgﬁ a;Qisrggtfon‘or

:”*;qinf]Uénce the quality of life of éXiSti"ghcbm@Uﬂiti?§jﬁ]fVf;,;;

This effect could be completely mitigated with standard mitfgétibﬁ?héésures.
available to the County of Napa. : ' B
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19. Recreational/Educational Use Elimination

Siting of facilities permitted under this ordinance on, or adjacent to,
areas of known recreational or educational va]ue could alter or eliminate
their use.

This effect could be completely m1tlgated with standard mitigation measures
available to the County of Napa.

20. Mineral Extraction

Siting of facilities permitted under this ordinance could interfere with,
or jeopardize the removal of, viable m1nera1s located in the County.

This effect could be completely mitigated with standard mitigation measures
available to the County of Napa. -
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IV. LAND USE PROJECTIONS =~ . . .: %

'A.__WINE PRODUCTION AND‘ViNEYARb’fORECAstgf;”ﬁfff?

In order to analyze the impact of the DWDO upon land use and the
environment in relation to the wine industry as a whole, Napa County contracted
with Agland Investment Services, Inc. to prepare a Wine Industry Growth. Economic
Model. This document provides an estimate of winery capacity and vineyard
acreage necessary to meet demand in 2010. The Forecast indicates that:

.m . Demand for premium wine will continue to grqw.;'Recent growth rates
o “in excess of 10% per year will moderate over the next 20 years,
averaging 5% per year. S s o

“a - The rafid Bf}ﬁroduction bétﬁéeﬁf“ﬁépﬁfér:b}éﬁihm“ éﬁd:fSUﬁéf/u1tra
premium" California wines will remain relatively constant, with
"popular premium" comprising 75% of the California market.

= Napa County wines will capture a declining market share of all
California wine. "Super/ultra premium" market will go from 70% to
60%; "popular premium" market will decline from 30% to 25%.

= Despite reduced market share, Napa County wine production will more
than double from 26 million gallons (1988) to nearly 57 million
gallons (2010). '

= Adoption of the DWDO will not affect overall wine production or
' vineyard acreage.

B. WINERY AND VISITOR FACILITY FORECASTS

To convert the Agland Wine Production and Vineyard Forecast into the
various physical and economic variables needed to "drive" the environmental
impact analyses, a Winery and Visitor Facility Forecast was prepared by Economic
Planning Systems (EPS). This forecast incorporates the results of a winery
survey and a winery data base developed by the County. Copies of the Agland
Forecast and EPS Forecast are available from the Napa County Conservation
Development and Planning Department as technical background reports to this
document. They were distributed with the Draft EIR as MEA, Part III.

Table 1 (Land Use Projection Summary) details the parameters calculated
in the EPS Forecast. Basic assumptions from the Agland Forecast were that wine
production and vineyard acreage are driven by the market, and will not be
substantially affected by the DWDO.. ‘ : ’
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LAND USE PROJECTIONS SUMMARY

TABLE 1.
EXISTING YEAR 2010 IMPACT IN 2010
F ‘ WDO OVER CURRENT REGULATIONS
"D [RECT™
UNDER PERCENT WDO OVER
BASE |CURRENT UNDER OF FUTURE | BASE CASE:
CURRENT  CASE(1) [REGULATIONS  WDO NUMBER  PERCENT ~GROWTH  [MCUMULATIVE®
INERIES e
NUMBER 186 238 - 495 395 -100 -20% -39% 157
PRODUCTION, MILLION GAL 41 45 75 7 0 0% 0% 30
TOTAL BUILDING AREA, ACRES 140 160 285 275 -10 4% -8% 115
PARKING/DRIVEWAY 180 205 410 355 -55 -13% -27% 150
WASTE DISPOSAL PONDS 337 375 695 647 -48 7% -15% 272
TOTAL LAND CONSUMPTION 657 740 1,390 - 1,277 -113 -8% -17% 537
BASE EMPLOYMENT : 5,100 5,600 9,950 9,600 -350 4% Lg% 4,000
SEASONAL EMPLOYMENT (ADDITIONAL) 1,300 1,450 2,550 2,450 -100 -4% --9%| 1,000
SOLID WASTE, 1000 TONS/YR 55 60 105 105 0 0% 0% 45
TER USE, MILLION GAL/YR 275 295 505 505 0 0% 0% 210
STE WATER, MILLION GAL/MO 35 40 65 65 0 0% 0% 25
(DURING CRUSH)
ISITOR FACILITIES(2)
NUMBER 102, 118 225 210 -15 -T% -14% 92
TOTAL AREA, 1000 SQ FT 105 120 210 215 5 2% 6% 95
VISITORS, THOUSANDS 4,400 4,400 8,600 8,600 0 0% 0x| 4,200
INEYARDS, ACRES 32,900 32,900 51,700 51,700 0 0% ox| 18,800

1) INCLUDES DEVELOPMENT APPROVED BUT NOT YET BUILT

2) THE EFFECT OF ALLOWING "UNLIMITED" PROMOTIONAL EVENTS 1S NOT INCLUDED

THE NUHBER PRESENTED; SEE GROWTH INDUCTION SECTION.

OTE: PROJECTED NUMBERS ARE ROUNDED AND DIFFER SLIGHTLY FROM EPS FIGURES

OURCE: EPS, LSA
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_ The EPS Forecast projects, as a direct impact of the DWDO, an increase in
the percentage of large wineries, and hence fewer of them. This is due to

deletion of the "small winery use permit exemption".: ‘Over the next 20 years,

ghe'forecastvprojectsuloo fewer wineries than under current regulations, a 40%
ecrease. AP ‘ S

“The mpdel describes the following three seenarjos:

been approved but not constructeq,

"foect impact": Change resulting from the difference between winery

development in 2010 with the DWDO and winery development }1;

in 2010 without the DWDO. Ry

S meumulative
. impact": , el
SRR development in 2010 with the DWDO and winery development

in 1989. Winery development in 1989 is the combination
of existing legal wineries and approved wineries whether

or not they have been built. It does not-account for
illegal wineries or visitor serving facilities.

* Even though the average size of wineries increases; total development in

the County, including buildings, parking and driveways, and waste disposal ponds,

still decreases by 11%.

_Viéitor facilities follow the same trend as wineries, that is, there are ;

fewer of them, by 8%, but on the average they are slightly larger... ... . .

Further direct impacts of the DWDO result from the,econqmie$]0f4$ca1e of
larger wineries. Winery employees, both permanent and seasonal, are7pfojected’

to decrease by 4%.

~ Because wine production stays the same in any case, the DWDO has no direct
impact on parameters such as solid waste generation, water use, and waste water
generation. : ‘ ~ '

The clause of the DWDO requiring new wine production capacity to utilize
75% Napa grown grapes was analyzed by EPS and determined not to have a
significant impact on either amount or location of winery development.

The 18-month "grandfather" clause in the DWDO uses was also analyzed. EPS
has concluded that this opportunity for legalization of existing uses may result
in condensing future growth into an accelerated pattern over the next one to two
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years. However, this trend would be reversed over the following several years
as development in Napa responds to market demand, and the effect has negligible
economic consequences. However, the opportunities presented under the 18-month
"grandfather” clause would be inconsistent with the intent of agricultural land
use in the General Plan. The reader is referred to the Land Use section for a
complete discussion.

The EPS Forecast also projects the location of new winery development based
on the current location of wineries and new vineyards. Although there are
changing trends in location of vineyards and wineries over the next 20 years,
EPS has determined that the DWDO will not significantly affect this distribution.

EPS has advised that the conclusions of their Forecast be used within
certain confidence levels: changés of Tess than 10% should not be considered
significant; changes between 10% and 20% should be examined carefully and may
be significant; changes over 20% indicate a predictable trend.

C. VISITOR AND SECONDARY GROWTH FORECASTS

EPS examined in detail the possibility that the DWDO might affect visitor
and employment trends. Their conclusion, is that there is no .direct, nor
cumulative, impact of the DWDO on either. The volume of visitors to Napa County
is primarily a result of increasing Bay Area population, increasing Bay Area
disposable income and desire for recreation, increasing visitors to the San
Francisco region as a whole, and the advertising/marketing programs of individual
Napa wineries and the wine industry.

The one exception to this conclusion is the visitor volume which may be
generated by new promotional events allowed by the DWDO. See Section VI, Growth
Induction, for a discussion of this possible effect.

Regarding employment, EPS determined that aside from winery employees
already mentioned, there will be no direct, nor cumulative, impact of the DWDO.
Increased employment in lodging, eating establishments, recreation, or visitor’
services is dependent on the growth of the visitor industry. Further winery
development above the substantial level already existing is not considered a
significant impetus toward increased employment in these fields.

A-42



sa

' °° Y. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING. POTENTIAL INPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

o e e e e a————

A LANDUSE

Setting

" 'Napa County covers 513,000 acres, one-third of which is level enough for
“conventional development, and only a small portion of this level land lies along
‘the main highways and arterials. Thus, the County retains much of its rural,
undeveloped character. Agriculture has always been the dominant 1and use in the
County, being one of the primary sources of income and.employment. .In 1981, wine
grapes ‘and grapevine nursery stock constituted 80% of the ~agricultural

production,. and the percentage has increased 'since then due to conversion of
agricultural uses to vineyard, and the increase iﬂ;Y?lUQuOf'gfaPeS!jljﬁz_fi'

Napa County is an irreplaceable viticultural  resource .area. The
characteristics of climate, soils, and hydrology that make it one of the foremost
grape growing and wine producing regions in the world would be impossible to
duplicate if one or more of the characteristics were impaired or destroyed. The
Land Use Map of the General Plan (Figure 4) ‘provides ‘an overview: of the
distribution and location of major land use areas and facilities in Napa County.
The unincorporated area is dominated by agriculture, watershed, and open space,
while urban uses are concentrated in and arounqﬁtheianOkporatedﬂggmmunitiés.

The General Plan has the following Agricultural Policies that are pertinent
to the issues: R ' e
'w  3.2". .. The County will injtiate studies to evaluate means,

methods, advantages and disadvantages of placing the existing
agricultural preserve plus. potential agricu]tungldiacreage

under permanent land use'prbpectjyeftpntrq]sj,f&ﬂ

o m 3.5" ;.'TheLbbunty wi]1~deve1¢p pTanning'éonCéﬁtstandfidnjng
e standards designed to ‘minimize conflicts arising from
encroachment of urban uses into agricultural areas . . ™ -

. 3.6 ". . . The County will establish minimum agricultural
parcel sizes which reflect the availability of natural
resources in order to assure that agricultural areas can be

maintained as economic units . . " a
= 3.10 " . . . The County will reserve prime agricultural lands
for agricultural uses . . ." .
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“m ~ 3.11 " . . Agriculture will be considered the production of

' - food and fiber, the growing of crops, produce and feed and the

raising’ of 1livestock and animals. The processing: of

“agricultural products often takes on an industrial character

~ which will® be subject,.in.-general, to the ‘same kinds. ‘of
regulations as other industrial uses . . " - R

)

“m  3.13 " . . . Wineries and related act ies will where
- practical, be located on sites off prime soils-areas and should
- be“designed to convey the attra ess associated with

.~ existing Napa Valley Wineries, o IR

R 'See‘a1§o £hé2Gféhd Jurny“rébprt on implgmenf° ,gn_pfféenera] Plan po]iéies
~in Appendix E. -~ ¢ A SR A R 1

Impacts

v Direct. ‘Adqption of the prqpoSed;ﬁWDO wouid alter the intent of the
Agricu\tural Resource and Agricu]tur&]'watershed'Land Use designation.

Adoption of the proposed DWDO,Wouldvhave a'Significant adverﬁe’impact on

land use in Napa County. Spe¢ifiga11y, the proposed DWDO would: -

1.  Undermine the -intent of the 40-acre minimum parcel size for

agricultural land as ‘specified in the Napa County General Plan by

- . encouraging creation of 10-acre parcels for minimum building sites
 for wineries. - .0 - L RITIT I b |

2. Provide of a'meChén{sm for 1egalizationﬁof»exjstihg‘i11ega1 uses}
contrary to the County General Plan (see-County Counsel’s memo
regarding ?grandfgthﬁrf:clguse in Appendix F). . = -

3. . Expand in the;hhmﬁé};¢§cbpe, and intens}fy of‘ﬁdn-égricu1fura1 uses
in the agriculturally-zoned portions of Napa County in conflict with
the provisions ofiphe Napa County General Plan. . . ‘

i The intent of the General Plan regarding densities for Agriculture,
“Watershed and Open Space and Agricultural Resource areas is clearly 40 acres.
'The language in. the DWDO does not preclude Tot line adjustments, combining
‘parcels, or other recognized non-discretionary mechanisms that would create 10
acre parcels and then, by definition, be permitted to locate and operate a
“Winery. ) : ' _ o o
~Because agricultural lands are in jeopardy from growth of wineries, .and

because the General Plan has mandated that these Tands ‘be preserved and
protected, our recommendation is the County use the 40-acre minimum to reduce
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density and meet the policies of the General Plan. These directives are valid
for both direct and cumulative impacts associated with the DWDO. Each individual
project that comes before County decision makers for the purpose of securing a
conditional use permit must .be evaluated in terms of this criteria.
Acknowledging this inconsistency.with General Plan policies as a direct impact
of the project will reduce the burden on agricultural areas and thereby lessen

cumulative impacts. :

As the three impacts are in‘direct;hohflictywith the intent of the General
Plan, and would create a situation that Jeopardizes the . integrity of the
Agricultural Resource and Agricuitural Watershed areas, the proposed DWDO has
a significant adverse land use impact.

Cumulative. None additional.
Mitigation

Direct.

1. Lland Use

a. Impact. Undermining the ihtéﬁt of the 40-acre minimum'pércel size for
agricultural land as specified in the.Napa County General Plan by encouraging
creation of 10-acre parcels for minimum building sites for wineries.

Mitigation. Imiiéﬁéhtatibﬁzof-the following measure would completely
mitigate thevpreceding,imgagt:a

1. Amend the DWDO to require aminimum winery building site of 40 rather
than 10 acres.

b. Impact. Provision ofié"me;hgﬁism for Tegalization of existing illegal
uses, contrary to the County General Plan.

Mitigation. Implementation of the following 2 measures would completely
mitigate the preceding impact:

1. Establish a schedule for abatihgfthose non-agricultural uses taking
place at existing wineries that were not legally established.

