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SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 
These Responses to Comments have been prepared to address comments received by the 
Lead Agency, the Napa County Planning, Building, and Environmental Services Department 
(PBES) on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Walt Ranch Agricultural 
Erosion Control Plan Application (ECPA) #P11-00205-ECPA (Proposed Project).  The Draft EIR 
was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for public review on July 11, 2014 (SCH# 
2012102046).  These Responses to Comments together with the Draft EIR, as revised, 
comprise the Final EIR. 
 
An EIR is an informational document that must be considered by the Lead Agency prior to 
project approval.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifies that the Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

 The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft (revised text of Draft EIR is presented in Volume 
II of this Final EIR). 

 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary (Section 3.0 of this Final EIR Responses to Comments). 

 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR 
(Section 3.0 of this Final EIR Responses to Comments). 

 Responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process (Section 4.0 of this Final EIR Responses to Comments). 

 Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 
 

1.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
The environmental review process for the Proposed Project was initiated by circulation of a 
Notice of Preparation (NOP).  An initial NOP was circulated in 2008 (Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, SCH #2008052075); the second, updated NOP associated with the 
project as currently proposed was circulated by the SCH to local, State, and federal agencies on 
October 22, 2012.  The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was released on July 11, 
2014.  The NOA announced a 45-day comment period extending from July 11 to August 25, 
2014.  After numerous requests for extension, the Napa County Planning Commission extend 
the comment period at their August 6, 2014 meeting for an additional 88 days, through 
November 21, 2014. 
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The public comment period provides an opportunity for interested public and private parties to 
provide input regarding the completeness and adequacy of an EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15151 addresses the standards by which EIR adequacy is measured: 
 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of 
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably 
feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but 
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  
The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and 
a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) encourages parties to focus comments on the “sufficiency 
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways 
in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.”  Commenters are 
advised:  
 

Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives 
or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects.  At the same time, reviewers should be aware 
that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably 
feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the 
severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the 
project.  CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters.  When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR. 

 

1.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ORGANIZATION 
These Responses to Comments consist of this introduction and the sections outlined below: 
 

Section 3, Comments on the Draft EIR – This section includes a list of all agencies, 
organizations, and individuals who submitted written comments during the public review 
period for the Draft EIR.  The list is followed by copies of original written comments 
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received during the public review period for the Draft EIR.  Comment letters are each 
assigned a number, and individual comments are bracketed in the margin. 
 
Section 4, Responses to Comments – This section provides individual responses to 
each written comment submitted during the public review period for the Draft EIR.  
Responses are keyed to the bracketed comment numbers provided in Section 2.0.   
 
Section 5, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan – This section presents the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Proposed Project.   
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SECTION 2.0 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 
2.1.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
The 2,300-acre Walt Ranch (project site) is located west of State Route 121 in the Capell Creek 
and Milliken Reservoir watersheds in south-central Napa County, California.  Access to the 
project site is located at Circle Oaks Drive within Township 7 North, Range 3 West, Sections 19, 
20, 29, 30, 31, 32, and un-sectioned areas of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
“Capell Valley, California” topographic quadrangle.  For an aerial photograph of the project site 
and surrounding Napa County parcels, please refer to figures in Volume II of this Final EIR. 
 

2.1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The purpose of #P11-00205-ECPA is to develop approximately 356 net acres of vineyard within 
507 gross acres on the approximately 2,300-acre Walt Ranch (Proposed Project).  This includes 
vegetation removal and earthmoving and grading activities, as well as blasting, ripping and rock 
removal associated with soil cultivation, installation and maintenance of drainage and erosion 
control features, vineyard planting and harvesting, and maintenance and operation of vineyards 
upon completion.  The proposed vineyards would be farmed in a sustainable manner that 
includes use of integrated pest management (IPM) practices and participation in the Napa 
Sustainable Winegrowing Group and California Sustainable Winegrowing Alliance. 
 
Temporary and permanent erosion control measures are proposed as a part of #P11-00205-
ECPA for the proposed vineyard areas.  These measures would be maintained regularly to 
function as intended.  They are summarized below and are described in more detail in  
Section 3.0 Project Description of Volume II. 
 

 Earthmoving and grading activities on slopes greater than five percent associated with 
tree and brush removal, blasting and ripping, rock removal, soil cultivation, installation 
and maintenance of drainage, irrigation and erosion control features, and vineyard 
plantings and operation on 356 net acres within 507 gross acres of disturbance; 

 Improvement and maintenance of approximately 21 miles of existing roads for year-
round access to the property.  Select existing road segments would be realigned, 
requiring limited new road construction in select locations and access roads between 
vineyard blocks would be constructed in select locations within the 507 gross acres; 
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 Construction of one bridge over Milliken Creek if the owner wishes to have year-round 
access at the existing low-water rocked crossing, or if the owner wishes to have 
seasonal access only, the rocked low-water crossing will be used only when flows 
across it are one foot deep or less;  

 Maintenance of rocked low-water crossings at existing low-water crossings on Capell 
Creek and smaller tributaries; 

 Installation of surface drainage pipelines to collect surface runoff at low points 
throughout the project site and transport it to protected outlets; 

 Installation of perforated subsurface drainage pipelines to reduce saturated conditions in 
the root zone and improve slope stability; 

 Installation of cutoff collars on all solid pipelines with slopes greater than five percent; 
 Installation of standard drop inlets, infield drop inlets, and concrete drop inlets; 
 Construction of outsloped infield level spreaders, pipe level spreaders, rock level 

spreaders, rock energy dissipaters, rock sediment basins, diversion ditches, infield 
diversions, and rock checks as detailed in Appendix A of the Draft EIR; 

 Construction of sediment basins in proposed Blocks 5A, 9A and 9B; 
 Construction of overflow structures in proposed Blocks 1 and 16C to receive flows from 

the subsurface drainage system; 
 Repair of existing headcutting in proposed Block 52; 
 Construction of rolling dips within the existing roadway; 
 Utilization of rock for construction of erosion control features such as rock energy 

dissipaters, rock sediment basins, and for rock-filled avenues.  Two depressions in 
proposed Blocks 31 and 37 are proposed for rock disposal and the remaining rock would 
be stockpiled within the proposed clearing limits; 

 Construction of four offstream reservoirs that would store pumped groundwater; 
 Installation of water distribution pipelines; 
 Installation of fuel storage tanks; 
 Seeding of all disturbed areas with a permanent no-till cover crop; 
 Installation of temporary and permanent erosion control measures, maintenance of the 

erosion control measures so they function as intended, and maintenance of the 
measures throughout the rainy season (September 15 through April 1 for Milliken 
Reservoir watershed and October 15 through April 1 for Capell Creek watershed); and 

 Installation of temporary erosion control measures that may include, but are not limited 
to, straw wattles, waterbars, and other measures as included in the ECP. 

 
A permanent no-till cover crop will be established throughout the proposed vineyard areas with 
a plant residue density (i.e. cover) of between 70 and 90 percent, and all vineyard avenues 
would have a vegetative cover density of 70 percent.   
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Erosion control measures would be maintained so they function as intended throughout the 
rainy season from September 15 or October 15 through April 1.  Tillage and erosion control 
would be complete in proposed Blocks 1-14, 16, 23, and 24 by September 1 and straw mulch 
would be applied to these blocks prior to September 15 of the year of construction.  Tillage and 
erosion control would be complete in proposed Blocks 15, 17-22, 25-31, 33-38, 40, 42, 43, 45-
69 by October 1 and straw mulch would be applied to these blocks prior to October 15 of the 
year of construction. 
 
Subsequent agricultural activities such as vineyard maintenance and ongoing vineyard 
operations (including harvest) associated with the proposed project are considered indirect 
physical changes due to the proposed project, and are considered in the Final EIR.  The 
development of proposed vineyard blocks on slopes less than five percent are not included in 
the ECPA, however; these areas were evaluated in the environmental studies conducted during 
development of the ECPA and are subject to the same avoidance measures and are evaluated 
in the Final EIR.   
 
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR would reduce the gross 
acreage of the project from 507 acres to approximately 429 acres (the “Mitigated Project”). 
 

2.2 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to describe and evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to a 
project, or to the location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic project 
objectives and avoid or substantially lessen significant project impacts.  Although there are no 
significant unmitigable project impacts identified, Section 5.0 evaluates the potential alternatives 
to the Proposed Project.  Potential alternatives examined for the Proposed Project in this EIR 
include the No Project Alternative, Reduced Intensity Alternative, and a Multiple Resource 
Protection Alternative: 
 

 With the No Project Alternative, 5.6 acres of existing vineyard would continue to be 
operated and maintained on the project site.   

 With the Reduced Intensity Alternative, less vineyard acreage would be developed by 
avoiding 100 gross acres of developed area.  These areas have been targeted to protect 
additional special status species and associated habitats; preserve individual trees that 
are identified as specimen or notable trees; enhance sensitive biotic communities; and 
enhance wildlife movement on the project site.  These areas would remain in their 
current state, thereby preserving vegetation in these areas.   

 The Multiple Resource Protection Alternative is similar to the Mitigated Project, although 
several additional areas have been targeted for avoidance that include overlapping 
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resources.  Proposed vineyard acreage would be reduced by approximately 82 gross 
acres of development. 

 
The Full Development Alternative was eliminated from further consideration in this EIR; the Full 
Development Alternative is the vineyard development project that was originally proposed on 
the property in 2007 (P07-00800-ECPA).  This ECP proposed the development of over 397 
acres of new vineyard within 538 acres of cleared land.  The Full Development Alternative was 
reduced in size by approximately 41 acres to minimize impacts to biological, geologic, and 
hydrologic impacts, which resulted in the design of the Proposed Project (P11-00205-ECPA).  
This alternative would have greater impacts than the Proposed Project, and was eliminated from 
further consideration. 
 
An off-site alternative was eliminated from further consideration in this Draft EIR.  The Walt 
Ranch property encompasses approximately 2,300 acres.  No other lands within Walt Ranch 
have been identified that are both (1) suitable for vineyards based on soil, slope, and farmability, 
and (2) located in areas that could be developed as vineyards with less environmental effects 
than the Proposed Project.  In addition, no land located in the vicinity of Walt Ranch has been 
identified with these characteristics that can reasonably be acquired by the applicant.  For these 
reasons, off-site alternatives are not analyzed in detail in this Draft EIR.   
 

2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
A summary of project impacts and proposed mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize 
potential impacts is provided in Table 2-1 of Volume II of this Final EIR.  In the table, the level of 
significance of each environmental impact is indicated both before and after the application of 
the recommended mitigation measure(s).  For detailed discussions of all project impacts and 
mitigation measures, the reader is referred to environmental analysis sections in Section 4.0 of 
the Final EIR.  Final language of mitigation measures is included in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program in Section 5.0 of this Final EIR. 
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SECTION 3.0 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

This section lists the written comments that were received during the public review period of the 
Draft EIR prepared for the Walt Ranch Agricultural Erosion Control Plan Application (ECPA) 
#P11-00205-ECPA (Proposed Project).  The Draft EIR was submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse (SCH# 2012102046) for public review on July 11, 2014; the comment period 
closed on November 21, 2014.  A total of 180 comment letters were received by Napa County in 
response to the Draft EIR during the comment period.  In addition, 32 extension requests and 7 
form letters signed by 2,190 people were received.  The agencies, organizations, and 
individuals who provided comments on the Draft EIR are listed in Table 3-1.  The 2,190 
signatures received on the form letters and petitions are not listed out in Table 3-1 below.  
However, a representative form letter from each unique petition is responded to in Section 4.0.  
Individual comment letters are provided following this table.  As discussed in Section 1.0, each 
individual letter and comment has been provided a number in the right-hand margin.  This 
number is cross-referenced with a specific response in Section 4.0.   
 
Due to the large volume of comments that were received on the Draft EIR, the comment letters 
are contained in a separate CD or binder (for hard copies) or PDF file (for electronic versions). 
 
Neither the comments received on the Draft EIR nor the responses thereto indicate new 
significant impacts or significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.   
 

TABLE 3-1 
PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES COMMENTING IN WRITING 

Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

Agencies 

A1 Katy Sanchez Native American Heritage 
Commission 7/22/2014 

A2 Trevor Cleak Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 7/31/2014 

A3 Rick Marshall Deputy Director, Napa County 
Department of  Public Works 7/31/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

A4 Scott Morgan Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research 8/11/2014 

A5 Joy Eldredge City of Napa, Public Works 
Department 11/21/2014 

A6 Erik Alm California Department of 
Transportation 11/21/2014 

A7 Scott Wilson California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 11/21/2014 

A8 Scott Morgan Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research 11/24/2014 

A9 Scott Morgan Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research 11/25/2014 

A10 Scott Morgan Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research 12/1/2014 

Organizations 

O1 Jack MacDonald Circle Oaks County Water District 7/22/2014 

O2 Kathleen Maxim Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 7/28/2014 

O3 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 8/6/2014 

O4 Jack MacDonald Circle Oaks County Water District 8/14/2014 

O5 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 8/19/2014 

O6 Thomas Lippe on behalf of Living Rivers Council 10/23/2014 

O7 Jake Ruygt California Native Plant Society 11/9/2014 

O8 Thomas Lippe on behalf of Living Rivers Council 11/10/2014 

O9 Rachel Mansfield-Howlett on behalf of Circle Oaks HOA and 
County Water District 11/21/2014 

O10 Mark Wolfe on behalf of the Sierra Club 11/21/2014 

O11 Nancy Tamarisk Sierra Club Napa Group 11/21/2014 

O12 Tom Gaman California Wildlife Foundation 11/21/2014 

O13 Bernhard Krevet Friends of the Napa River 11/21/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

O14 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 11/21/2014 

O15 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 11/21/2014 

O16 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 11/21/2014 

O17 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 11/21/2014 

O18 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 11/21/2014 

O19 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 11/21/2014 

O20 Chris Malan Living Rivers Council 11/21/2014 

O21 Aruna Prabhala Center for Biological Diversity and 
Sierra Club 11/21/2014 

O22 Thomas Lippe on behalf of Living Rivers Council 11/21/2014 

O23 Marilyn Delgado Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 1/14/2015 

O24 Vincent Salsedo Mishewal Wappo Tribe 11/20/2014 

Individuals 
I1 Craig Hall Hall Wines 7/31/2014 
I2 Robert McLeish  7/31/2014 
I3 Daniel Mufson  8/2/2014 
I4 David Heitzman  8/2/2014 
I5 Scott Farmer  8/2/2014 
I6 David Roust  8/3/2014 
I7 Lisa Hirayama  8/4/2014 
I8 Izumi Tada  8/3/2014 
I9   8/3/2014 

I10 Jim Wagner  8/3/2014 
I11 Lori Hickman  8/3/2014 
I12 Rama & Bill Garrison  8/4/2014 
I13 Charlie Vance  8/4/2014 
I14 Gordon & Jean Evans  8/4/2014 
I15 Peter Kammerer  8/4/2014 
I16 Harumi Watanabe  8/4/2014 
I17 Robert Vollmer  8/4/2014 
I18 Tanya Turner  8/4/2014 
I19 Jennifer Gunnel  8/5/2014 
I20 Marilou Kelly  8/5/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

I21 Denise Christensen and Tom 
Sedlack  8/6/2014 

I22 Mia Cruciani  8/16/2014 
I23 James Mills  8/17/2014 
I24 Gale Giorgi  8/18/2014 
I25 Jim Wilson  8/18/2014 
I26 Lisa Hirayama  8/18/2014 
I27 Richard Cannon  8/18/2014 
I28 Lisa Goodwin  8/24/2014 
I29 Craig Hall  8/26/2014 
I30 Mike Reynolds Hall Wines 8/29/2014 

I31 Connie and Susan 
Sanderson  9/3/2014 

I32 Thomas Dinkel  9/15/2014 
I33 Ron Cowan Quercus Group 9/15/2014 
I34 Claire Camp  9/16/2014 
I35 Dan Mufson  9/16/2014 

I36 Aruna Prabhala Center for Biological Diversity 9/16/2014 

I37 Jane Mead Mead Ranch 10/6/2014 
I38 Robert McLeish  10/6/2014 
I39 Joseph Pridmore  10/7/2014 
I40 Stacy Arneson  10/8/2014 
I41 Philip Brodey  10/13/2014 
I42 Daniel Bunnell  10/28/2014 
I43 Russell G. Smith  10/29/2014 

I44 John Harrington Harrington Investments, Inc. 11/6/2014 

I45 Bill Hocker  11/10/2014 
I46 Claire Camp  11/10/2014 
I47 Barry Gould   
I48 Carla Gould   
I49 Wayne Burgstahler  11/10/2014 

I50 Thomas and Marcie Dinkel  11/10/2014 

I51 John Dunlap  11/11/2014 
I52 Cheryl Lynn de Werff  11/11/2014 
I53 Laurie Burgstahler  11/11/2014 
I54 Rama Garrison  11/12/2014 
I55 Gordon Evans  11/12/2014 
I56 Gordon Evans  11/12/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

I57 Ron Tamarisk  11/12/2014 
I58 Bill Garrison  11/12/2014 
I59 Alan Steen  11/12/2014 
I60 Kathy Coldiron  11/12/2014 
I61 Lisa Deneen  11/12/2014 
I62 Peter Kammerer  11/13/2014 
I63 Jim Wilson  11/13/2014 
I64 Claire Camp  11/13/2014 
I65 Elizabeth Bosch  11/13/2014 
I66 Gordon Evans  11/14/2014 
I67 Brian Cole  11/15/2014 
I68 Pierre Pulling  11/16/2014 
I69 Pamela Jackson  11/17/2014 
I70 Draselle Muscatine  11/18/2014 
I71 Lynna Roberts  11/18/2014 
I72 Harold Halterman  11/18/2014 
I73 R.G. Wallin  11/18/2014 
I74 Debra Ray  11/18/2014 
I75 Carrie and John Schwartz  11/18/2014 
I76 Brian Bender  11/18/2014 
I77 Parry Murray  11/19/2014 
I78 Matthew Nolan  11/19/2014 
I79 Daniel & Naoko Mufson  11/19/2014 
I80 Jane Mead  11/19/2014 
I81 Larry Carr  11/19/2014 
I82 Larry Carr  11/19/2014 
I83 Lisa Hirayama  11/19/2014 
I84 Clay & Bonnie Thompson  11/19/2014 
I85 Karla Bailey  11/19/2014 
I86 Richard & Denise Barber  11/19/2014 
I87 Bob Almeida  11/19/2014 
I88 Larry Carr  11/20/2014 
I89 Larry Carr  11/20/2014 
I90 Larry Carr  11/20/2014 
I91 Larry Carr  11/20/2014 
I92 Lynn Watanabe  11/20/2014 
I93 William Murray  11/20/2014 
I94 Kunze Powerpoint  11/21/2014 
I95 Lisa Hirayama  11/20/2014 
I96 Larry Carr  11/20/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

I97 Lisa Hirayama  11/20/2014 
I98 Larry Carr  11/20/2014 
I99 Andy Hoffman  11/20/2014 

I100 Annette Krammer  11/20/2014 
I101 Jim Wilson  11/20/2014 
I102 Martha Wise  11/20/2014 

I103 Jim Bushey & Rachel LeRoy PPI Engineering 11/20/2014 

I104 Jeff Roberts  11/20/2014 
I105 Cecelia Elkington Setty  11/20/2014 
I106 Ginny Simms  11/20/2014 
I107 Steve Chilton  11/20/2014 

I108 Gary Margadant Mt. Veeder Stewardship Council 11/21/2014 

I109 Kellie Anderson  11/21/2014 
I110 Maureen Ayers  11/21/2014 
I111 Mark Billings  11/21/2014 
I112 Michael Setty  11/21/2014 
I113 Lisa Hirayama  11/21/2014 
I114 David Heitzman  11/21/2014 
I115 Nancy Lewis-Heliotes  11/21/2014 
I116 Craig Hall  11/21/2014 
I117 Hardy Wilson  11/21/2014 
I118 Geoff Ellsworth  11/21/2014 
I119 Greg Gale  11/21/2014 
I120 Tom Vreeland  11/21/2014 
I121 David Wyatt  11/21/2014 
I122 Sue Wagner  11/21/2014 
I123 Glynn Rixon  11/21/2014 
I124 Ron Tamarisk  11/21/2014 
I125 Stanley Smith  11/21/2014 
I126 Diane Shepp  11/21/2014 
I127 Don Snyder  11/21/2014 
I128 Stanley Siddle  11/21/2014 
I129 Richard Cannon  11/21/2014 
I130 Richard Cannon  11/21/2014 
I131 Richard Cannon  11/21/2014 
I132 Richard Cannon  11/21/2014 
I133 Richard Cannon  11/21/2014 
I134 Richard Cannon  11/21/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

I135 Bruce Blondin  11/21/2014 
I136 Christopher Cole  11/21/2014 
I137 Berit Muh  N/A 
I138 Leonore Wilson  N/A 
I139 Robert McLeish  N/A 
I140 Christy Vough  N/A 
I141 Glynn Rixon  N/A 
I142 Dalziel Wilson  N/A 
I143 Thomas Dinkel  N/A 
I144 Marcie Dinkel  N/A 
I145 Murray Berner  N/A 
I146 Public Hearing Transcript  11/12/2014 

Extension Requests 
ER1 Jim Wilson  7/18/2014 

ER2 Stephen Gort Circle Oaks Homeowner's 
Association 7/21/2014 

ER3 Richard Cannon  7/29/2014 

ER4 Lisa Hirayama  8/1/2014 

ER5 Beverly Armstrong  8/2/2014 
ER6 Brian Witbracht  8/2/2014 
ER7 George Sturges  8/2/2014 
ER8 Isadora Asch  8/2/2014 
ER9 Karl Schmitt  8/2/2014 

ER10 Mary Holder  8/2/2014 
ER11 Patty Bila  8/2/2014 
ER12 Anita Odell  8/3/2014 
ER13 Fred Sanger  8/3/2014 
ER14 Matt Nolan  8/3/2014 
ER15 Philip Brodey  8/3/2014 
ER16 Sandra Cox  8/3/2014 
ER17 Stace Stanley  8/3/2014 
ER18 Candi Domke  8/4/2014 
ER19 Carol & Scott St. Aubin  8/4/2014 
ER20 Craig Bement  8/4/2014 
ER21 Greg DeGrange  8/4/2014 
ER22 Jay Perry  8/4/2014 
ER23 John Porfidio  8/4/2014 
ER24 Kenneth Whitmire  8/4/2014 
ER25 Larry Prince  8/4/2014 
ER26 Tom Vreeland  8/4/2014 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 
Name Agency/Organization Date of Letter 

ER27 Ty Domke  8/4/2014 
ER28 Crystal Pettigrew  8/5/2014 
ER29 Kim Kleist  8/5/2014 
ER30 John & Jan Carroll  8/6/2014 
ER31 Lisa Hudson  8/6/2014 
ER32 Sue and Lowry Seva  8/6/2014 

Petitions and Form Letters 
P1 N/A N/A 8/3/2014 
P2 N/A N/A 8/1/2014 
P3 N/A N/A 10/10/2014 
P4 N/A N/A 10/30/2014 
P5 N/A N/A 10/24/2014 
P6 N/A N/A 11/5/2014 
P7 N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
Due to the large number of pages, the comment letters listed in the table above have been 
provided separately.  Please refer to either the separate binders or attached CD (for hard 
copies), or to the separate electronic files (for the online version). 
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SECTION 4.0 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Responses to comments are organized below in five sections.  General comments about the 
project and issues that were raised by multiple commenters are addressed first in Section 4.2.  
Section 4.3 provides individual responses to each comment received from a local, State, and 
federal agency.  Section 4.4 responds to comments received from local organizations and non-
profit groups.  Responses are provided to individuals’ comment letters in Section 4.5.  In 
Section 4.6, responses to each unique form letter or petition are provided.  All of the comments, 
which have been bracketed and numbered in the letter margin for ease of reference, are 
provided in Section 3.0 of this document.  Refer to Table 3-1 for an index of all of the 
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  Once an issue is 
addressed, either in the General Responses (Section 4.2) or in an individual response to a 
comment (Sections 4.3 through 4.5), subsequent responses to similar comments reference the 
initial response.  Identical letters reference the initial letter and associated response.  This 
format eliminates redundancy where multiple comments have been submitted on the same 
issue. 
 

4.2 GENERAL RESPONSES 
Response 1 – Expressions of Opinion/Non-Substantive Comments 

Summary of Comments 

Many of the comments received were expressions of opinion either for or against the 
development of vineyards on the Walt Ranch property.  Some comments did not raise a 
substantive environmental issue.  Several other comments were statements of information 
related to the commenter, such as a mailing address.   
 
Response 

To warrant a detailed response in the Final EIR, comments must fulfill two minimum 
requirements: 1) the comments must raise a substantive environmental issue, and 2) they must 
be related to either the decisions to be made by the Lead Agency based on the EIR or to the 
expected result of these decisions.  Responses have not been provided to comments that do 
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not raise significant environmental issues; however, all comments are in the administrative 
record for the project and will be considered by the County in making its decision.   
 

Response 2 – Adequacy of CEQA Document 

Summary of Comments 

Several comment letters stated the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze the environmental 
impacts, evaluate an adequate range of alternatives, or provide a sufficient analysis of 
cumulative impacts.  In addition, commenters contended that procedural requirements set forth 
in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines were not properly 
followed during the Draft EIR process. 
 
Response 

The Draft EIR and this Final EIR were prepared in accordance with CEQA (California Public 
Resources Code § 21000-21178) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations 
[CCR], Title 14) to provide the Lead Agency (County of Napa) with an informational document to 
be used in the planning and decision-making process, as stated in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIR.  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15082, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated to 
the public, local, State, and federal agencies, and other known interested parties for a 30-day 
public and agency review period which began on October 22, 2012 (included as Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR).  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15063, the Initial Study (Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR), in conjunction with comments received during scoping (Appendix B of the Draft 
EIR), was used to focus the scope and content of the EIR.  The environmental resources 
determined during scoping to have the potential to be significantly affected by the Proposed 
Project, which were therefore addressed in detail in the Draft EIR, include: Air Quality, Biological 
Resources, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, and 
Transportation and Traffic.  The baseline environmental setting for each resource along with the 
relevant federal, State, and local regulatory laws, codes, ordinances, and standards are 
described in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR, as well as mitigation measures where appropriate to 
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4.  A 
range of reasonable alternative projects that could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the 
Proposed Project and comparative merits of the alternatives are presented in Section 5.0 of the 
Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, 
discussions regarding cumulative impacts; secondary impacts, including potential impacts 
resulting from growth inducement; and significant irreversible changes to the environment are 
included in Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR.  A list of preparers is provided in Section 7.0 of the 
Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15129.  The Draft EIR was submitted to the State 
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Clearinghouse and other interested parties on July 11, 2014 (SCH# 2012102046), initiating a 
45-day public comment period.  This comment period was extended by the Lead Agency 
through November 21, 2014, for a total review period of 133 days. 
 
This Final EIR includes comments received on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, 
and appropriate revisions to the Draft EIR as a result of comments in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15132.  Collectively, the Draft EIR and Final EIR inform the Lead Agency and 
public of the potential significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project and identify 
measures, methods, and/or practices that can be employed to avoid or significantly reduce 
environmental impacts, pursuant to the General Concepts of CEQA Guidelines (§ 15002). 
 
Refer to General Response 20 for a discussion of the alternatives analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 21 for a discussion of the cumulative analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response 3 – Extension Requests 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters requested an extension of the comment period presented in the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) released July 11, 2014. 
 
Response 

The NOA of the Draft EIR was released on July 11, 2014.  The NOA announced a 45-day 
comment period, consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15203, extending from July 11 to August 
25, 2014.  After numerous requests for extension, Napa County extended the comment period 
for an additional 88 days, through November 21, 2014.  Overall, the Draft EIR was available for 
public review and comment for 133 days. 
 

Response 4 – Other Development on Property and Growth Inducing Effects  

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concern that individual parcels on the project site would be 
developed for uses in addition to vineyards in the future.  Specific future developments that 
were mentioned were the subdivision of the Walt Ranch property into 35 separate parcels with 
35 individual estate homes.  Other comments stated that the development of the Proposed 
Project would induce the housing development by removing obstacles to growth. 
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Response 

As stated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the objective of the Proposed Project is to develop 
approximately 356 net acres of vineyard within 507 gross acres on the Walt Ranch property.  
The entire project site is zoned Agricultural Watershed (AW).  Land uses allowed in an AW zone 
without a use permit include agriculture, one single family dwelling per each legal lot, small 
residential care facilities, and other uses as discussed in Section 3.1.  The proposed 
development of vineyards on the property is an agricultural use and does not require a use 
permit.  As stated above, the purpose of the Proposed Project is to develop vineyards on the 
Walt Ranch; the EIR does not analyze the development of homes on the parcels because that is 
not proposed by the project applicant.  No other reasonably foreseeable future development 
would occur on the project site beyond what is described in the EIR. 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, the potential for growth inducement 
attributable to the Proposed Project is discussed in Section 6.2 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed 
in Section 3.4.1-6 of the Draft EIR, there is a 21-mile existing road network on the property that 
provides access to all 35 legal parcels.  The Proposed Project would realign and upgrade some 
of the roads in accordance with a Long-Term Road Management Plan, included as Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR.  However, the Proposed Project would not provide new access to any parcels 
that would constitute the removal of an “obstacle to population growth” as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.2 (d). 
 
The Proposed Project includes infrastructure to facilitate the development of vineyards as listed 
at pages 3-7 and 3-8 of the Draft EIR.  These improvements include the development of a water 
supply in order to serve the vineyard’s need for water for irrigation and frost protection.  The 
proposed water supply is designed to provide the water needed for development of the property 
as vineyards; the water supply is not designed to serve another purpose, such as water supply 
for residential uses.  In this respect, the project does not remove an obstacle to growth.   
 
The Proposed Project will provide employment for seasonal and permanent workers.  The 
number of anticipated jobs is described in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR.  It is estimated that 
there will be approximately 80 workers on site during the harvest season.  As explained in 
Section 6.2 of the EIR, this number of workers is not expected to result in significant growth 
inducement because these workers will be seasonal, and the workers are expected to come 
from the existing reservoir of available workers in the area.  In particular, this incremental 
increase in the number of seasonal jobs in the region will not create a significant demand for 
additional housing.  
 
The vineyard blocks have been designed based on their suitability to provide high-quality wine 
grapes, to be “farmable” in terms of access, and to avoid steep slopes, riparian corridors, and 
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sensitive habitat.  The vineyard blocks have not been designed to provide locations for possible 
future home sites.  In this respect, the project is not like other instances in which the courts have 
held that an initial application was clearly designed for some future phase of development, and 
thus was expected to induce growth.  For example, in one case, the applicant proposed to 
develop a stand-alone golf course, but the locations of future homes around the golf course 
could readily be identified; under those circumstances, the county had to analyze the potential 
development that the golf course might induce (Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of 
Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144).  In this case, there is no evidence that development of a 
vineyard in this location will induce residential development around the vineyard blocks, nor is 
there evidence that the vineyard blocks have been designed with that possibility in mind.   
 
One single family residence is an authorized use on land zoned “Agriculture / Watershed” (AW) 
(Napa County Code, § 18.20.020(a)).  The fact that a single-family residence is a permitted use 
under the County’s zoning ordinance does not mean that such a unit is part of the Proposed 
Project for CEQA purposes.  In Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 
Cal.App.4th 1437, the county prepared an EIR for a 27-lot subdivision.  Under the County’s 
zoning ordinance, each lot owner could apply for a permit to construct a second unit.  The 
petitioners argued that the county should have anticipated these second units and, accordingly, 
analyzed a 54-unit project, rather than a 27-unit project, on theory that these second units were 
a foreseeable consequence of approving the subdivision.  The Court disagreed, concluding that 
“the possibility that future lot owners will or will not build a second unit is extremely uncertain, 
and any impact of such second units is highly speculative.”  (157 Cal.App.4th at p. 1450.) 
 
The same conclusion is appropriate here.  The Applicant seeks County approval of an erosion 
control plan in order to develop vineyards on the site.  The applicant has not asked the County 
to issue a building permit for one or more single-family residences.  There is no evidence that 
the Applicant has designed the project to facilitate residential development.  There is no 
evidence that, elsewhere in the region, vineyard projects are being proposed as a catalyst for 
future residential development.  The County declines to speculate about the impacts of future 
residential development that is not proposed as part of the project, or made more or less likely 
as a consequence of the project.  
 

Response 5 – Rural Way of Life 

Summary of Comments 

Some commenters, particularly residents within the Circle Oaks subdivision adjacent to the 
project site, expressed concern that development of the Proposed Project would alter or 
eliminate their rural way of life. 
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Response 

Napa County recognizes that construction of the Proposed Project has the potential to affect the 
lifestyles of Circle Oaks residents and economic and social conditions of the Circle Oaks 
community.  Consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064, Napa County has considered direct 
physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably 
foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project.  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, economic and social changes resulting from a project 
were not necessarily considered to be significant effects on the environment, although they 
were used to determine if a physical change was regarded as a significant effect.  Economic 
and social impacts of physical changes resulting from the Proposed Project are discussed in 
individual resource sections of the Draft EIR.  Although an effect to a “rural way of life” may not 
constitute a significant environmental impact, mitigation measures have been identified in the 
EIR to reduce impacts to nearby residents. 
 
The impacts of construction are temporary and will occur only during the dry season spread out 
over approximately four years or more, reducing both the intensity and location of construction 
activities occurring in any given year, as discussed in Section 3.4.6 of the Draft EIR.  Although 
construction impacts may be a source of temporary disturbance to neighboring residents, every 
effort has been made to ensure that construction, construction traffic, and equipment deliveries 
do not disrupt commuter traffic (Mitigation Measure 4.7-1), safety for pedestrians within the 
community (Mitigation Measure 4.7-3), noise and vibration nuisance at nearby residences 
(Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2), and safety due to chemical use (Mitigation Measures 
4.5-1 and 4.5-2).  After implementation of the mitigation measures found in the Draft EIR, all 
impacts are reduced to less-than-significant levels.   
 
Ongoing operation of the Proposed Project is consistent with the AW zoning and land use 
designation of the project site.  The proposed vineyard use is generally considered consistent 
with a rural, agricultural setting. 
 
The proposed agricultural operation would not be inconsistent with a rural way of life, as the 
proposed vineyard would be consistent with existing zoning on the project site and agriculture is 
compatible with rural residential housing.  The Proposed Project would not interfere with the 
residential zoning of the Circle Oaks subdivision and would not cause a division of an existing 
community.   
 
The Draft EIR includes a description of the existing setting on the property.  As the Draft EIR 
notes, the property has historically been used for grazing, hay production, cordwood production, 
and orchards.  Due to topography, much of the property has not been used for agricultural 
purposes, but remains in its natural condition.  The property is located in a region that is 
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generally rural in character, with the exception of residential subdivisions located in some areas 
(such as the Circle Oaks subdivision adjacent to the site).   
 
The County acknowledges that some neighbors may object to the transformation of portions of 
the property to vineyards.  The significance of this transformation, in terms of “rural character,” 
is inherently subjective.  The development of vineyards on portions of the property, while 
objectionable to some, is not considered a significant impact to the “rural character” of the 
property or the region.  The focus of the EIR is on the project’s impact on the physical 
environment, rather than on subjective judgments about whether the project affects the 
character of the region.  (See City of Pasadena v. State of California (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 810 
[decision to lease an existing building as a parole office was exempt from CEQA; potentially 
undesirable effects of proposed use were social in character, and therefore did not require 
CEQA review].)   
 
The physical impacts of the Proposed Project (biology, hydrology, etc.) are analyzed in Section 
4 of the EIR.  CEQA does not require further analysis of the project’s impact on “rural 
character,” insofar as the project itself is agricultural and rural. 
 
Finally, the County has adopted an “Agriculture and Right to Farm” ordinance (County Code, 
Chapter 2.94).  The project site is agricultural land zoned AW, and the Proposed Project is an 
“agricultural operation,” within the meaning of this ordinance (County Code, Chapter 2.94.010).  
The ordinance requires disclosure of nearby agricultural activities at the time of transfer of 
parcels of agricultural land, or adjacent to agricultural land.  Among other things, the ordinance 
requires disclosure that the “highest and best use for agricultural land… is to develop or 
preserve said lands for the purposes of agricultural operations.”  The notice is designed to 
ensure that those who purchase property that is, or adjacent to, agricultural land understand 
and accept the fact that agricultural operations will be carried out nearby.  Those lots in the 
Circle Oaks subdivision that are adjacent to Walt Ranch are subject to this disclosure. 
 

Response 6 – Biological Resources: Tree Loss 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the number of trees proposed for removal, in 
terms of overall tree canopy, oxygen depletion of the area, and stability of the hillsides.  Other 
commenters stated that the Proposed Project did not adequately mitigate for impacts to oak 
woodlands. 
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Response 

Oak Woodlands 
Potential impacts to oak woodlands are discussed in Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, 
which addresses impacts to sensitive habitats and biotic communities of limited distribution.  As 
discussed in Impact 4.2-2, the following woodlands are considered oak woodlands: Black Oak 
Alliance, Blue Oak Alliance, Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance, Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-
(Foothill Pine) NFD Association, and Mixed Oak (Foothill Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance.  This 
definition of “oak woodland” has been expanded for this Final EIR in order to provide a more 
conservative analysis of potential impacts due to vineyard conversion.  Thus, additional habitat 
types are now considered “oak woodlands” that were not identified as such in the Draft EIR. 
 
The expanded definition of “oak woodlands” affects the amount of oak woodlands that must be 
protected in order to compensate for the project’s impacts.  Napa County General Plan Policy 
CON-24(c) requires protection for oak woodlands at a 2:1 ratio when retention of existing 
vegetation is found to be infeasible.  Thus, an increase in impacted acreage also results in an 
increase, at a 2:1 ratio, of the acreage that must be preserved. 
 
As a result of the expanded definition of oak woodland, a total of 524.8 acres of oak woodlands 
would be placed in permanent protection on the property as outlined in Table 4-1. 
 

TABLE 4-1 
OAK WOODLAND IMPACT AND MITIGATION ACREAGE 

Habitat Type Impacted Acreage 
(After Avoidance) 

Acreage for 
Preservation (2:1) 

Black Oak Alliance 35.7 71.4 
Blue Oak Alliance 2.6 5.2 

Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance 20.1 40.2 
Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-(Foothill Pine) NFD Association 100.2 200.4 

Mixed Oak (Foothill Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance 103.8 207.6 
Total 262.4 524.8 

 
 
As a result of the inclusion of these additional three habitat types in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, 
the Mitigated Project would now exceed the minimum habitat preservation requirements of 
Mitigation Measure 6-1 for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (248 acres of woodland) and 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 for woodlands (185.8 acres of woodland).  Thus, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 will also satisfy the woodland preservation requirements of Mitigation 
Measures 6-1 and 4.2-16.  The definition of generic “woodland” is discussed below. 
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Tree Loss and Forested Habitat 
As discussed in Section 4.2 (Impact 4.2-16) of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would 
remove an estimated 28,616 trees with diameter at breast height (dbh) greater than 5 inches.  
This represents the removal of 12.1 percent of the trees on the property.  A Tree Inventory 
Report was conducted for the Proposed Project and is included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR; 
the tree inventory estimated 235,710 trees on the entire Walt Ranch property.  The Mitigated 
Project reduces the gross acreage of the project from 507 acres to approximately 429 acres.  
There will also be a corresponding reduction in the number of trees that will be removed.  The 
reduction in gross acreage represents a decrease of approximately 15.4 percent.  A reduction in 
gross acreage likely does not correlate precisely with a reduction in the number of trees that will 
be removed; the reduction in the number of trees to be removed may be somewhat greater or 
somewhat less than 15.4 percent.  It is clear, however, that substantially fewer than 28,616 
trees will be removed.  Therefore, more than 207,094 trees will not be impacted by the 
Proposed Project. 
 
This analysis focuses on the project as proposed by the applicant.  If the County approves a 
project that differs from the original proposal, the number of affected trees will also differ.  For 
example, the Reduced Intensity and Multiple Resource Protection Alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EIR would both remove fewer trees than the Proposed Project or the Mitigated Project.  If 
approved, those alternatives would further reduce the number of trees to be removed, and 
increase the number of trees that would not be impacted. 
 
Napa County has made habitat conservation a priority through adoption of the 2008 General 
Plan, of which relevant goals and policies from the Conservation Element are outlined in Section 
4.2 of the Draft EIR.  The General Plan recognizes the value of and provides protection for biotic 
communities of limited distribution (sensitive habitats), riparian habitat, oak woodlands, 
serpentine habitats, and native grasslands.  In addition, the General Plan provides guidance for 
wildlife corridors and sensitive species.  The Draft EIR analyzes impacts to woodland habitats 
and provides mitigation to reduce all impacts to sensitive habitats (including oak woodlands) to 
less-than-significant levels.  Napa County General Plan Policy CON-24(c) requires protection for 
oak woodlands at a 2:1 ratio when retention of existing vegetation is found to be infeasible, and 
Policy CON-17 requires protection of sensitive plants and biotic communities.  However, there 
are no General Plan policies that address forested habitat (woodland) that is not a designated 
sensitive habitat.  Furthermore, there are no direct requirements for the protection of non-
sensitive woodland habitats or specimen trees in County ordinance, Napa County’s Local 
Procedures for Implementing CEQA (Local Procedures), or the State CEQA Guidelines.  In 
order to provide a conservative analysis of potential impacts of the Proposed Project to overall 
wildlife habitat, forest ecological functions (including oxygen production), and habitat 
fragmentation due to tree loss, Impact 4.2-16 of the EIR analyzed woodland separately from the 
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sensitive oak woodland habitats discussed in Impact 4.2-2 and protected by the Napa County 
General Plan.  For the purposes of Impact 4.2-16, woodland on the property refers to any 
forested habitat that provides the associated biological and ecological benefits for forest-
dwelling wildlife and plant species, including: 
 

 Black Oak Alliance; 
 Blue Oak Alliance; 
 Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance; 
 Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-(Foothill Pine) NFD Association; 
 Madrone Forest Alliance; 
 Mixed Oak (Foothill Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance; 
 Valley Oak (California Bay-Coast Live Oak-Walnut-Ash) Riparian Forest NFD 

Association; and 
 White Alder (Mixed Willow-California Bay-Big Leaf Maple) Riparian Forest NFD 

Association. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 reduces the Proposed Project impacts to trees on the property by 
ensuring woodland will be permanently preserved at a 1:1 ratio for impacted woodland acreage, 
protecting certain specimen trees, and replanting impacted specimen trees at a 5:1 ratio.  
Between the mitigation measures described herein and the greater than 207,094 trees that will 
remain on the property after development of the proposed vineyards, impacts due to tree loss in 
terms of oxygen depletion and overall tree canopy are less than significant in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.  The various mitigation ratios for woodlands as required through 
mitigation are listed in Table 4-2 and discussed further in the Draft Biological Resources 
Management Plan (BRMP; Appendix P). 
 

TABLE 4-2 
WOODLAND HABITAT MITIGATION RATIOS 

Mitigation Measure Habitat Type Mitigation Ratio General Plan Policy 

4.2-2 Oak Woodland (Black Oak 
Alliance, Blue Oak Alliance, etc.) 2:1 Policy CON-24 

4.2-2 Valley Oak Riparian 100% Avoidance Policy CON-17 
4.2-16 Specimen Trees 5:1 N/A 

4.2-16 and 6-1 Woodland 1:1 N/A 

 
 
As discussed in Section 5.4 of the BRMP (Appendix P), there are 1,697.3 acres of woodland 
on the property that are available for preservation to fulfill the requirements of Mitigation 
Measures 4.2-16 and 6-1.  From that total woodland area, there are 494.8 acres of oak 
woodland (see Figure 21 of the BRMP) shown as “Biologist-Recommended Oak Woodland 
Deed Restriction.”  (There are also 30 acres of oak woodland included in the category “Deed 
Restriction Required by Mitigation for Non-Oak-Woodland Constraints as shown on Figure 23 of 
the BRMP.)  These 494.8 acres of preserved forested areas were chosen to meet the mitigation 
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ratio requirements discussed above for each relevant habitat type, while also facilitating wildlife 
movement by preserving in permanent protection large swaths of natural woodland landscape in 
areas selected by a qualified biologist as important wildlife movement corridors.  Four 
northwest-southeast trending woodland corridors were selected, in addition to four north-south 
corridors, including along a drainage that provides western pond turtle upland and nesting 
habitat.  The final preservation areas will be chosen by the decision maker upon approval of the 
ECP.  Habitat fragmentation as it relates to impacts to wildlife movement is discussed in 
General Response 7 below.  Impacts due to slope stability are discussed in General 
Response 9. 
 

Response 7 – Biological Resources: Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concerns regarding impacts to wildlife movement corridors 
resulting from the Proposed Project, including: 
 

 the use of deer exclusion fencing delineating individual or groups of vineyard blocks and 
placement of wildlife fence gates; 

 concentration of vineyard blocks within the western and central part of the project area 
will impact east to west and north to south wildlife movement, respectively; 

 the impact of fragmentation rather than clustering of vineyard blocks within the project 
area on wildlife movement; and 

 the effect of the project on wildlife movement into the Circle Oaks residential 
development. 

 
In addition, some commenters expressed the opinion that the proposed location of vineyard 
blocks on the property was too scattered, and that the project should be redesigned to 
consolidate vineyard blocks in one area. 
 
Response 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 ensures that Napa County designated streams within the project site 
shall have setbacks that provide wildlife corridors ranging from 110 to 250 feet.  In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 provides for 100 foot minimum corridors between fenced vineyard 
blocks and possible overall reduction in deer exclusion fencing after avoidance areas are 
removed from the project footprint either as a result of mitigation measures, or the adoption of 
one of the project alternatives.  The proposed Mitigated Project deer fencing has been added to 
Figure 6-1 of the Final EIR (Volume II) to illustrate this.  This ensures that the Mitigated Project 
is consistent with Napa County General Plan Policy 18, specifically subsections (d) and (e): 
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Policy CON-18: To reduce impacts on habitat conservation and connectivity: 
 

d) The County shall require discretionary projects to retain movement corridors of 
adequate size and habitat quality to allow for continued wildlife use based on the 
needs of the species occupying the habitat. 

e) The County shall require new vineyard development to be designed to minimize the 
reduction of wildlife movement to the maximum extent feasible. In the event the 
County concludes that such development will have a significant impact on wildlife 
movement, the County may require the applicant to relocate or remove existing 
perimeter fencing installed on or after February 16, 2007 to offset the impact caused 
by the new vineyard development. 

 
Scientific studies indicate that vegetated riparian corridors of widths greater than 30 meters (98 
feet) are most likely to be used by wildlife (Hilty and Merenlender, 2002).  Therefore, Napa 
County Code Section 18.108.025 requires stream setbacks that have a dual purpose of 
protecting water quality and protecting riparian habitat, as well as facilitating wildlife movement.  
Additionally, corridors between fenced vineyard blocks are a minimum of 100 feet wide and 
shall be maintained as existing habitat; therefore these corridors would continue to function as 
movement and dispersal corridors.   
 
As discussed in Section 5.4 and shown in Figure 21 of the Draft BRMP (Appendix P), there are 
524.8 acres of woodland that will be preserved on the property.  Of this area, 494.8 acres of oak 
woodland are designated as “Biologist-Recommended Oak Woodland Deed Restriction” in 
Figure 4-1 (also refer to Figure 21 of the Draft BRMP).  The remaining area (30 acres) is oak 
woodland that is included in the category “Deed Restriction Required by Mitigation” (Figure 23 
of the BRMP).  These preserved forested areas were chosen to meet the mitigation ratio 
requirements discussed above for each relevant habitat type, while also facilitating wildlife 
movement by preserving in permanent protection large swaths of natural woodland landscape in 
areas selected by a qualified biologist as important wildlife movement corridors.  Four 
northwest-southeast trending woodland corridors were selected, in addition to four north-south 
corridors, including along a drainage that provides western pond turtle upland and nesting 
habitat.  These permanent wildlife corridors would facilitate animal dispersal and minimize 
animal displacement into nearby residential property. 
 
Through a combination of undeveloped habitat along riparian corridors, wetland buffer zones, 
and preserved habitat between fenced vineyard blocks, the potential impacts from west to east 
(or east to west) and north to south (or south to north) impediments to wildlife passage would 
not be significant, as the corridors and open space would serve to facilitate wildlife movement  
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through the project site.  With mitigation, there is no conflict with the Napa County General Plan 
policies concerning wildlife corridors and there is a less-than-significant impact to wildlife 
movement in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist.  
 
Although some habitat fragmentation is inevitable should the Proposed Project (or Mitigated 
Project or an Alternative) be constructed, concentrating all vineyard development in one section 
of the project site is infeasible.  Proposed vineyard blocks have been chosen based on multiple 
factors, including soils, topography, and farmability.  Areas that are suitable for vineyards are 
not located in one particular area; rather, such areas are located at various sites across the 
property.  The application focuses on those areas that are considered suitable vineyard areas.  
Additionally, the vineyard blocks as proposed are located in areas that can be developed with 
minimal environmental effects, including impacts to biological resources, erosion, and slope 
stability.  Mitigation measures and development alternatives presented in the EIR will further 
reduce these environmental impacts in accordance with CEQA.  While consolidating vineyard 
development in one section of the project site may increase the size of wildlife corridors, an 
impact that was already reduced to less-than-significant levels through incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-6, it would likely increase other environmental impacts due to placement 
of vineyard blocks in sensitive plant habitat or unstable slopes.  Although some habitat 
fragmentation may occur, it has been reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance with 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines through the implementation of measures to maintain wildlife 
corridors and protect sensitive habitats and woodlands (see General Response 6). 
 

Response 8 – Biological Resources: Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters stated that utilization of a Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP) 
to mitigate for impacts to biological resources improperly deferred mitigation under CEQA.  
Other commenters claimed that the biological mitigation was not consistent with the Napa 
County General Plan. 
 
Response 

The BRMP may be adopted as part of the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan (MMRP) at 
the time the Lead Agency makes findings under CEQA.  As such, the BRMP would become a 
legally binding document that will provide specific techniques, goals, success criteria, and 
monitoring requirements for each biological mitigation measure provided in the EIR.  The Draft 
BRMP has been included in this Final EIR as Appendix P.  This has been determined to meet 
CEQA’s requirements of avoiding or substantially lessening the impacts of the Proposed 
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Project.  Whether or not avoidance is infeasible will be evaluated by the decision maker who will 
ultimately render a decision on infeasibility.  
 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a) (1) (B) states that mitigation measures should not be deferred 
indefinitely:  
 

Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.  
However, measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the 
significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one 
specified way. 

 
An EIR may rely on a resource management plan as an element of mitigation as long as the 
agency has committed to reducing impacts to less-than-significant levels.  In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, significant impact determinations and formulation of mitigation measures 
must occur before project approval.  The details of exactly how mitigation will be achieved under 
the BRMP can properly be determined at a later date within the confines of the plan.  In Friends 
of Oroville v. City of Oroville (Sept. 18, 2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 832, the courts found that an “EIR 
may defer the formulation of mitigation details when the lead agency commits itself to mitigation 
and the measures include specific performance standards or criteria that must be met for the 
project to proceed.”  In keeping with this principle, courts uphold mitigation measures that 
require preservation or restoration of sensitive habitat at specified ratios as adequate mitigation 
under CEQA.  (See, e.g., Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 
503, 526 [mitigation for impacts to special status species upheld]; Banning Ranch Conservancy 
v. City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1233 [upholding mitigation requiring 
preservation and restoration of sensitive habitat at identified ratios]; Mira Mar Mobile Community 
v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477 [upholding mitigation for impacts to sensitive 
species requiring restoration and enhancement of habitat at specified ratios].)  The mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR are directly analogous to those that have been upheld by 
the courts.   
 
The Draft EIR properly identifies significant impacts to biological resources in Impact 4.2-1 
through Impact 4.2-16 and, where appropriate, requires development of a BRMP to mitigate 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  For each significant impact to a sensitive biotic 
community, special status plant species, or specimen trees, the Draft EIR calls out specific 
mitigation in the BRMP through: avoidance areas that will be removed from the development 
footprint; preservation areas for permanent protection in a deed restriction, conservation 
easement, or other similar mechanism of long-term protection; and mitigation or enhancement 
areas, as appropriate, for replanting, transplanting, or restoring the sensitive plant or biotic 
community.  Additionally, the Draft EIR requires specific performance standards to be included 
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in the BRMP, including management goals, identification of replanting habitat, techniques for 
restoration and enhancement, implementation schedule, planting goals, monitoring criteria, 
reporting criteria, and success criteria (refer to page 4.2-87 of the Draft EIR).   
 
To cite one example, the EIR analyzes the extent to which the Proposed Project will affect 
native grasslands, and concludes the project will impact 4.45 acres of this habitat.  The Draft 
EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 to address this impact.  It requires: 
 

 Avoidance of 3.30 of these acres, reducing the impact to 1.15 acres; and 
 For the 1.15 acres that cannot be avoided, provide 2:1 mitigation, for a total of 2.30 

acres of replacement habitat.  The replacement habitat must meet specific criteria for 
location, and the plan must adhere to identified criteria for planting, monitoring, and 
success (Draft EIR pages 4.2-86 through 4.2-87). 

 
Similar mitigation measures are adopted for impacts to other biological resources. 
 
Specific mitigation replanting areas have been identified in the BRMP attached to this Final EIR 
as Appendix P, and therefore the mitigation of impacts to biological resources was not 
improperly deferred.  Using the BRMP to mitigate significant impacts to biological resources to 
less-than-significant levels is in compliance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. 
 
The Napa County General Plan provides numerous specific goals and policies for the protection 
and conservation of natural resources; several key General Plan policies (or portions thereof) 
relating to biological resources have been called out here, but a full list is provided in Section 
4.2.5-3 of the Draft EIR: 
 

Policy CON-13:  The County shall require that all discretionary residential, commercial, 
industrial, recreational, agricultural, and water development projects consider and address 
impacts to wildlife habitat and avoid impacts to fisheries and habitat supporting special-
status species to the extent feasible.  Where impacts to wildlife and special-status species 
cannot be avoided, projects shall include effective mitigation measures and management 
plans including provisions to: 
 

c)   Employ supplemental planting and maintenance of grasses, shrubs and trees of like 
quality and quantity to provide adequate vegetation cover to enhance water quality, 
minimize sedimentation and soil transport, and provide adequate shelter and food for 
wildlife and special-status species and maintain the watersheds, especially stream 
side areas, in good condition. 
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d)   Provide protection for habitat supporting special-status species through buffering or 
other means. 

e)   Provide replacement habitat of like quantity and quality on- or off-site for special-
status species to mitigate impacts to special-status species. 

f)    Enhance existing habitat values, particularly for special-status species, through 
restoration and replanting of native plant species as part of discretionary permit 
review and approval. 

 
Policy CON-17: Preserve and protect native grasslands, serpentine grasslands, mixed 
serpentine chaparral, and other sensitive biotic communities and habitats of limited 
distribution.  The County, in its discretion, shall require mitigation that results in the following 
standards: 
 

a)   Prevent removal or disturbance of sensitive natural plant communities that contain 
special-status plant species or provide critical habitat to special-status animal 
species. 

b)   In other areas, avoid disturbances to or removal of sensitive natural plant 
communities and mitigate potentially significant impacts where avoidance is 
infeasible. 

c)   Promote protection from overgrazing and other destructive activities. 
d)   Encourage scientific study and require monitoring and active management where 

biotic communities and habitats of limited distribution or sensitive natural plant 
communities are threatened by the spread of invasive non-native species. 

e)   Require no net loss of sensitive biotic communities and habitats of limited distribution 
through avoidance, restoration, or replacement where feasible.  Where avoidance, 
restoration, or replacement is not feasible, preserve like habitat at a 2:1 ratio or 
greater within Napa County to avoid significant cumulative loss of valuable habitats. 

 
Policy CON-24: Maintain and improve oak woodland habitat to provide for slope 
stabilization, soil protection, species diversity, and wildlife habitat through appropriate 
measures including one or more of the following: 
 

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

b)   Comply with the Oak Woodlands Preservation Act (PRC Section 21083.4) regarding 
oak woodland preservation to conserve the integrity and diversity of oak woodlands, 
and retain, to the maximum extent feasible, existing oak woodland and chaparral 
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communities and other significant vegetation as part of residential, commercial, and 
industrial approvals. 

c)   Provide replacement of lost oak woodlands or preservation of like habitat at a 2:1 
ratio when retention of existing vegetation is found to be infeasible.  Removal of oak 
species limited in distribution shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible. 

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

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

f)    Encourage and support the County Agricultural Commission’s enforcement of state 
and federal regulations concerning Sudden Oak Death and similar future threats to 
woodlands. 

 
To summarize, Policy CON-13 protects wildlife and special status species and requires 
protecting habitat, providing replacement habitat if impacted, and enhancing existing habitat; 
Policy CON-17 requires no-net-loss of sensitive and limited biotic communities through 
avoidance, restoration, replacement, or preservation; and CON-24 maintains oak woodlands 
through preservation or replacement at a 2:1 ratio.  The project as originally proposed sought to 
impact several different types of oak woodlands, habitat for special-status wildlife, and some 
populations of sensitive plant species (see Impacts 4.2-1 through 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR), which 
Napa County determined would be a significant impact.  Therefore, mitigation measures were 
required to ensure that the proposed development would be consistent with the Napa County 
General Plan.  The Mitigated Project, which has been reduced by 78 acres to 429 gross acres 
of disturbance, in combination with the preservation and mitigation replantings required in the 
BRMP (Appendix P) ensure full consistency with all General Plan policies relating to biological 
resources. 
 

Response 9 – Slope Stability Impacts and Analysis 

Summary of Comments 

Some commenters questioned the methodology behind the geological evaluation prepared for 
the Proposed Project.  Several commenters expressed concerns that the Proposed Project 
could lead to potential slope instability on the ridgelines above the Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
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Response 

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. (GGI) performed an Engineering Geologic Evaluation dated March 6, 
2013 which is included as Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  The analysis included identifying active 
landslides on the property.  This effort encompassed analysis of aerial photographs dating to 
1968, in addition to the on-site field reconnaissance surveys.  Based on this information, all 
active landslides located on the property were mapped (shown on Figure 4 of the Engineering 
Geologic Evaluation).  GGI’s report includes recommendations for each of the proposed 
vineyard blocks, which are summarized in Table 1 of Appendix F.  Table 1 also indicates those 
vineyard blocks where active landslides were identified.  Within those blocks, vineyards have 
been sited to avoid active landslides.  Figure 4.4-3 in the Draft EIR shows geologic conditions 
on the site, including active or recently active landslides.  This figure also shows where vineyard 
blocks are located.  As this figure shows, vineyard blocks are not located atop active landslides.  
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 incorporates GGI’s recommendations and ensures they will be 
included in the MMRP adopted for the Proposed Project. 
 
The Circle Oaks community has a long history of landslide movement.  GGI evaluated the 
effects of the Proposed Project on the local slope stability both on- and off-site.  GGI’s 
recommendations have addressed such hazards that impact the peripheral areas of Circle Oaks 
adjacent to the site.  Vineyard blocks 27B2, 37A, 68A, and 68B lay upslope from Circle Oaks 
development.  Drainage improvements to the existing ranch road that are proposed in the EIR 
at Block 27B2 divert the existing runoff to an outlet below the mapped landslides and off of the 
steep hillside.  Block 37A lies on a dormant landslide that is constrained within a tributary 
drainage that does not extend off of the site, and therefore does not pose a direct threat to 
Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Blocks 68A and 68B lie on volcanic bedrock with flow bedding that 
dips into the slope, which is a very stable configuration.  No slides are mapped between the 
vineyard and Circle Oaks development downslope of the vineyard.  All other vineyard blocks are 
not located upslope of the Circle Oaks neighborhood, and thus do not present a significant 
impact to slope stability at Circle Oaks.  Therefore, the proposed land clearing, vineyard 
installation, and ongoing vineyard operation do not pose a significant risk to the Circle Oaks 
community with inclusion of mitigation measures provided in Section 4.4 of the EIR. 
 

Response 10 – Erosion and Sedimentation 

Summary of Comments 

Several of the comments expressed concerns about the potential for increases in sediment load 
to Milliken Reservoir.  Additionally, commenters expressed concern about the methodology 
behind computing the overall risk of off-site sedimentation through the Universal Soil Loss 
Equation (USLE) formula. 
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Response 

The Draft EIR presents an analysis of pre- and post-project sediment in Table 4.4-2 in Section 
4.4.  According to the USLE analysis for pre- and post-project sediment runoff, there is a net 
decrease in sediment runoff from the Proposed Project within each watershed being impacted 
by the vineyard development.  This net decrease will reduce the amount of sediment being 
delivered to the Napa River watershed, the Milliken Reservoir, and the Capell Creek watershed.  
This exceeds the County of Napa’s General Plan Policy CON-48 which requires project-specific 
sediment management plans which, at a minimum, maintain pre-development sediment erosion 
conditions.  This project achieves a sediment pollution reduction of 43.61 percent over baseline 
conditions in the Milliken Reservoir watershed and a reduction of 13.11 percent in the Capell 
Creek watershed portion of the project site. 
 
The methodology used to compute the sediment risk follows the standards set forth by the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) USLE manual Predicting Rainfall Erosion 
Losses: A Guide to Conservation Planning (USDA, 1978) in addition to the USLE – Special 
Applications to Napa County, CA (USDA, 1994).  The individual vineyard block calculations and 
overall sediment impact analysis were conducted by David Steiner of the Napa County 
Resource Conservation District (NCRCD).  Six separate site visits were conducted between 
April and May of 2012 and again in January 2014 to verify pre-project groundcover conditions 
and slopes in order to verify the inputs for the USLE model.  These USLE calculations were 
verified by Patrick Ryan of the Napa County Planning, Building, and Environmental Services 
(PBES) Department, who also conducted a site visit in March 2015 during the verification 
process.  The ECP as designed follows generally accepted best management practices (BMPs) 
to reduce the likelihood of construction and post-construction increases in sediment. 
 

Response 11 – Hazardous Material Analysis 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters stated that construction or operation of the Proposed Project could expose 
sensitive receptors to hazardous materials or cause the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment.  Some comments expressed concerns that the proposed mitigation measures 
were inadequate to protect humans and the natural environment from vineyard chemicals, 
including pesticides and fertilizers. 
 
Response 

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and Napa County’s Local Procedures (February 2015), an 
impact is considered significant if the Proposed Project would: 
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 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials; or 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving release of hazardous materials into 
the environment. 
 

As discussed in Section 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project may have significant 
impacts during construction and operation due to the storage of hazardous materials, potential 
release of hazardous materials, use of pesticides, and generation of waste oil.  The Proposed 
Project has made it a priority to protect the watershed from potential hazardous materials 
impacts through incorporation of numerous features into the project design.  Project objectives 
stated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR include protection of water quality by avoiding wetlands, 
seeps, springs, and streams to the maximum extent feasible, incorporating appropriate 
setbacks, and implementing various erosion control features.  In addition, operation of the 
proposed vineyard would utilize Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques in order to 
minimize the use of pesticides and herbicides to the maximum extent feasible.  The IPM Plan 
was provided for public review as Appendix N of the Draft EIR.   
 
Although the project design has attempted to minimize use and accidental discharge of 
hazardous materials, there is the inherent risk of hazardous materials incidents in all vineyard 
development and operation practices found throughout Napa County, including the Proposed 
Project (refer to Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-5 of the Draft EIR).  These impacts will be mitigated 
through the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 through 4.5-5, which require the 
development and execution of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) for filling and servicing construction equipment and vehicles, 
SOPs regarding the use and application of pesticides, and proper storage, use, and 
transportation of waste oil storage containers.  Consistent with the Napa County PBES 
requirements, the HMBP will include at a minimum the following information: 1) an inventory of 
the type and quantity of hazardous materials stored onsite; 2) a site map indicating locations of 
material storage; 3) spill prevention methods; 4) spill response plan; 5) employee training; and 
6) emergency contacts. 
 
The use of stream setbacks to protect waters of the U.S., protect riparian habitat, preserve 
wildlife corridors, and filter sediment is discussed in Section 4.2 Biological Resources.  The 
same stream setbacks are also an important component of reducing the hazardous materials 
impacts of vineyard operation to less-than-significant levels, as discussed in Impact 4.5-3 of the 
Draft EIR.  No vineyard operation or maintenance activities would occur in the buffer zones.  
During storm events, the buffer zone would act as a filter to reduce the potential for petroleum 
products, pesticides, herbicides, mildewcides, or fertilizers to reach waters of the U.S. and 
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drainages onsite.  The University of California Division of Agricultural and Natural Resources 
(UC ANR) Grismer et al. study cited in the Draft EIR confirms the effectiveness of stream 
setbacks and vegetated filter strips as an important natural mechanism to reduce off-site 
sediment transport, sometimes by as much as 75 to 100 percent.  In addition, this same peer-
reviewed publication found that vegetated filter strips similar to those proposed in this project 
can capture 26 to 100 percent of pollutants depending on the type of pollutant or nutrient and 
the vegetation type (Grismer et al, 2006).  Therefore, the use of stream setbacks and vegetated 
turnaround avenues to reduce pollutant transfer and nutrient loading to receiving waters is an 
effective and appropriate mitigation measure that is consistent with Napa County Code (Section 
18.108.025), CEQA Guidelines (§ 15126.4(a)), and Napa County General Plan policies (CON-
18, CON-45, and CON-50). 
 

Response 12 – Hydrology: Groundwater – Connection to MST 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters stated that the project site was within the Milliken-Sarco-Tulucay (MST) 
area, despite the analysis presented in Section 4.6.1-3 of the Draft EIR.  Other comments stated 
that the MST is a groundwater basin and that the EIR did not appropriately analyze the effects 
of project-related groundwater use on the MST area. 
 
Response 

Several commenters use the terms “groundwater basin,” “drainage basin,” and “MST Study 
Area” interchangeably.  To clarify, the MST area is not a groundwater basin as defined by the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR), and is not included as part of Basin 2-2.01 the “Napa –
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Basin”, except for a small portion of the water-bearing alluvium 
associated with Tulucay Creek (DWR, 2003).  In the report Updated Hydrogeologic 
Conceptualization and Characterization of Conditions, the MST is referred to as the “MST 
subarea” (LSCE&MBK 2013), not a groundwater basin.  Farrar and Metzger refer to the area as 
a “study area,” which was clearly defined on Figure 1 therein; Figure 4.6-3 of the Draft EIR was 
adapted from Figure 1 of that study (USGS, 2003).  Figure 4.6-3  also defines the “Milliken 
Creek Drainage Basin”.  A “drainage basin” is a watershed; surface water within a drainage 
basin collects in streams and creeks, and flows to a single point where the surface water exits 
the drainage basin.  A drainage basin is not a groundwater basin.  As shown on Figure 4.6-3, 
the “MST study area” does not include the entire Milliken Creek watershed and does not include 
any portion of the Walt Ranch property; it does include other portions of adjoining watersheds 
(USGS, 2003). 
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The County has identified the MST area as a “groundwater deficient area,” and has adopted a 
policy limiting groundwater extraction to 0.3 acre-feet (af) per acre per year.  This policy applies 
to groundwater extraction within the MST area.  Walt Ranch is not within the MST area, and 
therefore is not subject to this limit.  This is also consistent with the County’s recently adopted 
Water Availability Analysis (WAA) Guidelines (Napa County, 2015a).  As shown on page 7, 
Table 2A therein, areas not on the Napa Valley floor or not within the “MST Groundwater 
Deficient Area” are subject to parcel specific water use criteria, “as calculated by the applicant 
or their consultant” (Napa County, 2015a).  Walt Ranch is located within the “all other areas” 
designation. 
 
Walt Ranch is located at the northernmost portion of the Milliken Creek watershed, 
approximately 2.8 miles north-northeast of the MST area, as noted in Section 4.6.1-3 of the 
Draft EIR and pages 15 and 33 of the Richard C. Slade & Associates LLC (RCS) report 
(Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  The Farrar and Metzger (USGS, 2003) report references the 
volume of inflow (2,100 af per year) that was estimated by Johnson to move into the MST 
groundwater deficient area from the volcanic rocks east of the study area.  That USGS study 
estimated other sources of inflow into the MST area including 5,400 af per year from streamflow 
infiltration and 250 af per year from direct infiltration of precipitation (USGS, 2003).  Figure H of 
Appendix Q, adapted from Farrar and Metzger (USGS, 2003), shows the MST study area 
boundary in relation to the much larger watershed boundary.  Emphasis is added to the original 
figure to highlight the portion of the MST study area in which subsurface groundwater is 
estimated to flow into the MST area from the Howell Mountains.  As shown on the figure, the 
portion of the MST study area that is coterminous with the Milliken Creek drainage basin 
represents approximately 30 percent of the total length of the boundary.  Hence, of the 
approximately 2,100 acre-feet per year (AF/yr) of groundwater estimated to flow into the MST 
area in the subsurface, assuming the flow across the study area boundary is evenly distributed 
across the boundary, then only ±630 AF/yr of groundwater underflow is estimated to be derived 
from the Milliken Creek watershed. 
 
As shown on Figure H of Appendix Q, the surface area of the Milliken Creek watershed, not 
including the portion of the watershed within the boundaries of the MST area, is approximately 
16 square miles (10,240 acres).  The average rainfall for this 16-square mile area can be 
calculated using the PRISM rainfall dataset and GIS software, because that dataset is spatially 
gridded.  Using the PRISM dataset, the average rainfall for the 16-square mile area is 35.0 
inches per year.  Assuming 9 percent of the rain that falls into the watershed is able to deep 
percolate (consistent with the assumptions presented in Impact 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR), then an 
approximate estimate of groundwater recharge within the portion of the Milliken Creek 
watershed that lies outside of the MST area is approximately 2,688 AF/yr.  Therefore, a very 
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rough estimate of the groundwater recharge that might occur in the Milliken Creek watershed is 
much larger than the amount that is estimated to flow into the MST area from the volcanic rocks. 
 
In light of this conclusion, it is the expert opinion of the project groundwater hydrologist that, 
given the assumptions listed above, pumping from the Walt Ranch wells will not affect the 
groundwater underflow into the MST area.  Because the underflow to the MST area is 
approximately one-fourth of the total recharge to the Milliken Creek watershed, then it is 
reasonable that underflow to the MST area is derived from the southern portion of the Milliken 
Creek watershed closest to the underflow boundary.  Water that recharges in the vicinity of Walt 
Ranch is not likely the source of underflow from the Milliken Creek watershed to the MST area.   
 
Groundwater flow directions derived using data from the wells on Walt Ranch and Circle S 
Ranch are generally to the west-southwest, away from the MST area (described on page 33 of 
the 2014 RCS report in Appendix D of the Draft EIR and illustrated on Figure 9 therein).  In 
addition, the Johnson report (page 16) stated that groundwater flow is generally to the west 
across the MST study area (USGS, 1977).  Farrar and Metzger show similar results on Figure 
15 (USGS, 2003), including very steep groundwater gradients on the southeast and east of the 
study area, with an arrow showing groundwater flow across the study area boundary on the east 
side of the study area from the Sarco Creek watershed, and not the Milliken Creek watershed. 
Thus, all available data on the direction of groundwater flow indicates that there is not a 
hydraulic connection between the Walt Ranch property and the MST area. 
 