2. Amend the DWDO to eliminate the 18-month grate period or
grandfathering clause.

€. Impact: Expansion in the _number,—scope;—and--intensity of non-
agricultural uses in the agriculturally-zoned portions of Napa County in conflict
with the provisions of the Napa County General Plan.
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iiow uMitigation.” Implémentatiohﬁﬁf%theifQ}jOWinQZST"“ Sur
-~ mitigate the preceding impact: v ot

8
Cumulative. None additional.

Im

‘Amend the DWDO to prohibit the establi £'new, or_expansi
- of ‘existing, commercial““and -other "non- icultural _uses in.the

of art (i.e., museums)
. promotional events.”

appropriate commercially-zoned areas. =

-ﬁefa{n'the~proviSionZOf<lhefDWDO élfh?ﬁ@tfn

" See Mitigation Measures B1(b)(2). f?vif

s would ‘comletely

the ‘establishment of ‘new, 6r expansion

agriculturally-zoned portions of the County. Such uses-include, but
are not necessarily limited to, retail sales except for wine "and
wine-related items (e.g., wine glasses, cork screws, etc.), display

;“catering; classes; and public and private

Amend the DWDO to prohibit new, 6r expansion of existing public and
private tours and tasting facilities in the Agricultural Preserve
(AP)-zoned portions of the County. =~ - S .

Amend the DWDO to allow, upon grant of a use permit,“pUb]TE‘énd
private tours and tasting facilities on 40-acre and larger parcels
in the Agricultural Watershed (AW)-zoned portions of 'the County.

Encourage visitor serving facilities and activities to locate in

of ‘the DHDO eliminating the Small Winery Use
Permit Exemption, so that all ‘wineries and winery uses shall be
subject to a conditional .use permit ap roval, v R

Amend the current provisions (outddof~festiVéﬁ”bé¥h1t:énd'Planﬁihg
Department event permit) regarding promotional events to prohibit
suchpublic or private events on agricu1$g;ajly—;9ned lands.

Encourage new/expanded wineries which are of a scale and character

" similar to induStrial'pfgﬁgskjﬁg_p]an§§;§¢ffégaﬁgjin‘jndustriglly-

zoned areas.

lementation' of the;pfecéaiﬁﬁ ﬁeaEUres would completely mitigate the
- impact as identified. e - , : ,
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B. TRAFFIC

Setting

Daily traffic volumes along the maJor state routes in Napa County are
currently approaching capacity levels. It is also expected that with continued
growth- in the County, traffic impacts and congestions are likely to increase.
The proposed DWDO is expected to regulate the growth in the winery-related
facilities with the intent of reducing the traffic-related congestion and impacts

from this use.

The analysis presented in this study focuses on winery-related trip ends
for the existing 1989 condition and the forecast 2010 condition under the
provisions of the proposed DWDO.

Daily traffic volumes have been separated into winery- and non-winery-.
related trip ends. Winery-related trip ends are comprised of winery-based
employee trip ends and truck trip ends. Two forms of truck trips have been
identified in this analysis: trucks that carry the grapes from the vineyards:-
to the w1ner1es, and trucks that transport supplies to the wineries and bottled-
wine from the wineries. .

Existing 1989 Traffic Volumes. Table 2 indicates that there are
approx1mate1y 87,200 daily trip ends in north Napa County and 257,600 trip ends
in south Napa County The large number of trip ends associated in south Napa
County is accounted for by the Targe residential and employment base located
around the City of Napa. Winery-related trip ends in south Napa County account
for a very small portion of the total trip ends, while winery-related trip ends
in north Napa County, where the majority of the wineries are located, account
for approximately 21.1% of the total trip ends in that region. See Appendix G
for travel patterns into and out of Napa County.

Impacts
Direct. None.

- Cumulative. Under existing conditions Highway 29 between the Highway 12
interchange and Lincoln Avenue is the most heavily impacted roadway section in
the County. Highway 29 is also currently experiencing high daily traffic volumes
along the Mid Valley region between the Highway 128 interchange and Pratt Avenue
in St. Helena. Other major routes are also experiencing volumes close to
capacity, especially Highway 12 at Kelly Road, and Highway 121 west of the
‘Highway 29 interchange. -See Table 3, Daily Traffic Volumes and Volume/Capacity
Ratios.
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TABLE 2: WINERY & NON-WINERY RELATED TRIP ENDS

EXISTING YEAR 2010 : IMPACT IN 2010

W0 OVER -
_ _ ; " | .uwber |  .UNDER WO .| CURRENT . DO OVER
o ' BASE 7 CURRENT foee-esoiocoo| REGULATIONS BASE CASE: .
“: PARAMETER CASE(1) PERCENT |REGULATIONS| MUMBER PERCENT | "UDIRECT® ‘MCUMULATIVEY -
NORTH_NAPA COUNTY , - R ’
DELIVERY TRUCK TRIP ENDS 1,850 2.4%x] 2,650 2, 650‘“: C2.2%)
WINERY EMPLOYEE TRIP ENDS 16,600 19.0x| 26,770 25,7007 21.3%
TOTAL WINERY TRIP ENDS 18,450 21.1%| 29,420 28,350  25.5%

NON-WINERY RELATED TRIP ENDS 68,750 78.8%| . = 92,350 '¢2,3501 76.5%

TOTAL TRIP ENDS 87,200  99.9%| 121,770 120,700 .- 100,0% ,1;2_.(1,oro>'_v:j33;§oo

SOUTH NAPA COUNTY
DELIVERY TRUCK TRIP ENDS 350 0.1% .. 750 - 750 0.2%| - -0 - 400
WINERY EMPLOYEE TRIP ENDS 1,000 0.4% 4,580 4,400 1.2%| -(180) . 3,400
TOTAL WINERY TRIP ENDS 1,350 0.5% 5,330 :: 25,150 L4 180 3!800""”
NON-WINERY RELATED TRIP ENDS 256,250  99.5%| 364,650 364,650  98.6%| 0 . 108,400
TOTAL TRIP ENDS 257,600  100.0%| 369,980 369,800  100.0%| - 7 '(180) 112,200
TOTAL NAPA COUNTY ' _ .
DELIVERY TRUCK TRIP ENDS 2,200 | 0.6% 3,400 © 3,400 - 0.7%

uxN;RY EMPLOYEE TRIP ENDS 17,600 5.1 31,350 . 30,100 - 6.1%

TOTAL WINERY TRIP ENOS 6.8%| f_(1 2505.~A" 13, 7bo L
NON-WINERY RELATED TRIP ENDS _ 93.2% o ,132 000',, L
TOTAL TRIP ENDS 344,800  100.0%| 491,750 L_:Lég,quigl 100.0%| . (1,250) 145,700

N lNCLUDES DEVELOPMENT APPROVED BUT NOT YET BUILT '~
SOURCE: LSA, ABAG AND MTC TRAVEL PATTERN PROJECTIONS :
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TABLE 3.

DAILY

EXISTING .

BASE CASE

CITY

ot |
VEHICLES CAPACITY

VOLUME/

VOLUHES PER DAY(Z) RATIO

DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND VOLUME/CAPACITY RATIOS (1)

YEAR 2010 TOTALS
UNDER WDO

" CAPACITY  VOLUME/

DAILY

29 (SR-12 INTERCHANGE TO

SOSCOL AVE) '

SR 9 rn,Ar l’NOII AVE 'rn
_RUTHERFORD CROSS RD)

SR:29 (RUTHERFORD CROSS RD TO
ST. HELENA)

SR-29 (ST. HELENA TO CALISTOGA)

"SR

SILVERADO TRAIL (OAK KNOLL AVE 10
“RUTHERFORD CROSS RD)

SILVERADO. TRAIL (RUTHERFORD CROSS
RD TO ZINFANDEL LANE)

SR-12 ('SOLANO COUNTY LINE TO
SR-29 INTERCGHANGE)

SR-121 (SONOMA COUNTY LINE TO
SR-29 INTERCHANGE)

(1) TOTAL TRAFFIC,
(2) IN THOUSANDS
SOURCE: LSA,

40700 - - 3

14800

17100
10400
4800

6400

13200

18200

15-20
15-20
15-20
15-20

15-20
15-20

INCLUDING WINERY RELATED TRAFFIC

A-50

1.4

0.9

1.2

VEHICLES CAPACITY

VOLUMES PER DAY(2) RATIO
60300 30440 2.0
23900 20-25 1.2
26200 20-35 1.2
14700 20-25 0.7
6900 15-20 0.5
9100  15-20 0.6
16700  15-20 1.1
19200  15-20 1.3

1987 CALTRANS REPORT, MTC AND ABAG TRAVEL PATTERN PROJECTIONS
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Daily traffic volumes for the 2010 condition are 1ikely to further degrade
the levels of service of these roadways. ~The volume/capacity ratio for Highway
29 Napa to Rutherford is projected to change from 1.1 to 1.2; from Rutherford
to St. Helena it changes from 1.1 to.11:2; and from St. Helena to Calistoga it
will remain at .7. Average daily traffic volumes on Silverado are not expected

to exceed capacity even in 2010.. The volume to capacity ratio on Highway 12 is

estimated to increase from .9.to 1.1 and on Highway 121 from 1.2 to 1.3.

Since volumes on the major State, routes are well in excess of the upper
range of the standard roadway capacities, roadway conditions with ‘continued
growth are anticipated to result in prolonged congestion and delays beyond the
traditional peak hours. The volume/capacity analysis verifies that this
substantial increase in traffic will not be accommodated by the roadways.

Of the total trip ends expected in.northern Napa County .in 2010, 9,900 trip
ends or 8.2% are due to winery growth. Of the trip ends projected in southern
Napa County in 2010, 3,800 trip ends or 1.0% are due to winery growth. It is
not possible to relate these trip end calculations to the daily traffic volumes
or volume/capacity ratios mentioned above, since trip ends may traverse several
road segments and employee destinations (other than the winery) are unknown.
It is evident, however, that-an additional 9,900 trip ends per day in the north
are a significant increase for roads already heavily congested.

The reader is directed to the section on Cumulative Impacts for a further
discussion of these impacts. . . . . B R T v

Mitiqation
Direct. None required.
Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

C. AIR QUALITY

Setting

Air quality in the Napa Valley section of the San Francisco Bay Area is
dominated by vehicular traffic. Traffic accounts for 83% of the ambient
concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), 43% of the reactive organic compounds
which are precursors of ozone, and 46% of the airborne particulates. The pattern
in Napa County, which is part of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD), is similar. Traffic accounts for 82% of the ambient concentrations
of CO, 50% of the reactive organic compounds which are precursors of ozone, and
53% of the airborne particulates. Construction contributes 40% of particulates.-

A-51

.



lsa

Measurements of air quality for the last ten years by the BAAQMD on
Jefferson Street have shown excesses of the Federal and State Ambient Air Qua11ty
Standards (AAQS) have occurred at the- station for ozone, total suspended
part1cu1ates (TSP), and for particulates less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)
since 1978. .

Impacts

Direct. None.

L.

Lumulative. Cumulative w1r°“" development may increase dust, that is,
part1cu1ates, from driveways and construction. The reader is directed to the

section on Cumulative Impacts for a further discussion on impacts.

Mitigation
Dﬁneet. None required.
Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

D. NOISE

Setting

There are four major noise sources in Napa County l)msurface traffic noise
consisting of noise emanating from major nghways and prlmary arterial in the
unincorporated areas of the County, and from major streets in the cities and
towns; 2) two Southern Pacific branch lines: the Schellville ‘bianch, which
parallels Highways 12 and 29 in the southern portion of the County, and the
Vallejo-St. Helena Branch, which parallels Route 29; 3) aircraft noise generated -
by activity at the Napa County and Calistoga A1rports and at the PUC Flight
Center; ‘and 4) noise generated by large industries (primarily Basalt- Products
and Kaiser Steel) and by wineries. and their associated agr1cu1tura1 activities.

As stated in the N015e Element of the County General P]an, the
un1ncorporated portions of Napa County are fairly quiet. Ambient noise levels
range from-20-25 dBA at 3 AM in isolated areas to about 50 dBA near roadways
during the day in the south:County. "Occasionally, noises occur in rural areas
which register far above ambient for short time periods. These can be disturbing
to the population even though: they do not raise the annual average Ldn. Examples
of such noise events include the passage of small aircraft, the operation of
V1neyard frost fans and pumps, and heavy vehicle traffic around vineyards and
wineries. Napa County also uses Ldn as the basis of its Noise Compatibility
Guidelines. Although d1ffer1ng somewhat in terminology, the Guidelines_are
similar to State standards in the noise Tevel ranges they allow, except for
residential uses, which are 5 to 10 dBA more restrictive. As industrial/
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agricultural uses, Ldn’s less than 70 dBA would be completely compatible with
winery or vineyard uses, Ldn’s between 70 and-80:dBA would be.tentatively
compatible, Ldn’s between 80 and 85 dBA would be .normally incompatible, :and Ldn's
.greater than .85 dBA would be completely incompatible. -« = .%o e

Iﬁpacté
Direct. None.

Cumulative. Comments on the DEIR indicate that residents who live near
a winery are more disturbed from noise from promotional events and outdoor
visitor activities than by winery operational.:noise, which :is.:apparently
perceived as appropriate for the area. = - o ocnweshowee 0 FREIE IR

The majority of noise-related impacts will result from processing, or other
operational activities. The potential for noise intrusion would increase during
the "crush", when the work effort escalates dramatically. Noise will continue
to be a nuisance factor when agricultural uses compete with urban: sprawl.

The reader is directed to the section on Cumulative Impacts for:a:further
discussion on impacts. : A :

Mitiqation
Direct. None required.

CUmu1atiVe.v See Cumulative Impact sectidq,;;¢1f¥z

E. WATER QUALITY
setting = -

e Water quality data for the-County were obtained from the United. States
Geological Survey (USGS) and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) .~
The USGS maintains a stream gaging station on the Napa River near Napa, which
is part of the National Stream-Quality Accounting Network. USGS and DWR data
were combined to assess water quality of the Napa River at St. Helena-and near
Napa. Data also were obtained: from numerous -other sources to supplement the
database. These sources include reports of .special studies which will be
discussed throughout this report. Unfortunately, there are insufficient data
for tributaries or other water bodies in Napa County. = - .- e dredt s

Quality of the Napa River is generally considered suitable for beneficial

uses as specified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Based upon the

__predominant cation and anion, the water can be classified as a calcium
bicarbonate type water. : i T : : :
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Groundwater Quality. Groundwater quality in Napa County was characterized
using limited existing data. In 1973, the USGS published a series of open-
file reports presenting data for se]ected wells in Napa County. These data were
obtained in a-period of time between the early 1950s .and 1973. ..Each- of these
reports focuses upon wells within the area covered by USGS topograph1c quadrangle
maps: Napa .(Bader and Svitek, -1973), Yountville: (Svitek, 1973), Rutherford
(Bader and Svitek, 1973), St. He]ena (Bader and Svitek, 1973), and” CaTistoga
(Svitek and Bader, 1973). The water quality data presented in these reports then
were 1nterpreted by Faye (1973), whose work represents the ‘most quant1f1ed
discussion of groundwater quality in Napa County available. Unfortunatély, there
were no -available data representing more recently obtained samp]es However,
these data are suitable to characterize the general qua11ty of Napa County
groundwater resources. The general character of water in the County is good
however, there are commonly high levels of boron, sodium, chloride and iron.
In general, groundwater from the alluvial aquifer and Sonoma volcan1cs in the
vicinity of Calistoga contains highest mean Tevels of boron, iron and chloride.
Boron concentrations a]so can be high in the vicinities of Rutherford and

Yountville.

Impacts
Direct. -None.

Cumulative. Growth in the number of wineries in Napa County .and subsequent
increases in winery wastewater could-adversely affect the quality of the county’s
water. Due to the treatment systems used, these impacts would be- primarily to
the region’s groundwater resources. A]though the County  enforces strict
regulations pertaxn1ng to treatment systems in order to protect water quality,
the: grouniwater is still affected, although impacts are presently insignificant.
Projected increases in wastewater generation are significant and the: increased
pollutant loads pose a very real threat to groundwater quality. ‘

The reader is directed to the Cumulative Impact section for a further
discussion of these impacts.

Mitigation
Direct. None required.

Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

A-54



F. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE - - R

Setting
-, - Napa County is a relatively small County but due to the variety of soils,
topography, ‘and microclimates present encompasses a diversity of vegetation
types.. Included are redwood forest, mixed hardwood forest, blue oak/digger pine
forest, chaparral, coastal-prairie scrub mosaic, valley oak savannah, and coastal
saltmarsh. Their distribution is shown in Figure 5. This distribution has been
modified significantly by past.agricultural and urban development. Some of these
communities such as the'valley oak savannah have been reduced to a few remnant
‘trees. Moreover, large portions of others, including the coastal prairie scrub
and coastal saltmarsh have:been reduced. - S Co e R B

. Sensitive Plant Communities. - Several unique plant communities and areas
of special concern have been identified within Napa County outside of publicly-
owned lands where they are protected. - Included are riparian woodland, oak
woodland, vernal pools, seasonal -and tidal wetlands, geothermal ‘hot spring
fields, and areas of serpentine soil. The general locations for some of these
communities are shown in Figure 6. It should be noted that the riparian woodland
present along the Napa River is the third most valuable in California.. . :

Special Status Species. Special status species have either been formally
or informally listed by government agencies, conservation organizations, or other
entities because of concern for their continued survival due tonaturally limited
occurrence and/or loss of habitat..:Formally listed species are classified by
the state and federal governments-as "threatened" or "endangered”. These species
are afforded legal - ‘protection /through -state and/or  federal legislation.
Informally listed species include those identified as being of special concern
but for which specific legal status is lacking. “ Included are species:being
considered for listing by a state or.federal agency (i.e., the so-called:state -
and federal "candidate™ :species). -See Appendix H for explanation of. federal
laws regarding "take" of endangered species. . f S

Known occurrences of species are mapped here, but it should be noted that
the locations mapped are not precise and are meant to show general locations
and distribution only. Species that are highly sensitive to human disturbances
are not shown for their protection. Moreover, current and past locations may
have disappeared, and new locations may be discovered. S

Special Status Plants. . There -are 73 special status plants currently
jdentified by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as_present in Napa
County. One plant (showy Indian clover) is thought to be extinct. Three more
(soft-haired bird’s beak, mud flat quillﬁplant,.andﬁNapa_bluegtass)_are_listed
by the State as either rare of endangered. These three plants plus 22 more are
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1 = WIid Flower Flelds

2 = Coastal Brackish Marsh
3 = Salt Marsh

4 = Vernal Pools - Marsh

6 = Volcanic Chaparral

7 = Ponderosa Pine Forest
8 = Valiey Oak Woodiand
9 = Redwood Forest

Sources: CALIFORNIA NATIVE P

5 = Unique Serpentine Plant c::mmunluu

10 = Mixed Evergeen Conliferous Foi

CAL|FORNIA NATURAL

LANT SOCIETY (CNPS) NAPA COUNTY CHAPTER JOE CALLIZO & JAKE RUYGT (1989)

DIVERSITY DATA BASE (CNDDB) 1989. : J

-
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FIGURE 6

LOCATIONS OF SENSITIVE PLANT COMMUNITIES IN NAPA COUNTY
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listed by CNPS as endangered. The currently known general distribution of these
latter two groups of plants is depicted in Figure 7. _Note that most of these
plants occur in the Gnique sensitive communities previously listed. The
distribution of the remaining 47 plants 1listed by CNPS are not pletted here for
they 1ie on this organization’s "candidate™ and "watch" lists. =

2" are currently 28 special status animals
unty. Nineteen of these animals are birds,
S, one;:’ii.is a repti]_e,
i a-clapper rail,
reshwater shrifp)
as;: "endangered” or
» shown in Figure 8.
t on, the sensitive

Special Status Wildlife. T
that are thought to reside in Napa:Coi
two are rodents, two are other mammals, two are amphibian
and one is a shrimp. Five (i: ’
Calitornia black raii, s st mouse, :and Califo
are listed by the "state and/or federal government
"threatened". A partial distribution of these ani ’
Many of these species are closely tied to, and d
habitat types described in the vegetation section, especially marsh and riparian
areas. The tidal marshes of the Tower Napa:River sup t several special status
species. . The riparian vegetation along the Napa River and its tributaries
provides habitat for many resident special status birds. Moreover, a number of
bird species of special concern (not included in the list of special status
animals because they do-not breed in the County) use the riparian corridors along
the Napa River during winter and during the spring and/or fall migrations. The
California freshwater shrimp lives in this river and also inhabits the creeks
in the Carneros area. Figure 8 is Locations of Sénsitive Animal Species.

Impacts
Direct. None.

Cumulative. At a minimum, 600 acres of vegetation/wildlife habitat will
be lost during the next 20 years as a result of winery development. This may -
include acreage with special status plant or animal species; the extent of this
impact is not quantifiable at this time. Additional degradation of the quality
of the riparian and marsh communities may occur due to sediment -from. winery
construction and urban-type runoff. See the Cumulative Impact S
further discussion of these impacts. .

Mitigation
Direct. None required.

Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.
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1 = Sulsun Marsh Aster

2 = Clara Hunts Thitkuetch

3 = Tiburon Paintbrush

4 = M1. St. Helena Ceanothus
& = Calistoga Ceanothus

6 = Sonoma Ceanothus

7 = Soft Birds Beak

8 = Dwarl Downingla

10 = Adobe Lty
11 = Tiburon Tarweed
12 = Brewer's Dwarf Flax

14 = California Black Wainut
15 = Contra Costa Goldfields
16 = Delta Tule Poa

17 = Legenare

18 = Mason's Lilseops!s

18 = Ha!l's Mountain Tarweed
20 = Few-flowersd Navarretia
21 = Gairdner's Yampah

22 & Calistoga Popcorn Flower
23 = Napa Biusgrass

24 = Socrates Mine Jews! Flower
25 « Morrison's Jawe! Flower

. :,6-;_'.'“;5-
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9'= Snow Mountain Buckwhesat -

13 = Drymarla Fiowered Dwari Flax

LSouroes: CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY (CNPS) NAPA COUNTY
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1 = Salt Marsh Harvest Mouss
2 = Clappar Rall
3 = Black Rall .
4 £'Snowy Plover
5= Osprey
6 = Golden Eagle
7 = Prairle Falcon
8 e Spotied Owl
¢ = Short Eared Owl
10 = Salimarsh Common Yellow Throat
11 = Yoliow Warbler
12 = Yellow-braasted Chat
13 = Samuels Song Sparrow
14 = Californla Freshwater Shrimp

Sources: NAPA-SOLANO CHAPTER OF THE NAT

IONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY - MIKE RIPPEY (1989);

CALIFORNIA NATURAL DIVERSITY DATA BASE (CNDDB; 1989.
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SCALE IN MILES FIGURE 8

LOCATIONS OF SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES IN NAPA COUNTY
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G. CULTURAL RESQURCES -

Setting

Napa County is considered -to have one .of the densest concentrations of
archaeological sites in the Northwest Coast area. According to the California
Archaeological Inventory  (CAI) Napa County has conducted approximately 397
archaeological. studies in relation to 763 recorded sites. This equates to a
ratio of approximately one archaeological study for every two_recorded sites.
As a matter of record the majority of countiesfinﬁthe}NprthWesthnformation
Service area have a ratio of twice as many archaeological studies as sites. .

Current pfaéticesrto determiné the presenqugf ;difﬁPa1 resources are
controlled bykthe}fo]Towing:criteria: e T , -

B Surveys are required f% a pfbjéét isvwithin 1000 feet of a knoﬁn
archaeological site as depi;ted‘gn;;hef}stﬂsensitivity maps;

. Surveys are required if the project is situated in a similar
environment to those areas where sites are recorded; ¥

Surveys are redUired if, dufing fhe;fiqla check, the project p1annef
. observes something that would indicate the presence of either
prehistoric or historic materials; ..~ . .- e

m Historic research is required for those areas identified either by
. the Historic Resources‘Inventory prepared in 1978, by the Napa County
Landmarks Inc., or#if during the site visit by the project planner

a historical structure or materials are observed. eV

The DWDO would not a]téfﬁéf inf{Uéhce,the,County‘s abi]ity;tq?ﬁtqtéét
cultural or historical sites.. .. -~ =~ e SR LI

Impacts
Direct. None required;'_;:,i

cumulative. Without proper field investigation, any future project would
have the potential to damage or destroy cultural or historical artifacts. If
current practices continue and archaeological research is not required prior to
project approval, there would be unquantifiable damage:to the County’s remaining
cultural or historic resources. T e

The reader is directed to the section on Cumulative Impacts for a further
discussion on impacts. .

A-61



lsa

Mitigation

Direct. None.

Cugy1§tive, See Cumulative Impact section.

VISUAL/AESTHETIC CONSIDERATIONS

Setting . .

~_Napa County has one of the most attractive and economically important
visual and aesthetic resources in California.. The combination of vistas of
rolling hills and the historic presence of vineyards and wineries has produced
an attraction which enriches the lives of residents and brings thousands of
visitors to Napa County each year.

Wineries in the County have increased eight fold since 1968 from 22 to
approximately 185. An additional 52 wineries have been approved -and are in
various stages of planning or construction. During the same time period, overall
population has increased about 40%, at least partially due to the growth in the
wine industry.. These changes, plus the emergence of retail, eating and. Todging
services supporting a growing number of visitors, have changed the visual
character of the central County from rural agricultural to a more commercial,

highek’acthity,,winery.and visitor-oriented character.

. Th g Wi , R 1dings in the Napa Valley range
from attractive old historic buildings with deep setbacks well shieldéd by mature
trees to, modern warehouses set alongside the highway with no landscaping. .From
Yountville to St. Helena, a distance of only ten miles, there are 64 approved
wineries, all of which are visible from major arterials to some extent. Ten of
these are more than 20 years old, 43 are of recent vintage, and 11 are in various
stages of construction. The visual character of the region is changing rapidly.

e existing wineries and associated buildin

The County currently has no specific regulations regarding visual quality
of development, although use permit conditions sometimes address this issue and
zoning regulations controlling densities and setbacks have an indirect effect

on visual quality.

At present, Napa County has chosen not to adopt any official Scenic
Highways, however, the County’s General Plan identified several County and State
roads as appropriate candidates. Figures 9 through 16 are photographs depicting
the visual quality of Napa County as seen from the proposed County Scenic
-Highways. These photographs_show-both scenic quality and constraints such as
telephone poles, signs, and development.
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Impacts

Direct. None.

Cumulative. The projected addition of 155 new wineries, 90 new tasting .
rooms, numerous expansions, and around 600 acres of winery development (as
projected in the EPS Forecast) ‘will have an extensive impact on the visual
quality of Napa County and on the quality of Napa’s propo;ed-scenic:bighyayg.

Regardless of the intent of the DWDO, the growth and expansion of wineries
will continue to have an adverse effect on visual quality of the Countyand
visual quality from the County’s proposed Scenic Highways. Loss of vegetation,
topographical alteration, blockage of views from -scenic highways, glare from
building materials ‘and-machinery, and structures that ‘are more a statement. of
marketing strategy than a "visual fit" with the surrounding landscape will
continue to have a negativereffect. =~ © o E T o aTro e o

Winery growth, accompanied by increases in competition, promotional events,
visitors and visitor-serving uses, will result in-a cumulative degradation of
visual resources. ~It-is important that general limitations, 'such as setbacks
and densities, are not confused with regulation of visual impact. ‘Such general
limitation will not be effective in protecting the ‘aesthetic qualities of Napa .
County during the expected growth over the next twenty years. This is evident
in several of the existing wineries whose plans were approved because they met
all of the existing general limitations of setbacks, landscaping, densities,
etc., but which, after construction, “are ‘found to block views, remove native
vegetation, conflict with surrounding views, or otherwise degrade the quality

of the neighborhood’s. visual resources. "See Figures 17 and 18 for a matrix and

map of Priority Recommendations for Official Scenic Highway Definition. The
reader is directed to the §¢°t‘°“'Q"ucumﬂ1ative,lmpa;ts;f

or a further discussion

of impacts.