This conclusion is further supported by available information on geologic conditions in the 
region.  The nature of the fractured volcanic rock aquifer that underlies the Walt Ranch property 
is such that segregation of aquifers likely exists between the project site and the MST area.  As 
described above, based on groundwater flow direction data, estimates of watershed-wide 
groundwater recharge, and the nature of geologic conditions, the underflow to the MST area 
from the Milliken Creek watershed is likely derived from the southern portion of the Milliken 
Creek drainage area near the MST underflow boundary. Walt Ranch is not located in this area. 
For these reasons, direct hydraulic connection between the Walt Ranch project site and the 
MST area is considered very unlikely. 
 

Response 13 – Hydrology: Groundwater – Pumping Test Methodology 

Summary of Comments 

Some commenters expressed concerns about the limits of the theoretical pumping test analyses 
and the ability of those analyses to reflect real-world conditions.  There also appears to be 
confusion amongst numerous commenters regarding the use of various assumptions and 
analytical methods utilized in the RCS 2014 report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 
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Response 

To help describe the groundwater analysis methodology more clearly, a basic explanation of the 
work progression of those analyses is provided below to clarify the theoretical modeling process 
used by RCS. 
 

1. During the pumping test of WR-3, “real-world” data were collected from the Walt Ranch 
wells and also from the Circle S wells.  (“Results of June 2009 Aquifer Testing”, page 19, 
in Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  Note that no water level drawdown was observed in 
any of the additional water level observation wells on either property during this test. 

2. Data collected during the test were used to calculate aquifer parameters.  (“Calculation 
of Aquifer Parameters”, page 29, in Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 

3. Theoretical water level drawdown calculations were performed to “provide estimates of 
the possible amount of temporary water level drawdown that might be induced in any 
well either on the property or offsite, as a result of pumping Well WR-3 at various 
pumping rates and for various continuous pumping durations in the future; and to 
possibly assess the temporary cumulative water level drawdown impacts that might 
theoretically be induced in nearby offsite wells by the proposed vineyard development 
during normal operational pumping periods of the existing Walt Ranch and Circle S 
Ranch wells” (page 35, in Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 

4. Software calibration of the aquifer parameter of transmissivity was performed by 
attempting to reproduce the actual field-determined water level results of the pumping 
test of WR-3 using the software.  (“Software Calibration, page 36).  As noted on page 
36, the software actually overestimated the drawdown during the test (page 36, in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  This work revealed that an adjustment to the 
transmissivity parameter was necessary to better reflect real-world conditions.  
(“Software Calibration, page 36, RCS 2014 in Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 

5. The software calibrated value was used to “to simulate the simultaneous pumping of all 
existing Walt Ranch and Circle S Ranch wells to meet the estimated irrigation demand of 
both ranches for a pumping season, assuming the maximum amount of vineyard 
acreage is developed as originally proposed for both properties (worst case scenario)” 
(page 37, in Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 

 
The pumping test and associated modeling work were also subjected to peer review by an 
independent third party with considerable experience in hydrogeology; the report was then 
accepted by Napa County.  The County’s recently-adopted WAA Guidelines (Napa County, 
2015a) address the analysis of offsite well impacts.  The WAA Guidelines state that the “Tier 2 
well interference criterion is presumptively met if there are no non-project wells located within 
500 feet of the existing or proposed project well(s).”  There are no offsite wells within 500 feet of 
any of the Walt Ranch wells. 
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Response 14 – Hydrology: Groundwater – Cumulative Groundwater Analysis and 
Water Supply 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters requested clarification regarding the cumulative groundwater analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR, specifically in regards to the neighboring Circle S Vineyard Project 
and the neighboring Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Many commenters expressed concerns about 
the proposed groundwater pumping as it relates to the available water supply. 
 
Response 

To address this comment, the groundwater demands must be determined for the three main 
users of the saturated Sonoma Volcanics in this area.  For Walt Ranch, after consideration of 
the mitigation measures in Section 4.2 Biological Resources requiring reductions in the total 
vineyard acreage for avoidance of sensitive species or habitats, the revised water use estimate 
for the Mitigated Project would be 187 af of groundwater per year (includes 147 af for irrigation 
and 40 af for frost protection; refer to Response to Comment O9-18 below for a complete 
discussion and the calculations of the revised Mitigated Project water demands).  Of the annual 
water demands from Circle Oaks County Water District (COCWD), approximately 16.2 af per 
year is derived from the COCWD-owned horizontal well that draws water from the Sonoma 
Volcanics (refer to Response to Comment O2-1 below for a complete discussion of the 
COCWD wells and the calculations of overall water supply for COCWD).  Although the Circle S 
Vineyard is not yet built, it must be considered in the cumulative environment as a reasonably 
foreseeable future development (CEQA Guidelines § 15130).  The Circle S mitigated 
groundwater demand is 189.9 af per year for the first three years of development.  This demand 
decreases to 133.9 af per year after the first three years.  The average groundwater recharge 
volume estimated to occur at Circle S Ranch is 325 af per year (pages 4.6-45 and 4.6-46; AES, 
2011).  
 
Hence, the total combined groundwater demand for all groundwater users drawing from this 
portion of the Sonoma Volcanics (Circle S, mitigated Walt Ranch, and Circle Oaks horizontal 
well) combined, are as follows: 
 

(Walt Ranch 187 af per year) + (COCWD Horizontal Well 16.2 af per year) + (Circle S 
189.9 af per year) = 393.1 af per year 

 
Conservative estimate of average annual recharge (assuming recharge occurs only on the Walt 
Ranch property and the Circle S property): 
 

(Walt Ranch 161 af per year) + (Circle S 325 af per year) = 486 af per year 
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Therefore, the average annual recharge calculated above (486 af per year) exceeds the 
combined total sum of the groundwater demands (393.1 af per year) for both properties and the 
COCWD Horizontal Well. 
 
Based on the available data described in Response to Comment O2-1 and the 2015 RCS 
report (Appendix Q), groundwater pumped from COCWD Well No. 1 is not likely derived from 
the volcanic rock aquifer system(s) that lie beneath the Walt Ranch property.  It is likely that a 
majority of the groundwater pumped from COCWD Well No.1 is derived from the landslide 
deposits that underlie this portion of the Circle Oaks community.  However, it is conceivable that 
there may be some groundwater underflow from the volcanic rocks into the landslide area into 
which COCWD Well No. 1 is constructed.  Therefore, to provide a conservative analysis, the 
following calculations assume that the entirety of the water derived from COCWD Well No. 1 
originates from the Sonoma Volcanics. 
 

(Walt Ranch 187 af per year) + (COCWD Horizontal Well 16.2 af per year) + (COCWD 
Well No. 1 - 40.5 af per year) + (Circle S 189.9 af per year) = 433.6 af per year 

 
Therefore, the average annual recharge calculated above (486 af per year) exceeds the very 
conservative combined total sum of the groundwater demands for both vineyard properties and 
COCWD (433.6 af per year), including that extracted by COCWD Well No. 1 and the COCWD 
Horizontal Well.  Therefore, there are no significant impacts to water supply as a result of the 
ongoing and proposed future groundwater pumping. 
 

Response 15 – Hydrology: Surface Water Impacts 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters stated that the hydrologic analysis prepared for the Proposed Project did 
not follow proper methodology or did not adequately account for all aspects of the project, such 
as tree removal.  Additionally, some commenters were concerned that groundwater pumping 
from the Sonoma Volcanics on the property may result in decreased surface water flows to the 
streams on the property or to Milliken Reservoir. 
 
Response 

The hydrologic report prepared for the Proposed Project by RiverSmith Engineering is included 
as Appendix G of the Draft EIR.  The report estimates the anticipated change in runoff that will 
occur as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project through review of aerial 
photographs, field visits, and modeling using HEC-HMS Version 2.2.2 software.  The entirety of 
the Proposed Project, including tree removal, erosion control measures, and planted cover crop, 
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is included in the modeling via the use of curve numbers and land use estimates.  Estimates are 
provided for each of the sub-watersheds encompassed by the Proposed Project.  Of these 
twelve sub-watersheds, only four (numbers 1, 2, 3 and 12) are located in the Milliken Reservoir 
watershed.  As shown in Tables 5, 6, and 7 within Appendix G and summarized in Tables 4.6-2 
and 4.6-3 of the Draft EIR, the amount of surface water runoff will decline in each of these four 
sub-watersheds.  The declines range from 3.0 percent to 14.1 percent in the sub-watersheds.  
However, it should be noted that the modeled watersheds only account for approximately 11.5 
percent of the total area of the Milliken Reservoir watershed, and the predicted reductions in 
flow are correspondingly less when considering the entirety of the watershed.  As discussed in 
Impact 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR, the calculated peak discharge was slightly reduced to 895 cfs (4.5 
percent reduction) in the first Milliken Reservoir watershed and 181 cfs (4.7 percent reduction) 
in the second Milliken Reservoir watershed after development of the Proposed Project.  Overall, 
the Proposed Project will result in a 0.9 percent decrease in discharge of runoff from the 
property following 100-year storm events 
 
The cause of the decline in surface water runoff is the change in the landscape from existing 
conditions to vineyards, which will result in an increase in infiltration rather than overland runoff.  
As Appendix G explains, the reduction in surface water runoff for each of these sub-watersheds 
is “achieved primarily by ground improvements at the proposed developed sites consisting of 
the deep ripping of all vineyard blocks… and the planting of a vegetated cover crop (coverage 
varies by block) between the vineyard rows.  Infiltration increases overall and runoff is slightly 
reduced for all modeled storm events” (Appendix G, page 14).  This is discussed in Impact 4.6-1 
of the EIR. 
 
Thus, land that is planted in vineyards and cover crops infiltrates more precipitation than in 
existing conditions.  Precipitation that runs off as surface water will be proportionately reduced 
by the percentages shown.  The percentages are provided based on curves that encompass all 
precipitation events.  This analysis focuses on peak flows during storm events; water that does 
not flow downhill as surface flow during or immediately following a storm will not disappear.  
Rather, that water will infiltrate and become groundwater in the same watershed.  That water 
will either recharge the aquifer or return to the surface at some downhill location as a spring or 
seep.  In either event, the water will not be “lost” to the watershed.  The shift from surface water 
runoff to infiltration is relatively modest, but will occur at all four of these sub-watersheds for all 
modeled storm events.   
 
In the Capell Creek watershed portion of the property, there are slight increases in the peak 
runoff rates (0.4 percent) and volume (0.3 percent) in post-project conditions.  Therefore, 
mitigation of these small increases was incorporated into the project for each block, as 
discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.6-1. 
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Response 16 – Transportation and Traffic – Traffic Impacts 

Summary of Comments 

Some comments stated that the Draft EIR did not follow correct methodology in analyzing traffic 
impacts on Circle Oaks Drive.  Others requested clarification regarding the total traffic impacts 
during each project phase, construction and operation. 
 
Response 

Methodology 
As discussed in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIR, Caltrans requirements state that a full traffic 
impact study is only required where more than 100 peak hour trips would be added to a State 
highway facility (Caltrans, 2002a).  The Proposed Project would add approximately 75 daily trips 
between the AM and PM peak hours to State Route 121 (SR-121); therefore, no quantitative 
traffic impact study is required. 
 
The existing conditions in the vicinity of the project site have been updated and clarified in the 
Final EIR.  Existing traffic levels on SR-121 were based on 2012 Caltrans traffic counts, and 
have since been updated to reflect the most recent 2014 traffic data.  Existing traffic levels on 
Circle Oaks Drive were updated based on Napa County published traffic counts.  For this 
analysis, it is conservatively estimated that half of construction and operation related trips would 
occur during the AM peak hour and half would occur during PM peak hour.  This approach is 
conservative because it assumes that all traffic generated by the Project will occur during either 
the AM peak hour or the PM peak hour.  In fact, traffic is likely to be distributed throughout the 
day, and is unlikely to be concentrated solely during the AM and PM peak hours.  This approach 
ensures that the Proposed Project’s traffic impacts will not be inadvertently understated 
(although this approach also means the project’s traffic impacts may be overstated). 
 
Construction 
As shown in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR, Proposed Project related construction traffic would 
increase the average peak hour traffic volume on SR-121 between SR-128 and Wooden Valley 
Road by a maximum of approximately 38 trips in the AM and PM peak hours, from 470 trips per 
hour to 508 trips per peak hour.  The addition of 38 vehicles per hour would not increase traffic 
volumes on SR-121 beyond the ideal, two-lane, rural highway capacity of 3,200 passenger car 
units per hour (HCM, 2010). 
 
Similarly, 38 trips are expected to be added to Circle Oaks Drive as a result of construction of 
the Proposed Project.  As shown in Section 4.7-3 of the EIR, Proposed Project related 
construction traffic would increase peak hour traffic volume on Circle Oaks Drive from 76 trips to 
114 trips per AM peak hour (southbound), and 61 trips to 99 trips per PM peak hour 
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(northbound).  With mitigation that requires the construction trips be scheduled outside of the 
peak AM and PM hours, this temporary increase in peak hour traffic would not cause significant 
impacts to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  Additionally, construction 
related traffic would occur in the opposite direction of the majority of traffic leaving the Circle 
Oaks community during the AM peak hour and entering the Circle Oaks Community during the 
PM peak hour.  The Circle Oaks community consists of a residential subdivision.  Most existing 
AM peak hour trips consist of Circle Oaks residents leaving the subdivision to go to work or 
school.  Most PM peak hour trips consist of Circle Oaks residents returning home from work.  
Project-related traffic is counter-cyclical, and will be traveling in the opposite direction during 
those peak hours. 
 
With the addition of approximately 75 one-way vehicle trips daily, total traffic trips would 
increase from approximately 406 vehicles per day to 481 vehicles per day (see Impact 4.7-1 of 
the EIR).  The addition of 75 vehicles per day would not increase traffic volumes on Circle Oaks 
Drive beyond the ideal daily capacity of 1,000 to 5,000 vehicles per day for a Collector roadway 
(Napa County, 2011).   
 
Operation 
As shown in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIR, the maximum increase in vehicles on SR-121 and 
Circle Oaks Drive during operation would be 168 one-way trips, which would occur periodically 
during peak seasons such as pruning or harvest.  These trips would occur during certain times 
of the year, when operations at the vineyard will increase.  During other times of the year, 
operations (and operational traffic) will be less.  This would increase the average hourly traffic 
volume on SR-121 by approximately 84 trips from 470 trips per hour to 554 trips per hour.  The 
addition of 84 vehicles per hour would not increase traffic volumes on SR-121 beyond the ideal, 
two-lane, rural highway capacity of 3,200 passenger car units per hour. 
 
Similarly, at peak operational times (pruning and/or harvest), 168 one-way trips are expected to 
be added to Circle Oaks Drive as a result of the Proposed Project.  As stated in Section 4.7.3 of 
the EIR, “with the addition of approximately 168 one-way vehicle trips daily, peak day traffic 
would increase from approximately 406 vehicles per day to 574 vehicles per day.  The addition 
of 168 vehicles per day would not increase traffic volumes on Circle Oaks Drive beyond the 
ideal daily capacity of 1,000 to 5,000 vehicles per day for a Collector roadway.” 
 
This seasonal increase in peak hour traffic would not exceed the capacity of Circle Oaks Drive.  
Additionally, operation related traffic would occur in the opposite direction of the majority of 
traffic leaving the Circle Oaks community during the AM peak hour and entering the Circle Oaks 
community during the PM peak hour.  However, mitigation has been provided to ensure that, to 
the maximum extent feasible, worker trips are scheduled outside of the AM and PM peak hours 
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to minimize disruption to commuters in the Circle Oaks neighborhood.  The traffic analysis 
indicated that this mitigation measure is not required in order to avoid or substantially lessen an 
impact that would otherwise be significant.  Nonetheless, this mitigation measure is 
recommended to provide further assurance that traffic impacts will not occur as a result of the 
Proposed Project. 
 

Response 17 – Transportation and Traffic – Safety and Alternative Entrances 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concern regarding potential safety issues in the Circle Oaks 
neighborhood due to increased project-related traffic.  In addition, some comments requested 
that an alternative entry point other than Circle Oaks Drive be considered in order to remediate 
traffic and safety concerns. 
 
Response 

Safety 
As discussed within the Initial Study for the Proposed Project (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), the 
Proposed Project would not result in a change in area traffic patterns or changes to area 
roadway design features or uses.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will result in no impact due 
to this potential safety hazard. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIR, installation of the Proposed Project could 
increase potential conflicts between vehicles on area roadways given the additional vehicles 
that would be entering and exiting the project site.  Both SR-121 and Circle Oaks Drive are of 
sufficient width to accommodate a variety of vehicle types, including construction related 
equipment, and the available sight distance for drivers at the project site access road is not 
unduly restricted.  Additionally, the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 would further 
reduce this less-than-significant impact by requiring advance warning signs (e.g., “Intersection 
Ahead” and/or “Truck Crossing Ahead”) to be posted on Circle Oaks Drive and Country Club 
Lane consistent with Napa County sign placement standards.  This will alert motorists of 
potential safety hazards and of an upcoming intersection with turning vehicles and increase the 
safety of these roadways. 
 
Alternative Entrance 
Some commenters have requested that the County consider requiring the applicant to construct 
an alternative access road.  The Draft EIR concludes that an alternative access road is not 
required to avoid an impact that would otherwise be significant.  For this reason, an alternative 
access road does not need to be considered for CEQA purposes.  In addition, construction of a 
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new alternative entrance to access the project site would require grading, tree cutting, importing 
roadway materials, and other alterations of the existing environment.  These activities may 
cause impacts on the environment that would not occur under the proposed access. 
 
Nevertheless, the County recognizes that alternative access would be preferred by some 
commenters, particularly Circle Oaks residents.  The County understands that the project 
applicant is investigating whether alternative access is feasible in order to address these 
concerns.  An alternative access point may have significant impacts on existing natural habitat 
and air quality, as well as potential other adverse environmental impacts.   
 
As discussed briefly above, Circle Oaks Drive was ultimately chosen as the preferred entrance 
to the project site due to line of sight constraints at all other existing access points.  The Initial 
Study originally considered utilization of Circle Oaks Drive as well as two existing access points 
directly off of SR-121.  However, the “two existing entrances off SR-121 would likely require 
improvements” (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  After preparation of technical reports in 
support of the Proposed Project and numerous feasibility and site constraints analyses, the two 
potential access points off of SR-121 were removed from consideration in the Draft EIR, as 
stated in Section 3.1.  The two other driveway entrances to the property off of SR-121 have 
numerous safety issues resulting from: poor line of sight from the property when large trucks 
would be exiting directly onto the highway; sharp turns; steep driveways; and the highway 
shoulder width is narrow at those locations so trucks would not have room to slow down safely 
without blocking traffic.  These driveways would require substantial improvements on the 
property in order to be safely utilized by trucks, heavy equipment deliveries, and other traffic 
associated with the Proposed Project.  The traffic analysis in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR was 
conducted under the assumption that all traffic would use Circle Oaks Drive.  This assessment 
provides a worst-case impact assessment scenario to Circle Oaks Drive.   
 
Unless and until the project applicant proposes an alternative access location, the County will 
not speculate as to potential locations or impacts of this alternative access in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15145.  If the applicant revises the application to provide access from a 
location other than Circle Oaks Drive, the County will analyze the impacts of such alternative 
access at that time.  If the alternative access will result in significant traffic impacts, or significant 
impacts to other resources, then the County will recirculate the Draft EIR or prepare a 
Supplement to the EIR for further review and comment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 
or § 15160, respectively.  If the alternative access will not result in significant environmental 
impacts, then recirculation of the Draft EIR or preparation of a Supplement to the EIR will not be 
required.   
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Response 18 – Transportation and Traffic – Impacts to Roads 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concern that construction traffic, heavy equipment deliveries, 
and subsequent operational traffic would cause damage to roads in the Circle Oaks 
neighborhood used by local residents, in particular due to the use of heavy trucks and vehicles 
over a four year period.  Several commenters also expressed concern that increased use of 
certain roads would adversely affect soil erosion and sediment yield. 
 
Response 

Construction traffic and subsequent operational traffic due to the Proposed Project could 
increase the rate of road wear on SR-121 and Circle Oaks Drive, as analyzed in Section 4.7 of 
the Draft EIR.  Roads in the vicinity, such as SR-121, were constructed to accommodate a mix 
of vehicle types, including heavy trucks.  Trucks utilized during construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project are required to be in compliance with the California Vehicle Code (CVC), per 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4.  CVC regulates legal weight and width limits of loaded trucks in order 
to minimize adverse impacts to roadways.  Any extra legal loads needed for specialized 
deliveries shall be subject to special permit requirements from Napa County.  These regulations 
are intended to minimize adverse impacts to roadways. 
 
Circle Oaks Drive is designated by Napa County as a local road, which is generally not built with 
the pavement thickness that would withstand substantial or continuous traffic.  However, the 
amount of project related truck and equipment trips anticipated on Circle Oaks Drive is not 
considered substantial and would not create a significant impact on the wear-and-tear of this 
roadway.  
 
Though project related truck and equipment trips are not anticipated to create a significant 
impact on the wear-and-tear of Circle Oaks Drive, the project proponent recognizes that 
damage may still occur.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 ensures that Circle Oaks Drive 
shall be assessed by an independent third party consultant prior to the start of construction and 
following the completion of construction.  If any roadway deterioration has occurred as a result 
of construction traffic, the project applicant shall pay to resurface the roadway to restore the 
pavement to at least pre-construction condition, unless the resurfacing is already expected to 
occur within a year or sooner in conjunction with other planned or proposed roadway 
improvements.  The traffic analysis indicated that this mitigation measure is not required in order 
to avoid or substantially lessen an impact that would otherwise be significant.  Nonetheless, this 
mitigation measure is recommended to provide further assurance that a significant impact, in 
the form of wear-and-tear on Circle Oaks Drive, will not occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project. 
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Impacts to sedimentation due to increased road use are discussed further in General 
Response 10. 
 

Response 19 – Noise Analysis 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concern that construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project would create significant noise impacts for residents of the Circle Oaks community.  
Several commenters also expressed the opinion that the Draft EIR did not use proper 
methodology to evaluate potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project on sensitive 
noise receptors. 
 
Response 

Noise impacts were considered in the Initial Study for the Proposed Project, which is included 
as Appendix B of the Draft EIR, and found to be less than significant.  However, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15143, noise impacts were analyzed in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR 
because “the Lead Agency subsequently receive[d] information inconsistent with the finding in 
the Initial Study.” 
 
Construction 
Impacts associated with noise during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in 
Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  The existing 
environmental noise setting was determined according to the Napa County Baseline Data 
Report (BDR) and provided in the Napa County General Plan (Napa County, 2008).  Section 
4.8.4 presents the significance criteria established using the CEQA Guidelines for the 
determination of a significant noise impact from the Proposed Project.  Impacts from noise 
emissions attributable to the Proposed Project were presented within Section 4.8 and were 
evaluated based on an examination of the project site and published information regarding 
noise in the vicinity of the project site.  These factors were then compared to the significance 
criteria listed in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR.  As stated in Impact 4.8-1 of Section 4.8.4 of the 
Draft EIR, construction of the Proposed Project has the potential to generate a substantial 
temporary or periodic noise level greater than existing ambient levels in the project vicinity and 
cause an exceedance of the County’s land use compatibility maximum level of 75 dBA for 
exterior residential land uses.  The loudest activities associated with construction would be 94 
dBA, maximum sound level (Lmax) at 50 feet from the construction equipment, which would 
impact both existing and future sensitive receptors (residences).  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-1 included in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR would ensure, among other measures, 
that construction activities are limited to times consistent with those allowed under County Noise 
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Ordinance 8.16.080, which exempts noise sources associated with construction provided said 
activities do not take place between the hours of 7:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M.  Additional noise-
reducing measures provided in Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 include the use of sound walls, 
measures to reduce vehicle and equipment generated noise, and siting of stationary sources as 
far as practical from sensitive receptors.  The courts have upheld mitigation measures to 
address construction noise that are comparable to those set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.  
(See Sierra Club v. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (E. D. Cal. 2013) 916 F.Supp.2d 1098.) 
 
Construction could also expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 will reduce the impacts 
on groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels due to blasting to a less-than-significant 
level.   
 
Although construction of the Proposed Project would generate noise typical of any construction 
project, with mitigation, construction of the Proposed Project would not expose persons to noise 
in excess of established standards established in the County General Plan or County 
Ordinance.  Concerns related to County ordinances allowing excessive noise are beyond the 
scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 
Operation 
According to Napa County General Plan Policy CC-35 and Napa County Noise Ordinance 
8.16.090, noises resulting from agricultural operations are considered a necessary part of the 
community character of Napa County and are exempt from standard non-agricultural noise 
regulation.  Therefore, the Proposed Project’s agricultural operations would be exempt under 
the Napa County municipal code.  Additionally, given the existing agricultural uses in the vicinity 
of the project site and the agricultural nature of the Proposed Project, it would be consistent with 
land uses and noise sources in the vicinity.  The operation of the Proposed Project would not 
interfere with Napa County General Plan policies or ordinance, and therefore this is a less-than-
significant impact consistent with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Methodology 
The Draft EIR utilized the Napa County BDR noise data provided in the Napa County General 
Plan (Napa County, 2008) to determine the existing noise level in the project vicinity in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15150.  The Napa County BDR is a document used to 
guide County planning efforts; the existing setting of each environmental resource area was 
determined using a rigorous scientific approach.  The noise measurements from the Napa 
County BDR that were used in the Draft EIR were determined through the following 
methodology:  



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-36 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Noise levels produced by traffic on state highways and county roads with more than 
3,000 vehicles per day were calculated using the [Federal Highway Administration] 
FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model…  Noise from construction, agricultural, 
commercial, and industrial facilities was also quantified, based on information from short- 
and long-term noise monitoring locations.  The County, in consultation with consulting 
experts, identified all short- and long-term monitoring locations.  The noise metric used is 
day-night noise level (Ldn) and equivalent sound level (Leq). 
 
Contours for existing noise conditions were mapped based on results from the 
monitoring study described above, as well as on noise modeling and information from 
previous studies (Napa County, 2005).   

 
No substantial change to land use, such as new residential or roadway construction, has 
occurred that would significantly alter ambient noise levels in comparison to levels stated in the 
Draft EIR.  Although several commenters requested that site-specific noise monitoring be 
conducted at Circle Oaks to provide the environmental baseline, the existing noise setting was 
determined using best available scientific information adopted by the County, as discussed 
above.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15143, noise impacts were discussed with 
emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence.  Given that noise impacts 
of the Proposed Project are temporary and that all impacts are reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with mitigation, the Draft EIR presented an appropriate level of scientific detail in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines.  Ambient noise levels provided in the Napa County General 
Plan are appropriate to provide decision makers with information to enable them to make an 
intelligent decision that takes into account all environmental consequences, per CEQA 
Guidelines § 15151. 
 
Napa County does not produce its own estimated noise levels for construction equipment, and 
therefore Caltrans’ Technical Noise Supplement is the most appropriate source for standard 
construction equipment noise levels.  Project-related construction noise levels were compared 
to Napa County’s construction noise significance levels outlined in the County’s Noise 
Ordinance and provided in Table 4.8-4 and Table 4.8-5 of the Draft EIR to determine noise 
impact due to construction of the Proposed Project.  Due to the varying nature of noise levels 
and difficulty in recording accurate levels for individual projects, estimated noise levels provided 
by Caltrans have been used. 
 
Traffic volumes related to the Proposed Project were compared to existing traffic volumes.  
Methodology provided in the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement guidelines were used to 
determine traffic noise level increase along SR-121 attributable to the Proposed Project 
(Caltrans, 2009).  After calculating the increased noise attributable to the Propose Project, this 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-37 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

noise was added to the existing noise levels and then compared to applicable significance 
thresholds under Napa County Noise Ordinance 8.16.090 and the Napa County General Plan.  
Increases in the ambient noise level due to stationary sources (parking lot and truck noise) were 
estimated using known noise levels and comparing those noise levels to the applicable 
significance thresholds under Napa County Noise Ordinance 8.16.090 and the Napa County 
General Plan. 
 
Vibration 
Vibration noise levels for construction of the Proposed Project were determined using the 
Caltrans Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual guidelines and 
estimates for standard construction equipment.  Noise analysis performed was consistent with 
the Manual’s adopted methodology for assessing construction related vibration impacts.  Those 
vibration noise levels were then compared to the Caltrans vibration significance thresholds as 
stated in the Manual.  An impact is considered potentially significant if construction or operation 
of the Proposed Project would result in an increase of 0.5 peak particle velocity (PPV) at the 
nearest non-residential structure, or 0.1 PPV at the nearest residence, consistent with State and 
local guidance. 
 

Response 20 – Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis 

Summary of Comments 

Several comment letters stated the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze the environmental 
impacts of or evaluate an adequate range of alternatives.  In addition, commenters stated that 
the discussions and details presented of selected alternatives were insufficient. 
 
Response 

CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 requires that an EIR “describe a range of reasonable alternatives 
to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The Lead Agency 
determined a reasonable range of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR and, consistent with 
CEQA, considered these alternatives within the context of achieving project objectives.  
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 (b) requires consideration of alternatives that could 
reduce to a less-than-significant level or eliminate any significant adverse environmental effects 
of a proposed project, including alternatives that may be more costly or could otherwise impede 
the proposed project’s objectives.  The range of alternatives evaluated in an EIR is governed by 
a “rule of reason,” which requires the evaluation of alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice.”  Alternatives considered must include those that offer substantial environmental 
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advantages over the proposed project and may be feasibly accomplished in a successful 
manner considering economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors.  An EIR 
does not need to consider every possible alternative, but must consider alternatives that will 
foster informed decision-making and public participation.  Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR presents 
three different alternatives to the Proposed Project: the No Project Alternative, Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, and the Multiple Resource Protection Alternative.  Two additional 
alternatives, the Full Development Alternative and the Off-Site Alternative, were eliminated from 
further consideration because they either did not reduce significant environmental effects of the 
Proposed Project or were not considered feasible, consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6. 
 
The Draft EIR appropriately considered a reasonable range of alternatives that were determined 
with a consideration for each alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need while also 
reducing environmental impacts.  The discussion in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR provides the 
reasoning as to why some alternatives were not further considered in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6(b), which states that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening 
any significant effects of the project.”  The only reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project 
are to take no action, develop less vineyard acreage than the Mitigated Project in order to avoid 
a majority of sensitive natural plant communities, wildlife corridors, springs, streams, seeps, and 
wetland, or develop less vineyard acreage than the Proposed Project in order to avoid areas 
where two or more resources overlap and can be avoided in order to provide the most 
environmental benefits per acre of vineyard removed.   
 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 requires that a Draft EIR contain only “sufficient information about 
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project.”  A full quantitative analysis for each environmental impact area for each proposed 
alternative is not required under CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines.  A “matrix displaying the major 
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative” is presented in Table 5-
3 of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6.  The comparative analysis that 
compares the levels of impact of each alternative with the Proposed Project provided in the 
Draft EIR is sufficient under CEQA to allow “informed decision making and public participation.” 
 

Response 21 – Cumulative Analysis 

Summary of Comments 

Several comments stated that the cumulative analysis presented in Section 6.1.4 of the Draft 
EIR was unclear or did not comply with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Response 

A two-step process was used in preparing the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR, 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15130.  First, for each impact area, the impacts of the 
Proposed Project, in combination with those from other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects, were analyzed to assess whether they are cumulatively significant.  Then, the effect of 
the Proposed Project was assessed to determine if it was a considerable contribution to that 
impact.  It should be noted that the Draft EIR found that there were cumulative impacts to 
certain environmental areas, specifically greenhouse gases, and mitigation measures were 
provided to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  However, in response to comments 
received, Section 6.1.4 of the EIR has been updated where appropriate to clarify the process 
used to make the cumulative impact determinations.   
 
As stated above in General Response 4, the purpose of the Proposed Project is to develop 
vineyards on the Walt Ranch; the EIR does not analyze the development of homes on the 
parcels because that is not proposed by the project applicant.  No other reasonably foreseeable 
future development would occur on the project site beyond what is described in the EIR.  
Therefore, it is not appropriate to include the development of single-family homes on the Walt 
Ranch property in the cumulative analysis for the Proposed Project.  
 

4.3 AGENCY COMMENTS 
Comment Letter A1 – Katy Sanchez, Native American Heritage Commission, July 

22, 2014 

Response to Comment A1-01 

A Cultural Resource Reconnaissance study was conducted for the Walt Ranch property by 
Archaeological Services, Inc. (ASI) in November 2008 and April 2013 in accordance with 
California Public Resources Code § 5020.1(j), 5024.1, 21083.2, and 21084.1, and Title 14 
California Code of Regulations § 4850 et seq, 15064.5, and 15126.4.  This report was submitted 
to the Northwest Information Center, along with any appropriate California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) forms for resources located onsite.  Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR 
was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5 and 15126.4 and the Napa 
County General Plan.  As discussed in Section 4.3, the Proposed Project has the potential to 
have significant adverse impacts on cultural resources that are located within the project site 
(ASI, 2008; 2013).  As discussed in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, with mitigation potential 
significant adverse impacts of the Proposed Project will be reduced to a less-than-significant-
level. 
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The State of California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was asked to review the 
Sacred Lands file for information on Native American cultural resources on the project site on 
March 28, 2007 and again on June 24, 2013.  Responses were received on April 4, 2007 and 
October 17, 2013 stating that the search of the Sacred Lands file did not indicate the presence 
of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area.  In both responses, the 
NAHC provided a list of Native American organizations and individuals for further consultation.  
These individuals were contacted by letter on February 26, 2008 and again on October 18, 
2013.  No responses were received from either consultation.  It is anticipated that during the 
federal Clean Water Act Section 404 permit process (discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4), an 
updated NAHC Sacred Lands File and Native American consultation will be initiated to comply 
with Section 106 consultation requirements. 
 

Comment Letter A2 – Trevor Cleak, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, July 31, 2014 

Response to Comment A2-01 

Consistent with Napa County General Plan Policy CON-9 and CON-48, the Proposed Project 
will control stormwater runoff and related non-point source pollutants and will maintain pre-
development sediment erosion conditions through implementation of the ECP.  As discussed in 
Section 4.6.2-2 of the Draft EIR, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Construction General Permits apply to construction projects disturbing one or more acre of soil.  
However, agricultural projects, including construction of the Proposed Project, are exempt from 
the Construction Stormwater General Permit mentioned in this comment.  The Walt Ranch ECP 
#P11-00205-ECPA will be sufficient to provide for stormwater management requirements to 
ensure there are no significant impacts to erosion, sedimentation, or peak runoff increases 
(refer to Section 4.4 and 4.6 of the Draft EIR, respectively).  
 
The Proposed Project is agricultural in nature and will not involve the construction of a municipal 
separate storm sewer system (MS4) or industrial site.  Therefore, the MS4 Permit and the 
Industrial Storm Water General Permit mentioned in this comment are not applicable to the 
Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment A2-02 

The Proposed Project will result in impacts to 0.02 acres of isolated wetland and 0.25 acres of 
jurisdictional “other waters” for vineyard development and water crossing improvements, as 
discussed in Impact 4.2-4.  The Proposed Project will obtain a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 
404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) prior to the discharge of any 
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dredged or fill materials within jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the U.S., as required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.   
 

Response to Comment A2-03 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 has been clarified to say that a CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification is also required from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prior to 
the disturbance of waters of the U.S. 
 