Mitigation

Direct. None required.
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Silverado Trail

Dry Creek Road - Qakville Grade
Pope Canyon Road

Zinfandel Lane

Lodi Lane

Bale Lane

Butts Canyon, Popa Valley Road and
Chilies Valley Roads

Berryessa Knoxville Road

Oakknoll Avenue

Younivilie Cross Road

Qakville Cross Road

S.R. 128 (from Ruthetfrod to Monticello Dam:
S.R. 29 to Sonoma County Line)

S.R. 29 (from Yountville to Lake County Line)

S.R. 121 (from Sonoma County to Napa;
from Napa to S.R. 128)

S.R. 12 (from Solano County to Napa)
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Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

1. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Traffic Hazards

setting. Several roadways in Napa County experience ongoing traffic
congestio with daily volumes exceeding their recommended capacity (see Table 3).

Impacts

Direct. . WNone.

Cumulative. In addition to traffic congestion, cumulative impacts: of
winery employee and operational traffic will increase roadway hazards,
particularly along Highway 29 and Silverado Trail. Increased volumes and turning
movements, especially left hand turns, on Highway 29 will tend to slow traffic
further, and increase opportunities for accidents. Increased volumes, turning
movements, and winery access on Silverado Trai] may decrease safety. This road
already experiences hazard problems due to motorists tending to travel above the
speed Timit since they are avoiding the congestion on Highway 29, and the roadway
has Timited sight distances along certain portions due to slight curves and
vegetation. : ~

Mitigation
Direct. None required.
Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

J. COMMUNITY SERVICES

Fire Pfotection/Emerqency Services

Setting. The California Department of Forestry provides fire protection
services to the County of Napa. Under contract with the Board of Supervisors,
the Department of Forestry, located in St. Helena, works in conjunction with the
nine, volunteer-staffed, fire districts of Napa County. Full-time Forest Ranger
staffing increases from 125 during the rainy season to 250 during peak fire
season. This staff provides services not only to Napa County, but four
additional counties as well (Ernie Loveless, Battalion Chief, Napa. County Fire
Department, personal communication, 1989). o L .

The Countywide fire protection service responds to approximately 4,000
emergency calls per year. Of those, nearly 80 percent are non-fire related.
Visitor-related incidents including auto accidents, vehicle fires, and medical
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service calls at wineries, represent a major port1on of the total emergency
calls serviced by the County fire protection services (Byron Carniglia, Ranger-
in-Charge, County Fire Warden, Director  of Emergency Serv1ces,. persona]
communication, 1989).

lmpit_

Direct None

Cumulatlve The addition of wineries, tasting rooms and visitor:"
generating activities, such as tours and specia] events may result in additional
auto accidents, vehicle fires, and personal injuries both at and:enroute:to. such
facilities, which would create the need for additional fire protection. and
emergency serv1ces Any 1ncreased demand 1n serv1ce caused by new w1ner1es or
services to provide adequate response. The. reader is d1rected to the sect1on‘
on: Cumu]at1ve Impacts for a further d1scu551on on 1mpacts ' 2 B

M_tlga_t_m_ |
fe‘D1rect. None‘reqnfredl
:‘énmuTatiye. See'Cumnlativevimpact:sectiOn.
Sewage Disposal

Setting. Few wineries in the County are connected to a ‘city’s sewer
system. Approximately 180 of the 212 wineries in Napa county are small enough
to use septic systems, while approximately 30 larger wineries use evaporation
ponds and/or percolation ponds to dispose of waste. Twenty-seven of the 30
wineries with above-ground winery wastewater systems have subsurface domestic:
septic systems as well. Countywide, existing and approved wineries are est1mated
to generate 38 million gallons of wastewater per month duringthe crush. :

Secondary sewage treatment is provided for by the Napa Sanitation District.
The District generally runs the treatment facilities during-the winter and sprlng ‘
months, when treated sewage can be safely released into the Napa River. “In~
add1t1on, treated water is used to irrigate a 540-acre parcel of pasture land."
When “in- operation, ‘the treatment plant has the capacity to operate at 15. 4_
million gallons per day (mgd) and current]y runs near.8 mgd. During the summer
months, when discharge into the river is not in progress,-the sewage is stored
in ponds, which have a start1ng summer storage capacity of:approximately 560
million gallons. This water is sprayed on land by the beginning of November,
when the district can safely discharge into the Napa River (Ern1e Ersklne,_Napa,
San1tat1on Dlstr1ct personal commun1cat1on, 1989). : :
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Few direct sewer lines are connected to wingfies in the Napa Sanitation
District. Sewage is treated from the wineries in the form of septic tank
pumpage, herein called septage, and the Napa Sanitation District is the only

agency in the County that accepts septage.

Impacts.

Direct. None.

Cumulative. Due to the amount of septage delivered, additional waste
material generated by new wineries is expected to have negligibie impacts on the
existing sewage treatment facilities.

Mitigation.
Direct. None required.

Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

Solid Waste

Setting. Solid waste disposal for Napa County is proyided by the Upper
Valley Disposal Service, American Canyon Development Company and the Berryessa
Garbage Service. Of the three, the Upper Valley Disposal Service is the only
one significantly affected by winery solid waste.

The Upper Valley Disposal Service, located near St. Helena, receives
approximately 100-110 tons of solid waste per day from the upper valley
communities. The Tife expectancy” for the Tandfill is six years under -existing
permit. A request for an expansion permit has been submitted and will be subject
to CEQA. Wineries are viewed by the Upper Valley Disposal Service as high volume
generators, and create a substantial portion of the solid waste disposed at the
landfill (Robert Pestone, owner, Upper Valley Disposal Service, personal
communication, 1989).

The American Canyon Development Company receives 450 tons of solid waste
daily and serves the American Canyon community, Napa City, and Vallejo. ' The
closure date of the Tandfill is 1996. The American Canyon Development Company
is in the process of permit review for a new Tandfill site in the American Canyon
general area. Currently, only minimal solid waste from wineries is disposed at
the American Canyon Tandfill (Bruce Gondry, American Canyon Development Company,
pers. comm., 1989).

The- Berryessa Garbage Service and Tandfill has an estimated useful life
of 20 years. Although open to the wine-industry,—the Berryessa Garbage—Service
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does not at this time receive solid waste from any wineries (Car] Pr1ce,

Berryessa Garbage Serv1ce, persona] commun1cat1on, 1989)

Produc1ng wineries and approved w1ner1es are proJected to generate 60 000

‘tons of pomace annually.

Impacts.

Direct. None.

- Cumulative., The~ tota] .amount of pomace for wineries. 1n Napa County 1sf

projected to be 103,000 tons per year by the year. 2010.

Mitigation.

Direct. None required.
Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.

Housing

Setting. Napa County has approximately 52,000 emp]oyed res1dents occupylng

43, 000 househo]ds current]y (PrOJectlons -87, ABAG)
Impact e

Direct None.

Cumulat1ve By 2010, EPS forecasts that nlnery deve]opment”n111 add
approx1mate1y 4,000 jobs and 1,750 households .to the County’s emp]oyment base.

Because -many JObS in the wine industry are re]at1ve]y low-paying JObS, it s -
highly unlikely these workers will be able to afford to buy a house. ~Rental

opportunities in the County are scarce, and commuting from out51de the County’
will tend to increase.

‘ Direct None

Cumu]at1ve See Cumu]at1ve Impact sect1on
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K. WATER RESOURCES

Setting

. Groundwater Availability. Groundiater in Napa County occurs primarily in
the older and younger alluviums of ‘the Napa Valley-and the Sonoma Volcanics of
the Valley fringes. A small amount of groundwater is contained in the alluvium
of Pope Valley and Capell Valley. Miich iiore groundwater may be obtained from
the alluvium than from the Sonoma Volcanics. The‘thickness of the alluvium, and
correspondingly, the hydraulic conductivity, increase from north to south, and
from the edges of the valley toward the Napa River. Most of the water in the
alluvium is unconfined (Faye, 1973})." Useable storage capacity is Timited to the
area between St. Helena and Napa.due- to :shallow; Tow-yielding sediments in the
north and salt-water intrusion in the ‘south (USGS, ‘1972 and USGS, 1960). The
estimated gross storage capacity of thiséareavié:;34,0QQiacre=feeti(AF) (an acre-
foot is the quantity of water required to cover an acre of land to a depth of
one foot) to-a depth of 200 feet (USGS, 1972). ° However, because it is not
feasible to extract water to a depth of 200 feet, the amount of water available
for use is slightly less than the storage capacity (USGS, 1972). The storage
capacity is usually fully recharged every spring (Napa County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, 1973). - -+ R

Recharge to the alluvium occurs primarily from infiltration of rainfall
and percolation from streams. Discharge “from the ‘alTuvium occurs via flow to
the Napa River, evapotranspiration, and pumpage from wells. The Napa River is
a gaining river which does not recharge groundwater supplies even during drought
years (Faye, 1973). Due to considerably greater rainfall in the winter and
spring, groundwater levels and stream flows are highest in the spring and
decrease throughout the summer and fall until the winter rains (Faye, 1973).

The Franciscan Formation, the dominant geologic formation in eastern. Napa
County, may yield small gquantities of water from fractures and deeply weathered
zones, but is generally non-water-bearing (USGS, 1963 and USGS, 1970). Very
little alluvium, the major source of groundwater in Napa County, occurs in the
east. Exceptions are the Pope Valley and Capell Valley aquifers. Pope Valley
is approximately 8 miles east of the northern end of Lake Berryessa. Its
alluvial aquifer has an estimated storage capacity of approximately 7,000 AF.
However, pumping is not economical because of the impermeability of the alluvium
in the area. Capell Valley Ties about 4 miles south of the southern end of Lake
Berryessa. The alluvium in Capell Valley has an estimated storage capacity of
700 AF. Pumping is also not economical in this area since the storage capacity
is so small (Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 1977.)

Surface Water Conditions. Rainfall in western Napa County averages about
600,000 AF_annually. The Napa River and other streams receive about one-third _
of this water, and the other two-thirds percolates into groundwater aquifers,
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is stored in man-made reservoirs, evaporates, or is used by vegetat1on (Napa
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 1973). Average rainfall

in the Napa Valley ranges from 20-22 inches at the C1ty of Napa to 33 inches-at
the C1ty of St. Helena (State Water Contractors, 1989). The Carneros region
receives approximately one-half.to one-third the annua erage. - .
He]ena (USGS Ba51c Data Contr1butlon 25, 1971)

Eastern Napa County rece1ves about 500, 000 AF of ra1nfa11 each year
of the approximately 170,000 AF.of annual runoff -drains into ‘Lake”
(Napa County F]ood Contro] and Water Conservat1on D1str1ct 1973)'

Napa County re11es pr1mar11y on surfac iwater storage for* mun1c1pa1

industrial, and agricultural uses, Kimball Reservoir supp11es water to the City

of Calistoga. Bell Canyon® Reserv01r supplies water to the City of St,

The State facility of Rector ‘Dam Reservoir supplies - water to the Town oft

Yountville. Lakes Hennessey and Milliken as .well" -as-“theé North ‘Bay" Aqueduct
provide water for the City .of Napa. In addition, ‘'small communities in the
Berryessa Reg1on rece1ve mun1c1pa1 and 1ndustr1a1 water from Lake Berryessa

A]] of the eastern half of the County, except Gordon and WOoden Va]]ey

areas, drains into Lake Berryessa, the largest body of water in the County." Lake"

Berryessa drains to the east into Solano County which receives all water rights
to the Lake (Napa County Flood Control and Water- ‘Conservation™ D1str1ct)
Tr1butary streams and waterways in the County take on”a dendr1t1c pattern
Sma]]er 1nterm1ttent and perenn1a] streams ex1st throughout the County

Impact

D1rect None.

Cumulative. Future wineries may have a significant adverse “cumulative
effect on groundwater resources. Lack of groundwater ava1]ab111ty is a]ready
an 1ssue in the Carneros region. :iff? L ‘1" R 'J. a

‘Adequacy of water supplies shou]d be determ1ned us1ng standard requ1rements
considering the potential effects on existing and proposed neighbors using the

same aqu1fer/water supply. Presently the County’s well oirdinance does not have

a minimum yield for commercial, industrial or agricultural operations. The
effect on the community and ex1st1ng water users: 1s very’ 1mportant and must be
more thoroughly addressed.outside of this report. :

Increased development of wineries during the: next 20 ‘years may result in a
shortfall of groundwater supplies. The reader is directed to the ‘Cumulative
Impacts section for a further dlscuss1on of th1s 1mpact
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Mitigation
Direct. None required.

Cumulative. See Cumulative Impact section.
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VI. TOPICAL ISSUES AND IMPACT OVERVIEW

A. UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS

Adoption of the proposed DWDO with the inclusion of the mitigation measures
recommended in this report will still have significant effects in the area of
cumulative traffic and noise. Should the County wish to proceed with the
proposed DWDO, it may adopt a statement of Overriding Considerations. Pursuant
to Section 15093(a) of the CEQA Guidelines "... CEQA requires the decision makers
to balance the benefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable environ-
mental risks in determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits of
a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable...". Such a statement
would require specific findings pursuant to Section 15093 (b). '

B. SIGNIFICANT BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

The continued growth of the wine industry, with or without adoption of the
DWDO, will have a substantially positive impact on County government. The
economic model developed by EPS projects that winery capacity, wine production,
and visitor-serving facilities will be substantially the same whether current
zoning regulations continue or the Winery Definition Ordinance is adopted as
proposed. Therefore, the impacts of the ordinance on revenue are insignificant
in comparison to the effects of the wine industry as a whole.

Anticipated revenues will far exceed operating costs, even considering the
"people-related" expenditures.

The principal source of revenue will be the high assessed value of new
wineries and vineyards and the transient occupancy and sales taxes generated by
visitors. Incremental revenues to the County through the year 2010 are projected
to be $7,972,683, while expenditures will amount to $2,552,000. This will result
in a net gain to the County of $5,420,683. The incorporated communities will
also benefit with an estimated incremental increase in revenues through the year
2010 of $3,982,322.

It is clear that the industry has, and will continue to have, a positive
impact on County government as well as other governmental agencies. All aspects
of the industry contribute significant taxes and/or fees to the County, while
generating a minimal demand on services. S
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C. IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMEHIAL CHANGES

Winery development under the DWDO as proposed, or with mitigation, would
cause irreversible and irretrievable environmental effects. Changes in existing
Tand use, topographical alterations, and other development related impacts will
occur, and will, in all likelihood, commit future generations to similar uses.
This should be considered an accepted consequence of planned development.

D. GROWTH INDUCTION

The DWDO would, among other changes, amend the County Zoning Ordinance to

allow through an administrative permit process a variety of promotional events
at wineries, a direct, growth-inducing result. At the present time promotional
events are limited to those that benefit non-profit entities. Adoption of the
DWDO would remove “this restriction and allow promotional events for profit.
During the past year permits wére issued for events covering 39 days that were
attended by a total of nearly 23,000 people. The average number of attendees
was 575. Events for which no permits were obtained may have drawn an equal
number of visitors.

The DWDO, by incorporating a broad definhition of visitor serving uses into
the Zoning Ordinance, would legitimize the range of existing uses and allow
additional visitor-serving.uses and promotional events. Furthermore, as visitor-
serving uses at wineries proliferate, the need to cover investment costs and the
need to meet increased competition between wineries would lead to increased
marketing by individual wineries. This activity could cause more rapid, and/or
more overall, growth than anticipated in the baseline visitor forecast.

Large scale promotional events such as musical concerts and art shows would
be the most problematic form of visitor-serving activity since they would tend
to increase general traffic congestion and create localized traffic problems.
The DWDO would, in essence, create an unlimited capacity for promotional events.
For-profit events would be permitted, with existing wineries having no limit to
the number or size of promotional events that could sponsor. New wineries would
be limited to four events per year of no more than three days each, again with
no limit on size.

For purposes of analysis a forecast of promotional events can be constructed
as follows. If only two percent of all wineries had promotional events on any
given weekend, this would equal about 10 events per weekend. The tourist season
runs six months, with approximately 30 weekend periods of three days in length.
If 10 promotional events occur simultaneously at wineries within the County on
these weekends, and each one lasted three days, a total of 900 event days would
be created. With an average size of 575 participants, a total of over 500,000
event-person-days would be generated.
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At the present time it appears that 1éss‘than“tﬁééé“bérééﬁt of visitors to

Napa County attend promotional events (50,000/1,830,000)...In the:future this
ratio would climb to nearly 15 percent if the event forecast presented above

occurs simultaneously with the year 2010 visitor forecast (500,000/3,580,000):
The additional promotional events may change .the mix of. .activities v1s1tors

engage in or the average length of stay. It is ent1re1y possible that the

additional events would actually cause an increase in the base11ne v1s1torx

forecast.

Traffic congest1on and Timits on lodging facilities will-tend to:moderate
overall increases in the baseline visitor forecast; however, the expected visitor
growth may be accelerated, and pressure may increase to.improve capacity of the

road -system, particularly on the critical segments and intersections along
Highway 29. Additionally, there may be a shift .in the location of wineries and;_

associated promotional: events to the southernmost : producing areas  (e.q.

Carneros). The baseline forecast 1nd1cated 13% of the new w1ner1es (52) would ,

Tocate. in these areas.

The reader is directed to the Cumulative Impact sect1on (Traff1c & Land Use)
for: m1t1gat1on measures that would reduce these effects :

E. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES DF MAN S ENVIRONMENT AND THE,

MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY PRI

~~The DWDO would permit non-agricultural uses to expand or deve]op on

Agricultural Resource lands, and may cause. recogn1zed agricultural uses to
compete for pr1me agricultural land with non-agricultural uses. This provision
of the DWDO is inconsistent with Land Use and Agr1cu]tura] PoT1c1es of the Napa
County Genera] Plan. _ i

E. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

_QCEQA;defines cumulative impacts as " . .two orwndre tndtvidua] effects which,

when considered together, are considerable or which compound -or increase other
environmental impacts..." (Section 15355). Cumulative impacts only need be

discussed when they are significant. This discussion must indicate their
severity and likelihood of occurrence. The analysis need not be as in-depth as

the project alone, "...but be guided by the standards of pract1ca]1ty and

reasonab]eness " (Sect1on 15130).
w1th some projects, the only feasible m1t1gat10n of cumu]at1ve 1mpacts may

involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations. rather than the 1mpos1t1on of
cond1t10ns on a project-by-project basis. Sl
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As previously stated the "Project" is focused on regulating wineries, not
the entire wine industry of Napa County.

The following discussion evaluates 'Cqu1étiVe effects and proposed
mitigation to either avoid or reduce project-related impacts to a level of
insignificance: e C :

1. Land. Use

As previously discussed, elements of the proposed DWDO are inconsistent with
the Napa County General Plan Land Use Element. Unless this is corrected,
cumulative development by the year 2010 would exacerbate a significant adverse
impact. .

The mitigation measures proposed under Land Use in the Environmental Setting
would completely mitigate this cumulative effect.

2. Traffic

Daily traffic volumes throughout Napa County will significantly increase
between 1989 and 2010. Volumes alaong the major .routes in north Napa County will
increase by approximately 33,500 daily trip ends, 30% of which are attributed
to wineries, while volume along ‘the major routes in south Napa County will
increase by an estimated 112,200 daily trip ends, 3% of which are winery-
related. . i

The following measures would partially mitigaté cumulative impacts:

a. Impact: Provision of 30% of the additional traffic growth along major
state routes in north Napa County over the next 20 years leading to increased
traffic congestion.

Mitigation:

Implementation of the following 31 measures would partially mitigate the
preceding impact:

Measures Typically Imposed by the County

1. Install/expand the right turn lanes and left turn pockets as necessary
that exist on the arterials and/or collector roads used to access all
new and henceforth expanded wineries where they intersect with State

Highway 29, Silverado Trail, State Highway 128 north of 29, and Jameson

Canyon Rd. Said installations/expansions shall be completed prior to
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10.

the commencement of wine making operatlons at the winery 1nvo]ved or
120 days after use permit approva] whlchever -comes latter. S

Install left-turn lanes with associated acceleration and deceleration
tapers. at the entrances to all new and henceforth .expanded" wineries

- generating more:than 25 trips/day on roadways carrying more than 2000

trips per day. Said left-turn lanes shall be installed prior to the
commencement of wine making operations at the winery involved.or-within
120 days of use permit approval, whichever comes latter. Their design
shall be acceptable to and approved by the Napa County Pub11c WOrks

-Department and/or the State Department of Transportat1on

AL1m1t the number of visitor- carry1ng veh1c1es go1ng to and from 311,

new and henceforth expanded wineries per day and per week

Prohibit promotion of all new and henceforth expanded wineries as open
for tours, tastings, or retail sales or as available for events hosted
by entities other than the winery itself.

Prohibit installation or maintenance of off-site signs for all new and
henceforth expanded wineries, except for one(l) standard:1 foot high

- by 3 foot long directional sign. Said.sign shall be located on the

nearest state h1ghway or arter1a1 county road

Close the visitor fac111t1es at al] new and henceforth expanded
wineries to the general public by 2:30 PM on Fr1days, Saturdays, and
Sundays and by 3 30 PM on all other days.

Prohibit the schedu11ng of appointments for tours, tast1ng, and/or

retail sales at all new and henceforth expanded wineries between 2:30

and 5:30 PM on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays and between 3:30 and
6:30 PM on all other days.

Prohibit the scheduling of dinners, festivals, or other promotional
events held at all new and henceforth expanded wineries to begin or
end during peak travel periods(ie, between 3:00 and 5:00 PM on Fridays,
Saturdays, and Sundays and between 4:00 and 6:00 PM on all other days).

Encourage visitors calling for‘appointmentsfor attending dinners,
festivals, or other promotional events.at .all new. and henceforth

- expanded wineries to car pool, ride share, or use buses where poss1b]e
,to reduce vehicle traffic and turn1ng movements

Schedule employee work hours to av01d peak trave] per1ods(1e between
3:00 and 5:00 PM on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays and between 4:00
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11.

and 6:00 PM on all other days). This. restriction shall be enforced
year-round -and, to the greatest extent feasible, shall apply during
the crush.

Schedq]etall'pickups_and dé]iygrx_of sUpleES’and pkoducts on weekdays
between 7:00 a.m: and 2:30 p.m. except during the crush.

Additidnal Needed Measures Identifiengy This;ggport

12-18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

See Mitifgation‘Méés’urés B 1 (b) (1), (2) and (c)(jl),(Z),(4),(6), and
(7). B ,

Amend the DWDO to establish a minimum separation between new and
existing wineries of 2,500 feet.

Limit the access to new wineries along State Highway 29, Silverado
Trail, .State Highway 121 west of Highway 29, State Highway 128 north
of 29, and Jamésdn Canyon Rd(ie, State Highway 12) to Coombsville Rd,
Hardman Ave, 01d Sonoma Rd, Tubbs Lane, Zinfandel Ln, and existing
collector roads.

Install flared intersection imprbvements including free right turn

Tanes and left turn pockets at the Jjunction of these roads with the
above-Tisted highways.

Amend the DWDO to include within the definition of the term "Private
Tours and Tasting" a requirement that a sign be installed reading "No
Public Tours, or Tasting". Said sign shall be designed in such a
manner as to be readily and easily readable by the passing motoring

pubtlic.

Require that any directional sign henceforth installed for a winery
without public tours/tasting shall, besides the name of the winery,
carry the message "No Public Tours, or Tasting". The sign shall be
designed in sucha manner as to make the required message readily and
easily readable by the passing motoring public.

Encourage ride sharing, shuttle busses, train service and other means
of public/group transportation, including provision of park-and ride
lots.

Encburage new/expanded wineries to establish case goods storage and
wine distribution operations in the City of Napa and the Airport
Industrial Area.
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26.

27.
-+ deliveries, and a minimum number of visitors.as established during the

.. 28.

.29,

30.

31.

Appoint a citizens committee_ to.research and propose programs for
adoption by the County wh1ch encourage pub11c/group transportat1on of

‘visitors within the County.

Limit parking at new/expanded wineries to that:required for employees,

use permit process in order to encourage participation in public/group
transportat1on options identified. Said facilities shall be completed
prior to the commencement of wine maklng operations on-site or 120 days
of use permit approval, whichever comes latter. ‘None of the parking
spaces installed shall d1rect1y"access on, or require vehicles to back
out onto, a public or common pr1vate roadway

Prohibit the parking of veh1c1es a]ong any roadway off s1te "No
Parking" signs shall be 1sta11ed where necessary and ma1nta1ned

Prohibit the parking of veh1c]es a]ong the dr1veway to a11 new/expanded

~ wineries unless the roadway has spec1f1ca11y been widened to provide

on-street parking. ‘Appropriate signs: shall .be :installed and
maintained. S R

Deny access to the property at the entry gate..or street/driveway

sintersection when the 1mproved parking . area(s) prov1ded on-site are

full.

Require winery emp]oyees to carpool to the:greatest extent practical.
New/expanded ~wineries shall cons1der ~implementing . vanpools,
particularly during the crush : R R L

3. Air Qua11ty '

. Impact. Exposure of local residents to- annoyance from dust generated
by w1ne markettng and promot1ona] act1V1t1es - IR

ittgat1o Implementation of the f0110w1ng measure wou]d comg]ete]y
mitigate the preced1ng impact: S R

Measures Typtcally Imposed by the County

1.

Surface all driveways prov1d1ng access to all new/expanded wineries,
all trave]ways around said wineries, and all park1ng areas at these
wineries with pavement or sealed rol]ed rock.. : :

Add1t1ona1 Needed Measures Identified by th1s Report
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None.
4. Noise

Increased development of wineries may adversely affect ambient nojse
conditions in Napa Valley.

The following measure would partially mitigate cumulative impacts:

a. Impact. Exposure of local residents to annoyance from noise generated
by wine marketing and.promotional activities. '

Mitigation. Implementation of the following 8 measures would partially
mitigate the preceding impact:

Measures Typically imposed by the County

1. Cease all outdoor activities for visitors to all new and henceforth
expanded wineries within 3500 ft(direct view)/2000 ft(shielded view)
of any pre-existing off-site residence by 5:30 PM on weekdays and 2
PM on Saturdays. No outdoor activities for visitors shall be
undertaken on Sundays.

2. Locate access driveways to all new and hehtéforth expanded wineries
at least 750 feet from any pre-existing residence. Where attainment
of such a separation is impossible, bus and. truck traffic shall be
Timited to between 7:30 in the morning and 5:30 at night; OR noise
walls/berms and/or vegetative screens of sufficient height, length,
and density to reduce peak outdoor noise levels from traffic on the
driveway at the nearest point on ahy residence to under 62 dBA shall
be installed prior to commencement of marketing or promotional
activities on-site, whichever comes first. The design of any noise
wall/barrier or vegetative screen proposed shall be evaluated by a
qualified acoustical engineer and a report of his findings submitted
to the Napa County Conservation Development and Planning Department
for review and approval at least thirty(30) days prior to the start
of wall/berm/vegetative screen installation.

3. Limit bus(3 axle, 10 wheel) traffic to and from all new and henceforth
expanded wineries located on a roadway carrying less than 5000 vehicles
per day to 2 round trips/day. Said trips shall take place between 8:30
AM and 5 PHM. - o

4. Prohibit the use of sound amplification equipment outdoors at any
new/expanded winery.
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Additional Needed Measures Identified by this Report
5. See Mitigatioqlﬂgasure B .1(c)(6). »
6. Maintain existing residential densities in those'aféas designated as

"Agricultural Resource" and "Agricultural Watershed" in the Napa County
General Plan. o

7. * Prohibit outdoor visitor activities at all neW‘and-hencefdffhIEXpéﬁded
wineries in any area within 400 ft of an pre-existing off-site
residence_ . L i . e e T G

5. Water Quality

Any additional wineries constructed cou]dqiédaa incrementally to the
degradation of surface and groundwaters in Napa County. Impacts would be
generated by waste'ponds,,asspciated waste products, and -urban runoff.

The following mitiQation_ measures would reduce ‘thes'effects, of future
development to a level of insignificance: S :

a. Impact. Small, but cumulatively significant, degradation of surface
and groundwater quality in Napa County. ST :

Mitigation. Implementation of  the fo]]owiﬁg .measure would completely
mitigate the preceding impact: T A v
Measures Typically ImeSed By County
None. | “
Additional Needed MeaSufes Identified By This Report .-
1. Require that all driveways, parking lots and other the paved areas at
wineries be swept with a vacuum-type street sweeper in October just

prior to the first winter rains.

6. Vegetation and Wildlife

The future construction of wineries and support facilities has the potential
to damage or destroy rare animal/plant species, or critical habitat. This
potential loss would add incrementally to past destruction, and comstitute a
significant adverse cumulative impact. e
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The following mitigation medsures would reduce the effect of future
development to a level of insignificance:

a. Impact. Small but cumulatively significant loss in number of and
habitat for rare/endangered plant and animal species.