Response to Comment A2-04 

Refer to Response to Comment A2-01 regarding the applicability of the NPDES regulation and 
the ECP as it relates to stormwater and sediment control.   
 

Comment Letter A3 – Rick Marshall, Deputy Director, Napa County Department of 
Public Works, July 31, 2014 

Response to Comments A3-01  

This comment is part of e-mail correspondence between Rick Marshall, Deputy Director of Napa 
County Public Works, and Stephen Gort, manager of the Circle Oaks Homes Association.  
Commenter correctly describes the process of submitting public comments for the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment A3-02 

This comment is part of e-mail correspondence between Rick Marshall, Deputy Director of Napa 
County Public Works, and Stephen Gort, manager of the Circle Oaks Homes Association.  This 
response will be to the portion of this correspondence including e-mails sent from Mr. Gort to 
Mr. Marshall.  Circle Oaks Drive is designated a public road by Napa County.  Therefore, it is 
permissible for the project applicant to use this public road to access the project site for 
construction and operation.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 ensures that Circle Oaks 
Drive shall be assessed by an independent third party consultant prior to the start of 
construction and following the completion of construction.  If any roadway deterioration has 
occurred as a result of construction traffic, the project applicant shall pay to resurface the 
roadway to restore the pavement to at least pre-construction condition, unless the resurfacing is 
already expected to occur within a year or sooner in conjunction with other planned or proposed 
roadway improvements.   
 
Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis methodology presented in the 
Draft EIR and General Response 17 regarding an alternative access point. 
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Comment Letter A4 – Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
August 11, 2014, 2014 

Response to Comments A4-01  

Comment is a notice from the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) of the review period 
extension for the Proposed Project by Napa County.  Refer to General Response 3 regarding 
extension requests. 
 

Comment Letter A5 – Joy Elderedge, P.E., City of Napa Public Works Department, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment A5-01 

The comment states the project will affect “almost 4 percent of the Milliken Reservoir 
watershed.”  This estimate is based on the EIR’s statement that 208 acres of gross vineyard 
acreage will be located in the portion of the property that is located in the Milliken Creek 
watershed.  As a result of the various mitigation measures imposed on the project, the number 
of vineyard acres located in the Milliken Reservoir watershed has been reduced.  As proposed, 
the project now consists of 177.6 gross acres, and 122.5 net acres of vineyards, in this 
watershed.  In addition, although the comment states the Milliken Reservoir watershed 
encompasses 6,000 acres, the correct number is 6,141 acres.  Based on the revisions to the 
project and the correct figure for the size of the watershed, the Mitigated Project will affect 
approximately 177.6 out of 6,141 total acres, or 2.9 percent of the Milliken Reservoir watershed. 
The commenter’s 4 percent estimate is therefore too high. 
 
The commenter also correctly reiterates page 3-28 of the Draft EIR, which states that 213.5 af 
per year of groundwater would be used annually for irrigation and frost protection purposes of 
the full Proposed Project.  However, the revised water use estimate for the Mitigated Project 
would be 187 af of groundwater per year (includes 147 af for irrigation and 40 af for frost 
protection; refer to Response to Comment O9-18 below for a complete discussion and the 
calculations of the revised Mitigated Project water demands).  In the event that an alternative to 
the Mitigated Project is approved, even less water would be required. 
 
As shown on Figures 3-4 and 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would extract 
groundwater from Sonoma Volcanics within both the Milliken Creek watershed and Capell 
Creek watershed. 
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Response to Comment A5-02 

Specific concerns raised in this comment by the City of Napa Public Works Water Division 
(Water Division) will be addressed in additional detail below.  Refer to General Response 2 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and mitigation measures presented therein. 
 

Response to Comment A5-03 

The calculations of sediment discharge, performed by the NCRCD and found in Appendix O of 
the Draft EIR, show that there is a net reduction of soil erosion between current (pre-project) 
and post-project conditions within the Milliken Reservoir watershed as result of the Proposed 
Project (Table 4.4-2 on pages 4.4-16 through 4.4-20 of the Draft EIR).  As Table 4.4-2 shows, 
these calculations have been performed for each proposed vineyard block, and then organized 
by watershed.  The vineyard blocks located in the Milliken reservoir watershed are listed first in 
the table.  The comment states that the overall delivery of sediment or other pollutants into the 
Milliken Reservoir may increase by more than one percent.  It is unclear how the commenter 
arrived at this conclusion.  Table 4.4-2 states that the total soil loss within the Milliken Reservoir 
watershed portion of the property will decrease from 615.87 tons per year under current 
conditions to 347.823 tons per year, a decrease of approximately 43.61 percent.  This 
information appears at the top of page 4.4-20, and represents a summary of the block-by-block 
soil loss calculations set forth in Appendix O.  These calculations have been verified by the 
Napa County Engineering Division staff through field inspection of existing conditions and 
statistical analysis of original calculations.  Refer to General Response 10 regarding the 
methodology used for the erosion calculations. 
 
The ECP calls for installation of BMPs such as straw wattles, filter strips, and the use of 
permanent cover crops which will further protect against sediment delivery.  In addition to 
reducing overall predicted erosion potential, the project incorporates filter strips and setbacks 
from streams and watercourses to provide sediment trapping and further reduce runoff impacts.  
The commenter provides no data to substantiate the claim that sediment delivery will increase 
by 1 percent, when it has been shown to decrease by over 43.6 percent. 
 

Response to Comment A5-04 

The discharge of hydrocarbons, oil and gas pollutants, pesticides, and fertilizers directly into a 
water body is not legal, and therefore the deliberate dumping of chemicals into waterways on 
the property is not reasonably foreseeable.  The risk of contamination of Milliken Creek due to 
accidental discharges is minimized through numerous BMPs as required in Mitigation Measures 
4.5-1 through 4.5-5, which include the development and implementation of a Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan (HMBP).  The HMBP is required to include the following: 
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 An inventory of the type and quantity of hazardous materials stored onsite;  
 A site map indicating locations of material storage;  
 Risks of using the hazardous materials; 
 Spill prevention methods; 
 Spill response plan; 
 Employee training; and 
 Emergency contacts. 

 
The HMBP would also include a determination on whether any substitution for the chemicals 
(less toxic, flammable, more stable, etc.) can be made; changes should be made as 
appropriate.  The hazardous materials inventory, site map, spill response plan, business owner 
form, and business activities form must be submitted to the Napa County Department of 
Environmental Management (DEM) prior to commencement of project construction.  If there is 
any change in storage locations of a hazardous material or 100 percent increase in quantity of a 
hazardous material, the DEM must be notified within 30 days.  An employee training record 
must be filed onsite and would be inspected by the DEM once every three years.  These safety 
measures included in the HMBP ensure that the risk of hazardous materials incidents are 
reduced to the maximum degree feasible. 
 
There is an inherent risk of hazardous materials incidents in all vineyard development and 
operation practices found throughout Napa County, including the Proposed Project (refer to 
Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-5 of the Draft EIR).  However, CEQA recognizes that it is impossible 
to completely eliminate some environmental impacts, and therefore CEQA focuses on the need 
to “avoid or substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21002.).  In accordance with CEQA, the EIR appropriately provides numerous legally binding, 
enforceable mitigation measures to reduce the risk of hazardous material impacts to the public 
and the environment to less-than-significant levels.  It is impossible to completely eliminate the 
risk of an accident occurring, but numerous mitigation measures have been provided to 
significantly reduce the risk.  Although no further mitigation is required under CEQA, the 
commenter can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns.  
Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and 
mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment A5-05 

Napa County Conservation Regulations (County Code Section 18.108) designate seven local 
watersheds as sensitive domestic water supply drainages because they supply municipal water 
to Napa County residents, including the Milliken Reservoir watershed.  County Code Section 
18.108.027 requires that projects within a designated drainage must comply with additional 
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restrictions, including limits to vegetation clearing, shortened grading windows to protect from 
winter rain events, guidance on drainage facilities to prevent the concentration of runoff, sizing 
of drainage facilities to accommodate the 100-year storm event, and site-specific geotechnical 
investigations.  These additional protective measures are designed to protect the drinking water 
supply at a watershed-level to prevent cumulative impacts to water quality.  The Proposed 
Project must comply with these regulations; therefore, these protection measures that were 
designed to protect Milliken Reservoir watershed have been incorporated into the Proposed 
Project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a)(1)(A).   
 
When addressing comments on water quality, it is important to note that the purpose and goal of 
any Erosion Control Plan is to mitigate any soil loss and that sediment is the primary medium of 
transport for adsorbed pesticides.  Thus, if there is no soil loss (as predicted for the Proposed 
Project) then pesticides will not have a significant impact on water quality due to run-off. 
 
The commenter states that “the introduction of pesticides into a municipal water supply is not 
acceptable and needs to be mitigated.”  Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 through 4.5-5 are required to 
protect sensitive receptors, surface waters, and groundwater from the use of agrichemicals.  No 
evidence is provided showing that the impact will be significant even after inclusion of the 
proposed mitigation. 
 
As discussed below, there are no significant impacts on water quality because pesticide use is 
highly regulated by the federal, State, and County governments and is sparingly used within the 
County as recognized by the Napa County Pesticide Report.  The City of Napa met all U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) drinking water standards (City of Napa, 2014).  Contaminants, such as derivatives of 
pesticides and herbicides, that are not subject to any proposed or promulgated national primary 
drinking water regulations, but are known or anticipated to occur in public water systems, end 
up on the Contaminant Candidate List (“CCL”).  A CCL listing does not impose any 
requirements on public water systems like the City of Napa’s; however, as outlined in Director 
Morrison’s letter to the Napa City Council, “according to the most recent Annual Pesticide Use 
Report issued by the County Agricultural Commissioner, of the 100 chemicals shown on the 
Draft CCL4 list, only three were applied on vineyards in Napa County in 2013 and only on a total 
of 8,995 acres countywide (assuming no overlapping usage)” (Morrison, 2015).  In cross-
comparing the contaminants on the CCL and those pesticides used in Napa County according 
to the Napa County Pesticide Report, there may be four CCL contaminants used in Napa 
County in 2014: (1) Alpha-Alkylaryl-Omega-Hyroxypoly, (2) Manganese Sulfate, (3) 
Nonylphenol Formaldehyde Resin, and (4) Oxyfluorfen.  Although the project applicant uses 
primarily organic farming operations and has not used these chemicals in the past, they are not 
restricted from using them in future farming operations provided they follow all County, State, 
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and federal regulations.  The mitigation measures required in the MMRP “avoid or substantially 
lessen” a project’s significant impacts (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.).   
 
In Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (483 U.S. 825 [1987]), the U.S. Supreme Court held 
that there must be an “essential nexus” between the government’s requirement for an easement 
dedicating real property and a legitimate government interest.  In Dolan v. City of Tigard (512 
U.S. 374 [1994]), the U.S. Supreme Court found that an exaction requiring dedication of real 
property must be “roughly proportional” to the impact of the proposed development.  These two 
standards for mitigation measures – essential nexus and proportionality – were codified in 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a)(4).  Although these cases defined mitigation requirements for 
governmental taking of real property, the majority decision of Koontz v. St. Johns River Water 
Management District (568 U.S. ___ [2013]) held that “so-called ‘monetary exactions’ must 
satisfy the nexus and rough proportionality requirements of Nollan and Dolan.”  Therefore, the 
commenter’s request that the project applicant pay for an estimated $20 million upgrade to the 
Milliken Water Treatment Plant for an impact that has been reduced to less-than-significant 
levels is not proportional to the impact. 
 

Response to Comment A5-06 

The monitoring program required by Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 is ongoing throughout the 
duration of project operation, and will not end after one year.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 
4.6-4: “The automatic recorder shall be set to collect data approximately every 60 minutes for 
the first year to provide sufficient data for the purpose of operational monitoring; the frequency 
between data recording by the transducer may be increased in the future.”  Additionally, per 
page 12 of the Groundwater Monitoring and Mitigation Program (GMMP) in Appendix R, “Once 
the three monitoring wells have been constructed, instrumented with transducers, and after the 
initial 1-year period of baseline/background monitoring has been conducted, the data generated 
will be graphed and technically reviewed, and then provided to the County to help the County 
determine if there may be areas of concern which require specific mitigation by the project 
proponent (via the adoption of “trigger points”).  Such graphing and technical reviews will also 
serve to determine if those specific areas of concern for offsite wells are related to project 
pumping, or other reasons not related to project pumping.” 
 

Response to Comment A5-07 

As discussed in Appendix D of the Draft EIR (pages 54 and 55), a groundwater monitoring 
program that includes flow rates, extraction volumes, and water levels is recommended for the 
Walt Ranch project to help address some of the uncertainty in the hydrogeologic analyses.  A 
groundwater monitoring program is then required in Mitigation Measure 4.6-4.  As stated on 
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page 55 of Appendix D, “ongoing monitoring of water levels over time is an effective means of 
proactively addressing unforeseen conditions in water wells in the future.”  The owners of Walt 
Ranch implemented an RCS-recommended monitoring program for the Walt Ranch wells 
beginning in 2011.  A GMMP for the project that addresses offsite groundwater sources such as 
those at COCWD has been created and attached as Appendix R. 
 
The GMMMP is oriented to address offsite groundwater sources such as the vertical and 
horizontal wells at COCWD.  Baseline conditions for any well or spring are included as part of 
the monitoring plan (including water levels, flow rates, pumping volumes, well construction 
details, pump installation depths, etc.) to help establish trigger points and/or thresholds.  The 
establishment of these necessary baseline conditions are included as the initial phase of the 
GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment A5-08 

Freshwater seeps and seasonal volcanic seeps are discussed on page 4.2-15 and page 19 of 
Appendix D.  The term “seep” suggests that the groundwater emanating from a “seep” site is “a 
place where groundwater discharge occurs in [a] more diffuse manner (so small that locus of 
discharge cannot be identified)” (Heath, 1968), and “exhibits flows too small to be considered as 
springs” (AGI, 2011).  Hence, these “seep” flows likely do not affect Milliken Creek flows.  The 
potential for the Proposed Project to impact surface water flows is discussed in General 
Response 15, Response to Comment A7-9, and Response to Comment A7-10. 
 

Response to Comment A5-09 

As shown on Figure B of the 2015 RCS report (Appendix Q), the Milliken Creek and Capell 
Creek watershed divide is shown to cross the Walt Ranch property.  Well WR-3 is shown to 
exist on the watershed divide, Wells WR-1 and WR-4 are shown to exist on the Capell Creek 
side of the divide, and Well WR-5 is shown to exist on the Milliken Reservoir side of the 
watershed divide.  Hence, groundwater extracted will technically be derived from wells that exist 
in both watersheds.  However, surface watershed divides do not necessarily coincide with 
groundwater divides.  
 
Groundwater pumped for vineyard irrigation is to be applied at rates and volumes that allow the 
plant to take up the water.  The assertion that water is being “moved” from one watershed to 
another is not applicable; water is being extracted and used for the irrigation of vineyards.  This 
is supported by the statement by Farrar and Metzger, “Although recharge from excess irrigation 
sometimes can be a significant part of total recharge within some basins, within this study area 
it is considered minor because the predominant crop is wine grapes and local growers use 
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highly efficient drip systems” (page 19 of USGS, 2003).  Thus, groundwater that is extracted for 
irrigation will result in negligible surface water run-off and/or groundwater recharge. 
 

Response to Comment A5-10 

As discussed further in General Response 15, the hydrologic report prepared for the Proposed 
Project modeled a decline in the amount of surface water runoff in post-project conditions from 
each of the four sub-watersheds that drain to Milliken Reservoir watershed.  As explained in the 
hydrologic analysis (Appendix G of the Draft EIR), land that is planted in vineyards and cover 
crops infiltrates more precipitation than in existing conditions.  Additionally, when using the total 
watershed area, the reductions to Milliken Reservoir attributable to the Proposed Project 
amounts to a range of 0.4 percent to 1.6 percent of the total runoff.   
 
The comment states that the decline in surface water flows will result in a reduction in flows into 
the Milliken Reservoir.  Milliken Reservoir is located to the south, downstream of sub-
watersheds 1, 2, 3, and 12.  The comment does not provide data or analysis in support of this 
statement.  Rather, the comment appears to assume that any reduction in precipitation surface 
water runoff will also result in a reduction in flows into the Milliken Reservoir.  This assumption is 
incorrect.  Precipitation that infiltrates, rather than becoming surface flow, is not “lost” to the 
watershed.  Rather, precipitation that infiltrates remains within the watershed as groundwater, 
where it may recharge streams and seeps (refer to Response to Comment A7-10). 
 
As the Draft EIR explains, “[t]he Milliken Reservoir watershed, which is a subwatershed of the 
Napa River watershed, drains an area of approximately 6,141 acres to the Milliken Reservoir.  
The primary drainage feature of the Milliken Reservoir watershed is Milliken Creek, which flows 
from the Foss Valley and continues southward approximately 1.5 miles relatively parallel to 
Atlas Peak Road before discharging into Milliken Reservoir and eventually redistributing flows to 
the Napa River.  Several ephemeral drainages flow into Milliken Creek on the project site from 
upland areas in the east and west.  Collectively, these tributaries drain approximately one-third 
the area of the property.  Milliken Creek flows through the southwest corner of the property.  It 
incorporates several tributaries originating within the property before exiting to the south” (Draft 
EIR, page 4.6-5.).  A figure showing the Milliken Reservoir watershed and the twelve modeled 
sub-watersheds on the property is included as Figure 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR.  As this figure 
shows, the sub-watersheds flow to Milliken Creek, and then the creek flows south to Milliken 
Reservoir. 
 
The analysis in the Draft EIR was designed to address whether the project would cause adverse 
impacts by increasing the rate of peak flows during storm events, which in turn could lead to 
erosion and degraded water quality.  The analysis focuses on peak flow rates during storm 
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events, expressed as cubic feet per second.  The analysis shows that, in the Milliken Creek 
watershed, peak flow rates will experience a modest decline.  The EIR concludes this impact is 
beneficial, because the risk of erosion or degraded water quality will go down as compared to 
existing conditions. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.6‐35 – 4.6‐37.) 
 
The hydrologic model used to analyze runoff addresses surface flow only.  The model is not 
capable of quantifying shallow horizontal flows resulting from shallow ripping of volcanic rock.  
However, based on investigation of test pits within the Milliken Reservoir watershed as well as 
an evaluation of existing geologic data, the volcanic rock units that will have increased 
infiltration as a result of ripping extend to a much greater depth than the 2- to 6-foot depth of 
ripping for vineyard development.  As a result, the increased infiltration which results in lower 
projected runoff volumes is only a surface effect.  The reduced volume of water no longer 
flowing on the surface will flow laterally once it encounters the unripped volcanic rock at a depth 
of 2 to 6 feet and will add to base flow in the tributaries that drain to Milliken Creek.  These flows 
will continue to support any seeps and springs downhill of the ripped blocks, as discussed in 
Impact 4.6-1 (page 4.6-37 of the Draft EIR). 
 
Furthermore, the estimated runoff for a 2-year storm for the entire watershed is approximately 
1,200 af and the average usage out of Milliken Reservoir is 700 af.  Thus a 2-year event would 
more than replenish their usage from the reservoir even with a 1.6 percent reduction in peak 
runoff caused by the Proposed Project.  This very small reduction should have no effect for 
storms greater than the 2-year event and provide a very small reduction in flooding for Napa 
River.   
 
In sum, water that infiltrates as a result of vineyard development will not leave the Milliken Creek 
watershed.  Rather, water that infiltrates as a result of deep ripping will remain within the 
watershed as shallow groundwater, where it will continue to feed seeps and tributaries that drain 
to Milliken Creek.  For this reason, the increase in infiltration will not result in a “loss” of water 
resources to the watershed.  Therefore, the total volume of water flowing to Milliken Creek and 
thence Milliken Reservoir is expected to remain the same overall.   
 
The County has considered whether, in light of the City’s comment, it would be appropriate to 
propose performing stream‐flow monitoring of Milliken Creek to determine whether the 
Proposed Project results in a decline in stream flows.  For the following reasons, the County 
concludes that this approach is unwarranted. 
 
In order to obtain meaningful data, it would be necessary to install two in-stream check dams – 
one at the point where Milliken Creek enters the Walt Ranch property, and another where 
Milliken Creek leaves the property.  Without installing two monitoring locations, there would be 
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no way to know whether observed changes in stream flows are attributable to Walt Ranch, or to 
some other cause.  Installing check dams in the creek would have impacts on Milliken Creek 
itself.  Portions of the reach of Milliken Creek that traverse the property are relatively 
undisturbed, and installing the check dams would have adverse impacts on the riparian habitat 
located there.  The check dams would also affect the hydrology of the creek, particularly during 
storm events, and could result in increased scour or sediment transport.  Installing the check 
dams would require approval by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under 
Fish and Game Code sections 1600 et seq.  It is not known whether CDFW would approve the 
dams, or what environmental review would be required in order to accomplish this.  The delay 
and expense could be considerable, particularly in relation to the limited value of the data that 
would be obtained. 
 
Although there may be instances where it may be appropriate to require vineyard projects to 
monitor in-stream flows, for instance when a stream bisects a larger portion of the property or 
contains special-status species that are dependent on certain stream flows, these facts do not 
exist here.  Specifically: 1) Milliken Creek traverses a small portion of  the southwest corner of 
the property; 2) the creek is dammed downstream, and does not provide habitat for steelhead or 
other listed fish species; 3) the creek is ephemeral and is generally dry between June and 
October, so during the irrigation season there is no flow to monitor; 4) the issue raised by the 
City focuses on peak stormwater flows, not on groundwater pumping; and 5) even if peak 
stormwater flows experience a slight decline during certain storm events, that water is not “lost” 
to the watershed. 
 
As explained above, surface water monitoring of Milliken Creek would be costly in terms of both 
time and money, has the potential to harm riparian habitat, and would not provide meaningful 
data.  The County therefore concludes such monitoring is not necessary, and such a 
requirement has not been incorporated into the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment A5-11 

As discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed development of vineyards on the 
project site is an agricultural use and does not require a use permit.  No other reasonably 
foreseeable future development would occur on the project site beyond what is described in the 
EIR.  The future limitation of the property’s allowable land uses as requested in this comment to 
mitigate for the Proposed Project is not consistent with constitutional requirements pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(4).  Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of 
other development on the property and growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment A5-12 

Risk of wildfire due to the Proposed Project was discussed and eliminated from further 
discussion in the Draft EIR in the Walt Ranch Initial Study, included as Appendix B of the Draft 
EIR.  As discussed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials analysis in the Initial Study, 
vineyard development would not significantly change the existing setting, making it more 
vulnerable to wildland fires.  The removal of trees, brush, and understory over 507 acres (429 
acres in the Mitigated Project) on the property and subsequent planting of vineyard will create a 
fire break for the surrounding residential land uses, as vineyard is significantly less flammable 
than woodlands.  Land use changes and crop cover resulting from the Proposed Project will not 
significantly increase the risk of wildfire.  Additionally, roads would be improved and maintained 
for year-round access to the project site, which would aid in fire prevention and protection if 
required.  Roadways on the project site will also serve as fire breaks. 
 

Response to Comment A5-13 

As discussed in Response to Comments A5-03 through A5-12, impacts discussed by the 
commenter have been addressed in the Draft EIR and will be less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation measures. 
 

Comment Letter A6 – Erik Alm, California Department of Transportation, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment A6-1 

Construction of the Proposed Project will not result in encroachment within the State right of 
way (ROW) for SR-121 and SR-128.  Thus, the Proposed Project will not require an 
encroachment permit.  As discussed in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR and General Response 17, 
access to the project site is located at Circle Oaks Drive.  As General Response 17 explains, 
the Draft EIR concluded that an alternative or secondary access road was not required to avoid 
a potentially significant impact.  The two potential access points off SR-121 that were 
considered in the Initial Study were removed from consideration in the Draft EIR due to issues 
with feasibility and site constraints.  At this time, the Applicant is not proposing any secondary 
access points for construction access or other purposes. 
 

Response to Comment A6-2 

The project applicant will comply with all necessary procedures and regulations regarding 
impacts to cultural resources. 
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Response to Comment A6-3 

Construction of the Proposed Project may require the movement of oversized or excessive load 
vehicles on SR-121 and SR-128 to transport equipment to and from the project site.  Section 4.7 
of the EIR has been clarified to describe transportation permit requirements and applicability to 
the Proposed Project.   
 
The Proposed Project will not require traffic restrictions or detours affecting SR-121 and SR-
128.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will not require a Transportation Management Plan.  As 
mentioned in Response to Comment A6-1, the Proposed Project will not require an 
encroachment permit.   
 
Refer to General Response 16 and General Response 18 for further discussion of Traffic 
Impacts and Impacts to Roads. 
 

Comment Letter A7 – Scott Wilson, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment A7-1 

Commenter accurately describes the Proposed Project.  No further response is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment A7-2 

Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR discusses direct and indirect impacts to biological resources in 
Section 4.2.6 in accordance with Napa County Code, Napa County General Plan, and the 
CEQA Guidelines.  The Draft EIR quantifies the acreage of habitat impacts in Table 4.2-2 and 
shows the location of impacted habitats and sensitive species in Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-3.  
As stated in Mitigation Measures 4.2-1, protected habitats shall be preserved in perpetuity as 
follows: 
 

All acreage designated for preservation shall be identified as such in a deed restriction, 
open space easement with an organization such as the Land Trust of Napa County as 
the grantee, or other means of permanent protection.  Land placed in protection shall be 
restricted from development and other uses that would potentially degrade the quality of 
the habitat (including, but not limited to, conversion to other land uses such as 
agriculture or urban development, and excessive off-road vehicle use that increases 
erosion), and should otherwise be restricted by the existing goals and policies of Napa 
County.  The areas to be covered by the deed restriction shall be determined by a 
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qualified botanist or biologist, and submitted to Napa County for review and approval.  
The deed restriction shall be entered into and recorded with the Napa County Recorder’s 
office prior to commencement of the project in a form acceptable to County Counsel. 

 
The environmental baseline of biological resources on the property is described in Section 4.2.1 
through 4.2.4 in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15125.  As stated on page 3-6 of the Draft 
EIR, the “507 gross acres include vineyard avenues that would be constructed around each of 
the proposed vineyard blocks, rock stockpile areas, and access roads that would be constructed 
or realigned from their existing configuration.”  The requested information regarding the 
preserved habitat is found in the Walt Ranch BRMP.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding 
the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation for biological impacts. 
 

Response to Comment A7-3 

Impacts to sensitive biotic communities, including Black Oak Alliance and Blue Oak Alliance, are 
addressed in Impact 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR, while impacts to specimen trees (including old-
growth oak trees) are addressed in Impact 4.2-16.  The impacted acres of habitat types are 
provided in Table 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR.  The BRMP prepared for the Proposed Project includes 
a breakdown of the species of all 34 impacted specimen trees, and a detailed map and table of 
the replanting areas for each species.  Over 20.6 acres of potential specimen tree replanting 
areas were located by a qualified botanist based on the unique needs of each species for 
sunlight, soil moisture, and topography.   Additionally, as native grassland areas are preserved 
per Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, the mitigation replanting locations were chosen to ensure that no 
native grasslands or other sensitive habitats would be disturbed for replanting.  Refer to 
General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation for 
biological impacts. 
 

Response to Comment A7-4 

Napa County acknowledges the need for protection of trees designated as specimen trees, 
which are older growth trees that contribute to habitat and biological diversity by virtue of their 
long history interacting in their environment.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 requiring a 5:1 ratio was 
developed in consultation with a qualified botanist to ensure that impacts are adequately 
reduced to less-than-significant levels while ensuring the long-term health and viability of 
replanted populations.  The 5:1 mitigation ratio was selected over the usual 2:1 or 3:1 ratios to 
acknowledge the important biological and ecological functions provided by these specimen 
trees, including their slow growth rates and the temporal loss as mentioned by the commenter.  
However, mitigation replanting at a 10:1 ratio, as the commenter suggests, could result in 
overcrowded oak stands.  In fact, in a USDA publication entitled Oak Habitat Restoration, 
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overcrowding of young oak trees in restored oak woodlands is listed as one of the main causes 
of oak trees not developing the stature and structural traits required to form specimen or 
heritage oaks (USDA, 2015).  No scientific evidence is provided by the commenter to justify that 
a 10:1 ratio would be more effective than a 5:1 ratio for specimen trees.  There are many 
scientific studies showing that overcrowding is detrimental to the formation of specimen trees.  
Therefore, it is not appropriate to double the mitigation ratio from 5:1 to 10:1. 
 
A combination of avoidance, preservation, and replanting has been utilized to reduce impacts of 
the Proposed Project in accordance with Napa County General Plan policies.  Specifically, 
11.94 acres of vineyard have been removed to protect holly-leaved ceanothus (Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-7), 17.74 acres of vineyard have been removed to protect narrow-anthered 
brodiaea (Mitigation Measure 4.2-8), and 0.3 acres of vineyard have been removed to protect 
100 percent of the Napa bluecurls that occur on the property (Mitigation Measure 4.2-9).  If 
avoidance of populations is found to be infeasible, additional preservation areas may be 
identified outside of vineyard blocks.  If no additional preservation areas are available, additional 
avoidance may be necessary. 
 

Response to Comment A7-5 

The Draft EIR discusses Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) on page 4.2-66 
and in Impact 4.2-14.  The EIR has been clarified to say that Townsend’s big-eared bat is a 
candidate species and therefore protected under the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA).  As stated on page 4.2-66 of the Draft EIR, distribution of the Townsend’s big-eared bat 
is “strongly correlated with availability of caves and cave-like roosting habitat (e.g., abandoned 
mines, bridges and culverts).  However, the species has also been reported roosting in 
buildings, bridges, rock crevices, and hollow trees.”  Although no caves or cave-like roosting 
habitat was observed within the project site, there may be trees on the property that contain 
suitable hollows for roosting.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-14, as revised in response to CDFW’s 
comments, requires pre-construction surveys for any earth-disturbing activities occurring during 
the bat breeding season of March 1 through August 31.  If active special status bat roosts, 
including Townsend’s big-eared bat roosts, are found during these surveys, the qualified wildlife 
biologist must submit an avoidance plan to CDFW for review and acceptance.  A no-disturbance 
buffer of a size acceptable to CDFW will be created.  As such, Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 would 
avoid any impacts to Townsend’s big-eared bat and a CESA permit would not be required. 
 

Response to Comment A7-6 

Commenter is correct, the pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) may occur on the project site, as there 
are suitable roosting and foraging habitats (page 4.2-66 of the Draft EIR).   
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Response to Comment A7-7 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 has been modified to include the recommendations from California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 
 

Response to Comment A7-8 

The Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) conducted for the Proposed Project concluded 
that American badger (Taxidea taxus) was unlikely to utilize the project site because its 
grassland habitat and preferred prey species, ground squirrels, were not present within the 
project area.  Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately did not go into detail regarding the species 
and habitat description for American badger.  However, at the recommendation of CDFW, the 
EIR has been revised to include the American badger species and habitat description on page 
4.2-69 of the EIR.  As stated therein: 
 

The nearest documented occurrence of this species was observed on November 3, 
1911 when a female badger was collected approximately 9 miles southwest of the 
project site (CNDDB Occurrence: #203); this CNDDB occurrence was updated in 2004.  
Based on the lack of documented sightings of American badger in the area for over 100 
years and the lack of suitable habitat, it is unlikely that American badger is present within 
the project site.  American badger was not observed onsite during the biological surveys. 

 
The updated CNDDB occurrence means that some additional information was added to the 
1911 entry, not that a badger was relocated in the same place.  Therefore, American badger 
does not occur on the project site and the Proposed Project would not have a significant impact 
on this species.  The mitigation measures requested in this comment are not required. 
 

Response to Comment A7-9 

Milliken Creek traverses a small portion of the southern part of the Walt Ranch property.  The 
portion of the creek that traverses the property is ephemeral, meaning that the creek does not 
flow year round, and is dry for a significant portion of each year.  Publicly available data from the 
Napa One Rain website confirms that this reach of Milliken Creek is ephemeral. 
 
Data that are available for the stream gage called “Milliken Creek at Milliken Res (21)” were 
downloaded and plotted by RCS.  After plotting the data on a graph, it was apparent that 
beginning in roughly 2013, erroneous data were being reported by the device.  These erroneous 
data occur when the data set reports zero flow, followed by a stream stage of perhaps 4 or 5 
feet.  Then at the next reading, the value drops back to zero.  The reporting frequency is 
irregular at the gage, and readings are reported at intervals of roughly 1 to 3 hours.  This occurs 
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many times throughout the summer months at the gage.  Figure G of Appendix Q illustrates the 
data downloaded from the gage after RCS removed obviously erroneous data.  As shown on a 
map at the Napa One Rain site, the gage is located just upstream of the Milliken Reservoir.  
Hence, this gage shows flows in the creek are not influenced by collection of water at the dam.  
As shown on Figure G, Milliken Creek is ephemeral; it generally stops flowing between May and 
July each year, and resumes flowing later in the year between October and January, once the 
rainy season begins. 
 
In the vicinity of Walt Ranch, alluvial sediments associated with Milliken Creek are of limited 
thickness and lateral extent.  As shown on Figure 5A of Appendix D, no alluvium is shown to 
exist on the southwest portion of Walt Ranch where Milliken Creek crosses the property.  
Hence, when the ephemeral Milliken Creek is flowing, it is flowing primarily across rocks of the 
Sonoma Volcanics that occur directly at ground surface in the creek channel. 
 
Walt Ranch Well WR-5 is located approximately 1,000 feet northeast of the closest channel of 
Milliken Creek.  The ground surface elevation of the Well WR-5 wellhead is 1,426 feet above 
mean sea level (amsl) according to a digital elevation model (DEM) available from the USGS 
(USGS 2015).  Also from the DEM the elevation of Milliken Creek where it crosses the Walt 
Ranch property is roughly 1,372 feet amsl.  The top of the uppermost perforations in Well WR-5 
exist at an elevation of 1,336 feet amls (90 feet bgs).  Hence, Well WR-5 is perforated deeper 
than the bottom elevation of Milliken Creek where it crosses the property.  A static water level 
(SWL) of 1,409 feet amsl (i.e., a SWL depth of 17 feet bgs) was measured by the RCS geologist 
on November 11, 2014.  The RCS geologist also observed that Milliken Creek was not flowing 
on that same date, at the point where Milliken Creek just enters into the western boundary of the 
Walt Ranch property (the creek location that is closest to Well MR-5 – see Figure B).  Based on 
the elevation data presented above, the elevation of the water surface measured in Well WR-5 
is higher than the bottom elevation of Milliken Creek.  RCS did not observe flow in the creek 
when the elevation of the water surface in Well WR-5 was higher than the bottom of the creek.  
This fact demonstrates that Milliken Creek is not connected to the groundwater table by a 
continuous saturated zone in the vicinity of Well WR-5.  Because the elevation of the water 
surface in the well is higher than the elevation of the bottom of the creek, if there were such a 
connection, then water would have been observed in Milliken Creek.  The logical inference from 
observed conditions is that there is no connection.  Thus, there are no data to suggest that 
groundwater pumping in Well WR-5 will affect surface water flows in Milliken Creek. 
 

Response to Comment A7-10 

USGS Circular 1376 (USGS, 2013) generally discusses how the pumpage of groundwater may 
affect surface water flows (e.g., when groundwater pumping occurs in an aquifer with a direct 
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hydraulic connection to a stream).  USGS Circular 1376 is a document that describes a number 
of varied geologic conditions in which groundwater and surface water interaction occurs (a 
situation in which the water table is in direct contact with the surface water in a stream or river).  
A majority of the document focuses on “connected systems” in alluvial-type aquifers.  Milliken 
Creek does not exist in an alluvial aquifer in the vicinity of Walt Ranch.  Further, as stated on 
page 11 therein: 

 
Unless otherwise stated, two important assumptions are made throughout this 
discussion – first, that the stream and underlying aquifer remain hydraulically connected 
by a continuous saturated zone, and second, that the stream does not become dry 
(USGS 2013).  

 
As described in Response to Comment A7-9, Milliken Creek is clearly ephemeral (becomes 
dry) in the vicinity of Walt Ranch and is not connected to the groundwater table in the vicinity of 
WR-5.  Based on the criteria listed above, Milliken Creek is a “disconnected system” (USGS, 
2013), and therefore, the majority of the information presented in USGS Circular 1376 (USGS, 
2013) does not apply to Milliken Creek in the vicinity of Walt Ranch. 
 
The same document (USGS, 2013) also includes a reference to a journal article (Brunner, 2011) 
that provides “a summary of several of the issues related to disconnected systems and the 
factors that influence the dynamics of disconnection.”  In that document, the definition of 
“disconnection” is discussed, and the document describes a few specific scenarios that 
groundwater pumpage might have on disconnected systems.  It is stated on page 11 that 
“ephemeral streams therefore are frequently disconnected even in the absence of a clogging 
layer” (Brunner, 2011).  Again, because Milliken Creek is a disconnected system in the vicinity 
of Walt Ranch, the majority of the discussion in the document is not applicable to the Walt 
Ranch property. 
 
This issue of being a “disconnected stream” also speaks to the issue of whether or not Milliken 
Creek fits the description of a “subterranean stream flowing through a known and definite 
channel,” as stated by the commenter.  Page 82 of DWR Bulletin 118 (DWR, 2003) contains a 
summary of the criteria necessary to prove that a “subterranean stream” exists as defined by 
the State Water Code.  Criteria number one mentions that that a “subsurface channel must 
exist,” and criteria four mentions that groundwater must be flowing in the “subsurface channel”.  
As described above in Response to Comment A7-9, very little alluvium exists along Milliken 
Creek, and geologic maps of the area do not illustrate exposures of alluvium along the creek 
where Milliken Creek flows through the Walt Ranch Property.  Therefore, available data indicate 
that no subsurface channel exists.  Also, the creek is disconnected from the groundwater in the 
underlying volcanic rocks; therefore, there is no groundwater in the creek. 
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Response to Comment A7-11 

No diversions or impoundments of surface runoff in the Milliken Reservoir watershed are 
planned as a result of the Proposed Project.  Further, as described in Response to Comment 
A7-9, there are no data to suggest that groundwater pumping on the project site will affect 
surface water flows in Milliken Creek.  The Proposed Project will not affect the City’s obligation 
pursuant to Fish and Game Code § 5937.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-10 regarding 
the potential for reduction in flows to Milliken Reservoir. 
 
As discussed in Section 6.1.3, the cumulative environment analyzed in the Draft EIR included 
the two pending water right applications for two onstream reservoirs, which were analyzed 
separately from the Proposed Project as they are independent of the operation of the proposed 
vineyard development.  These proposed reservoirs would be for non-consumptive uses (fire 
protection and recreation).  Furthermore, these two proposed reservoirs will be located on 
streams tributary to Capell Creek, and would therefore have no impact to the cumulative amount 
of water available in the Milliken Reservoir watershed. 
 

Response to Comment A7-12 

If needed, the Proposed Project shall obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from 
CDFW prior to construction activities that impact riparian zones or the bed, bank, or channel of 
any waters of the State, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.  Direct impacts to waters of 
the U.S. shall be mitigated by creating or restoring waters of the U.S. onsite. 
 

Response to Comment A7-13 

Bullfrogs (Lithobates catesbeianus) were observed in Milliken Creek during the 2012 California 
Red-legged Frog (CRLF) Survey (AES, 2012).  Milliken Creek is habitat for two species of 
special concern, foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF; Rana boylii) and western pond turtle (WPT; 
Clemmys marmorata).  Bullfrogs are a non-native species that are predators to many native 
species of concern, including FYLF and CRLF.  Therefore, the establishment of bullfrogs in the 
proposed groundwater storage reservoirs may have a significant impact on special status 
amphibians.  Therefore, the following bullfrog management measures have been added to 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-11 to prevent establishment and dispersal of bullfrog from onsite 
reservoirs: 
 

 Project applicant shall conduct appropriately timed surveys each year to determine if 
bullfrogs have become established in any of the onsite reservoirs.  If any bullfrog adults, 
eggs, and/or tadpoles are detected at any time, they shall be managed promptly as to 
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prevent colonization.  All surveys and direct removal efforts must be made by a person 
knowledgeable in species identification using a method approved by CDFW.   

 If bullfrogs are detected, the applicant shall implement direct removal efforts until adults 
and/or sub-adults can no longer be detected and are believed to be gone for the season.  
Bullfrog management efforts shall target the bullfrog’s life history stage: 1) egg mass 
removal, 2) larval removal, and 3) adult and juvenile frog.  These bullfrog control 
methods remove individuals and break the reproductive cycle.  Removal methods 
include manual take of adults and sub-adults, collecting egg masses, capturing larvae, 
and draining ponds to strand larvae.   

 Removal efforts shall occur during the active/breeding season occurring (April – July) 
with at least three efforts done a few days apart and another two efforts separated by 
two weeks.  Direct removal efforts should be completed with at least two people using a 
small boat, spotlights, and appropriate tools to capture and contain the bullfrogs.  
Capture and disposal shall be done in compliance with CDFW codes and regulations 
using appropriate gear.  Bullfrog egg mass removal efforts shall occur late June through 
August.   

 Bullfrogs may be taken under the authority of a sport fishing license (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14 (T-14) section 5.05(a)(28)).  There is no daily bag limit, possession 
limit or hour restriction, but bullfrogs can only be taken by hand, hand-held dip net, hook 
and line, lights, spears, gigs, grabs, paddles, bow and arrow, or hook and line fishing 
tackle.  Alternatively, California Fish and Game Code Section 5501 allows CDFW to 
issue a permit to destroy fish that are harmful to other wildlife.  The regulations have 
addressed this under Section CCR T-14 226.5 Issuance of Permits to Destroy Harmful 
Species of Fish in Private Waters for Management Purposes.  This allows the CDFW to 
issue free permits to destroy harmful aquatic species. 

 

Response to Comment A7-14 

Downstream surface water flows will not be affected by the Proposed Project.  There will be no 
change in the characteristics of downstream drainages or off-site riparian habitat.  Water that 
infiltrates as a result of vineyard development will remain within the watershed as shallow 
groundwater, where it will continue to feed seeps and tributaries that drain to Milliken Creek.  
Refer to Response to Comment A5-10 regarding the effects of reduced surface runoff to 
streamflows.  
 

Response to Comment A7-15 

Non-designated streams are those watercourses which do not meet the Napa County 
definition of a stream.  As provided in Napa County Code 18.108.030, a stream is any of the 
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following: 1) a watercourse designated by a solid line or dash and three dots symbol on the 
largest scale of the USGS maps most recently published, or any replacement to that symbol; 
2) any watercourse which has a well-defined channel with a depth greater than four feet and 
banks steeper than 3:1 and contains hydrophilic vegetation, riparian vegetation or woody-
vegetation including tree species greater than ten feet in height; and 3) those watercourses 
listed in Resolution No. 94-19 and incorporated herein by reference. 
 
Wildlife corridors are defined in Section 4.2.2-10 of the Draft EIR.  Hilty and Merenlender 
(2002) concluded that large native predators were more likely to use vegetated riparian 
corridors of widths greater than 30 meters (98 feet).  Therefore, the stream setbacks, wetland 
avoidance, and riparian habitat retention required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 will create a 
network of suitable wildlife corridors throughout the property ranging from 100 to 250 feet, 
including in the western portion of the site specifically mentioned in this comment.  Refer to 
General Response 7 regarding wildlife movement corridors.  Additionally, refer to updated 
Figure 6-1 (in Volume II of this Final EIR) regarding mitigated deer fencing. 
 
In addition, various sensitive habitats will be protected onsite through implementation of the 
Walt Ranch BRMP, which will result in the permanent protection of sensitive habitat 
throughout the property.  These areas have been chosen by Napa County in consultation with 
a qualified biologist to protect wildlife movement corridors on the property.   
 

Comment Letter A8 – Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
November 24, 2014 

Response to Comment A8-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment A8-2 

Comment is a transmittal of Comment Letter A6 from Caltrans.  Refer to Responses to 
Comments A6-1 through A6-3. 
 

Comment Letter A9 – Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
November 25, 2014 

Response to Comment A9-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment A9-2 

Comment is a transmittal of Comment Letter A7 from CDFW.  Refer to Responses to 
Comments A7-1 through A7-15. 
 

Comment Letter A10 – Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, December 1, 2014 

Response to Comment A10-1 

 No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment A10-2 

Comment is a transmittal of Comment Letter A7 from CDFW.  Refer to Responses to 
Comments A7-1 through A7-15. 
 

4.4 ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 
Comment Letter O1 – Jack MacDonald, Circle Oaks County Water District, July 

22, 2014 

Response to Comment O1-1 

Although the Circle Oaks community is the densest population center in the vicinity of the 
project site, and that the Proposed Project could impact the water supply for this residential 
development, as discussed in Section 4.6.3-3 of the Draft EIR, groundwater resources analyses 
and pump tests concluded that groundwater usage due to operation of the Proposed Project is 
not expected to have a significant impact on neighboring wells.  In response to comments 
received on the Draft EIR, RCS groundwater consultants requested additional information from 
COCWD as discussed further in Response to Comment O2-1 below.  The cumulative 
groundwater impact analysis has been revised in Section 4.6.1-3 and Impact 4.6-4 of this Final 
EIR.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the 
Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 
Refer to General Response 3 regarding the request for extension of the comment period. 
 

Response to Comment O1-2 

The Proposed Project, which seeks to extract 213.5 af of groundwater per year for vineyard 
irrigation and frost protection, would extract less than five percent of what is available for 
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extraction in the Sonoma Volcanics below the property.  This is not considered excessive or 
“large” as stated by the commenter for such a development in this region of Napa County.  
Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion and General Response 14 
regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood. 
 

Comment Letter O2 – Kathleen Maxim, Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
July 28, 2014 

Response to Comment O2-1 

The statements that COCWD was not contacted or considered are incorrect.  Phone messages 
were left on the COCWD answering machine, but RCS did not receive responses from 
COCWD.  For this reason, RCS prepared its analysis based on publicly available information 
about the COCWD water system.  The following discussion of the COCWD is included on page 
13 of the April 2014 Second Update Report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR): 
 

RCS attempted to contact the COCWD on at least two occasions in 2010 to collect 
information on their water system, but to no avail.  A map of the COCWD water system 
dated May 23, 2007, encountered on the Local Agency Formation Commission of Napa 
County website (www.napa.lafco.ca.gov) [LAFCO 2007] during an internet search, 
reveals that the COCWD may have two water wells (either horizontal wells or the more 
common vertical wells) and a spring source.  That map, however, does not, among other 
things, show any details on whether or not the spring source or the wells are active, and 
it does not provide any construction details for the wells or the spring.  The approximate 
locations of these wells and the spring source are shown on Figure 4. 
 
Attempts at contacting COCWD management are ongoing.  Data that could be provided 
by COCWD (including well and spring locations, well construction, spring development 
details, flow rates, water quality, etc) will be important to the development of a 
monitoring program for the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Page 19 of Appendix D discusses the existence of a possible COCWD spring source, as 
follows: 
 

Also shown on Figure 5A is the COCWD spring source discussed above.  As stated 
previously, RCS geologists have not directly observed the spring source, and the 
location of the spring was taken from publicly available maps of the COCWD water 
system.  As such, RCS cannot assess the flow characteristics of the spring source. 
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Page 39 of Appendix D discusses the inclusion of theoretical monitoring points that coincide 
with the assumed locations of the COCWD wells and springs, as follows: 

 
The locations of the monitoring points were chosen to help show the theoretical amounts 
of water level drawdown values that might occur within the volcanic rock aquifer at 
different points around the two properties.  In addition, monitoring points MP-G, MP-H, 
and MP-I were chosen to estimate the cumulative theoretical water level drawdown at 
the COCWD spring and well sites, respectively. 

 
The aquifer test enabled RCS to perform modeling to predict the theoretical water level 
drawdown impacts of the combined Circle S Ranch and Walt Ranch project-related groundwater 
pumping at locations on and in the vicinity of the project site.  Pages 35-37 of the 2014 RCS 
(Appendix D of the Draft EIR) report describes the software used to perform this modeling, the 
assumptions incorporated into the model, and the calibration of the model to correspond to data 
obtained during aquifer testing.  Because RCS was not provided information regarding the 
specific location of COCWD wells or spring sources, RCS was unable to fix the precise 
locations of these wells and spring sources (the latter are now understood to be a single 
horizontal well) for purposes of performing the modeling.  RCS therefore estimated the locations 
of these wells based on publicly-available information.  The estimated locations of these wells 
are shown in the RCS report on Figure 4, whereas results of the modeling effort for each of 
these locations are shown on Table 4 in that 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  
The COCWD wells/spring source are designated MP-G, MP-H and MP-I therein. 
 
Therefore, RCS did consider the possible existence wells and springs owned by COCWD as 
part of its 2014 report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), using the data available to RCS at that 
time. 
 
COCWD Well Locations and Construction Data 
In order to respond to Draft EIR comments and as requested by the County, RCS requested via 
email on March 11, 2015 specific COCWD data.  COCWD provided an undated letter response 
that was received via email through AES on April 6, 2015.  That April 6, 2015 COCWD response 
included a portion of the data requested by RCS.  On April 16, 2015, a second request was sent 
to COCWD requesting clarification of several items/data provided in that undated COCWD 
response.  A second, undated response from COCWD was subsequently received by RCS on 
May 11, 2015.  This response included driller’s logs for two of the three COCWD vertical wells; 
however, no construction information for the horizontal well was provided.  On June 6, 2015, 
RCS sent another email requesting clarification of the location data provided by COCWD for its 
horizontal well and COCWD Well No.1.  RCS received a response on June 10, 2105 with 
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corrected location information.  A copy of each of the correspondences listed above is provided 
Appendix Q. 
 
Based on the information forwarded to RCS in June 2015, well location data received from 
COCWD are as follows:1 
 

 Well No. 1 = 38°24’39” N; 122°13’8” W 
 Well No. 2 = No Location Provided 
 Well No. 3 = 38° 24' 13” N; 122° 12' 41” W 
 Horizontal Well = 38° 24' 13” N; 122° 13' 19” W 

 
The location coordinates for the COCWD wells listed above are assumed to represent 
coordinates using the WGS84 reference coordinate system.  These locations described above 
were then plotted by RCS on Figure A and Figure B (RCS, 2015a; Appendix Q).  As shown 
therein, the new location information provided in June 2015 by COCWD for its Horizontal Well 
and its Well Nos. 1 and 3 does not agree with the locations of those wells shown on the LAFCO 
map utilized in preparation of the 2014 report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  RCS added the 
actual locations for the COCWD infrastructure to the modeling scenario, as described in 
Response to Comment O4-1. 
 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Water Well Driller’s Reports (driller’s logs) were 
provided for two of the three COCWD wells, as shown in the Appendix to this Memorandum.  
Review of data on those logs calls into question which of the current COCWD wells the logs 
actually represent.  Those data discrepancies are described below: 
 

 Log No. 324624 
o Log No. 324624 is labeled as “Test Hole #2, Well #1,” and presumably 

corresponds to COCWD Well No. 1.  However, data presented below calls into 
question this presumption. 

o A description of the well location provided on the log states “Approx. 20’ from 
50,000 gallon water tank, at S.W. portion of Circle Oaks Development, A.P.# 32-
270-57”.  Review of aerial photos of the well location provided by the Google 
Earth Pro does not appear to show a water tank in the vicinity of this plotted well 
location.  Perhaps the tank was moved following construction of the well in the 
1990s, and that might be a possible reason for the discrepancy.  Alternatively, 

                                                
1  The term “horizontal well” and “spring” were used interchangeably in the information received from COCWD.  

However, because the spring source used by COCWD is reportedly developed, and a horizontal well was 
reportedly constructed at that site, the term “horizontal well” will be used herein. 
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this could mean that Log No. 324624 is not the well currently designated as 
COCWD Well No. 1 at the location shown on Figure A and Figure B. 

o A Static Water Level (SWL) measurement is reported on Log No. 324624 to be at 
a depth of 162 feet in April 1990.  Figure C, “COCWD Water Level Data,” shows 
water level measurements collected by COCWD from COCWD Well No. 1 since 
they began monitoring the water levels in the well in August 2014.  As shown 
thereon, SWLs have ranged between roughly 42 feet and 51 feet over the 
roughly 6-month period of available SWL data.  These recent data reveal much 
shallower water level depths than that listed on the driller’s log for 1990.  While it 
is theoretically possible that SWLs could have risen more than 100 feet in the 
well between 1990 and 2014, such a scenario is unlikely. 

o A Napa County Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) of 32-270-57 is shown on the 
log.  As shown on Figure A, COCWD Well No. 1 is located within the boundaries 
of that parcel number, and COCWD Well No. 3 is not.  It is possible that the 
parcel numbers that existed in 1990 differ from today’s parcel numbers, however. 

 Log No. 324625 
o Log No. 324625 is labeled as “Test Hole #3, Well #2,” and is therefore assumed 

to correspond to COCWD Well No. 2, the onsite well for which RCS was not 
provided a GPS location by COCWD. 

o The general location listed on the log states “End of Columbine Court”.  This 
description correlates to the reported location of COCWD Well No. 3. 

o This log also shows a Napa County APN of 32-270-57.  As mentioned above, 
only COCWD Well No. 3 is located on that parcel, as shown on Figure A. 

 
Based on the information above, it is unclear which of the two provided driller’s logs correlate to 
COCWD Well No.1; in fact, neither may correlate to COCWD Well No. 1.  Hence, data 
presented on the two driller’s logs appears to be unreliable. 
 
The two driller’s logs for COCWD wells provided represent wells that are constructed to depths 
on the order of 280 feet to 320 feet below ground surface (bgs), and that have perforations that 
begin at depths no shallower than 107 feet bgs.  It is possible that the third COCWD well may 
have been constructed similarly to the construction information shown on the two wells 
described in the available driller’s logs. 
 
No well construction data were provided by COCWD for the Horizontal Well. 
 
COCWD Connection to Volcanic Aquifer 
COCWD Well No. 1 is shown to exist in an area mapped as landslide deposits; COCWD Well 
No. 1 is not shown to be located within the volcanic rocks exposed at ground surface at Walt 
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Ranch (Appendix Q).  Within Napa County, these landslide deposits are typically found within 
the older sedimentary geologic materials common throughout the County, such as the Great 
Valley Sequence or the Franciscan Formation.  Further, a geologic map of the entire State of 
California was developed by California Geological Survey (CGS) (CGS 2010), which shows that 
the COCWD Well No. 1 was constructed into the older sedimentary rocks of the Great Valley 
Sequence. 
 
COCWD did not provide the well construction details for COCWD Well No. 1 (including well 
depth, perforation intervals, etc.), nor did COCWD provide a definitive driller’s log for the well.  
Therefore it is likely that COCWD Well No. 1 extracts groundwater solely from the landslide 
deposits and underlying Great Valley Sequence rocks.  It is conceivable that there may be some 
groundwater underflow from the volcanic rocks into the landslide area into which COCWD Well 
No. 1 is constructed.  However, confirmation of such underflow is not possible without well 
construction information, including sanitary seal and perforation intervals, subsurface geologic 
data collected when the well was drilled, long-term water level data, and water quality data 
collected solely from COCWD Well No. 1.  RCS requested these data from COCWD, but these 
data have yet to be provided by COCWD.  Due to this lack of information, RCS recommends 
that the proposed monitoring program include data collection regarding the construction of 
COCWD Well No. 1. 
 
The Horizontal Well is reported to be located at the contact between the volcanic rocks and the 
landslide deposits.  Because this is a horizontally drilled well, it must be assumed that the 
direction of drilling is to the southwest (i.e., it has been drilled perpendicular to the hill and into 
the volcanic rocks).  Because there are no well construction data available, the distance to 
which the Horizontal Well was constructed into the volcanic rocks and the inclination of the 
horizontal well to the horizontal are unknown.  Based on the topography of the area, the 
horizontal well was probably drilled in a southwesterly direction, perpendicular to the hill, into the 
volcanic rocks.  Therefore, based on these assumptions, the Horizontal Well likely derives its 
groundwater from the Sonoma Volcanics that underlie the Walt Ranch Property.  However, this 
assertion cannot be confirmed without well construction information, time-dependent flow rate 
data, or water quality data collected solely from the Horizontal Well.  RCS requested these data 
from COCWD, but these data have not been provided.  Therefore, RCS recommends that the 
proposed monitoring program include data collection from this COCWD Horizontal Well. 
 
Implementing these recommendations would require COCWD’s consent.  RCS recommends 
that the County request COCWD provide this information to RCS, so that COCWD Well No. 1 
and the Horizontal Well can be included in the proposed monitoring program. 
 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-67 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

COCWD Groundwater Demand 
COCWD reports that there are 189 connections that are served water by COCWD.  An average 
annual demand of 18,467,167 gallons per year (56.7 AF/yr) is reported by COCWD for the six-
year period beginning in 2009 and ending in 2014.  According to COCWD, the “vertical well” 
(COCWD Well No. 1) provides for 71.4 percent of its delivered groundwater, whereas the 
remaining 28.6 percent of the delivered water is derived from spring flow, aka the Horizontal 
Well.  It is assumed that this percentage breakdown between the two sources was determined 
via an instantaneous measurement; because no long-term, time-discreet flow measurements 
were provided for either the Horizontal Well or the COCWD Well No. 1, the above percentages 
likely cannot represent an average calculation.  Further, in the COCWD data response letter, 
the following statement is made: 

 
The Horizontal Well is a natural spring that varies in flow according to the weather.  The 
flow peaks at the beginning of use and drips the longer it is in use.  The flow varies so 
greatly that there is no way to conclude an exact flow rate or cause of flow variance. 
 

Based on the information provided by COCWD, it is assumed that of COCWD’s total reported 
annual groundwater demand (56.7 AF/yr), 40.5 AF/yr (71.4 percent of 56.7 AF/yr) is supplied by 
COCWD Well No. 1, whereas the remaining 16.2 AF/yr (28.6 percent of 56.7 AF/yr) is supplied 
by flow from the Horizontal Well. 
 

Response to Comment O2-2 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-12 regarding the risk of wildlife due to the Proposed 
Project, which is discussed in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Responses 16 
and 18 regarding traffic and impacts to roads, respectively. 
 

Comment Letter O3 – Stephen Gort, Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
August 6, 2014 

Response to Comment O3-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
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Comment Letter O4 – Jack MacDonald, Circle Oaks County Water District, August 
14, 2014 

Response to Comment O4-1 

RCS performed a pumping test in Well WR-3 to derive aquifer parameters, the results of which 
are presented in Appendix D of the Draft EIR.  Well WR-3 was chosen because of its central 
location within the property, and the ability to use Well WR-4 and WR-5 as additional water level 
monitoring wells during the test.  Data collected during the test were used to model water levels 
using the PUMPIT software package.  Impacts on neighboring wells were assessed, and water 
level drawdown calculations were discussed in the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR).  As stated therein, while pumping Well WR-3, no water level drawdown impacts were 
observed in any of the wells monitored during the test.  Well WR-4 is closer to WR-3 (the 
pumping well) than any of the COCWD wells, and it also lies in a very similar direction from WR-
3 as do the COCWD wells.  Therefore, it is highly likely that no water level drawdown impacts 
would have been observed in the COCWD wells during the pumping test of WR-3.  This 
assertion could potentially be corroborated using data from the COCWD wells, but COCWD did 
not provide long-term water level data or flow rate data for either the COCWD Well No. 1 or the 
Horizontal Well. 
 
COCWD has now provided the actual locations of their Horizontal Well(s) and the vertical wells 
(COCWD Nos. 1 and 2), as discussed in Response to Comment O2-1.  Therefore, RCS re-ran 
the same modeling scenario from the 2014 report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), and added the 
actual locations of the COCWD infrastructure instead of the assumed locations that were 
previously included.  The locations of the original RCS monitoring points (Monitoring Points MP-
J, MP-K, and MP-L) in the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) are shown on Figure 
B of Appendix Q, and the results of the new analyses are shown on Table D of Appendix Q, 
“Revised Summary of Theoretical Cumulative Drawdown Values, All WR and CS Wells 
Pumping”.  Analysis of the results show that the theoretical amount of drawdown induced at the 
actual locations of those monitoring points are similar to the results for the monitoring points 
RCS assigned for the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) to the assumed locations 
of the COCWD infrastructure (Monitoring Points MP-G, MP-H, and MP-I).  On page 40 of the 
2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), the theoretical drawdown results of the 
modeling are known to be overestimates, and represent a worst-case scenario.  Further, 
“because the irrigation-supply wells at both properties [i.e., Circle S and Walt Ranch] will not be 
pumped 24 hrs/day throughout the entire irrigation season or frost season, the temporary and 
theoretical pumping-induced water level drawdowns shown on Table 4 will not occur” (page 40 
RCS 2014 Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  Due to uncertainty in theoretical analyses, RCS 
recommended (and continues to recommend) a monitoring plan be implemented for the Walt 
Ranch property. 
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The time of year that the pumping test was performed, or the timing of the test related to the 
current drought, would not affect the results or the conclusions of the pumping test.  According 
to DWR, water year 2008 - 2009 (when the WR-3 pumping test was performed) was a drought 
year (DWR, 2015).  The difference in water levels in Well WR-3 between August 2005 (static 
water level measured to be 332 ft brp) and March 31, 2015 (static water level measured to be 
350.85 ft brp) is less than 20 feet; this difference is attributable to drought conditions.  
Performing an additional pumping test is unnecessary because the drawdown created while 
pumping is not affected by the initial water level in the well, or the time of year in which the test 
is conducted.  Hence, the water level drawdown while pumping Well WR-3 would be 
approximately 26.9 feet, whether or not the static water level at the beginning of the pumping 
test was 300 feet, 350 feet, or 370 feet, etc. 
 

Comment Letter O5 – Stephen Gort, Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
August 19, 2014 

Response to Comment O5-1 

Comment is a copy of the commenter’s correspondence regarding the CEQA process and the 
Napa County Local Procedures for Implementing CEQA.  No further response is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter O6 – Thomas Lippe, on behalf of Living Rivers Council, October 
23, 2014 

Response to Comment O6-01 

The requested well driller’s logs in the possession of the County are protected from disclosure 
under the California Public Records Act and California Water Code.  Under California Water 
Code Section 13752, those reports outlined in Section 13751, including well driller’s logs for 
groundwater wells, shall not be made available to the public for inspection without the written 
consent of the well owner.  This was communicated to the commenter directly by the County 
and the contact information for the well owners was released, with permission, to the 
commenter (Cahill, 2014). 
 
The requested ECP sheets could not be reprinted or posted online at full 24 inch by 36 inch 
resolution, and therefore they were provided at a reduced 8.5 inch by 11 inch page size.  The 
full-size ECP was available at the Napa County Planning, Building, and Environmental Services 
Department office during the comment period for review by the public.  This information was 
also transmitted to the commenter by the County (Cahill, 2014). 
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Comment Letter O7 – Jake Ruygt, California Native Plant Society,  
November 9, 2014 

Response to Comment O7-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment O7-2 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 reduces impacts to native grasslands to less-than-significant levels 
through a combination of avoidance, preservation, and enhancement.  Specifically, the direct 
impact of 1.15 acres of native grasslands (after avoidance of 88.3 percent of all native 
grasslands on the property), will be mitigated through preserving and enhancing existing non-
native grassland at a 2:1 ratio, for 2.30 acres of mitigated grasslands.  These acres have been 
delineated in the Walt Ranch BRMP (Appendix P) and are located, in general, adjacent to 
existing high quality native grassland to provide maximum habitat continuity and function.  As 
discussed in Section 4.2.2-2 of the Draft EIR, California Annual Grasslands Alliance is not a 
sensitive habitat type, as it is dominated by non-native or invasive species that have out-
competed the native perennial bunchgrasses.  Therefore, extending native species’ habitat and 
removing invasive annual grasses is consistent with Napa County General Plan Policy CON-17 
and is not an “undesirable solution” as stated in this comment. 
 

Response to Comment O7-3 

The Carex-Juncus wet meadow has been avoided in its entirety and the avoidance shown on 
Figure 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR is sufficient to preserve and protect this habitat.  Although vineyard 
development will surround this wetland feature and occupy the drainage basin, direct rainfall 
and sheet flow would continue to provide hydrological and biological function of the Carex-
Juncus wet meadow.  In addition, portions of Block 16 were removed for the protection of native 
grasslands (Mitigation Measure 4.2-1), and for the protection of Napa bluecurls, Gairdner’s 
yampah, and green monardella (Mitigation Measure 4.2-9).  These additional avoided areas will 
provided a buffer from the Carex-Juncus habitat. 
 
Although the comment pertains only to the Carex-Juncus wet meadow (wetland) in Block 16, it 
should be noted that wetland health throughout the property was analyzed in the Draft EIR, 
specifically in Impact 4.2-4.  The EIR has been clarified to say that there will be direct impacts to 
up to 0.25 acres of jurisdictional “other waters” for stream crossing and 0.02 acres of isolated 
wetland in Block 31, which are significant impacts.  In addition, there are two sensitive wetlands 
near Block 5A3 and Block 8 that may receive indirect impacts due to runoff, so additional 
buffering was required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.  Hydromodification (whether increasing or 
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decreasing runoff) may impact wetlands, as well as increases in sedimentation.  The ECP 
prepared for the Proposed Project will ensure that wetlands do not become overloaded with 
sediment, one of the most important attributing factors to wetland health.  Specifically, excess 
sediment “reduces the water storage capacity, smothers vegetation, reduces light penetration, 
reduces oxygen content and affects the entire ecosystem richness, diversity, and productivity” 
(NCSU, 2016). 
 
As discussed further in Response to Comment A5-10, the hydrologic model used to analyze 
runoff addresses surface flow only.  The model is not capable of quantifying shallow horizontal 
flows resulting from shallow ripping of volcanic rock.  However, based on investigation of test 
pits within the Milliken Reservoir watershed as well as an evaluation of existing geologic data, 
the volcanic rock units that will have increased infiltration as a result of ripping extend to a much 
greater depth than the 2- to 6-foot depth of ripping for vineyard development.  As a result, the 
increased infiltration which results in lower projected runoff volumes is only a surface effect.  
The reduced volume of water no longer flowing on the surface will flow laterally once it 
encounters the unripped volcanic rock at a depth of 2 to 6 feet and will add to base flow in the 
tributaries that drain to Milliken Creek, as well as nearby wetlands.  Therefore, wetlands will 
continue to be fed by direct precipitation, winter sheetflow, and groundwater inputs. 
 

Response to Comment O7-4 

Valley Oak Riparian Woodland is not one of the vegetation alliances described in the Draft EIR.  
It is assumed that the comment is referring to the Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – 
Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association.  The Draft EIR specifies that 6.3 acres of 
Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association 
habitat were originally proposed to be removed from the Proposed Project; however, Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-2 required the avoidance and preservation of the entire 30.8 acres of this habitat 
within the property.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 states: 
 

Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD 
Association is located in select areas throughout the property, associated with streams 
and creeks.  The portions of vineyard blocks and avenues 21B, 29A1, 29A2, 29B2, 30A, 
42, 43, 45B, 57B, and 58A that contain this sensitive habitat type should be removed 
from the Proposed Project, resulting in 6.3 acres of gross area removed from the 
Proposed Project.  Avoiding these areas will also protect upland habitat for the western 
pond turtle (discussed further in Impact 4.2-10) and wildlife corridors along riparian 
areas.  After mitigation, 30.8 acres (100 percent) of this habitat type will be preserved on 
the property.  
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Response to Comment O7-5 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR provides for protection of non-hybridized northern 
California black walnut trees remaining on the project site, including permanent protection of 
suitable and associated habitat that can provide for potential future expansion of the population 
of northern California black walnut trees.  These preserved trees and the protected habitat will 
be entered into the deed restriction, easement, or other means of permanent protection as 
discussed in the Walt Ranch BRMP. 
 

Response to Comment O7-6 

The replacement planting of impacted holly-leaved ceanothus (CEPU2) is presented in the Walt 
Ranch BRMP and includes details regarding replacement planting locations and planting 
techniques.  A significant amount of the replacement planting shall occur within previously 
disturbed areas, such as abandoned roads or along vineyard blocks.  In order to provide for 
habitat continuity and population viability, the replanting areas will occur within the Milliken 
Reservoir watershed within areas in close proximity to existing populations of CEPU2.   
 

Response to Comment O7-7 

The replacement planting of impacted narrow-anthered brodiaea (BRCAL) is presented in the 
Walt Ranch BRMP and includes details regarding replacement planting locations and planting 
techniques, including timing of transplanting to optimize plant survival.  Populations are 
associated with thin volcanic soils supporting chaparral/shrubland and grassland habitat, around 
a sparse shrub canopy and holly-leaved ceanothus.  In order to provide for habitat continuity 
and population viability, the replanting areas occur within the Milliken Reservoir watershed 
within ecologically similar areas in close proximity to existing populations of BRCAL. 
 

Response to Comment O7-8 

Net acreage is the amount of acreage planted to vineyards within a larger cleared area (gross 
acreage).  The commenter is correct that gross acreage is as much as 33 percent greater than 
net acreage in some proposed vineyard blocks.  The gross acreage includes erosion control 
features, vineyard avenues that would be constructed around each of the proposed vineyard 
blocks, rock stockpile areas, and access roads that would be constructed or realigned from their 
existing configuration (page 3-6 of the Draft EIR).  As such, these cleared areas are vital 
components of the Proposed Project, and cannot be removed from the Proposed Project.  Every 
effort has been made in project design and through mitigation measures to reduce the total 
environmental impact of this proposed vineyard development.  However, some of the beneficial 
components of the project (e.g. erosion control features to reduce sediment load from the 
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property and the restoration of existing roads on the property) are inherently outside of the 
vineyard footprint.  Although the project design is intended to minimize impacts to natural 
features by utilizing existing roads and restoring older roads, this means that certain blocks 
have larger gross areas (by as much to 33 percent as pointed out by the commenter) to 
accommodate the restoration and other beneficial sediment-reducing features. 
 

Response to Comment O7-9 

Please refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife movement corridors. 
 

Response to Comment O7-10 

Although surveys conducted by WRA were completed in 2007, no significant changes to 
vegetation communities (e.g., fire, major flood events, or large-scale anthropogenic 
disturbances) have since occurred.  In addition to the surveys mentioned in this comment, AES 
biologists also conducted surveys of grassland habitats in May of 2009, and Kjeldsen Biological 
Consulting conducted rare bryophyte surveys in March to April of 2010.  Rare plant “spot check” 
surveys were conducted in conjunction with the BRMP site visit conducted on March 18, 19 and 
20, 2015, by PPI botanist Dr. Adrienne Edwards and AES biologists Marc Beccio and Katelyn 
Peterson.  Dr. Edwards has conducted numerous botanical surveys within the Walt Ranch 
project area and is familiar with the locations of several previously documented rare plant 
species occurrences.  These locations were revisited to document the status of these rare plant 
occurrences.  General observations were made for other potentially occurring rare plant species 
within the Milliken Creek watershed.  Given the above average seasonal temperatures and 
below average rainfall, the timing of the survey likely allowed for the identification of a number 
plant species that typically exhibit later bloom periods.  Dr. Edwards made an additional site visit 
on August 4, 2015 to monitor transplant success of narrow-leaved daisy in a severe drought 
year, confirm suspected absence of two previously mapped populations, and confirm the 
presence of two new populations.  These populations are shown in the updated Figure 4.2-3 of 
this Final EIR (see Section 4.2 of Volume II). 
 