Mitiqation. Impleméntation of the following 6 measures would completely
mitigate the preceding: impact: ' B

Measures Typ{caliy Imﬁosed by the County

1.

Require. preparation by a qualified professional biologist and/or
botanist of:a detailed bidlogic and/or botanic field survey of all
areas to be disturbed by implementation of all discretionary winery
development/expansion projects that involves ground disturbance within
1000 feet of a rare/endangered plant or animal habitat site or in an
area that is determined to be biologically sensitive from a
rare/endangered. plant/animal standpoint by the Director of the Napa
County:Conservation*Deve1bbment’&gP1§nning Department. A report a)
detailing the findings of this survey; b) determining whether the

project ~as.i proposed’ - would have " a significant effect on a
rare/endangered plant or animal species; and c) identifying any
mitigation measures needed shall be submitted to the State Department
of Fish-& Game and the Tdcal chapteér of the California Native Plant
Society for review and approval prior to the application either being
found complete or being deemed filed. Said approval shall be evidenced
by a signed certifications from Fish & Game and the Native Plant
Society-:on the. report -‘submitted. Require that all winery
development/expansion projects for which a survey is proposed be
modified to include all the mitigation measures identified in the
survey report. Said measures may include project redesign and/or
relocation to accommodate preservation of the rare/endangered plant
and/or animal species present. ATl lessees of, and contractors doing
work on, the property involved shall be informed of, and bound by
contract to honor, the réestrictions imposed.

Additional Needed Heasures Identified By This Report

3.

Prohibit, prior to the receipt of all necessary winery-related permits,
the destruction of or damage to the habitat for any rare/endangered
plants or animals as a ‘preliminary step to construction/expansion of
a winery or winery-related facility on the site involved.
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~necessarily be limited to, all building, grading, and e
- 'health permits that involve ground disturbance. R

Direct the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning Department
to complete their long-term project to up-date the County’s Rare and
Endangered Species Maps and to henceforth maintain them in an up-to-
date state.

Direct the’Népa CodnfnyOhSEfVatiah'DEvelopment-&?Plaﬁﬁ1n§fbépartméht
to prepare an initial rare/endangered plant and ‘animal habitat
evaluation for all winery development/expansion projects.  Said

- evaluation shall be based on a review of the Napa Gounty EnVironmental

Sensitivity Maps. The evaluation shall be completed prior to a)
acceptance of any application for .a discretionary permit as' complete;
OR b) deeming any other winery-related permit or certificate as filed.
This latter group of non-discretionary permits.inciude; but shall not
'ironmental

‘Extend the requirement enumerated .under 1 aboﬁé:that“é:qualified

professional biologist and/or botanist prepare a ‘detailed biologic
and/or botanic field survey of.-all - areas ‘tobe disturbed by
implementation of all discretionary winery -development/expansion

-projects to all winery development/expansion projects involving ground

disturbance within 1000 feet of .a.rare/endangered plant or animal
habitat site or in an area that is determined: to be ‘biologically
sensitive from a rare/endangered .plant/animal: standpoint by the
Director of the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning
Department. B o S T

Impact. Small but cumUTative]y Signiflcahf>1oss in critical habitat (i.e.,
riparian galleries, visual pools, fresh, bpackish, and sa1t marshes,‘etc.).

Implementation of the following 16 measures wou]d‘comglete1¥ mitigate the

preceding impact: 7 -
Measures Typically Impbsed}byvthéQCdﬁﬁix;?f
1.

Limit all winery-related grbund-diéihrbing activities:hithin 300 feet
of the top of the bank of any stream or drainageway to the dry
season(ie, April 15 to October 1).... - s DA

Prohibit all work within the channel of any stream or:waterway prior
to May 15th and require that all work within the channel including
temporary sediment control measure removal and channel restoration be
completed by October 15th of the year in which the work: was started.
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3.

Install temporary diversion dams, settlement pools, or other measures
prior to the start of any work within the channel of any stream or
waterway. At least ten(10) working days prior to installation of these
faoi]ities;iipﬁ?bval,of’their"desigh shall be obtained from the State
Dept of Fish & Game.’ Immediately following completion of the work
involved, all sediment caught will be removed from the channel and
spread on the ground at least 100 feet from.the top of the bank of any
waterway. . Immediately thereafter all -temporary sediment control
measures shall” be removed from the channel and the channel shall be
returned to its pre=construction state.

-Reseed w%th.rye‘ar’eﬁuivaignt grass acceptable to the Napa County

Resource Conservation District prior to October 15 of each construction
year all areas distugped by project construction that year.

Install those improvements needed to keep any concentrated run-off
discharged from eroding the banks and bed of the drainageway involved.
Their design shall be acceptable to and approved by both the Napa
County Public' Works Department and the Napa County Resource
Conservation District. Said improvements shall be inspected each year
before the first winter rains and properly maintained.

Prohibit the installation of any new on-site improvements within 50
feet of the top of the banks of the main on-site drainageways present
except for bridges, bridge approaches & utility Jlines running
perpendicular to the channel, drainage facilities, and pumps. No more
than two crossings of any stream shall be allowed.

Install all new road and/or utility crossings of the streams involved
at right angles to the channel in a manner acceptable to and approved
by the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and
the State Department of Fish & Game. Plans for said crossings shall
be submitted to both these agencies for their review and approval at
least twenty(20) working days prior to the start of construction. All
work done within 50 feet of the tops of the bank of these waterways
shall be carried out in strict conformance with the plans approved and
directions of the State Department of Fish & Game.

Install the inverts of all bridges/culverts henceforth installed below
the current bottom elevation of the channel at the Tlocation in

question.
Limit the removal of any existing riparian vegetation along the

drainageway involved to the absolute minimum necessary to install the
crossings, bridge approaches, utility lines and pumps involved. A1l

A-92




lsa

10.

11.

areas disturbed by installation of these facilities shall be replanted

. wWithin 1 year of project completlon in a manner acceptable:to the State

Department of Fish & Game. A deta11ed -replanting -plan shall be

submitted ‘to Fish and ‘Game for ‘their review..and approval at least
ten(10) work1ng days pr1or to commencement .of . remova] of any riparian

vegetat1on

aRep]ant w1th trees, grasses, and shrubs the 10 foot(ZO feet for the

Napa River) strip of land along the’ top, of both banks-of the: stream(s)
involved. Said plants shall be acceptable to and approved by the State
Department of Fish & Game. No actions shall henceforth be undertaken
within this area or on ad301n1ng lands.that would destroy-or affect

_the viability of the r1par1an ga]]er1es thereby re- estab11shed

Proh1b1t the depos1tlon of any spo1ls generated by construct10n of all
new and henceforth expanded wineries_ or. w1nery related facilities in
the riparian zone a]ong any dra1nageway, in.any marsh-or wetland, in
any vernal pool, or in “any other blolog1ca11y sensitive. area as
determined by the Director of the Napa County Conservation Development
and Planning Department. The location of the spoils disposal area
selected for-each project shall be submitted to the Planning Department
for review and approval at least ten(10) working days prlor to the
commencement of grad1ng or excavat1on work on- s1te C

Add1t1ona1 Needed Measures ldent1f1ed By Th1s Report

12.

13.

14,

PrOhlblt prior to the issuance of a]] necessary w1nery related
permits, the destruction of or damage to any critical habitat as a
preliminary step to construction/expansion of.a w1nery ‘or winery-
related facility on the s1te involved. g

Direct the Napa County Conservatlon Deve]opment & Planning Department
to complete their long-term project to up-date the County’s Critical

~Habitat Maps and to,‘henceforth maintainysthem in an up-to-date

state.

Direct the Napa County Conservatlon Deve]opment & Planning Department

to prepare an initial critical habitat evaluation for all winery
development/expansion projects. Said evaluation shall be ‘based on a

~review of the Napa County Environmental .Sensitivity Maps. The

evaluation shall be completed prior to a) acceptance of any application
for a discretionary permit as complete; OR b) deeming any other winery-
related permit or certificate as filed. This latter:group. of non-

‘discretionary permits include, but will shall not-necessarily be
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15.

l6.

Timited to, all building, grading, and environmental health permits
that involve ground disturbance.

Require preparation by a qualified professional biologist and/or
botanist of a detailed habitat survey of all areas to be disturbed by
implementation of all discretionary winery development/expansion
projects that involve ground disturbance within 100 feet of a critical
habitat area or in an area that is determined to be biologically
sensitive by the Director of the Napa County Conservation Development
& Planning Department. A report a) detailing the findings of this
survey; b) determining whether the project as proposed would have a
significant effect on critical habitat; and c) identifying any
mitigation measures needed shall be submitted to the State Department
of Fish & Game for-review and-approval prior to the application either
being found complete or being deefmed filed. Said approval shall be
evidenced by a signed certification from Fish & Game on the report
submitted.

Require development by a qualified professional biologist and/or
botanist of a comprehensive critical habitat preservation plan
acceptable to and approved by the State Dept of Fish & Game for every
winery—re]ated project approved within 100 feet of a critical habitat
area. Evidence of said approval shall: be provided by a signed
certification by Fish & Game on the plan submitted. At a minimum said
program shall include the folTowing provisions:

a) protection from encroachment all areas defined in the Napa County
General Plan as biologically important along with all remaining
riparian corridors, vernal pools; marshes and other wetlands,
significant springs and seeps, and stands of valley oaks;

b)  establishment of riparian protection zones along all streams and
drainageways present that included at a minimum all lands within
50 feet of the top of the high banks of the stream involved (100
feet in the case of the Napa River);

c) establishment of critical habitat protection zones around all
other critical habitat areas identified; AND

d) provision to the State Department of Fish & Game of riparian and
critical habitat protection easements prohibiting any ground or
vegetation disturbance in these zones that would significantly
effect their habitat value.

The project shall be modified to include all the mitigation measures
identified in the survey report plus all the measures included in the
critical habitat preservation plan. These measures may necessitate
project redesign and/or relocation to accommodate preservation of the
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critical habitat present. A1l lessees of, and contractors doing work
on, the property involved shall be 1nformed of, and bound by contract
to honor, the restrictions S0 imposed.

7. Cultural Resources

Any add1t1ona1 d1sturbance of undeve]oped land may Jeopard1ze a cultural
or historic site. . LR

The following measures wou]d comp]ete]y m1t1gate cumu]at1ve 1mpacts

Impact. Add1t1ona1 damage to, and possible destruct1on of, the
numerous archaeological sites, both recorded and unrecorded that are present
in the agriculturally-zoned port1ons of Napa County -

Mitigation. Imp]ementatlon of the fo110w1ng 7 measures wou]d completely
mitigate the preced1ng impact: ;

Measures Typ1ca11y Imposed by the County

1. Require that a qua11f1ed profess1ona1 archaeo]og1st on the Society of
Professional  Archaeologists(SOPA) List ‘prepare a detailed
archaeological . field -survey -of -:all areas to be disturbed by
implementation of all. discretionary winery development/expansion
projects that involve ground disturbance within 1000 feet of a
recognized archaeological site or in an area that is determined to be
archaeologically sensitive by the Director of the Napa County
Conservation Development & Planning Department. A report a) detailing
the findings of this survey; b) determining whether the project as
proposed would have a significant effect on archaeological resources;
and c) identifying any mitigation measures needed shall be submitted
to the Napa County Conservation Development and Planning Department
for review and approval prior to the app11cat1on either being found
complete or being deemed filed. -

2. Require that all winery deve]opment/expans1on projects for which a
survey is prepared be modified to include all the mitigation measures
identified in the survey report. Said measures may include project
redesign and/or relocation. All lessees of, and contractors doing work
on, the property involved shall be 1nformed of, and bound by contract
to honor, the restrictions 1mposed

3. Require that the o app11cant/property owner for ,la11  winery
development/expansion projects and their successors-in-interest see
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that all work in any area- not monitored full-time by a qualified
professional SOPA=Tisted archaeologist is halted within 35 feet if
concentrated artifactual materials(ie, worked stone, bone, charcoal,
human remains, etc) are encountered.  Said work shall remain stopped
until a qualified SOPA—listedvarchaeologist has evaluated thé find,
developed any mitigation measures needed, prepared a report of his
findings, and filed said report with the Napa County Conservition
Development and Planning Department . A1l mitigation measures suggested
shall, with the concurrence of the Director of said department, be
implemented. A1l Tlessees of, and contractors doing work on;" the
property involved shall be informed of, and bound by contract to honor,
the requirement to stop work immediately if artifactual materials are
encountered. B

| Additiohal Needed Measures Identified’By_This Report

4.

Prohibit, prior to the receipt of all necessary winery-related permits,
the destruction of or damage to any archaeological site as a
preliminary step to construction/expansion of a winery or a winery-
related.facility on the property involved.

Direct the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning Department
to complete their Tlong-term project to up-date the County’s
Archaeological Sensitivity Maps and to henceforth maintain them in an
up-to-date state.

Direct the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning Department
to prepare an initial archaeological résource evaluation for all winery
development/expansion projects. Said evaluation shall be based on a
review of the ' Napa County Environmental Sensitivity Maps and
consultation with the regional archaeological clearinghouse, the State
Office of Historic Preservation, and the Native American Heritage
Commission. The evaluation shall be compieted prior to a):acceptance
of any application for a discretionary permit as complete; OR b)
deeming any other winery-related permit or certificate as filed. This
latter group of non-discretionary permits shall include, but will not
necessarily be Timited to, all building, grading, and environmental

health permits that involve ground disturbance.

- Extend the requirement enumerated under 1 above that a qualified

professional archaeologist prepare a detailed archaeological field
survey of all -areas to be disturbed by implementation of all
discretionary winery development/expansion projects to all winery
deve]opment/expansionprojectsinvo]vinggrounddisturbancewithin1000
feet of a recognized archaeological site or in an area that is
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determined to be archaeologically sensitive by the Director of the Napa
- County Conservation Development & Planning Department. '@
- b._Impact. Additional damage to, if not destruction of, the numerous
historic features, both recorded and wunrecorded, -that are present in the
agriculturally-zoned portions of Napa County. . ... ... .. oo o -

Mitiqation. Implementation of .th fél}bwihg;?-measuras.wduiditomplete1x
mitigate the preceding impact: . ~ .0 . o ARSI Tt

Héasures~Typical]y_Impoggd“byithé Cp@nfy:'fffvf‘»lv

1. Require that a qualified professional historical archaeologist and/or
architect prepare a detailed historical field survey of all areas to
be disturbed by implementation of all . discretionary ‘winery
development/expansion projects that involve a recognized historic
structure or feature or an.area determined as historically sensitive
by the Director of the Napa County.Conservation Development & Planning
Department. A report a) detailing the findings of this survey; b)
determining whether the project as proposed would have a significant
effect on historical resources; and c) identifying any mitigation
measures needed shall be submitted to the. Napa County Conservation
Development and Planning Department for review and approval prior to
the application either being found complete or being deemed filed.