Response to Comment O7-11 

The Draft EIR provides the process used by Napa County to determine “Sensitive Biotic 
Communities” within the entire County.  The commenter appears to misread or misrepresent 
page 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR, which states: 
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Sensitive biotic communities are designated sensitive by CDFW, considered by local 
experts to be communities of limited distribution, and/or considered to be waters of the 
U.S. or the State (Napa County General Plan, 2008). 

 
During development of the General Plan and the Napa County BDR, the County consulted with 
the local chapter of California Native Plant Society (CNPS), and the CNPS was provided the 
opportunity to provide input regarding land cover types worthy of conservation.  The Napa 
County BDR and General Plan were used to determine the sensitive biotic communities that 
occur on the Walt Ranch property.  The volcanic scrub/Foothill pine alliance referred to in this 
comment was not found to support special status plant species that are not otherwise 
addressed in mitigation measures for holly-leaved ceanothus and narrow-anthered brodiaea; 
refer to Responses to Comments O7-6 and O7-7. 
 

Response to Comment O7-12 

The understory vegetation description found in the Draft EIR for both the Black Oak Alliance and 
Blue Oak Alliance was general in nature, as these two habitat types make up approximately 336 
acres of the property spread out over two watersheds.  As such, the understory component is 
dependent on which part of the project site is being referred to.  Additional dominant understory 
species observed in the Black Oak Alliance during the 2015 BMRP surveys included poison oak 
(Toxicodendron diversilobum) and California fescue (Festuca californica).  The dominant 
understory of the Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance consists of poison oak, wilds oat 
(Avena spp.), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and various other non-native and native grasses 
and forbs.  These have been updated in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O7-13 

The description of the Valley Oak Riparian habitat and the inclusion of California sycamore was 
a general description of the alliance from Manual of California Vegetation, and has been 
updated in the EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O7-4 regarding preservation of Valley 
Oak Riparian habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O7-14 

The commenter lists the following 14 plant species as occurring within a 5- or 10-mile radius of 
the project site: 
 

 Agrostis hendersonii – Henderson’s bent grass (Within 5- and 10-mile radius); 
 Amsinckia lunaris – bentflower fiddleneck (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
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 Astragalus claranus – Napa milk vetch (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
 Calandrinia breweri – Brewer’s redmaids (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
 Castilleja ambigua spp. ambigua – Johnny-nip (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
 Castilleja ambigua var. meadii – Mead’s owl’s clover (Within 5- and 10-mile radius); 
 Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi – Tracy’s clarkia (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
 Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. brunneus – Serpentine bird’s-beak (Not within 5- or 10-mile 

radius); 
 Navarretia sinistra ssp. pinnatisecta (Current Name: Navarretia linearifolia ssp. 

pinnatisecta) – Pinnate-leaved navarretia (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
 Helianthus exilis – Serpentine sunflower or Bolander’s sunflower (Not within 5- or 10-

mile radius); 
 Layia septentrionalis – Colusa tidytips or Colusa layia (Within 10-mile radius); 
 Lessingia hololeuca – Woolly-headed lessingia (Not within 5- or 10-mile radius); 
 Lomatium repostum – Napa biscuitroot or Napa lomatium (Not within 5- or 10-mile 

radius); and 
 Ranunculus lobbii – Lobb’s buttercup or Lobb’s aquatic buttercup (Not within 5- or 10-

mile radius). 
 
The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the CDFW’s database for sensitive plant 
and animal species, was reviewed prior to releasing the Draft EIR and again after receiving this 
comment letter.  The CNDDB is part of an international network of natural heritage programs, 
maintained by the NatureServe and supported by information from CDFW, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and other non-profit groups.  All documented locations of special 
status plants and animals are found in the CNDDB.  The data is not public and the level of detail 
that may be presented in public maps is limited to protect the location of species and their 
habitats.  However, the maps were accessed in the preparation of the Draft EIR and this Final 
EIR, including a 5- and 10-mile radius map to evaluate the claims made in this comment. 
 
Of the 14 species listed in the comment letter, 11 were not located within a 5- or 10-mile radius 
of the project site.  Only Henderson’s bent grass (Agrostis hendersonii), Colusa layia (Layia 
septentrionalis), and Mead’s owl clover (Castilleja ambigua var. meadii) were found to occur 
within the area stated by the commenter.  Henderson’s bent grass, a California Rare Plant Rank 
(CRPR) 3.2 plant, does occur within a 5-mile radius, but was not listed as a special-status plant 
when the surveys were conducted.  However, this species is a wetland plant that occurs within 
vernal pools and mesic valley and foothill grasslands.  Given that the wetlands on the property 
were extensively mapped and verified by USACE and that botanical surveys were conducted 
within the plant’s identifiable bloom season of April to June, this plant would have been 
observed if it existed on the property.  In addition, as discussed in Impact 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR, 
most wetlands on the property will be avoided by the Proposed Project.  Therefore, the impacts 
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to this species would be less-than-significant.  This has been clarified in Section 4.2 of the EIR.  
Colusa layia occurs within a 10-mile radius, and this plant was listed on the plant list included in 
the BRA conducted by WRA and included as Appendix M of the Draft EIR.  Given that this plant 
was listed at the time of the surveys and the botanical surveys followed appropriate plant 
surveying protocols as recommended by CDFW, this plant does not occur within the project site 
and there would be no impact.  Mead’s owl clover occurs within a 5-mile radius of the project 
site, and was included in the special-status species searches included as Appendix I of the Draft 
EIR.  Mead’s owl clover is also a wetland plant that occurs in the narrow elevation range of 450 
to 475 meters above sea level.  This species was surveyed for during its identifiable bloom 
period of April to May.  Mead’s owl clover does not occur on the project site and there would be 
no impact to this species. 
 

Response to Comment O7-15 

The commenter is correct in stating that twig-like snapdragon (antirrhinum virga) germination 
follows fire events.  However; this species was not observed during rare plant surveys 
conducted by WRA and AES within the evident and identifiable bloom season for this species.  
Whether or not it may occur within the seed bank on the property is speculation, and therefore 
the Draft EIR does not discuss it in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15145. 
 

Response to Comment O7-16 

Nodding harmonia (Harmonia nutans) is a CRPR 4.3 species that was included in the special 
status species searches attached as Appendix I of the Draft EIR.  Botanical surveys of the 
project site were conducted in the identifiable bloom period of March to May for this species, 
and it would have been observed had it occurred onsite during those surveys.  As stated in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, plant surveys focused on the areas within the project footprint, as it 
would have been difficult to access and conduct transect surveys over the entire 2,300-acre 
property.  However, after receiving this comment letter, Dr. Edwards conducted additional site 
surveys, paying particular attention to the commenter’s report of nodding harmonia.  Dr. 
Edwards observed approximately 20 individuals of this species near Block 2A2, but outside of 
the project’s area of impact (Edwards, 2015).  During the same survey, no individuals of this 
species were observed in or near Block 16, where the commenter would have been surveying 
with Ms. Jane Valerius in 2005 (Edwards, 2015).  There is no evidence before the County that 
this species would be impacted by the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment O7-17 

The nearest known offsite CNDDB occurrence of Napa bluecurls (Trichostema ruygtii) is located 
on the Circle S property, which is directly adjacent to Walt Ranch on the western boundary.  The 
Draft EIR mistakenly stated that it was located along the eastern boundary of the property; this 
has been updated in the Final EIR.   
 

Response to Comment O7-18 

Botanical surveys were conducted in the identifiable bloom period of April to June for the CRPR 
4.3 species dark-mouthed triteleia (Triteleia lugens), and it would have been observed had it 
occurred onsite during those surveys, specifically during the botanical surveys conducted in 
2006.  The commenter states that he observed the plant on the property during a survey 
conducted with Ms. Jane Valerius in 2005.  Napa County obtained a copy of the 2005 report 
written by Ms. Valerius; the commenter was not mentioned as having attended this survey with 
her and this species was not listed as observed on the property.  Whether or not the plant would 
have bloomed in 2005 (when there was no fire immediately prior) but not in 2006 is a matter of 
speculation.  There is no evidence before the County that this species would be impacted by the 
Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O7-19 

Oval-leaved viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum) is a CRPR 2.2 species that blooms from May to 
June.  Field surveys were conducted within the evident and identifiable bloom season for this 
species in 2006, 2007, 2008, 2012, and 2014, and as stated on page 4.2-55 of the Draft EIR, 
“oval-leaved viburnum was not observed during the biological surveys.”  
 

Response to Comment O7-20 

Replanting of native grassland will not occur within wetland habitat near Block 16.  As discussed 
above, portions of Block 16 were removed for the protection of native grasslands (Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1), Carex-Juncus habitat (Mitigation Measure 4.2-2), and for the protection of Napa 
bluecurls, Gairdner’s yampah, and green monardella (Mitigation Measure 4.2-9).  As each of 
these mitigation measures requires these avoided areas to be placed in a deed restriction or 
conservation easement for permanent preservation, they are ineligible for use as a mitigation 
replanting area.  All mitigation replanting areas (including native grassland) in the BRMP 
(Appendix P) were selected to avoid existing sensitive natural resources.  Refer to Response 
to Comment O7-2 regarding the mitigation for native grasslands in the Walt Ranch BRMP. 
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Response to Comment O7-21 

Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla) occurs immediately adjacent to Block 16, but is outside of 
the proposed vineyard blocks and will not be impacted by the Proposed Project (page 4.2-111).  
The wetland adjacent to Block 16 will be protected by a 50 foot setback (buffer zone), which 
includes a 24-foot vegetated turnaround avenue and a 26-foot undisturbed filter strip, which will 
provide protection for the dwarf downingia occurrence.  There will be no impacts to this species. 
 

Response to Comment O7-22 

Gairdner’s yampah (Perideridia gairdneri ssp. gairdneri) is not an obligate wetland species as 
stated in this comment.  Gairdner’s yampah is a facultative wetland species per the 2014 
National Wetland Plant List, and therefore has the potential to occur equally within wetland and 
upland habitats (USACE, 2014).  Specific populations of Gairdner’s yampah listed in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-9 were removed from the project footprint and will be protected. 
 

Response to Comment O7-23 

Two specimens of narrow-leafed daisy (Erigeron angustatus; syn: E. greenei) were transplanted 
in January 2015 to determine if the species would survive transplanting.  Both specimens were 
observed to be producing new growth during the March 2015 BRMP site visit, although in 
August 2015 only one of the test transplants was thriving.  The second plant was leafless, 
although it was unclear if it was dead (i.e., the twigs were still pliable, not brittle).  Some 
mortality was also noted in the undisturbed population.  Given the severity of soil moisture 
depletion during California’s prolonged drought, some mortality may be inevitable.  The test 
transplants were monitored for survival again in January 2016; one plant is thriving and the 
other was dead.  Although the results of the January 2016 botanical survey showed 50 percent 
success during drought conditions, the botanist is confident that this species can be 
successfully transplanted from the existing population in Block 16C2.   
 
To ensure that the mitigation is successful and meets the required success criteria, seeds shall 
be collected (following the methods discussed in the BRMP) prior to any transplanting in the 
event that some transplants do not survive.  Refer to Section 5.3.4 of the BRMP (Appendix P) 
for more details. 
 

Response to Comment O7-24 

Refer to Response to Comment O7-21. 
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Response to Comment O7-25 

The use of pesticides and herbicides, including the spray strips mentioned by the commenter, 
are analyzed in Impact 4.5-4 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure 4.5-4 ensures that the owner 
shall follow appropriate SOPs for use of these chemicals, and will adhere to the Napa County 
Agricultural Commissioner’s regulations to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
Therefore, the additional monitoring requested in this comment is not necessary.  Refer to 
General Response 11 regarding the use of herbicides and other hazardous materials on the 
project site. 
 

Response to Comment O7-26 

Appendix J of the Draft EIR is the Section 404 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation, which 
presents acreage values for wetland and waters of the U.S. within the entirety of the Walt Ranch 
property.  Within the 2,300-acre property, there are 18.5 acres of wetlands; correct acreage 
values are used in the Draft EIR.  However, the commenter is incorrect that 18.5 acres of 
wetland are proposed to be converted.  Appendix J does not state what acreage of wetlands or 
waters of the U.S. would be impacted.  Waters and wetlands proposed to be impacted by the 
Proposed Project are detailed in Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that, with the 
exception of a 0.02-acre wetland located within Block 31, all wetlands within the project site will 
be avoided and protected by at minimum 50 foot buffer zones, which includes a 24-foot 
vegetated turnaround avenue and a 26-foot undisturbed filter strip.  Mitigation for the loss of the 
0.02-acre wetland within Block 31 is included in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 of the EIR.  Maps 
provided in the Draft EIR as Figure 4.2-2 show wetland locations in relationship to the proposed 
vineyard blocks. 
 

Response to Comment O7-27 

The volume of water storage necessary cannot feasibly be obtained with tanks, as requested by 
this commenter.  As stated in the Preliminary Water System Master Plan included as Appendix 
E of the Draft EIR (Edwards Engineering, November 2012), the storage volume of the four 
groundwater reservoirs will be approximately 120 af.  This is equivalent to approximately 39 
million gallons.  The largest storage tanks typically installed on this type of terrain are in the 
range of 1 to 2 million gallons.  This would require 20 to 40 separate tanks to supply the 
proposed vineyards with water.  The impacts of locating suitable sites and constructing this 
many tanks would be much greater than the impacts from the four proposed reservoirs.  Tanks 
would need to be sited on flat building pads on the tops of hills and ridges, resulting in the 
removal of more native vegetation, more grading, more construction of access roads, more 
construction of pipelines to get the water to the vineyards, more visual impacts, and likely a 
higher impact in terms of greenhouse gas emissions. 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-80 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Using a typical construction cost ranging from $0.50 to $0.70 per gallon (HDR Engineering, 
2012; PPI Engineering, 2014) results in a probable cost ranging from $19.5 million to $27.3 
million for storage tanks.  The probable cost to construct the equivalent amount of storage using 
the type of reservoirs proposed for this project is expected to be less than $4 million (Edwards 
Engineering, personal communication, 4/17/15).   
 

Response to Comment O7-28 

Appendix F presents the results of a site-specific geological study prepared for the Walt Ranch 
property, which found 278 active landslides located throughout the 2,300 acre property.  The 
Proposed Project would avoid the majority of landslides, as shown on Figure 4.4-3 of the Draft 
EIR.  However, the Draft EIR identifies specific locations where landslides or other slope 
instability may be a concern due to the existing geologic conditions.  As discussed in Impact 
4.4-3 of the EIR, “the potential for activation of dormant and active slope instability would be a 
significant impact.”   
 
Consistent with the recommendations presented in Appendix F, the Draft EIR identifies detailed 
methods in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 to reduce this risk to a less-than-significant level.  As 
summarized in Table 1 of Appendix F, GGI made specific recommendations with respect to 
certain vineyard blocks in order to ensure slope stability.  These recommendations include 
reducing grading, limiting the height of rock piles, and constructing earth buttresses in three key 
locations. 
 
Dormant landslides are typically reactivated by heavy winter storms combined with grading of 
the base of the slide (removing resisting forces) or placing fill on the top of the slide (adding 
driving forces).  The ECP, with the incorporation of GGI’s recommendations per Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-3, will improve slope stability by: 1) controlling surface runoff and outletting excess 
water in erosion controlled drainages; 2) limiting grading to reduce the risk of destabilizing a 
dormant deposit; and 3) natural evapotranspiration of vines will help offset the loss of 
evapotranspiration from the removed trees, resulting in no significant impact on slope stability. 
 
The comment does not provide any information regarding the specific analysis set forth in the 
Draft EIR or Appendix F.  The comment does not provide data concerning landslides.  Rather, 
the comment expresses a general concern about the wisdom of locating vineyards atop active 
landslides.  The comment is noted.   
 
The comment states slopes may stay wet longer, which may increase the risk of slope failure.  
This comment appears to be referring to the following passage in the GGI report: 
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Sidle and Ochiai (2006) concluded that evapo-transpiration has only a very small 
influence on the movement of deep-seated landslide movement in temperate 
climates, but changes may allow near surface soils to stay wetter longer and 
therefore expose the slope to a potential triggering storm event over a longer period 
of time.  (GGI, p. 14.) 

 
This statement is a general observation from the referenced report, and is not a prediction 
that the project will cause increased slope instability.  The report concludes that the project 
will improve slope stability as compared to existing conditions.   
 
Longer drying times of shallow soils is not a significant impact on deep-seated landslide 
stability.  New vineyard surface drainage improvements will contribute to more stable 
surficial landslide conditions.  In Appendix F, the engineering geologist states that he 
“believes the Erosion Control Plan (ECP) for the proposed vineyard development will 
significantly reduce the new occurrence, as well as the reactivation of existing debris slides 
on the property.”  Refer to General Response 9 regarding the geologic analysis presented 
in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O7-29 

There are numerous maps showing the drainages and waters of the U.S. on the Walt Ranch 
property, including Figures 4.2-2, 4.6-1a, 4.6-1b, and 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR, as well as Figures 
4, 6, and 7 of the Hydrologic Analysis (Appendix G).  Other than the small stretches of stream 
that would be modified for stream crossings, which is mitigated in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4, the 
Proposed Project would not modify the physical conditions of any streams or virtually any 
wetlands on the project site (other than the 0.02 acre wetland in Block 31).  Additionally, all 
proposed development has been designed to maintain established setbacks according to local, 
State, and federal regulatory agencies.   
 
“Land Use” is a term defined in the National Engineering Handbook, Part 630 Hydrology, 
Chapter 8 (USDA-NRCS) and states:  
 

Land use is the watershed cover and includes every kind of vegetation, litter and mulch, 
fallow, and bare soil as well as nonagricultural uses, such as water surface (lakes, 
swamps) and impervious surfaces (roads, roofs). 

 
The definition states that the term includes all cover types and is not solely affiliated to land that 
is managed for economic purposes.  The term “land use,” as used in Appendix G, is a term 
used to describe the current and proposed characteristics of the land.  The hydrologic modeling 
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estimates surface water runoff, based on the use to which that land is devoted, whether that use 
is natural or the result of development.  The use of this term is intended to be descriptive, and is 
not intended to denigrate the intrinsic value of land in its natural condition.  Any pejorative 
connotation is unintentional. 
 

Response to Comment O7-30 

Figure 4.4-2 in the Draft EIR shows the soil mapping with vineyard block overlay.  Figure 4.2-1 
shows vegetation mapped on the site, including riparian vegetation.  Figure 4.2-2 shows 
sensitive biotic communities on the site, including wetlands.  Sections 4.2.2-3 and 4.2.2-9 
provide a description of these features.  The project proposes to convert one isolated wetland to 
vineyard.  The isolated wetland is approximately 0.02 acres in size and is located in Block 31 in 
the Capell Creek watershed.  After implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-4, the impacts to 
wetlands are reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to Response to Comment A2-02 
regarding the potential impacts to wetlands.   
 

Response to Comment O7-31 

As discussed in Appendix G, vegetative cover is incorporated into the runoff calculation through 
the selection of the appropriate runoff curve number (CN).  Each CN is based on soil 
characteristics, vegetative cover type (land use), and vegetative cover condition.  Table 9-1 of 
the National Engineering Handbook, Part 630 Hydrology, Chapter 9 (USDA-NRCS) provides the 
basis for the CNs used and explains how condition is defined for various land use types.  
Professional judgment was used to modify CN values when necessary as dictated by site-
specific conditions.  Refer to Table 4-3 for a summary of the CN modifications made by soil type 
in Subwatershed 3. 
 
Higher curve numbers indicate that there is a higher runoff potential; conversely, a lower curve 
number indicates additional infiltration into the soil.  As shown in Table 4-3, the runoff curve 
number does account for increased infiltration characteristics in existing hardwood forests on 
the project site. 
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TABLE 4-3 
CURVE NUMBERS BY SOIL TYPE IN SUBWATERSHED 3 
Vegetative Cover Type Condition CN 

Soil Type B 
Black Oak Alliance Good  58 
Coast Live Oak – Blue Oak Good 55 
Scierophyllous Shrubland Formation  Good 48 
Mixed Oak Alliance Good 58 
Vineyard Good 61 

Soil Type C 
Coast Live Oak – Blue Oak Good 70 
Scierophyllous Shrubland Formation  Good 65 
Vineyard Good 75 
Adapted from Riversmith, 2013 (Appendix G of the Draft EIR) 

 
 

Response to Comment O7-32 

Drainage systems proposed in the ECP do not remove runoff from the property.  Rather, they 
encourage infiltration into the soil or delay the timing of runoff to ensure that peak flows do not 
increase, which may otherwise result in downstream flood hazard.  The total amount of water 
that falls on the property as precipitation and is available for infiltration will not change under the 
Proposed Project.  Therefore, the drainage systems will not significantly impact downslope 
vegetation. 
 

Response to Comment O7-33 

The existing land use and vegetation cover conditions were field verified.  The vegetative quality 
or cover condition as used in the hydrologic model relates to the percent of cover from a rainfall 
perspective, and does not reflect its quality as habitat.  For example, “low canopy cover” is not 
necessarily considered “low habitat.”  Rather, low canopy cover (which was field verified) has 
implications for the runoff curve number assigned to that area for purposes of the hydrological 
analysis.  The quality of the habitat is separately addressed in Section 4.2 Biological Resources; 
the information in Section 4.2 was also field verified.  The methodology used in the Hydrologic 
Analysis (Appendix G) is supported by the National Engineering Handbook, Part 630 Hydrology, 
Chapter 9 (USDA-NRCS). 
 

Response to Comment O7-34 

Appendix J of the Draft EIR is the Section 404 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation, which 
presents acreage values for wetland and waters of the U.S. within the entirety of the Walt Ranch 
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property.  Within the 2,300-acre property, there are 18.5 acres of wetlands; correct acreage 
values are used in the Draft EIR.  However, the commenter is incorrect that 18.5 acres of 
wetlands are proposed to be converted.  Appendix J does not state what acreage of wetlands or 
waters of the U.S. would be impacted.  Waters and wetlands proposed to be impacted by the 
Proposed Project are detailed in Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that, with the 
exception of a 0.02-acre wetland located within Block 31, all wetlands within the project site will 
be avoided and protected by at minimum 50 foot buffer zones, which includes a 24-foot 
vegetated turnaround avenue and a 26-foot undisturbed filter strip.  Maps provided in the Draft 
EIR as Figure 4.2-2 show wetland locations in relationship to the proposed vineyard blocks. 
 

Response to Comment O7-35 

Bearberry manzanita (Arctostaphylos uva-ursi) is a common manzanita shrub that was rejected 
from designation under the CNPS’s CRPR program.  It was identified at Sample Point (SP 41) 
in the Wetland Delineation (Appendix J), as well as identified onsite in the BRA (Appendix M).  
Regardless of which type of manzanita is present at SP 41, this would not result in a change to 
the determination of the wetland at this location.  Avoidance and preservation of Gairdner’s 
yampah (Perideridia gairdneri) was addressed in Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-9 in the 
Draft EIR.  As stated therein, 6.85 acres of Gairdner’s yampah that occurs throughout the 
property will be protected.  There are no sample points (SP) designated as SP 79 through SP 
87, and therefore there are no missing forms as suggested by this comment.  Vinegarweed 
(Trichostema lanceolatum) was identified at SP 50 and SP 64, as well as in the BRA.  The 
commenter asserts that the plant was probably misidentified, but provides no explanation or 
justification for why the plant may actually be Napa bluecurls (T. ruygtii).  Napa bluecurls were 
identified within and surrounding Vineyard Block 16, and Mitigation Measure 4.2-9 provides 
avoidance measures to result in 100 percent preservation of this species on the property. 
 

Response to Comment O7-36 

The removal of trees on the property is analyzed in Impact 4.2-16, and reduced to less-than-
significant levels through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-16.  Refer to General 
Response 6 regarding tree loss.  Speculation regarding future economic downturns is outside 
of the scope of this CEQA document. 
 
  



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-85 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Comment Letter O8 – Thomas Lippe, on behalf of Living Rivers Council 
November 10, 2014 

Response to Comment O8-1 through O8-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O6-01 regarding the release of well driller information as it 
applies to California Water Code Section 13752.  Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-
substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment O8-4 

As stated in Response to Comment O6-1, the requested well driller’s logs in the possession of 
the County are protected from disclosure under the California Public Records Act and California 
Water Code.  The County cannot legally disclose the information requested in this comment, 
although the owners of the wells may do so.  Therefore, the County provided the well owners’ 
contact information to the commenter (Cahill, 2014). 
 
The decision in Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1220 cited by this 
commenter is not applicable to this issue.  In Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry, the project 
proponent would not supply information to the Lead Agency that was required for the agency’s 
informed decision making.  In this instance, Napa County has a complete administrative record 
containing the well driller’s logs in question, but is unable to release them to the public due to 
disclosure protections as stated above.  Therefore, the County has the necessary data to make 
an informed assessment of the environmental impact of the Proposed Project, as required by 
PRC § 21160. 
 

Comment Letter O9 – Rachel Mansfield-Howlett, on behalf of Circle Oaks 
Homeowners Association, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O9-1 

Responses to the commenter’s specific comments concerning the Draft EIR and mitigation 
measures are addressed in Response to Comments O9-2 through O9-79 below.  Refer to 
General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment O9-2 

Of the project components listed here, certain features of the Proposed Project are incorrectly 
described.  As stated in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would involve 
“improvement and maintenance of approximately 21 miles of existing roads” (emphasis added), 
not the construction of 21 miles of new roads as stated in this comment.  In addition, the 
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commenter states that a bridge will be constructed over Milliken Creek, when the project 
description clearly states that this bridge is an optional project feature. 
 

Response to Comment O9-3 

Commenter correctly describes identified impacts of the Proposed Project in the areas of air 
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, 
transportation and traffic, hazardous materials, and noise.  In addition to those listed here, the 
Proposed Project will result in emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs), which was addressed in 
Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR.  These impacts were reduced through the implementation of 
numerous mitigation measures as discussed in Section 4.0 and summarized in Table 2-1 of the 
Draft EIR.  The commenter is correct that every impact was reduced to less-than-significant 
levels in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15064 and 15126.4. 
 

Response to Comment O9-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  The Draft EIR analyzed potential impacts to 
groundwater in Impact 4.6-4, and provided Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 to reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment O9-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  The Final EIR has been updated with the well 
information provided by COCWD; see updated discussion in Section 4.6.1-3 and Impact 4.6-4 of 
the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the 
cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment O9-7 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding the COCWD water demand and General 
Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle 
Oaks neighborhood. 
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Response to Comment O9-8 

No change in water quality is expected due to groundwater extraction from the Walt Ranch 
wells.  Groundwater quality is addressed at pages 42 through 45 of the 2014 RCS report 
(Appendix D of the Draft EIR) and in Impact 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR.  Water quality sampling 
performed at the end of the June 2014 constant rate test of Well WR-3 revealed “no detection” 
of boron in the groundwater pumped from the well. 
 
The use of pesticides, fertilizers, and other agrichemicals on the proposed vineyard is not 
anticipated to significantly impact groundwater quality with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-1 through 4.5-4 of the Draft EIR.  According to the Pesticide Management and 
Education Program, part of the Cornell University Cooperative Extension program, there are 
numerous factors that can influence whether a pesticide enters groundwater.  Leaching of 
pesticides into groundwater depends on chemical factors of the pesticide (solubility, 
volatilization, and adsorption), the soil (texture, permeability, organic matter content), site 
conditions (topography, depth to groundwater, and geologic conditions), as well as management 
practices (Cornell University, 2012).  Given that soil characteristics and site conditions are 
unchangeable, the only methods to minimize risk of agrichemical leaching to groundwater are to 
use less toxic chemicals and to use proper management practices during application.   
 
The Proposed Project will utilize IPM techniques to minimize the use of hazardous pesticides 
and fertilizers.  As discussed in the IPM plan (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), the Proposed 
Project will only utilize chemicals classified by the USEPA as Class 3 or Class 4 (Low Toxicity or 
Very Low Toxicity, respectively).  In addition, the management techniques recommended by 
Cornell University to minimize groundwater contamination, including use of IPM; following 
proper storage, use, and disposal directions; and avoiding spills and taking care with rinse-
water, are all required as mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-9 

As discussed in more detail in General Response 16, construction of the Proposed Project 
would result in 75 one-way vehicle trips per day (38 in the AM peak hour and 38 in the PM peak 
hour) on SR-121 and Circle Oaks Drive.  The EIR addresses the risk that construction-related 
traffic may result in excessive wear and tear on Circle Oaks Drive in Impact 4.7-4, and provides 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 to reduce this impact.   
 
The commenter’s concern regarding potential impacts on infrastructure located beneath Circle 
Oaks Drive is noted.  No information is provided regarding the location of such infrastructure, 
nor is information provided indicating that this infrastructure may be vulnerable to damage from 
construction-related traffic.  In order to ensure this concern is addressed, however, Mitigation 
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Measure 4.7-4 has been revised to require an analysis of not merely the condition of the 
roadway, but also of infrastructure located beneath the roadway.  Thus, the revised Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-4 is as follows: 
 

Circle Oaks Drive shall be assessed by an independent third party consultant prior to the 
start of construction and following the completion of construction.  If the third party 
determines that roadway deterioration, or deterioration of infrastructure located 
underneath Circle Oaks Drive, has occurred as a result of construction traffic, the 
applicant shall pay to have the roadway resurfaced to restore the pavement to at least 
pre-construction condition, unless the resurfacing is already expected to occur within a 
year or sooner in conjunction with other planned or proposed roadway improvements, 
and shall repair the identified damage to sub-surface infrastructure. 

 
The grading at the project site is balanced so that no net export of fill in dump trucks is 
necessary.  Maintaining a safe and stable entrance to Walt Ranch from Circle Oaks Drive is in 
the best interest of the property owners as well as the community. 
 

Response to Comment O9-10 

The use of groundwater to irrigate the proposed vineyards would be a potentially significant 
impact, as analyzed in Impact 4.6-4 in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 is 
required to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Drilling of the proposed wells would 
be consistent with Napa County guidelines and regulations, and the property owner would 
obtain all necessary permits prior to well drilling.  Construction of additional wells on the project 
site will not increase the total groundwater volume extracted on an annual basis.  Additional 
wells will allow for distribution of the groundwater demand across the property, and allow each 
onsite well to produce groundwater at a lower pumping rate.  Additional wells will also provide 
increased operational flexibility, so that pumping regimes can be adjusted as monitoring data is 
gathered on an ongoing basis. 
 
Given that the proposed groundwater wells are consistent with Napa County regulation and all 
significant impacts have been reduced in accordance with CEQA, the prohibition of any new 
groundwater wells on the property as requested in this comment is not consistent with 
constitutional requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(4).   
 

Response to Comment O9-11 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the baseline data that will be collected as part 
of the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project.  As discussed in the 
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GMMP (Appendix R), “three dedicated groundwater water monitoring wells are proposed to be 
constructed on the Walt Ranch property for the purposes of [the GMMP].  The proposed 
monitoring wells will be constructed at locations so that the new monitoring wells will lie roughly 
in between onsite Walt Ranch pumping wells and offsite wells (such as the COCWD wells).  By 
constructing the monitoring wells in-between onsite and offsite wells, data related to offsite wells 
can be obtained, even if the offsite well owners elect not provide data and/or well access for the 
monitoring program.”  In addition, COCWD may elect to participate in the GMMP by installing 
transducers in its horizontal and vertical well, as described in the GMMP (Appendix R). 
 

Response to Comment O9-12 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding baseline data that will be collected as part of 
the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project.  This baseline data will 
permit the determination of “trigger points” for nearby wells that may be affected by the 
Proposed Project, as well as appropriate mitigation measures if any impacts to those wells are 
caused by the Proposed Project.  Under the GMMP, data will be collected by RCS, and all data 
or recommendations will be submitted to Napa County for review. 
 
The Cadiz Water Project mentioned by the commenter is not directly comparable to the 
Proposed Project; the Cadiz Water Project is a large-scale groundwater management project 
designed to redirect and capture billions of gallons of water in the Mojave Desert.  In that 
particular instance, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was required to spell out 
expectations and terms of the large-scale agreement between the project applicant and several 
local and regional agencies with regulatory authority over the project.  For the Proposed Project, 
there is one Lead Agency (Napa County) and the project applicant, and the GMMP will be 
adopted as part of the MMRP at the time the Lead Agency makes findings under CEQA.  As 
such, the GMMP would become a legally binding document that will provide specific techniques, 
goals, success criteria, and mitigation requirements for groundwater impacts.  The GMMP has 
been included in this Final EIR as Appendix R.  Given that the GMMP is a legally binding and 
enforceable mitigation measure, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2), there is no 
need to have an MOU. 
 
As discussed in Response to Comment O9-11 above, dedicated groundwater monitoring wells 
are proposed in the GMMP (RCS, 2015b; Appendix R). 
 

Response to Comment O9-13 

Recharge volumes estimated in the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) are based 
on the long-term average rainfall value.  Average rainfall is based on data recorded over a long 
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period of time, and therefore includes times of below-average rainfall and times of above-
average rainfall.  For this reason, the calculations presented in the 2014 RCS report encompass 
drought year conditions.  Further, a specific discussion of drought is provided on page 9 of 
Appendix D.  Here, drought is defined as a meteorological drought, which is a period in which 
the total annual precipitation is less than the long-term average annual precipitation (DWR, 
2015). 
 
In order to consider what the effects on groundwater availability at the subject property might be 
if a period of “prolonged drought” were to occur in the region, a “prolonged drought” must be 
defined.  As discussed by DWR, “there is no universal definition of when a drought begins or 
ends, nor is there a state statutory process for defining or declaring drought” (DWR, 2015).  
California’s most significant historical statewide droughts were recently defined by DWR as 
occurring during the following water year (WY) periods (DWR, 2015): 
 

 WY 1928-29 through WY1933-34 – six years 
 WY 1975-76 through WY 1976-77 – two years 
 WY 1986-87 through WY 1991-92 – six years 
 WY 2006-07 through WY 2008-09 – three years 
 Current drought – WY 2011-12 through WY 2014-15 – four years to date 

 
In Appendix Q to this Final EIR, RCS analyzed the average annual amount of rainfall that 
occurred during each of the above-listed drought periods (see Table C of Appendix Q). 
As shown on Table C, determining the amount of rain that might fall during a “prolonged 
drought” is variable, and depends on the period of record for the specific gage.  The WY 1975-
76 to WY 1976-77 drought period recorded at the Napa State Hospital gage had the lowest total 
rainfall at 48 percent of the long-term average; this drought lasted two years.  The WY 1928-29 
to WY 1933-34 drought period lasted for six years, but rainfall was 70 percent of the average 
annual rainfall at the Napa Hospital gage during this period.  It is important to note that the 
drought year percentages listed on Table C are completely dependent on the period of record 
for each individual gage.  An example of this is the Walt Ranch gage data.  Because the period 
of record for the gage is short and includes a relatively high proportion of drought years, the two 
available drought year period rainfall percentages are shown to be 91 percent and 94 percent of 
the long-term average. 
 
Based on the above considerations, data from the CDEC Atlas Peak gage is the most 
appropriate gage to use for this analysis due to its similarity to the rainfall totals from the Walt 
Ranch gage and its longer period of record.  Although the period of record for the Napa State 
Hospital gage is longer, data from the Atlas Peak gage is more representative of the local 
rainfall conditions that occur at the subject property.  Therefore, this analysis considers a typical 
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drought period rainfall to be 59 percent of the average annual rainfall that occurs at the CDEC 
Atlas Peak gage.  Further, to be conservative, a “prolonged drought period” will be defined as 
six years, which is the longest drought period on record according to DWR (DWR, 2015). 
 
To meet six drought years of groundwater demand for the Proposed Project and six years of 
demand for the COCWD horizontal spring, a total volume of groundwater extraction of 1,219 af 
is estimated to be required from the aquifers that underlie the Walt Ranch property.2  Assuming 
groundwater recharge is reduced to 59 percent of the average annual recharge during a 
theoretical “prolonged drought period,” then approximately 723 AF of groundwater recharge 
may occur during this 6-year drought period, as calculated below: 
 

a. A conservative estimate of the average annual groundwater recharge at the property is 
207 af per year (refer to Impact 4.6-4 of the EIR).  Taking 59 percent of this volume 
yields a single-year drought period recharge volume of 122 af per year. 

b. Assuming a drought period duration of six years, then 732 af of groundwater would 
recharge the volcanic rocks beneath the property over the six-year period (122 af per 
year multiplied by six years), by virtue of direct rainfall recharge within the boundaries of 
the subject property (Appendix Q). 

 
Therefore, after a six-year drought period in which only 59 percent of the average annual rainfall 
might occur, there may be a total “recharge deficit” of 487 af (calculated by subtracting the 732 
af of recharge during the six-year drought from the 1,219 AF of total groundwater extractions).  
Water to meet this deficit is available during drought periods from the groundwater currently 
known to be in storage in those rocks solely beneath Walt Ranch.  As calculated in Section 
4.6.1-4 of the EIR, 4,301 af of groundwater is estimated to be in storage in the volcanic rocks 
beneath Walt Ranch.  Hence, the drought period groundwater “recharge deficit” would represent 
only 11 percent of that groundwater storage volume. 
 
If the conservative assumption is made that groundwater pumped from COCWD Well No. 1 is 
derived solely from underflow form the Walt Ranch property, then the total volume of 
groundwater necessary to meet six years of groundwater demand is 1,462 af.3  As calculated 
above, approximately 723 af of groundwater recharge may occur during this 6-year drought 
period.  Therefore, assuming the groundwater pumped from COCWD Well No. 1 is derived from 
underflow as a result of recharge that occurs solely at the Walt Ranch property, there is a 
“recharge deficit” of 730 af.  When compared to the estimate of groundwater in storage of 4,301 

                                                
2  (Walt Ranch 187 af per year) + (COCWD Horizontal Well 16.2 af per year) * 6 years = 1,219 af 
3  (Walt Ranch 187 af per year) + (COCWD Horizontal Well 16.2 af per year) + (COCWD Vertical Well 40.5 af 

per year) * 6 years = 1,462 af 
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af, the drought period groundwater “recharge deficit” would represent only 17 percent of the 
groundwater in storage. 
 
Temporarily removing an average of approximately 81 af to 121 af of groundwater from storage 
each year during the six-year “prolonged drought” (or 487 af per year to 730 af per year of 
“deficit” over the entire 6-year period) may cause groundwater levels to lower slightly, but 
removal of such a small percentage of groundwater from storage over an assumed six-year 
drought period of time is not expected to significantly affect groundwater levels beneath the 
subject property.  In periods of above-average rainfall, the excess groundwater that might have 
been removed from storage over the assumed six-year drought period would be recharged.  
The close relationship between trends in static water levels over time in the onsite wells and 
trends in the accumulated rainfall departure curve was noted above based on the ongoing water 
level monitoring program at Walt Ranch.  These data indicate that, under average annual 
conditions (which includes periods of drought), static water levels fluctuate seasonally and from 
year to year, depending on the amount of precipitation and groundwater recharge in any given 
year. 
 

Response to Comment O9-14 

Data from the Napa State Hospital gage were presented in the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of 
the Draft EIR) because of the long period of record available for that gage, and to “help define 
trends in rainfall” by using those long-term data (page 8; RCS, 2014).  However, “because this 
rainfall gage is located at a much lower elevation than the subject property, RCS also reviewed 
an isohyetal map of the County” (page 8; RCS, 2014).  Rainfall varies with elevation in Napa 
County.  The Napa State Hospital Gage is at an elevation of 58 feet amsl, while the elevations 
of the portion of the Walt Ranch property underlain by volcanic rocks range from 1,400 feet to 
2,000 feet amsl. 
 
Due to the elevation differences between the Napa State Hospital gage and the Walt Ranch 
property, the use of such data would not be a realistic representation of the average rainfall that 
occurs at the project site, and would present a scientifically unsound analysis. 
 
The revised RCS memorandum (Appendix Q of this Final EIR) analyzes four additional sets of 
precipitation data, including the Atlas Peak rain gage, PRISM Data Set, Walt Ranch onsite 
gages, and the USGS rainfall isohyets.  Those data corroborate the fact that the average rainfall 
that occurs at the Walt Ranch property is much higher than the long-term average rainfall 
recorded at the Napa State Hospital Gage, and show that an annual average rainfall estimate of 
35 inches is a conservative estimate for the Walt Ranch area.  
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Response to Comment O9-15 

COCWD has provided some information regarding the location and water yield of two of its 
water sources, the horizontal well and a vertical well (COCWD Well No. 1), as discussed in 
Response to Comment O2-1.  Therefore, a revised water demand analysis has been prepared 
for the Final EIR and is discussed further in General Response 14. 
 

Response to Comment O9-16 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 through 
Response to Comment O9-15. 
 

Response to Comment O9-17 

In order to plant vineyards, existing vegetation would be removed and the land would be 
graded, which will generate dust.  The project, as proposed, would result in clearing 
approximately 507 acres (or 429 acres in the Mitigated Project), with proportionately less 
acreage cleared if a smaller alternative is approved.  Not all of these land-clearing activities 
would occur at one time.  Rather, land-clearing is expected to span a period of approximately 
four years, as stated in Section 3.4.6 of the Draft EIR.  Dust emissions would be reduced by 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, consistent with the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) recommended construction mitigation measures, which 
requires the project applicant to implement a fugitive dust abatement program during 
construction.  This program involves a variety of methods to reduce fugitive dust emissions 
including covering haul trucks and limiting traffic speeds, but none of the measures involves the 
use of water for dust suppression.  The Draft EIR utilized California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) to conclude that, with implementation of this program, fugitive dust impacts during 
construction will be less than significant.  Thus, the commenter’s assumption that significant 
quantities of water will be used for dust suppression during construction is incorrect.  However, 
water may be used for dust suppression during construction, even though Mitigation Measure 
4.1-1 does not expressly require the inclusion of this measure.   
 
Including water use for dust suppression in the estimate of overall groundwater demand would 
be inappropriate.  Water demand is estimated based on full installation of vineyards.  This water 
demand is estimated at 213.5 acre-feet (af) per year, which encompasses water use for 
irrigation and frost control as discussed in Section 4.6.1-4 of the Draft EIR.  If water is used for 
dust control, it would not occur at the same time as water use for irrigation or frost control.  
Rather, water use for dust control would occur during construction; in subsequent years, after a 
vineyard block is planted, water use will occur for irrigation and frost control.  Adding these 
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numbers together assumes that all these water demands (dust suppression, irrigation, and frost 
control) will occur during the same calendar year for a given vineyard block.  That assumption is 
incorrect. 
 
Water use for dust control would be a fraction of the water used for irrigation and frost control.  
As noted above, water use for irrigation and frost control is estimated at 213.5 af per year for 
347 acres of vineyards at build-out of the full Proposed Project.  Thus, irrigation and frost control 
demand is approximately 0.6 af per year per acre.  Water use for dust suppression and vineyard 
construction is estimated at 0.04 af per year for each acre of disturbed area (Berndt Ackerstrom, 
North Counties Development, personal communication 4/16/15).  Therefore, water use for dust 
suppression that may occur during construction would be less than that required by the vineyard 
on the same acreage.  Therefore, the analysis of water use in the Draft EIR that uses peak 
vineyard demand is conservative for the years in which construction will occur. 
 

Response to Comment O9-18 

Some comments asked why the vineyard water-use estimates for the Walt Ranch Draft EIR 
differ from vineyard water-use estimates used in other EIRs.  Section 3.4.3 and 4.6.1-4 of the 
Draft EIR calculate the water demand of the Proposed Project at 213.5 af per year, based on 
347 acres of vineyard, a vine density of 2,420 vines per acre, and an irrigation rate of 68 gallons 
per vine.  The estimated water demand for the Walt Ranch Project is consistent with the Water 
Availability Analysis (WAA) – Guidance Document approved by the County on May 12, 2015.  
Appendix B to the WAA provides estimated water demand for various land uses.  The estimated 
water demand for vineyards is: 
 

Irrigation Only   0.2 to 0.5 acre-feet per acre per year 
Heat Protection  0.25 acre-feet per acre per year 
Frost Protection  0.25 acre-feet per acre per year 

 
(WAA, Appendix B, p. 19.) 

 
The estimated water demand uses the high end of the range for irrigation – 0.5 af per year.  By 
assuming the high end of the range for irrigation water, the estimate is conservative and may 
overestimate actual irrigation demand.  The estimated water demand also assumes 0.25 af per 
acre per year for frost protection for a limited number of acres, which is consistent with the 
WAA.  The project does not propose to use water for heat protection. 
 
The estimated irrigation demand is consistent with data concerning irrigation demand for the 
Circle S property, which is immediately adjacent to the Walt Ranch property.  The Final EIR for 
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the Circle S project states: “[T]he property currently uses 13.5 acre-feet (af) of water to irrigate 
27 acres of vineyard.  For the irrigation of an additional 378 net acres, the project proposed to 
increase water use to a total of approximately 205.6 af per year for the first three years 
(approximately 0.5 af per acre) and decrease water use to about 130 af per year after the third 
year as the vines mature (approximately 0.3 af per acre).”  (Circle S, Final EIR, p. 4-22.)  The 
Circle S property is located adjacent to Walt Ranch, and is therefore considered a reasonable 
comparable vineyard for purposes of estimating water demand. 
 
The comment states that estimated water demand is lower than the estimated water demand 
provided for other vineyard projects, and states water should be estimated on a per-vine 
basis.  The estimate provided in the EIR is consistent with the WAA, provides a reliable basis for 
estimating demand, and is consistent with other projects in the vicinity.  It is possible that other 
vineyard projects have used different metrics, and arrived at different estimates of irrigation 
demand.  There may be reasons why differing metrics or estimates have been used at other 
times.  These reasons may include irrigation methods, site constraints with respect to 
groundwater, or evolving practices with respect to conserving groundwater.  The issue here is 
not whether other approaches might be used, but whether the estimate provided in the EIR is 
considered reasonable. 
 
The example cited by the comment is the “Upper Range Vineyard.”  The County published the 
Draft EIR for the Upper Range project in December 2006.  The analysis was therefore prepared 
roughly ten years ago.  The Upper Range EIR includes the following discussion of estimated 
water demand associated with vineyards:  “Next, the consumptive water use rates for the 
proposed vineyard were calculated.  Using the previously proposed project size of 175 acres, 
which offers a more conservative evaluation, and an estimated water use rate for the hillside 
vineyards of 9 in/ac/yr, the annual groundwater consumption is estimated to be 122 ac-ft/yr.  
Therefore, the annual groundwater recharge rate is greater than the consumptive water use by 
183 AF/yr.  The estimated groundwater consumption for this particular parcel is only 40 percent 
of the available recharge.”  (Upper Range Draft EIR, p. 4.4-18.)  Thus, for the Upper Range 
project, the estimated demand was 122 AF/yr for 175 net acres of vineyards.  This estimate 
translates to approximately 0.69 AF/yr of demand.  This estimate is somewhat lower than, and 
generally comparable to, the 0.75 AF/yr (0.5 AF/yr for irrigation and 0.25 AF/yr for partial frost 
protection) total estimate for the Walt Ranch project.  Thus, the comment that estimated 
consumption at the Upper Range project was much higher than the estimate at Walt Ranch is 
incorrect. 
 
The EIR recommends the development of a monitoring program to track groundwater pumping 
at the site.  This data will provide a mechanism to confirm that irrigation demand is not 
exceeding the 0.5 AF/yr estimate set forth in the EIR.  (See Mitigation Measure 4.6-4.) 
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After consideration of the mitigation measures required by the Draft EIR for the protection of 
biological resources, the mitigated project now consists of 294 acres of vineyards within 429 
gross acres, a reduction of 53 net vineyard acres.  As a result of the reduction of the number of 
acres of vineyard, water demand will be proportionately reduced.  That original calculation is 
revised below to reflect the reduced water use of a smaller vineyard: 
 

a. Maximum vineyard area = 294 acres 
b. Vine density will be a maximum of 2,420 vines per acre 
c. Irrigation demand is assumed to be 0.5 af of water per acre of vineyard; this equates to 

68 gallons per vine per year at maximum density stated above 
d. Groundwater pumped for frost protection will be 40 af per season. 
e. Seasonal (annual) groundwater demand = (a) x (c) + (d) 
= (294 acres of vines) x (0.5 af/acre of vines) + (40 af) 
≈ 187 acre feet per season  

 

Response to Comment O9-19 

The comment incorrectly implies that surface water in the vicinity of the project site is impaired.  
There are no impaired waters on the project site, as stated on page 4.6-8 of the Draft EIR.  
However, runoff from the project site is eventually transported to the Napa River or Putah 
Creek, both of which are listed under Section 303(d) of the CWA. 
 
The listing status of the Napa River as impaired for sediment, temperature, and pathogens is 
discussed on pages 4.6-8 through 4.6-10 of the Draft EIR.  Although the Napa River was 
previously listed for nutrient pollution, given improving water quality in the non-tidal portions of 
the Napa River, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB adopted Resolution No. R2-2014-0006 on 
February 12, 2014 to delist the non-tidal Napa River for nutrients.  It is currently being 
processed by the USEPA.  Water quality is analyzed in Impact 4.6-2. 
 

Response to Comment O9-20 

The listing status of Putah Creek and Lake Berryessa as impaired for metals/metalloids 
(mercury and boron) is discussed on pages 4.6-0 through 4.6-11 of the Draft EIR.  Water quality 
is analyzed in Impact 4.6-2. 
 

Response to Comment O9-21 

Earth-disturbing activities may result in erosion during construction of the Proposed Project.  
The Walt Ranch ECP #P11-00205-ECPA includes erosion control measures to provide for 
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stormwater management requirements to ensure there are no significant impacts to erosion, 
sedimentation, or peak runoff increases (refer to Section 4.4 and 4.6 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively).  Temporary erosion control measures used during construction may include cover 
crops, waterbars, straw wattles, straw mulching, and other practices as needed.  These 
measures would be maintained in a functional condition throughout the rainy season.  
Waterbars would be constructed such that they direct surface flow off vineyard avenues into 
drop inlets or vegetated vineyard areas.  Additionally, construction will not occur during the rainy 
season, which is defined as September 15 (in the Milliken Reservoir watershed) and October 15 
(in the Capell Creek watershed) until April 1. 
 

Response to Comment O9-22 

Earth-disturbing activities may result in erosion during construction of the Proposed Project. 
The Walt Ranch ECP #P11-00205-ECPA includes erosion control measures to provide for 
stormwater management requirements to ensure there are no significant impacts to erosion, 
sedimentation, or peak runoff increases (refer to Section 4.4 and 4.6 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively).  Temporary erosion control measures used during construction can include 
waterbars, straw wattles, straw mulching, and other practices as needed.  The measures would 
be maintained in a functional condition throughout the rainy season.  Waterbars would be 
constructed such that they direct surface flow off vineyard avenues into drop inlets or vegetated 
vineyard areas.  Additionally, construction will not occur during the rainy season.  Construction 
will occur from April 1 to October 15. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.6.2-2 of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment A2-01, 
agricultural projects, including construction of the Proposed Project, are exempt from the 
Construction Stormwater General Permit mentioned in this comment.  As discussed in Section 
3.4 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project will require the maintenance and improvements of 
some roads on the project site.  These roads are part of operations of an agricultural project and 
would not be required if the Proposed Project was not implemented.  Proposed vineyards could 
not be operated or maintained without access to vineyard blocks provided by these roads.  
Therefore, road improvement and maintenance is an integral part of this agricultural 
development project.   
 
Separating roadway improvement and maintenance from the Proposed Project would be 
considered piecemealing under CEQA Guidelines § 21159.27 and Section 402 of the Napa 
County Local Procedures for Implementing CEQA (Project Segmenting).  The project as 
proposed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, including the road maintenance and upgrade in 
combination with the vegetation clearing and vineyard planting, meets the definition of a project 
under CEQA Guidelines § 15378, which states: 
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(a) “Project” means the whole of an action, which has the potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment… (CEQA Guidelines § 15378). 

 
In this instance, the vineyard development and road improvements are two integral pieces of the 
project as a whole.  The vineyard would not be accessible without the road improvements, and 
the roads would not need improvement if there were no vineyards to access on the property.  
Therefore, separating out the road development in order to apply for separate coverage under 
the NPDES program as requested by the commenter would not be consistent with CEQA. 
 
The California Supreme Court set forth a piecemealing test in Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396, which held that an 
EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future expansion or other action if: 
(1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion 
or action will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or 
its environmental effects.  Road improvement and maintenance as proposed fails the 
piecemealing test.  Therefore, the road improvement and maintenance is an integral part of this 
agricultural development project and does not trigger the need for compliance with NPDES.  
The ECP is sufficient to address potential erosion issues. 
 
Refer to General Response 10 regarding the potential for erosion due to the Proposed Project.  
Refer to Response to Comment O9-23 below regarding the potential for mercury or boron 
leaching due to project activities. 
 

Response to Comment O9-23 

Mercury and boron are naturally occurring minerals that are mined in commercial grade at 
locations in California distant from Walt Ranch.  The natural leaching of these substances from 
weathered rock occurs at a very slow rate.  Blasting results in exposure of fresh, unweathered 
rock and does not affect the production of boron and mercury leachate which is produced from 
deeply weathered portions of the bedrock.  There is no evidence of significant mercury and 
boron leaching from geologic features located on Walt Ranch.  There is no evidence before the 
County that the Proposed Project would cause a significant impact due to boron or mercury 
leaching, and therefore no mitigation is required consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126. 
 

Response to Comment O9-24 

The use of stream setbacks to protect waters of the U.S., protect riparian habitat, preserve 
wildlife corridors, and filter sediment is discussed in Section 4.2 Biological Resources.  The 
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same stream setbacks are also an important component of reducing the hazardous materials 
impacts of vineyard operation to less-than-significant levels, as discussed in Impact 4.5-3 of the 
Draft EIR.  The UC ANR Grismer et al. study cited in the Draft EIR justifies the use of stream 
setbacks and vegetated filter strips as an important natural mechanism to reduce off-site 
sediment transport, sometimes by as much as 75 to 100 percent.  In addition, this same peer-
reviewed publication found that vegetated filter strips similar to those proposed in this project 
can capture pollutants by anywhere from 26 to 100 percent, based on the pollutant or nutrient 
and the vegetation type (Grismer et al, 2006).  Refer to General Response 11 regarding the 
use of stream setbacks as an appropriate mitigation measure to reduce hazardous materials 
transport. 
 

Response to Comment O9-25 

Refer to General Response 11 regarding hazardous materials use on the project site and the 
mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-26 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-23 regarding the potential for mercury or boron leaching 
due to project activities. 
 

Response to Comment O9-27 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  Specific concerns will be 
addressed below. 
 

Response to Comment O9-28 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site. 
 

Response to Comment O9-29 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site.  Because Walt Ranch is not within the MST area, it is not subject to the 0.3 af per 
acre extraction limit.  This is consistent with the County’s recently adopted WAA Guidelines 
(Napa County, 2015a). 
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Response to Comment O9-30 

The difference between a groundwater basin, drainage basin, and the Sonoma Volcanics 
underlying a portion of the project site is described in General Response 12.  Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion, the MST area was not drawn by the County.  Rather, the MST area has 
been defined through scientific studies by the USGS (USGS 1997, USGS 2003) and has been 
recognized by Napa County, and LSCE&MBK (2013). 
 

Response to Comment O9-31 

The Sonoma Volcanics underlying the project site do not directly recharge the MST area, and 
therefore the Proposed Project will not use MST area water to irrigate out-of-basin vineyard in 
the Capell Creek watershed.  Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection 
between the MST area and the project site. 
 

Response to Comment O9-32 

RCS was involved in the siting and design of wells WR-3, WR-4, and WR-5.  As shown on 
Table 1A of Appendix D, each of these wells has a nearly continuous length of perforations, with 
the exception of one single 20-foot long zone of blank (unperforated) casing in each well to 
allow for a possible alternative depth setting for the permanent pump.  Further, each well was 
perforated above the depth to first water in each borehole (as recorded by the well driller during 
pilot hole drilling) to maximize groundwater inflow into the well.  Hence, the entire saturated 
portion of borehole was essentially perforated.  Further, page 11 of the RCS 2014 report 
(Appendix D of the Draft EIR)  states that the boreholes were perforated entirely within the 
Sonoma Volcanics, and on page 15 of that report, the statement is made that “it is fortunate that 
there are no tuffaceous-type sediments in the Sonoma Volcanics beneath either Walt Ranch or 
Circle S Ranch” (RCS, 2014).  Therefore, the estimate of available groundwater supply was 
properly informed by the driller’s boring logs and professional experience, and the estimate of 
4,301 af in storage below the property is a scientifically sound estimation.  Refer to Response 
to Comment O6-01 regarding the release of well driller information as it applies to California 
Water Code Section 13752.   
 

Response to Comment O9-33 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.   
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Response to Comment O9-34 

The commenter is correct that an excerpt of Johnson's 1977 study of groundwater conditions in 
the MST area estimated that only 10 percent of the Sonoma Volcanic groundwater storage 
capacity is useable (accessible) storage (USGS, 1977).  The entire passage of Johnson’s 1977 
study makes it clear that Johnson is referring to the groundwater storage units in the MST area 
as listed in Table 3 therein, and not the overall ability of the Sonoma Volcanics to store 
groundwater such as those underlying the project site (USGS, 1977). 
 
Section 4.6.1-4 of the Draft EIR defines the specific yield as the volume of groundwater that can 
potentially be extracted from the saturated portion of the fractured volcanic rocks beneath the 
subject property.  Specific yield of the Sonoma Volcanics can vary greatly depending on many 
factors, including the degree of the fracturing, the size of the fracture openings, and the 
interconnection of the fractures within the rocks.  A conservative estimate by Kunkel and Upson 
for the specific yield of the Sonoma Volcanics ranges from 3 percent to 5 percent (USGS, 
1960).  Based on studies prepared by RCS for other nearby properties underlain by Sonoma 
Volcanics, an estimate for specific yield of 2 percent was used, providing an even more 
conservative estimate than the 3 to 5 percent figure estimated by Kunkel and Upson.  
 
By using a specific yield of 2 percent to estimate the volume of groundwater in storage beneath 
the property, Appendix D errs on the side of understating specific yield, and therefore reflects a 
conservative analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O9-35 

The estimates of groundwater recharge as a percentage of rainfall presented in Appendix D and 
Impact 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR are reasonable and are supported by many sources.  As 
discussed therein, the analysis assumed a conservative deep percolation percentage of 7 
percent, although a 9 percent value would be supportable (page 48 of Appendix D).  The 
following evidence supports the 7 to 9 percent estimate as being conservative. 
 
Estimates of deep percolation of 7 to 9 percent for the Milliken Creek watershed are derived, in 
part, on review of USGS Water Resources Investigation Reports WRI 77-82 and WRI 03-4229 
(USGS 1977 and USGS 2003, respectively) and from RCS’s experience in preparing numerous 
hydrogeologic assessments throughout Napa and Sonoma counties for properties underlain by 
the Sonoma Volcanics.  In addition, a relatively recent groundwater study prepared by another 
consultant as a part of the Napa Pipe Project Environmental Impact Report estimated that 10.5 
percent rainfall recharge occurred within the Sonoma Volcanics (BHFS, 2011). 
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Rainfall recharge estimates (as a percentage of rainfall) are presented for a number of 
watersheds in Napa County in the report titled “Updated Napa County Hydrogeologic 
Conceptual Model” prepared for Napa County (LSCE&MBK, 2013).  Watershed boundaries 
within Napa County are shown in Figures 8-1 and 8-2 in that report.  In that report, 8 percent of 
the precipitation that falls within the Milliken Creek watershed is estimated to deep percolate as 
groundwater recharge.  Furthermore, as shown on the data table for the Milliken Creek 
watershed superimposed on Figure 8-13, for the stated period of 1976 through 1983, the 
average annual precipitation was 3.14 feet and the average annual recharge during that period 
was 0.31 ft (LSCE&MBK, 2013).  These estimates equate to a deep percolation percentage of 
10 percent for the Milliken Reservoir watershed. 
 
In the reference Introduction to Hydrogeology, estimates of groundwater recharge were 
presented as percentages of rainfall for many different rock types in various climates, e.g. arid, 
temperate, and tropical (Nonner, 2002).  In that reference (page 172), recharge rates in volcanic 
rocks in arid regions were discussed in general terms.  Generally, but not everywhere, recharge 
rates less than 10 percent of the precipitation were reported for volcanic complexes in arid 
areas.  “For example, recharge percentages on the order of 7 to 9 percent of an annual 
precipitation of about 600 mm [23.6 inches] have been assessed for the Deccan Trap basalts…” 
(Nonner, 2002).  That text goes on to state on page 173 that “Rates of recharge from 
precipitation… for volcanic rock complexes in temperate and tropical areas are higher than the 
rates for similar volcanic rocks in arid areas” (Nonner, 2002).  Because the project site is 
underlain by volcanic rock aquifers in a temperate climate, an estimate of 10 percent deep 
percolation of rainfall is considered to be a conservative estimate by the standards set forth in 
the Nonner text.  
 
An estimate of deep percolation in the volcanic rocks presented by Comment O9-35 is 
presented as follows: 
 

Assuming the Howell Mountain block covers 27 square miles in area (Johnson, 1977, 
suggests this area may be up to 33 square miles) and the 2,100 AF/yr of groundwater 
inflow from the block reflects the annual deep groundwater recharge rate, the annual 
deep groundwater recharge rate for the higher elevation volcanic terrain, including the 
Walt Ranch project site is only 1.46 in/yr (4% of average annual precipitation). 
 

The calculation presented above relies on an erroneous assumption that the 2,100 af per year 
of subsurface flow from the Howell Mountains into the MST study area represents the total 
groundwater recharge that occurs within the Howell Mountains.  The MST studies (USGS 1977, 
2003) do not state or suggest that the underflow into the MST area represents all of the 
groundwater that exists within the volcanic rocks of the Howell Mountains.  Evidence presented 
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above suggests much higher recharge percentages for the Milliken Creek watershed.  Further, 
as noted by Johnson (USGS, 1977), and quoted by Farrar and Metzger (USGS, 2003), the 
following statement is made regarding the water balance calculation from which the 2,100 af per 
year figure is derived: 
 

However, because of the uncertainty in the estimates of precipitation, runoff, and 
evapotranspiration, this value is not a precise estimate of potential ground-water 
recharge and should not be construed as the safe yield for the study area. 

 
Therefore, due to the stated uncertainty with the 2,100 af per year figure, the recharge rate 
calculation presented in this comment based solely on that figure is unreliable. 
 
Table B of the 2015 RCS report (Appendix Q) presents the range of potential groundwater 
recharge volumes based on updated rainfall data presented along with the various estimates 
from the multiple studies listed above regarding the percentage of rainfall that may be available 
to deep percolate into the volcanic rocks.  As shown in Table B, the calculated groundwater 
recharge volume ranges from a low of 161.3 af per year to a high of 276.5 af per year, 
depending on the rainfall dataset used and on the estimate of deep percolation of rainfall.  As 
described in the RCS 2014 (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) report and in Impact 4.6-4 of the Draft 
EIR, a 9 percent deep percolation factor is appropriate for the Walt Ranch property.  Coupled 
with a conservative estimate of the average annual rainfall of 35 inches per year, this equates to 
an average annual groundwater recharge volume of 161 to 207 af per year (page 49 of 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  Other data sources and references suggest the recharge could 
be higher.  The estimate provided in RCS 2014 is therefore considered conservative.  There is 
no scientific basis to utilize a 4 percent deep percolation rate as requested by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O9-36 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR states it is infeasible to predict with absolute 
certainty the long-term impacts associated with ongoing groundwater extractions at the project 
site (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-49.).  Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, however, the Draft EIR 
does not conclude that the project has “no potential” impact on groundwater.  Instead, the Draft 
EIR treats the impact as potentially significant and recommends Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 to 
ensure that impacts of groundwater draw-down would be less-than-significant.  Refer to 
General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project 
and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-35 regarding the 
estimates of groundwater recharge.   
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Response to Comment O9-37 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points 
established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment O9-38 

The proposed groundwater pumping will not affect surface water flows in Milliken Creek, as this 
system of fractured volcanic rocks is disconnected from the surface flow.  Refer to Response to 
Comment A5-8 and Response to Comment A7-10 for a complete discussion of the lack of 
connectivity.  In general, larger creeks or streams are more likely to have alluvial deposits, 
subsurface channels, and connections to groundwater.  Since the mainstem of Milliken Creek 
on the property does not include those features due to its location at the headwaters of the 
watershed, it is highly unlikely that any of the small tributaries or swales feeding it would have 
those groundwater-dependent features.  Therefore, there are no significant connections 
between the groundwater and surface water features (tributaries, wetlands, seeps, etc.) that 
would be interrupted by the Proposed Project.  Direct impacts to wetlands, waters of the U.S., 
and riparian corridors would be minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.  
Refer to Response to A5-10 regarding the changes in groundwater recharge rates due to soil 
ripping and blasting. 
 

Response to Comment O9-39 

Hydrologic modeling was performed using accepted methodology and the results indicated no 
further analysis was required.  The seasonality of precipitation is described in various sections 
of the Draft EIR, including at pages 4.2-4 and 4.6-1.  Wetlands or other surface water features 
are described in detail in Section 4.2.  Surface and groundwater impacts are described in 
Section 4.6.  It is unclear what additional information would be included in a further monthly or 
seasonal water budget, or how such information would affect the analysis.  Refer to General 
Response 15 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project.  The 
proposed groundwater pumping will not affect surface water flows, wetlands and seeps, or 
riparian habitat as discussed in Response to Comment O9-38. 
 

Response to Comment O9-40 

Surface and groundwater impacts are described in Section 4.6.  Wetlands or other surface 
water features are described in Section 4.2.  With the exception of an isolated wetland in Block 
31, the project will avoid wetlands and surface water features, and incorporate buffers around 
those features; for Block 31, the EIR identifies mitigation to reduce impacts to less-than-
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significant levels.  Hydrologic modeling was performed using accepted methodology and the 
results indicated no further analysis was required.  Refer to General Response 15 regarding 
the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project.  The proposed groundwater 
pumping will not affect surface water flows, wetlands and seeps, or riparian habitat as discussed 
in Response to Comment O9-38. 
 

Response to Comment O9-41 

As discussed in Response to Comments O9-38 through O9-40, the Proposed Project would 
draw water from deep in the Sonoma Volcanics, which are disconnected from the surface water 
systems.  The water budget calculations requested by the commenter would not provide 
additional substantive analysis, nor would the calculations result in changes to the mitigation 
measures provided in Section 4.6.  Maintenance of riparian corridors, lack of utilization of 
surface water flows, and species-specific mitigation measures provided in Section 4.2.6-2 will 
reduce all potential impacts to FYLF, CRLF, and WPT to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to 
General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, 
Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment O9-42 

The general statement that ripping of a soil complex only increases infiltration in the short term 
is more applicable for fine-grained soil types.  This hydrologic analysis only takes into account 
increased infiltration rates for ripping in rocky soil complexes where shallow bedrock barriers 
exist.  The fracturing of monolithic bedrock by ripping will increase the depth class of the soils 
and therefore increase infiltration.  This increase in infiltration will occur over both the short and 
long term, as the bedrock will not recompact the way a fine-grained soil would.  This is 
discussed in Impact 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR, which explains: 
 

…with certain soils onsite, such as the Hambright soil type, ripping the consolidated 
bedrock to create the vineyards will convert the hydrologic soil group from a “D” to a 
“C.”…In Capell Creek watersheds, no credit can be taken for the ripping practice since 
these areas do not exhibit rocky soils, except in sub-watershed 10 where 3.7 acres of 
rocky soils do occur. 

 
Therefore, the hydrologic analysis appropriately categorized the effects of soil ripping in rocky 
soils in only the appropriate areas where it would show a measureable and sustained effect to 
infiltration rates. 
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Response to Comment O9-43 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, it is not the intent of the ECP to “concentrate and 
accelerate” stormwater runoff.  To the contrary, the ECP has been designed to be in compliance 
with Napa County General Plan policies and ordinances, which require: 1) no net increase in 
sediment in post-project conditions (General Plan Policy CON-48), and 2) peak runoff conditions 
are maintained at pre-development levels for 2-, 10-, 50- and 100-year flood events (General 
Plan Policy CON-50), and 3) vegetation retention to preserve tree canopy cover in Sensitive 
Domestic Water Supply Drainages (Code 18.108.027).  Although some blocks may require a 
surface drain or subsurface drain as shown in the ECP, the overall intent of the Proposed 
Project is to maintain pre-development standards for sedimentation and runoff, while meeting 
the vegetation retention requirements. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 incorporates the recommendations from the site-specific hydrologic 
analysis prepared for the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 15 regarding the 
hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project.  Detention of storm runoff is 
recommended in two locations serving Blocks 48 through 52 because runoff cannot be 
controlled with passive land management practices.  The hydrologic analysis does incorporate 
drainage elements where applicable in the time of concentration calculation.  The time of 
concentration (Tc) is defined as the time required for runoff to travel from the hydraulically most 
distant point in the watershed to the outlet.  Watersheds 2 and 12 contain drainage elements 
that are located on the same path as the Tc and related impacts were accounted for in the 
analysis.  Additionally, the ripped soil will increase infiltration capacity and therefore will not 
contribute to increases in peak flows.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-42 regarding the 
effects of soil ripping on infiltration in rocky soils. 
 

Response to Comment O9-44 

The erosion prediction calculations are based on the USLE, which is a method of predicting soil 
particle displacement in accordance with USDA and Napa County guidelines.  This approach 
provides a conservative estimate in this case because the USLE does not address sediment 
delivery; rather, the analysis assumes that 100 percent of the estimated soil loss will be 
delivered to receiving waters and wetlands.  Given that the Proposed Project incorporates 
buffers of 50 feet or more between proposed vineyard areas and all waters of the U.S. and 
wetlands, it is impossible that all soil lost from vineyard blocks would be delivered to these 
waters as the model assumes.  The USLE calculations do not take into account reduced 
sediment delivery associated with these buffers.   
 
Calculations are completed on a project-wide basis due to the Napa County General Plan Policy 
CON-48 that requires projects to “maintain pre-development sediment erosion conditions” for 
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the overall project.  This concern is also addressed in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 in the Draft EIR.  
Any localized impacts to waters of the U.S. on the project site will be addressed through the 
appropriate permitting process as required by State and federal law. 
 
The permanent BMPs referenced in this comment are designed to address both sedimentation 
at the outfall and to disrupt the velocity and sediment load of the concentrated water.  This has 
the effect of reducing velocity of the potentially erosion-causing water, allowing sediment to 
settle out of solution with the sudden drop in velocity, and to spread out water to reduce the 
formation of gullies.  These typical erosion control measures have been demonstrated to be 
effective at reducing erosion and sedimentation in other similar vineyards in Napa County. 
 