2. Require that all winery development/expansion projects for which a
survey is prepared be modified to include all the mitigation measures
identified in the survey report.  Said measures may include project
redesign and/or relocation. -Al1 lessees of, and contractors doing work
on, the property involved shall be informed of, and bound by contract

to honor, the restrictions imposed.

3. Require that the  applicant/property .owner for all winery
‘ development/expansion projects and their successors-in-interest see
that all work in any area is halted within 35 feet if concentrated
historical materials(ie, worked stone, glass, bottles, buried
foundations, etc) are encountered. . Said work shall remain stopped
until a qualified historical .archaeologist has evaluated the find,
developed any mitigation measures needed, prepared a report of his
findings, and filed said report.with the.Napa County Conservation
Development and Planning Department. A1l mitigation measures suggested
shall, with the concurrence .of the Director:of said department, be
implemented. " All lessees .of, and contractors doing work on, the
-property involved shall be informed of, and bound by contract to honor,
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the requirement to stop work immediately if historic materials are
encountered.
Additional Needed Measures Identified By This Report .
4. Prohibit, prior to the obtaining of all ‘hecessary winery-related
permits;. the‘destruction of or damage to any historic structure/feature
. as.a preliminary step~tu;pghgtructjonﬁexpansiqn.of a winery or winery-

related facilities on the site involved.

5. Direct the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning Department

to complete their Tong-term project to up-date the County’s Histérical

Sensitivity Maps and to henceforth maintain them in an up-to-date
state. . . L

6. Require that the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning
Department prepare-an initial historic resource evaluation for all
winery developmerit/expansion projects. Said evaluation shall be based
on a review of the Napa County Environmental Sensitivity Maps and any
other pertinent data along with consultation with the regional
archaeological cléaringhouse and the State Office of Historic
Preservation. The evaluation shall be completed prior to a) acceptance
of any application for a discretionary permit as complete; OR b)
deeming any other winery-related permit or certificate as filed. This

- latter group of non-discretionary permits shall include, but will not
necessarily be limited to, all building, grading, and environmental
health permits that involve ground disturbance.

7.  Extend the requirement enumerated under 1 above that a qualified
professional historical archaeologist/architect prepare a detailed
historical field survey of all areas to be disturbed by implementation
of all discretiqnarv'wineryVQeve]gpment/expangjon project to.all winery
development/expansion projects that involve a recognized. historic
structure/feature or an area determined to be historically sensitive
by:the Director of the Napa County Conservation Development & Planning
Department. ’

8. Adopt a Historic Preservation Ordinance that provides conditions and

guidelines for the ‘demolition and rehabilitation of  historic
structures. Said conditions shall include a requirement that any work
undertaken on, or changes made to, a historic structure shall be done
either a)- in strict conformance with the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures and associated
guidelines dated March 24, 1977 or b) the requirements of a historic

architect.
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8. Visual/Aesthetic Considerations =

The following mitigation measures. are recommended, and if 1ncorporated
would reduce the impact~to-a 1eve1 of 1ns1gn1f1cance

Impact. Degradatlon of ‘the v1sua1 qua11ty of Napa County through loss
of vegetat1on a]terat1on of -t ography, blockage of . .views, and construction of
structures that -are more a statement of market1ng strategy than a "visual fit"
with the surrounding landscape:.” =~ ~

Mitigation. Implementat1on of tne fo110w1ng 13 measures wou]d omp]etely

mitigate the precedlng 1mpict:;T

Measures Typ1ca11y Imposed by the County

1.

Limit all exterior’ bu1]d1ng and roof1ng mater1a]s used in any new and
henceforth expanded wineries. 1nc1ud1ng w1ndow surface and fram1ng
materials to non- g]ary ones SRR

Screen from pub11c f and local. pr1vate view allv.vexternal
mechan1ca1/e1ectr1ca1 equ1pment and ut111ty hardware on roofs,
buildings, and grounds

Screen from pub11c and 1oca1 pr1vate v1ew a]] unwa]]ed equ1pment
storage; aging, & warehousing areas,‘serv1ce yards, product1on areas,
and d1str1but1on fac111t1es : .

Contour all new and expanded cut and/or fill slopes created that are
visible from ‘off-site in such a.manner as to blend them 1nto the
ad301n1ng natura] h1lls1des ‘ ;

Revegetate a]] new and expanded cut and/or f111 slopes created with
the same plants that ‘are present on the adJo1n1ng hillsides. If this
is not passible, ‘trees shall be planted prior to commencement of wine
making operations and henceforth permanently maintained at strategic
locations on-site to break-up the outline of the cut slope involved.
Tree species and locations shall be acceptable to and approved by the
Napa County Publlc WOrks and Conservat1on, Deve]opment and P]annlng
departments. i ST R

Prohibit placement of spo1ls plles w1th1n 300 feet of any publlc
roadway or off s1te res1dence o A .
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7.

Remove within one(1) year of grading commencement all spoils piles that
are readily visible from a public road or off-site residence.

Additional Needed Measures Identified by This Report

8.

10.

Adopt a Design Review Ordinance applicable to all new wineries and
winery expansions. The design review evaluation mandated shall

include, but will ‘not.necessarily be limited to, review of size,
design, color, style, historic nature, layout, Tocation on site,
screening, disturbance of existing vegetation and terrain, and effect
on adjeining property owners. The objective of the design review
process. adopted shall be to reduce to a minimum the visual effect of
the facility involived and produce a winery that is a "visual fit" with
the surrounding area.

Appoint, in conjunction with adoption of the needed Winery Design
Review Ordinance, a 5-7 member Design Review Board made up of design
professionals (architects, landscape architects, planners, &
engineers), representatives from the wine industry, agriculture,
conservationist, and historical groups, and individuals with a general

interest and background. Adjacent property owners shall be notified

of meetings of this board and their decisions shall be subject to Napa
County’s standard appeal process. o

Adopt, in conjunction with the needed Winery Design Review Ordinance
design guidelines for all new and henceforth expanded wineries and
winery-related facilities. Said standards may recognize regional
differences within the County. They shall reflect the fact that
wineries located at gateways to areas are of particular importance in
setting the tone for that region. The guidelines adopted shall
include, but will not necessarily be limited to, the following:

a) selection of a site layout and architectural design that is
harmonious with that used on surrounding properties and with the
style and character of the region("statement buildings" with
features intended as marketing devices shall not be allowed);

b) use of a facility layout that makes the winery rather than the
visitor facilities the primary visual element;

¢) maintenance of, and incorporation to the greatest extent possible
into the design of the proposed facility, existing natural
features outside the building footprint including but not 1imited
to mature native or naturalized vegetation;

d) use of compatible architectural and site design in any winery
expansion/renovation projects to preserve and enhance the historic
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value of both .the winery itself and any historic buildings

e) placement of landscaped perimeters around all parking areas of
sufficient height and density to screen them from view from public
streets and nearby residences; AND ... ¢

f) imposition of Measures 1-5 above.

11. -Amend the:bWDO toiaddbti¥ﬁ§?dé§ignhgﬂideiines dut]ined’inflo above as
-interim standards until.a Winery Design:-Review Ordinance with related
~ Winery Design Quide]ines,js adopted and;becomesfeffective.‘

12. " Designate sections of 4 state highways .and 14 county roads as County
Scenic Highways and impose specific -conditions on development along
them to protect visual quality. within their view corridors. The
specific roads involved include portions.of Highways 12, 29, 121, and
128 plus Bale Ln, Berryessa-Knoxville Rd, Butts Canyon Rd, Chiles
Valley Rd, Dry Creek Rd, Lodi Ln, :0ak Knoll Ave, Oakville Cross Rd,
Oakville Grade, Pope Canyon Rd, -Pope Valley Rd, Silverado Trail,
Yountville Cross Rd, and Zinfandel Ln.: - o ,

13. Amend the DWDO to impose an interim winery . roadway centerline setback

: of 1000 feet and a interim winery separation requirement of 2500 ft.

Said requirements shall. remain in effect until a) a Winery Design

Review Ordinance with related Winery Design Standards and Guidelines

is adopted and becomes effective, AND b) designation of County Scenic
Highways is complete. ... .. .~ - " T oo

9. Public Health and Safety
The following meésure wdu]d Cmelete]y‘ﬁitigate'thefeffects of cumulative
impacts: : S AR . :

a. Impact. Exposure of new and exisfinglusers of roadways within Napa
County to increased life and property hazards from traffic accidents.

Mitigation. Implementation'df the following 13 measures would completely
mitigate the preceding impact.__ e W o

Measures Typically Impoééd.bybfhé éounty  -5
I See Mitigation Measure D 2(a)(1). .
2. See Mitigation Measures D 2 (a)(1) L (2).
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10.

11.

R]aqg/re]gcate;thefdniveway to all new and henceforth expanded wineries
at a location where at Teast 450 feet of unobstructed sight distance
exists in both directions along the public or common private roadway
involved.. -Where: this is impossible install left-turn Tanes with
associated acceleration/deceleration tapers. :

Require that.the driveway installed‘be at Teast 20 feet wide along its
entire length and that it be completed prior to commencement of wine
making operations on-site or 120 days of use permit approval, .whichever
comes ]atter,;gAﬂIeSSér<widthérdﬁﬂhay'may'be permitted where peak
traffic volumes are less than 20 vehicles per day or visitor and
service vehicle traffic are separated. In no case, however, shall the

width of the driveway(s) involved be less than 10 feet.

Require that the firsf 300 feet of driveway off the public or common
private roadway involved be paved. o

Set back all gated entranceways henceforth installed at all new and
henceforth expanded wineries far enough to provide adequate stacking
distance outside the public right-of-way for at Teast three(3) cars.
The entryway design selected shall permit a Mobile Home DeSign Vehicle
upen coming to the gate when it is closed to turn around without
backing up. o -

Modify the design of existing gated entranceways at present wineries
that are henceforth expanded to provide adequate stacking distance for
at least three(3) cars off the paved portion .of the .road and turn
around room for at Teast one’ (1) ‘car. Said modifications shall be
completed within 120 days of use.permit approval. ‘

" Prohibit tﬁe‘péfk{ﬂé of vehicles along any roadway off-site. "No

Parking" signs shh]] be installed whére necessary and maintained.

Prohibit the parking of vehicles along the driveway to all new and
henceforth expanded wineries unless ‘the roadway has been widened to
provide on-street parking. Appropriate signs shall be installed and
maintained.

Deny access to the property at the entry gate or street/driveway

intersection when the improved parking area(s) provided on-site are

full.

PrgQidgvadeqUate faciTities on-site for the loading, unloading, and
turn-around of all delivery trucks serving all new and henceforth
expanded wineries. Said facilities shall be complieted prior to the
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12.

commencement of wine- mak1ng .operations: on sxte or 120 days of use
permit ‘approval, whichever -comes:-latter. : These “loading and turn-

- around areas shall neither. have direct access off a pub11c or common

pr1vate road nor shall they use- any part of such a road

Schedule, to the greatest extent feas1b1e, the p1ckup and de11very of
grapes, supplies, and wines outs1de the hours the new/expanded winery
is open to the genera] pub11c e B o

Add1t1ona1 Needed Measures Ident1f1ed by the Report };‘E‘;

13.

- see M1t1gat1on Measure D 2(a) (16)

10. Community Serv1ces

The fo]]ow1ng measures would comp]etely m1t1gate the effects of cumu]at1ve

impacts:

Impact: Increase in demand for f1re protect1on and emergency medical
serv1ces as a result of the increased amount of bu11d1ng space present and the
1ncreased number of peop]e 1nvolved ' : :

Mitigation: Imp]ementat1on of the fo]]ow1ng 6 measures would completely
mitigate the preced1ng impact:

Measures Typ1cal1y Imposed by the 60unty

1.

“Install -at all new and henceforth expanded wineries a water supp]y

system-acceptable to and approved by the Napa County Fire Chief. Said
system, which must be completed prior to building occupancy or within
120 days of use permit approva] whichever occurs latter, shall provide
adequate fire flows at. 20 psi- dynam1c to serve at least one streamer
fire hydrant (additional hydrants and larger flows may be required in
the case of larger facilities).  Included shall ‘be facilities to store
exclusively for fire protect1on the amount of water that the f1re flow
calculations indicate is necessary.

Install at all new and henceforth expanded wineries at least one(l)
steamer fire hydrant capable of :supplying 200 gpm. Said hydrant shall
be operational prior to building occupancy or within 120 days of use
permit approval, whichever occurs latter(additional hydrants with
greater flows may be required in the case of larger facilities). The
location of said hydrant(s) . sha]l be acceptab]e to nd apgroved by the

Napa County Flre Chief.
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Install at all new and henceforth expanded. wineries monitored -smoke
detector systems acceptable to and approved by the Napa County Fire
Chief. Said systems shall be operational prior to.building:o :
or:within 1207days of use permit approval, whichever occurs tter.
In processing areas, monitored heat detectors may be substituted for
the smoke detectors required. , . Tz anh

Additional Needed Measures Identified by this Report

4.

Adopt a "Fire Portection Impact Fee" in accordancwe with ‘AB 1600. - The
fee shall be charged to new wineries, expanded wineries, and other
commercial and residential development within the County. 7 Revenue
from theTfée‘shai]‘béi?etUrnédftd’ghe local fire protection:.agency for
the purpose of purchasing needed facilities and equipment.

‘ gmentation Fund monies provided to the
Napa County Fire Department and to any other fire protection agencies
who have their operations substantially impacted by future winery
development.

Increase the Special District Au

Adopt a annual winery fire service fee applicable for all new and
henceforth expanded wineries. .

b. Impact. Increase in the demand for disposal at the Napa Sanitation
District facility of the waste pumped from winery septic tanks (i.e., septage).

Mitigation. Implementation of the following 2 measures would completely
mitigate the preceding impact: .

Measures Typically Imposed by the County

None

Additional needed Measures Identified by this Report

1.

Limit the delivery of winery septage to the winter months when NSD’s
treatment facility is operational. Facilities for storing septage

‘safely on the winery site until such time as it can be transferred

shall be installed.
Require testing of winery septage disposed of at the NSD’s plant for

regulated materials and provision of a data sheet with each load of
the waste delivered specifying the materials used at that winery.
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three sanitary 1andfi][ﬁ§i;§§

11.

c. Impact: Increase in the demand for solid waste disposal at the County’s

Mitigation: Implementatis
mitigateﬁthp;pro;eeding;impac?;éw

féf the fo110wiﬁ§v3jﬁeésuréé.wou1d gartia11x

Measures Typically Imposed by the County =

None

Additional needed Measures Identified by this Report

.rwiﬁeqdire that all. E:
-implement prior to commencement of operation a -re-cycling plan

éyjiﬁd;hénceforth:e;ﬁéﬁhéd'wineries develop and

acceptable ~and’ approved by the Director of the Napa County
Environmental Management Department. Said plan shall include programs

~ ~for cardboard, glass and other waste materials.

.bwaequire that all new éﬁduhenceforth expahded winerieSISeparate waste

materials by ability to degrade prior to deliver to a landfill.

Require that to the greatest extent feasible all new and henceforth
expanded wineries dispose of their pomace through vineyard or soil
app]ication.v o o : ) F %

d.. Ihpact. Increased demand for affordabTe housing.

Mitigation. Implementation of the fo]]owing' measure - would vgartia]lz '
mitigate the proceeding impact:

Measures Typically Imposed by the County.

None.

Additional Needed Measures Identified by this Report.

1.

A1l new wineries and winery expansions, inc]uding accessory structures,

- should pay an in-Tieu housing fee to the Napa County Housing Authority
- to-assist the County and cities to provide affordable housing. This

fee should be based on a job creation/housing demand ratio and be

‘charged on a bqilding,sqqgre.foot basis.

Water Resources
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The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of future
development to a level of insignificance:

a. Impact: Small but cumulatively significant depletion of 1local
groundwater supplies.

ﬁf%iﬁétion.‘ ImpTemehtéfion of the following 4 measures would completely

mitigate the preceding impact:

Méésures Typica]]y.imposed by the County

none

Additional needed Measures Identified by this Report

1.

Prohibit construction of new or the expansion of existing wineries in
"groundwater-overdraft" areas and are " critical groundwater-short"
areas unless a water source not drawing on groundwater supplies is
found that 1is acceptable to the Director of the Napa County
Environmental Management Department. "Groundwater -overdraft areas"
shall include, areas recognized as such by the Director of
Environmental Management. "Critical groundwater-short site" shall be
a site where a well with an approved yield of 5 gals/minute for each
20,000 gals of annual wine production cannot be attained. An
acceptable water source not drawing on groundwater supplies does not
include any water source that employs water that would otherwise be
available for groundwater recharge.

Require that water conservation programs acceptable to the Napa County
Environmental Management Department be developed and implemented for
all new and henceforth expanded wineries.

Require that to the greatest extent feasible new and henceforth
expanded wineries implement water reclamation/re-use programs. Said
programs shall, were possible, include use of reclaimed water for
landscape irrigation and vineyard frost protection/irrigation.

Require that to the greatest extent feasible new and henceforth
expanded wineries must use drought-resistant native plants in their
landscaping if reclaimed wastewater is not used for landscape
irrigation.
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- MI. ALTERNATIVES-COMPARISON

Pursuant to CEQA, a range of reasonable alternatives to the project; ‘or to
the location of ‘the project, must be described [Section 15126(d)]."" The
discussion must focus on opportunities of eliminating any significant, adverse

environmental effects, or reducing to a level of .insignificance, ".....even if
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project
objectives, or would be more costly..... " [Section 15126(d)(3)]. The EIR must

identify an environmentally superior .alternative-among other alternatives. As
with cumulative impacts, the discussion of alternative is governed by "rule of
reason". The EIR need not consider an alternative that is not reasonable, or
does not contribute to an informed decision-making process.

The following is a discussion of five alternatives to the proposed project.
Alternative A (No-Project) and Alternative D (No-Growth) are included by CEQA
mandate. Alternative B (DWDO With Mitigation) ‘is the Environmentally Superior

Alternative. Tternatives C and. E .look at prohibiting wineries and visitor

facilities from agriculturally zoned lands, respectively.

A._NO-PROJECT ALTERNATIVE (BASELINE PROJECTION)

This a]terhat{veiﬁbu1afb§fa11&1:fhé Base1iné}Case'as defined in the analysis
prepared by Economic Planning Systems (see MEA, Part III). Adopting the DWDO
as proposed would not significantly alter adverse impacts and, in some instances,
would exacerbate existing conditions. .The following are key elements of the DWDO
that have the potential to increase adverse impacts: i

B Expansion of use;hallowgdjpursuant to a use permit.

. 18-month "grécé‘beriod"ﬁthét'wouid permit existing wineries to apply
for a use permit for uses previously not legal.

»  Reduce the County’s Genéfﬂ] Plan Land Use Intent from 40 acres to 10
acres. § oy | -

n Remove the restriction dh‘promotional events of "for charity only",
and allow them to become a major marketing opportunity.

The DWDO would provide the following features:
= The small winery exemption would be eliminated.

" Public tours and tastings would not be permitted for new wineries.
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Our analysis has concluded that neither feature would, over time, be a
significant benefit to the County. ‘

It is assumed that the DWDO would, by the year 2010, generate fewer
wineries. However, it is not structured to create fewer impacts. Best case,
the No-Project Alternative and the DWDO would parallel each other by the, year
2010.  Worst case, the DWDO would increase impacts during the same planning
horizon., ' " ’

In lieu of adoﬁtfhg the DWDO as proposed, the County would benefit from
accepting the No-Project Alternative. However, the preferred alternative would
be to adopt the DWDO with mitigation (Environmentally Superior Alternative).

B. NO-GROWTH ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative the County would prohibit new wineries, expansion

of existing wineries, and new or expanded visitor serving facilities anywhere

in the County. " A1l winery development would be shunted to the cities and out
of the County. -

Of the incorporated areas of Napa County, only the City of Napa is currently
capable of supporting a winery with water and wastewater treatment facilities.
The projected demand for development of wineries ‘in Napa County over the next
20 years cannot be accommodated within the City of Napa, so a large portion of
the demand would be moved to Sonoma and possibly Solano or Lake Counties. This
would substantially increase pressure on Calistoga and St. Helena to upgrade
their water and waste treatment facilities as quickly as possible. We expect
that this alternative has not been seriously considered, and we expect that it
is not economically feasible for the County to adopt. it.

Because this alternative would adversely affect the viability of the wine
industry, it is inconsistent with the County’s General Plan. It is, however,
the only alternative presented here which would not, to some degree, excerabate
the already over-capacity roadway system of Napa County.

C. PROHIBITION OF ALL VISITOR FACILITIES AND PROMOTIONAL EVENTS ON
AGRICULTURALLY-ZONED LAND

This alternative would amend the DWDO to prohibit new or expanded visitor
facilities or promotional events in the agricultural zones of the County, both
AP and AW, and allow them only in Commercial Neighborhood (CN) and Commercial
Limited (CL) zones. This alternative is similar to "C" above, but allows
wineries remain in agriculture zones.
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This alternatives require visitor facilities to be 1ocated in Commerc1a1
zones or in the cities. Since visitor facilities and promotional events are by
their very nature commercial activities, and not agricultural activities, this
p]acement is appropr1ate and wou]d be cons1stent with the County s Genera] P]an

We wou]d expect, 1f this a]ternat1ve were adopted the County wou]d rece1ve
increased applications for rezoning of land to Commercial. ‘It would be. important
for the County to develop a program in advance of such applications designating
areas which they feel would be appropriate for Commercial zoning. /If new areas
were extensive, it is possible that a Genera] P]an amendment wou]d be requ1red

Impacts on varlables wh1ch are not s1te specific, for examp]e revenues to
the County, will not be affected by this alternative. Concentration: of :visitor
serving facilities and promotional events in one Tocation, will Cconcentrate
impacts in that location, thereby freeing the agricultural areas from these
impacts. The commercial, more urban uses will be located near in areas
appropr1ate for such concentrated uses. - The success of this alternative in
decreasing environmental impacts is dependent upon the care taken in possible
future Rezonings.

D. ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW WINERY OVERLAY ZONE

This, alternative woqu amend the DWDO to prohibit new or expanded w1ner1es,
visitor facilities, or -promotional events in the agricultural zones. of the
County, both AP and AW,.-and allow them only in the Industrial and Winery Zones
of the County and cities. - In addition to the current parcels zoned Industrial
or Winery, we propose that the County establish a Winery Overlay Zone, which
would allow groups of wineries and/or visitor serving facilities to be located
in areas where infrastructure could adequately support them.

Existing zoning is located as follows:

Industrial Zones in the County are limited to about 3,000 acres near the
Napa Airport. Infrastructure adequate.

The - Clty of ‘Napa’s Zoning. Ordinance does not specifically prov1de for
wineries; however, they may be permitted under the Industrial or Heavy
Commerical Zones with Use Perm1t ~ Infrastructure possibly adequate

| The Town of Yountv111e does not perm1t wineries.
St. Helena’s Zon1ng Ordlnance establishes a Winery (W) Zone 1ocated at the
City Limits in the South from Highway 29 to Silverado Trail, and in the

North at the Beringer and Christian Brothers properties. Wineries located
more than 400’ from a residence and 200’ from roads are permitted without
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a Use Permit. Wineries within these setbacks require a Use Permit. Current
lack of water supply and road capacity.

The Calistoga Zoning Ordinance does not address wineriesAspecifically, but
their Planning Department considers wineries to be industrial uses, and
they may be allowed only in Planned Unit Industrial (PM) Zone with a Use
Permit. Current lack of water supply, waste water treatment capability,
and road capacity. :

_ In addition to these existing zones, it would be necessary for the County
to set aside, or allow applications for, new parcels to be zpned "Winery
Overlay". The intent of this overlay zone would be to concentrate the wineries
and visitor serving facilities in approved locations, allow a full range of sales
and visitor uses, and prevent dispersing them throughout the County on
agricultural land.

Allowed uses would be wine production facilities, distribution and storage
facilities, public tours and tastings, and promotional events. The most
important caveat of this alternative is: the new Winery Overlay Zone must be
allowed only on parcels with:

Adequate water supply

Waste water treatment capacity

Access roads with available capacity
Adequate buffers from residential/urban uses.

Existing wineries could apply for a "Winery Overlay Zone", subject to the
same -requirements listed above, and if granted, could subsequently apply to
expand their use.

- We are not aware of the different alternatives which the Joint Winery
Definition Committee considered when they were drawing up the DWDO, therefore
we do not know if this alternative was rejected or why. Possible considerations
are that wineries would prefer to be Tocated next to their vineyard, however,
many wineries do grow or buy grapes from vineyards not contiguous to their
processing facility. Another consideration is that some marketing strategies
may discourage locating wineries or tasting facilities in groups, thereby
decreasing the "exclusivity" of thejr wines. Such strategies, however, do not
preclude the feasibility of this alternative. This alternative. would not
preclude the use of the term “Estate Bottled" under the appellation rules.

With this alternative, the DWDO would become consistent with the General
Plan policies regarding allowed uses on agricultural Tands, but the General Plan
would require amendment to desighate specific areas for the "Winery Overlay"
zone. Winery uses under -this alternative would have the same needs and generate
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the same traffic and waste materials .as. under the proposed DWDO ‘however,
restricting wineries to geographical areas where constraints are’ substant1a11y
less will reduce negative impacts on water quality, water supply, vegetation and
wildlife, traffic, noise, a1r quallty, some - commun1ty servwces, and other site
specific var1ab]es ‘ T e O

Impacts on var1ables wh1ch are not s1te spec1f1c for example Feﬁenues to
the County, will not be affected by this alternative. Concentration of wineries,
visitor serving facilities and promotional events in one Tlocation, will
concentrate impacts in that location. It will be a larger, more urban type use.
The success of this alternative in decreas1ng environmental impacts is dependent
upon the care taken 1n 1ocat1ng parce]s su1tab1e for w1nery Over]ay Zon1ng

E. MITIGATED DWDO ALTERNATIVE .~
(Environmentally Superior A]ternatlve)

Under this alternat1ve the DWDO (the "Project") would be approved but would
include all the Project- re]ated mitigation contained in the EIR, and the
recommendations contained under the Interim Measure. Acceptance of the Interim
Measures is vital to complete mitigation, as it provides the bridge between the
DWDO EIR and the opportunity to mitigate the effects of industry growth. The
following are key elements of this alternative:

B Amend the DWDO to prohibit any non- agr1cu1tura1 use to be permitted
in the Agricultural Preserve or Agricultural Watershed zones.

" Amend the DWDO to eliminate the 18-month grace period, or
"grandfathering clause". L o

= Cause all future development or expansion of existing facilities to
be subject to a County Use permit.

a Cause all 111egalvusés tbvbe»abated or consider 1ega11zation through
a determination of Genera] Plan cons1stency, and issuance of a County
Use Permit. ‘

s Adopt the Interim Measure,i -

Adoption of the Environmentally Superior Alternative would bring the DWDO
into compliance with the Napa County General Plan, and provide a basic framework
to mitigate the s1gn1f1cant adverse effects of future industry growth. The
language contained in the Findings of Fact to the DWDO specifically acknow]edges
the severity of the issues confronting the County, and the uniqueness of the Napa
Valley. However, the DWDO as subm1tted, although necessary, does not include
adequate mitigation to either avoid, or reduce to-a level of insignificance, the
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effects of the Project. Even in this Alternative, impacts described in the

Traffic and Noise sections

will not be mitigated completely. However, the DWDO

with Mitigation must be viewed as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Interim Measure

Until all mitigation measures are fully developed and adopted, the
County shall adopt an interim growth policy of no more than nine new
wineries, or expansion of existing facilities, per year. Expansion

for the purpose of increasing wine production capacity is not limited
under this policy.

During this time, no new or expanded non-agricultural uses shall be
approved.

During this time, setbacks along major arterials shall be 1,000 feet
and separation between new and existing wineries shall be 2,500 feet.
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