The use of stream setbacks to protect waters of the U.S., protect riparian habitat, preserve 
wildlife corridors, and filter sediment is discussed in Section 4.2 Biological Resources.  The UC 
ANR Grismer et al. study cited in the Draft EIR justifies the use of stream setbacks and 
vegetated filter strips as an important natural mechanism to reduce off-site sediment transport, 
sometimes by as much as 75 to 100 percent.  Buffers may be larger than 50 feet based on 
Napa County stream setback requirements.  In addition, as a result of original project design 
and mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, receiving waters and wetlands will have 
increased buffers as shown in Table 4-4. 
 

TABLE 4-4 
INCREASED BUFFERS AS A RESULT OF OTHER MITIGATION 

Vineyard Block Increased Buffer 
Block 16B1 Greater than 100’ 
Block 16B2 Greater than 70’ 
Block 37D Eliminated from project 
Block 37E Eliminated from project 
Block 38 Greater than 150’ 
Block 53 Greater than 80’ 
Block 19B Greater than 80’ 
Block 18A2 Greater than 80’ (wetlands) 
Block 29A2 Eliminated from project 
Block 29B2 Greater than 200’ 

 
 
The Applicant also agrees to implement the additional measures to further protect individual 
waters of the U.S. and wetlands as shown in Table 4-5. 
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TABLE 4-5 
ADDITIONAL PROTECTIVE MEASURES 

Vineyard Block Additional Measures 
Block 16C1 Installation of straw wattles every year in 

areas where the buffer is less than 70 feet 
Blocks 17A, 17B, 17C Installation of straw wattles every year in 

areas where the buffer is less than 70 feet.  
Increase vineyard cover crop percentage to 
80% 

Blocks 34A3 & 34C Eliminate from Project 
Block 49 Reduce block size in order to increase buffer 

to 70 feet 
Blocks 36A & 36B Relocate drainage outlet to level spreader in 

Block 37 F.  Increase size of level spreader 
Block 19A4 Reduce block size in order to increase buffer 

to 70 feet 
Block 18A1 – 18A4 Reduce block size in order to increase buffer 

to 70 feet in some areas.  Installation of straw 
wattles every year in areas where the buffer is 
less than 70 feet 

Blocks 31A and 31B Installation of straw wattles every year in 
areas where the buffer is less than 70 feet 

Block 29A1 Reduce block size in order to increase buffer 
to 70 feet 

 
 
The ECP will be revised to include the above recommendations.  These increased buffers and 
additional BMPs will further reduce the possibility of potential impacts due to erosion and 
sedimentation. 
 
All erosion control systems for vineyards require monitoring and maintenance to function 
properly.  The ECP includes monitoring and maintenance requirements in accordance with 
Napa County Code 18.108.135.  In addition, supervision by qualified engineers during 
construction and annual winterization inspections by NCRCD staff will ensure measures are 
installed and functioning properly.  
 
Winterization inspections, beginning September 15 (in the Milliken Reservoir watershed) and 
October 15 (in the Capell Creek watershed) will be conducted by the NCRCD during each year 
of project development until the project is complete and declared “finaled.”  (Phased 
development of the Walt Ranch vineyards will assure regular inspections for several years.)  
These inspections monitor implementation of all temporary and permanent erosion and 
sediment control measures.  Following inspections, NCRCD submits reports, including written 
comments and photo-documentation, to County staff, applicants, project engineers, contractors, 
and vineyard management personnel.  NCRCD notifies applicants by telephone or email of any 
shortcomings requiring immediate attention.  In addition to inspection of all projects under 
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development, five percent of all “finaled” projects are subject, indefinitely, to random “spot 
checks”, in which NCRCD re-inspects vineyards to assure continued compliance with the 
approved Plan’s specifications.  These same measures have been used for many years in Napa 
County to control erosion and ensure that temporary erosion control measures are installed as 
specified in the ECP each year. 
 

Response to Comment O9-45 

The proposed water diversion and dissipation devices are designed to move water within an 
area that it would have naturally travelled.  While the drainage systems may increase water 
velocity, the dissipation devices are designed to counteract this velocity increase.  The 
dissipation devices found on steep slopes are receiving water that would have flowed to that 
point on the landscape under natural (pre-project) conditions and therefore do not constitute a 
risk of increased erosion over background levels.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-43 
regarding the intention of the ECP, which is not to “concentrate and accelerate” stormwater 
runoff.  The comment does not identify particular vineyard blocks where this concern arises, and 
therefore a further response is not possible. 
 

Response to Comment O9-46 

The Caltrans report cited by the commenter was prepared to evaluate the effectiveness of level 
spreaders as a temporary construction BMP for roadway projects, not as permanent runoff 
control structures.  In addition, this report was based only on a literature review, as Caltrans was 
unable to field test any installations.  At least one source cited in the Caltrans report listed 
acceptable slopes for installation at 5:1 (H:V), which equates to a 20 percent slope.  As stated in 
the 2002 Caltrans report: 
 

This report summarizes a study...  Caltrans conducted to assess the feasibility and 
effectiveness of the level spreader as a temporary construction best management 
practice (BMP).  The evaluation consisted of a literature review and an assessment of 42 
Caltrans construction sites to determine which, if any, were suitable for implementation 
of a level spreader BMP.  Based on the results of literature and site reviews, the study 
team has concluded that the level spreader BMP is not suitable for use as a temporary 
construction site BMP… (Caltrans, 2002b) 

 
Although Caltrans determined that level spreaders were not appropriate for use in their 
particular circumstances, the type of level spreader specified in the Walt Ranch ECP is a 
variation on a design first put forth by engineers at the NRCS, Napa Field Office, approximately 
20 years ago.  This design has been modified over the years based on the results of actual field 
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installations and utilized on projects designed by multiple engineering firms.  They are 
permanent structures for runoff control and have been successfully installed and evaluated on 
over 15 vineyard projects in Napa County (Dave Steiner, former Senior Soil Conservationist for 
NCRCD, personal communication 4/18/15; PPI Engineering project records, 2015). 
 
The installation locations chosen for level spreaders were evaluated in the field during project 
design and deemed appropriate by qualified professional engineers.  The design was reviewed 
and approved by the County’s technical consultant, NCRCD. 
 

Response to Comment O9-47 

GGI’s report includes recommendations to revise the project design to avoid direct outletting of 
stormwater into unstable areas.  In some cases, the outlet area is in a dormant landslide with 
low slope inclinations that can be stabilized with rip rap erosion control.  In other cases, GGI 
recommends that stormwater piping be extended or rerouted.  These recommendations are 
incorporated into the MMRP as Mitigation Measure 4.4-3.  With respect to the vineyard blocks 
identified by the commenter: 
 

 Blocks 4E, 4H, and 4I:  The drainage from these vineyards outlets in level spreaders and 
a rock apron to disperse the outflow.  The landslide is an ancient deposit with no signs of 
recent activity and these outlets will not have a negative impact on slope stability.   

 Block 5A3:  The storm drains will be collected into one outlet directed in the drainage 
south of the mapped dormant landslide. 

 Block 19A:  The level spreader on the southwest side of Block 19A2 will be eliminated, 
and runoff will be collected in a pipe and outletted on the southeast side of the block. 

 Blocks 31A and 31B:  The level spreader will be shortened and moved to the northwest, 
where it does not impact the active slide.  

 Block 36A:  The stormwater discharge point has been moved to lower part of Block 37F. 
 Block 36B:  Level spreaders disperse outlet flow over the dormant landslide and these 

outlets will not have a negative impact on slope stability. 
 Block 62A:  Surface runoff from Block 62A is collected and outlets near 63A on a rock 

apron, which will be changed to a level spreader. 
 Block 62B:  This block is not part of the Proposed Project. 

 
The ECP will be revised to include the above recommendations.  The vineyard development, 
which includes GGI’s recommendations for the location and avoidance of active landslide areas, 
will not adversely impact landslides on- or off-site.  Refer to General Response 9 regarding 
slope stability.  
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Response to Comment O9-48 

Erosion control measures were analyzed in Impact 4.4-1 for their ability to reduce sedimentation 
to downstream waters; results of the USLE model were summarized in Table 4.4-2 and 
presented in Appendix O.  As there would be a net decrease in sedimentation from the vineyard 
block areas and all other areas would remain in their pre-project conditions, there would be no 
increases in erosion from the property as a whole.  In tandem with that, Impact 4.6-1 analyzed 
the potential effects of the proposed erosion control measures to peak discharge and runoff 
volume.  With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, there would be no increase in 
post-project peak discharge or volume of runoff as a result of the erosion control features.  
Refer to General Response 10 regarding the potential for erosion due to the Proposed Project 
and General Response 15 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed 
Project.  The proposed groundwater pumping will not affect surface water flows, wetlands and 
seeps, or riparian habitat as discussed in Response to Comment O9-38.  Refer to General 
Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the project site and 
General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-49 

Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology presented in the 
Draft EIR.  As discussed therein, the Draft EIR utilized the Napa County Baseline Data Report 
noise data provided in the Napa County General Plan (Napa County, 2008) to determine the 
existing noise level in the project vicinity in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15150.   
 
The commenter provides site-specific noise measurements in the Circle Oaks community that 
range from 32 dBA to 53 dBA, although it is unclear where or when those measurements were 
taken.  However, utilizing a lower baseline noise measurement as requested in this comment 
would provide for a less conservative analysis.  Significance of noise impacts is not determined 
by the ratio of existing noise levels to project generated noise levels, but rather if the projected 
increase in construction-related noise increases the ambient noise level above 75 dBA, Leq in 
the vicinity of a residence.  If the existing baseline is 32 dBA, the Proposed Project could 
actually increase the ambient noise by approximately 43 dBA before reaching the County’s 
noise significance threshold of 75 dBA, Leq (Napa County’s Code Section 8.16.080, 
Construction Noise Ordinance).  Therefore, the noise analysis presented in Section 4.8 of the 
Draft EIR which assumed the ambient noise level of 57 dBA is a more conservative analysis, 
and only allows an increase of 18 dBA before the equipment noise becomes a significant 
impact. 
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Response to Comment O9-50 

Construction of the Proposed Project is temporary in nature, occurring during the dry season 
over four years.  Therefore, the discussion of construction noise impacts presented in Section 
4.8 of the EIR is a discussion of the temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity. 
 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7 states that “[e]ach public agency is encouraged to develop and 
publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the significance 
of environmental effects…Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of 
the lead agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, 
or regulation.”  Use of the Napa County Construction Noise Ordinance 75 dBA noise limit for 
construction across a residential property line as a significance threshold is appropriate under 
CEQA Guidelines.   
 

As discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR, construction noise associated with the construction of 
the Proposed Project would generate noise at 30 feet (the distance to the nearest sensitive 
receptor) in excess of the Napa County threshold of 75 dBA and is a potentially significant 
impact.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 is required to reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 
 

Response to Comment O9-51 

As discussed in Response to Comment O9-49, the Draft EIR utilized the Napa County BDR 
noise data provided in the Napa County General Plan (Napa County, 2008) to determine the 
existing noise level in the project vicinity in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15150.  The 
existing noise level in the project vicinity includes all existing sources of noise, including noises 
from traffic on residential roads as well as audible sounds from SR-121.  Impact 4.8-1 provides 
an analysis of the increase in noise during construction and operation of the Proposed Project, 
while Impact 4.8-2 provides an analysis of the increase in groundborne vibration during the 
construction and operational phases.  Traffic noise impacts were not evaluated separately from 
other noise attributed to the Proposed Project in these impact analyses.  Mitigation Measure 
4.8-1 and 4.8-2 will reduce to less-than-significant levels the impacts due to noise and 
groundborne vibration, respectively. 
 
The commenter provides site-specific traffic noise measurements in the Circle Oaks community 
that range from 60 dBA to 90 dBA, although it is unclear where or when those measurements 
were taken.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology 
presented in the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment O9-52 

The commenter provides estimates of sound wall attenuation of 6 dBA to 8 dBA, although it is 
unclear where these estimates are derived from.  The commenter correctly states that noise 
barriers that block line-of-sight between a noise source and noise receiver typically provide a 5 
dBA reduction.  Sound walls taller than noise sources may be necessary.  However, height of 
sound walls and materials used for construction of sound walls will vary depending on 
topography, site characteristics, and distance from noise sources.  Sound walls will be 
constructed of materials and at heights sufficient to reduce construction noises by 15 dBA, Leq 
(from 89 dBA, Leq to 74 dBA, Leq, which is below the County’s noise threshold).  The 
construction noise impact analysis in Impact 4.8-1 has been clarified in the Final EIR.  Refer to 
General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology presented in the EIR.  
 

Response to Comment O9-53 

Impact 4.8-2 of the EIR finds that 775 feet is the safe distance for blasting.  As discussed on 
page 4.8-13 of the Draft EIR: 
 

At 775 feet from a residential sensitive receptor, blasting would generate 0.1 PPV 
groundborne vibration, which does not exceed the Caltrans threshold of 0.1 PPV for 
residences.  Therefore, blasting that occurs greater than 775 feet from an existing 
residence requires no additional mitigation. 

 
The only rock formation that may require blasting is the Sonoma Volcanics formation.  Blocks 
15, 16, and 68 are the only blocks within 775 feet of the Circle Oaks neighborhood that are 
underlain by Sonoma Volcanics.  The ECP will be revised to include a condition prohibiting 
blasting in these blocks.  In addition, this limitation has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 
of the EIR and Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 has been updated to state: 
 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2:  Blasting within 775 feet of a residence exceeds Caltrans 
significance thresholds for vibration.  Therefore, no blasting shall occur within vineyard 
blocks 15, 16, and 68. 

 

Response to Comment O9-54 through O9-56 

Refer to General Response 20 regarding the alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  
The specific quantitative information requested in this comment, including the water demand, 
GHG emissions, and runoff calculations, is not required under CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines.  
A “matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each 
alternative” is presented in Table 5-3 of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6.   
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Response to Comment O9-57 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing impacts presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-58 

The commenter is correct that the geology of the Circle Oaks neighborhood is a cretaceous 
shale landslide.  As shown in Figure 4.4-3 and Figure 3 of Appendix F of the Draft EIR, these 
ancient landslide deposits underlie the entirety of the Circle Oaks neighborhood, but are only 
found in scattered locations on the Capell Creek watershed portion of the Walt Ranch property.  
Impact 4.7-4 analyzed construction traffic, including the heavy equipment deliveries mentioned 
in this comment, and determined that the resulting increased wear-and-tear to Circle Oaks Drive 
would be a significant impact.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 ensures that heavy truck 
construction traffic complies with CVC regulations for vehicle weight and width, and also 
provides for an independent third party review of the road conditions with commitments from the 
project applicant to pay for road resurfacing. 
 
Refer to General Response 18 regarding the analysis of impacts to roads presented in the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-59 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  Specific concerns will be 
addressed below. 
 

Response to Comment O9-60 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 13 regarding the 
methodology used for the groundwater analysis.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-10 
regarding the prohibition of new groundwater wells on the property and Response to Comment 
A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project and 
Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points established in the GMMP. 
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Response to Comment O9-61 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points 
established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment O9-62 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O9-63 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O9-64 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment O9-65 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis; Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the 
precipitation data utilized in the groundwater analysis; and Response to Comment O2-1 
regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies during preparation of the groundwater 
analysis.   
 

Response to Comment O9-66 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-17 regarding the use of water for dust suppression.  The 
list of equipment provided in Table 3-5 of Section 3.4.6 and the analysis of air quality impacts of 
that equipment provided in Table 4.1-3 in Section 4.1.3-2 have been clarified to ensure that 
water trucks are not identified as potential construction equipment.  The CalEEMod air quality 
modeling files, which were presented in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, do not include water trucks 
in the construction equipment input assumptions.  Therefore, there are no significant changes to 
the air quality emissions. 
 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-116 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Response to Comment O9-67 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-18 regarding the water use estimate presented in the Draft 
EIR as it relates to other vineyard projects. 
 

Response to Comment O9-68 

Refer to Response to Comments O9-19 and O9-20 regarding the impairment of the Napa 
River and Putah Creek, respectively. 
 

Response to Comment O9-69 

Refer to Response to Comments O9-21 through O2-23 regarding the water quality analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR and the applicability of the NPDES Construction General Permit. 
 

Response to Comment O9-70 

Refer to Response to Comments O9-24 and O9-25 regarding the water quality analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR and the use of stream setbacks and BMPs are appropriate mitigation 
measures. 
 

Response to Comment O9-71 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O9-72 and O9-73 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-49 regarding the use of the Napa County BDR for existing 
noise levels, and General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology presented in 
the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O9-74 

The commenter accurately quotes the Draft EIR’s assessment of future noise conditions, as 
projected by the Napa County General Plan.  However, this information was provided as 
background information only, and was not utilized in the noise methodology provided in Impact 
4.8-1.  As discussed in General Response 19, the Draft EIR utilized projected noise increases 
from the project’s proposed construction equipment compared to today’s baseline ambient noise 
level, not compared to some projected future noise level.  Therefore, although the commenter 
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questions the magnitude of the future noise projections, this has no bearing on the noise 
analysis of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments O9-75 and O9-76 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-50. 
 

Response to Comment O9-77 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-51. 
 

Response to Comment O9-78 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-52. 
 

Response to Comment O9-79 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53. 
 

Comment Letter O10 – Mark Wolfe, on behalf of Sierra Club, Napa Group, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O10-1 and O10-2 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding adequacy of the CEQA document. 
 

Response to Comment O10-3 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR prepared for the Proposed Project was 
specific and detailed, and supported by empirical or experimental data, scientific authorities, or 
explanatory information.  Technical studies, modeling, and empirical data conducted for the 
Proposed Project include: 96-Hour Constant Rate Pumping Test to analyze groundwater 
impacts (Appendix D); Engineering Geologic Evaluation, including the results of 31 test pits dug 
on the property (Appendix F); Hydrologic Analysis to model surface water hydrology (Appendix 
G); air quality modeling using CalEEMod (Appendix H); biological studies, including database 
queries, field surveys, and tree inventories (Appendices I through M); and Universal Soil Loss 
Equation calculations to model erosion and sedimentation impacts (Appendix O).   
These technical analyses, included as appendices to the Draft EIR, provide the “specific and 
detailed” information requested by the commenter.  The body of the Draft EIR contains a 
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simplified analysis of certain technical data, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15147.  
According to this guideline: 
 

The information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data, maps, plot 
plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of 
significant environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.  
Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR 
should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as 
appendices to the main body of the EIR.  Appendices to the EIR may be prepared in 
volumes separate from the basic EIR document, but shall be readily available for public 
examination and shall be submitted to all clearinghouses which assist in public review. 

 
In Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 
Cal.App.3d 350, California’s Court of Appeal, Third District found that the public has the right “to 
be informed in such a way that it can intelligently weigh the environmental consequences of any 
contemplated action and have an appropriate voice in the formulation of any decision.”  
Therefore, the Draft EIR public review period was extended from 45 days, as required under 
PRC § 21091(a), to 133 days as discussed in General Response 3. 
 

Response to Comment O10-4 

Per the methodology outlined in Section 4.1.3-1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis of Proposed 
Project emissions compares daily emissions with the BAAQMD thresholds in accordance with 
the 2012 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR concludes 
that with the implementation of the required BAAQMD mitigation measures, implementation of 
the Proposed Project would not result in a significant air quality impact.  This conclusion is not 
inchoate, as the methodology approved by the BAAQMD was followed completely.  Although 
daily emissions in pounds-per-day units are used to determine if there will be a significant 
impact when compared to the BAAQMD’s thresholds (as the BAAQMD’s thresholds are also 
provided in a pounds-per-day metric), the Proposed Project’s annual emissions of criteria air 
pollutants (CAPs) are disclosed in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.  It should be noted that the 
BAAQMD provides significance thresholds for annual emissions for the operational phase of a 
project.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to compare construction significance thresholds of 
pounds-per-day to the ongoing operational tons-per-year significance threshold.  As shown in 
Appendix H, annual project-related CAP emissions for both the construction phase and the 
operational phase are far less than the BAAQMD threshold of 15 tons per year of PM10 and 10 
tons per year of NOx, ROG, and PM2.5.  Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately concluded that 
the construction emissions would be less than significant and provided substantial evidence as 
required by CEQA Guidelines § 15384. 
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Response to Comment O10-5 

As stated in Response to Comment O10-4, annual emissions were provided in Appendix H of 
the Draft EIR and analyzed against the operational BAAQMD thresholds in Impact 4.1-3.  
Therefore, annual emissions were analyzed and the operational emissions thresholds were not 
exceeded, and the Draft EIR appropriately concluded in light of substantial evidence that the 
Proposed Project will have less-than-significant impacts to air quality.  This is consistent with the 
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB)’s Clean Air Plan.  The Draft EIR contains sufficient 
information concerning the Proposed Project’s annual emissions and therefore supports the 
findings with substantial evidence.  Annual emissions were modeled and found to be far less 
than the BAAQMD’s operational thresholds.   
 

Response to Comment O10-6 

The commenter provides an overview of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) and toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) and the regulatory background of these TACs when compared to the 
CAPs regulated under the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA).  The commenter incorrectly states that 
the Draft EIR does not discuss TACs.  Impact 4.1-5 of the Draft EIR discusses emissions that 
may cause “distress to sensitive receptors,” which the commenter correctly notes may be 
located as close as 30 feet from the property boundary. 
 

Response to Comment O10-7 

The commenter is correct that cancer-related health impacts associated with exposure to TACs, 
specifically diesel particulate matter (DPM), are measured as the number of additional people in 
a population of one million who, over a 70 year lifetime, will get cancer as a result of exposure.  
It is unclear if the California Air Resources Board (CARB) states that Napa County experiences 
elevated health risks from TAC emissions because the commenter did not provide a reference 
for this statement.  It is acknowledged that DPM emissions could cause health issues to 
sensitive receptors and others residing near the project site during the four year construction 
period.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR requires the use of DPM filters on 
all heavy equipment with greater than 50 horsepower rating, which will reduce DPM emissions 
by 85 to 90 percent (EPA, 2010).  DPM concentrations decrease exponentially with distance 
from the source such that within the first 100 meters (325 feet) the risk is cut in half and within 
150 meters (490 feet) the risk is reduced by 68 percent (SCAQMD, 2005).  There are no 
sensitive receptors that would be located within 325 feet or 490 feet of both the Walt Ranch 
project and the Circle S project, the only two projects in the cumulative environment that may be 
built at the same time.  Thus, there are no significant cumulative impacts associated with DPM 
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risk and no significant new information has been added to the EIR after public notice and 
review; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 the Draft EIR will not be recirculated as 
requested by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O10-8 

The commenter correctly cites General Plan Policy CON-24, which is cited in its entirety on 
pages 4.2-75 through 4.2-76 of the Draft EIR and analyzed in Impact 4.2-16.  The project as 
proposed would conflict with this policy, and therefore mitigation measures are provided to 
ensure the Proposed Project is consistent with General Plan Policy CON-24.  The Applicant 
provided financial data to Napa County regarding the proposed vineyard operation which will be 
provided to the decision maker for evaluation and will ultimately render a decision on 
infeasibility.  
 

Response to Comment O10-9 

General Plan Policy CON-17 clearly states that the County requires “no net loss of sensitive 
biotic communities and habitats of limited distribution through avoidance, restoration, or 
replacement where feasible.”  Therefore, 3.30 acres of native grasslands were removed from 
the vineyard footprint to result in 88.3 percent avoidance of this habitat on the property, and 
restoration and enhancement is required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 to ensure no net loss of 
native grasslands.  This is consistent with the guidelines set forth in Policy CON-17.  Similarly, 
sensitive biotic communities received similar protection in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, which 
requires avoidance, restoration, or replacement where feasible, and preservation at a 2:1 ratio 
consistent with Policy CON-17. 
 
Commenter incorrectly states that native grasslands would be preserved through “avoidance 
measures, namely relocation of access roads.”  However, as shown in Figure 4.2-4 of the Draft 
EIR and Table 4.2-5, many acres of vineyard as well as associated avenues were removed from 
the proposed development to protect native grasslands. 
 
In determining the level of significance of impacts to the environment, including the Black Oak 
Alliance mentioned by the commenter, Napa County considered all scientific and legal 
information in the administrative record consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064 (b) which 
states that: 
 

The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment 
calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent 
possible on scientific and factual data.  An ironclad definition of significant effect is not 
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always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting 
(emphasis added). 

 
The CEQA Guidelines provides some flexibility in determining a significant effect based on the 
setting.  Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately concluded mitigation for Black Oak Alliance 
should include a combination of avoidance and preservation to be consistent with CEQA.  
Whether or not avoidance is infeasible will be evaluated by the decision maker who will 
ultimately render a decision on infeasibility. 
 

Response to Comment O10-10 

All native grasslands on the property are shown in Figure 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR, which also 
delineates which grasslands will be avoided by Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 and which will be 
developed into vineyard.  The areas that will be avoided are on the edges of vineyard blocks 
and are part of larger native grassland complexes, which will provide a more continuous and 
healthy native grassland population.  The 1.15 acres of native grassland that will be converted 
to vineyard are small, isolated populations located in the center of proposed vineyard blocks 
that would be completely surrounded by vineyards even if avoided.  These grasslands would 
likely decline in health and would not provide the same wildlife benefits as those native 
grasslands that are part of the larger grassland complexes.   
 
The proposed mitigation for native grassland and sensitive habitats does not conflict with Napa 
County General Plan policies, as discussed further in Response to Comment O10-9.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O10-8 regarding the feasibility evaluation that will be conducted by the 
decision maker. 
 

Response to Comment O10-11 

The combination of avoidance, preservation, and enhancement of habitat onsite as required by 
the EIR is an adequate mitigation measure pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15370.  As 
stated therein: 
 

Mitigation includes: 
(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation. 
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 

environment. 
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(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

 
Therefore, the mitigation presented in the EIR meets all five standards for mitigation measures 
required by CEQA.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch 
BRMP as mitigation for biological impacts. 
 

Response to Comment O10-12 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-8 regarding the feasibility evaluation that will be 
conducted by the decision maker.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-9 regarding the 
factual, scientific, and legal basis for the significant determinations presented in the Draft EIR.  
Refer to Response to Comment O10-11 regarding the use of onsite preservation as an 
appropriate and legal mitigation measure in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment O10-13 

A full analysis of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of the construction and operational 
phases of the Proposed Project was conducted in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR, contrary to 
the commenter’s assertions that the Draft EIR avoided a full discussion of the climate change 
analysis required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  The Lead Agency evaluated these 
impacts; as stated in Section 4.1 (page 4.1-10): 
 

This analysis considers whether project emissions are individually or cumulatively 
significant.  Based on the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions (refer to Section 6.0), it 
was determined that specific climate change impacts could not be attributed to the 
proposed development.  As such, project impacts are most appropriately addressed in 
terms of the incremental contribution to a global cumulative impact. 

 
The analysis present in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR was conducted in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4 for determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions.  
The Draft EIR modeled the projected increases in GHG emissions from construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project using the CARB-approved CalEEMod, which is consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4(a)(1).  The CalEEMod model output files are provided in 
Appendix H and consolidated emissions information compared to appropriate significance 
thresholds is provided in Table 6-2 and Table 6-3 of the Draft EIR.  These significance 
thresholds were determined by the Lead Agency in accordance with § 15064.4(b)(2).  In 
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addition, it should be noted that the commenter incorrectly states that the there was an 
“unsubstantiated finding that the Project would have no significant climate change impacts.”  
Impact 6-1 found that construction of the Proposed Project would have potentially significant 
impacts due to GHG emissions, and provided Mitigation Measure 6-1 to reduce these impacts 
to less-than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment O10-14 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR appropriately adopts the BAAQMD threshold of 
1,100 MT per year of CO2e for operational emissions and adopts Solano County’s approved 
Climate Action Plan for guidance on construction GHG emission reduction.  Commenter is also 
correct that the project’s construction greenhouse gas emissions would be 105,849 metric tons 
(MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and that preservation of 248 acres of woodland onsite 
would result in a 26 percent (27,528 MT CO2e) reduction in GHG emissions.  The use of these 
significance thresholds is supported by CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(2), which says that a 
Lead Agency shall determine the threshold of significance that applies to a project.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O10-15 below regarding the final woodland preservation acreage, 
which will be greater than 248 acres and will exceed the minimum requirements of Mitigation 
Measure 6-1 for GHG emissions. 
 

Response to Comment O10-15 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(c) which provides guidance for Lead Agencies in 
reducing GHG emissions, Mitigation Measure 6-1 of the Draft EIR provides for permanent 
preservation of 248 acres of woodland on the property as a means of sequestering greenhouse 
gases.  Specifically, CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(c) states: 
 

Consistent with Section 15126.4(a), lead agencies shall consider feasible means, 
supported by substantial evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting, of mitigating 
the significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions.  Measures to mitigate the significant 
effects of greenhouse gas emissions may include, among others: 

(1) Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions 
that are required as part of the lead agency’s decision; 

(2) Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of 
project features, project design, or other measures, such as those described in 
Appendix F; 

(3) Off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a 
project’s emissions; 

(4) Measures that sequester greenhouse gases… (emphasis added). 
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Nothing in the CEQA statute or CEQA Guidelines suggests that carbon sequestration must 
occur offsite, or on woodlands otherwise proposed for imminent conversion to non-woodland 
uses, in order to constitute adequate mitigation. To the contrary, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
relevant case law demonstrate that permanent preservation of onsite woodlands is reasonable 
and adequate mitigation. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines § 15370) define “mitigation” to include:  
 

 Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
 Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the impact and its 

implementation; 
 Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; 
 Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the life of the action; 
 Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 
 
Mitigation Measure 6-1 rectifies and compensates for the project’s impact on climate change by 
ensuring that an estimated 27,628 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) are 
sequestered (captured and stored) thereby off-setting 27,628 CO2e generated by the project’s 
construction.  This sequestration will be accomplished through permanent protection of no less 
than 248 acres of woodland habitat onsite.  This mitigation measure is not “illusory,” as it will 
provide a measureable means of reducing the emissions due to project construction by 26 
percent.  Refer to Table 6-2 from the Draft EIR, which provides support that preserving 248 
acres of woodlands on the property would provide carbon sequestration benefits.  As discussed 
further in General Response 6, additional habitat types have been classified as “oak 
woodlands” for the purposes of Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, and as such the total acreage of 
woodlands that will be placed in permanent preservation has increased for this Final EIR.  The 
following text has been added to the discussion of Impact 6-1: 
 

For the preservation and protection of biological resources, Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 
requires the permanent preservation at a 2:1 ratio of the following oak woodland 
habitats: Black Oak Alliance, Blue Oak Alliance, Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance, 
Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-(Foothill Pine) NFD Association, and Mixed Oak (Foothill 
Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 requires 100 
percent avoidance and preservation of the sensitive Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast 
Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association.  As a result of this 
mitigation, there will be a total of 524.8 acres of woodlands on the property placed in 
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permanent protection (494.8 acres for the 2:1 preservation and 30 acres of woodland for 
other constraints).  This exceeds the minimum requirement of Mitigation Measure 6-1, 
and will provide for the long-term carbon sequestration of 58,252.8 MT of CO2e.  This 
represents a reduction in construction GHG emissions of 55 percent compared to 
“business as usual” levels, and exceeds the minimum GHG reduction requirement of the 
Solano County CAP.  This is a less-than-significant impact with mitigation. 

 
As discussed in Impact 6-1, the permanent preservation of oak woodlands as required for 
biological resources (see Mitigation Measure 4.4-2) will exceed the minimum level of woodlands 
required to offset GHG emissions. 
 
The comment assumes that preservation of onsite oak woodlands is not effective mitigation 
because some or all of the 248-acres (now 524.8 acres) are not proposed to be converted to 
vineyards as part of the project.  If this acreage of woodland were not placed in permanent 
protection, then it is theoretically possible (if unlikely) that the land could be developed in the 
future with the appropriate documentation under CEQA and County policies.  Mitigation 
Measure 6-1 affirmatively requires the permanent conservation of no less than 248 acres of 
woodland habitat (and Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 requires the preservation of 524.8 acres of oak 
woodland), and the restrictions will run with the land and bind any successor in interest.  These 
protections would not be provided absent such mitigation. 
 
Although, given the relatively recent adoption of CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4, subdivision (c), 
there is no case law directly interpreting subdivision (c)(4) (measures that sequester 
greenhouse gases), case law addressing mitigation for biological and agricultural resources 
holds that a resource need not be created in order to constitute adequate mitigation.  In Mira 
Mar, for example, the city required a development project to preserve habitat onsite and offsite 
to address the project’s impacts on coastal sage scrub habitat. (Id. at p. 495.)  The court held 
that preservation of “undisturbed habitat,” in particular, qualified as mitigation because it both 
reduced and compensated for the loss of onsite wildlife under CEQA Guidelines §15370.  (Ibid.; 
see also, e.g., Masonite Corporation v. County of Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 230 
[agricultural easements may appropriately mitigate for the direct loss of farmland caused by a 
project, even though the easement does not replace the lost resources]; Save Panoche Valley 
v. San Benito County (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 503, 529 [upholding conservation as mitigation 
and noting that “[t]he goal of mitigation measures is not to net out the impact of a proposed 
project, but to reduce the impact to insignificant levels”] see also Pub. Resources Code, § 
21083.4, subd. (b)(1) [conservation easements identified as acceptable mitigation for the direct 
loss of oak woodlands].)  
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Similarly, here, the permanent preservation of oak woodland for carbon sequestration both 
reduces and compensates for the project’s impact on climate change.  Mitigation Measure 6-1 is 
therefore adequate under CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment O10-16 

The Draft EIR states in Section 3.4.2 that existing vegetation will be removed, and that “any 
vegetation that would require onsite burning would be required to be conducted in accordance 
with BAAQMD guidelines.”  However, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines states that “biogenic 
emissions should not be included in the quantification of GHG emissions for a project.”  This is 
appropriately included in the Draft EIR emissions analysis, which utilized CalEEMod (output files 
provided in Appendix H) and the 2002 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  The loss of carbon 
sequestration due to tree removal is accounted for in the Draft EIR analysis of GHG emissions, 
although the methodology does not distinguish between burning or decomposing vegetation 
(biogenic emissions), as stated in this comment. 
 

Response to Comment O10-17 

As stated in Response to Comment O10-16, the GHG analysis provided in the Draft EIR was 
conducted in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  The emissions factor of 111 
metric tons of CO2e emissions used for tree removal and the emissions factor of 0.0367 MT of 
CO2 per tree over 100 years is provided by and supported by the BAAQMD and CARB-
approved CalEEMod.  These emissions factors provided in CalEEMod are supported by 
detailed science and the methodologies used are described in Appendix A: Calculation Details 
for CalEEMod (CAPCOA, 2013).  The Draft EIR relied upon BAAQMD- and CARB-approved 
guidance and emissions factors which are supported by substantial evidence, and as such, no 
revision or recirculation of the Draft EIR is needed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. 
 

Response to Comment O10-18 

As discussed in General Response 21, a two-step process was used in conducting the 
cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15130.  
However, in response to comments received, Section 6.1.4 of the EIR has been updated where 
appropriate to clarify the process used to make the cumulative impact determinations.  Refer to 
General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comments O10-19 and O10-20 

Commenter correctly summarizes the process used to analyze the cumulative impacts of the 
Proposed Project in Section 6.1.4 of the Draft EIR, although the discussion has been clarified in 
this Final EIR to better reflect the two-step process.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding 
the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments O10-21 

Section 6.1.4 of the EIR has been updated as appropriate to clarify the two-step cumulative 
impact analysis process where it may have been unclear.  With mitigation presented in Sections 
4.2 and 4.6, the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
impacts to biological and hydrological resources, respectively.  However, commenter incorrectly 
characterizes the climate change analysis presented in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR, which 
found that the Proposed Project would have a significant cumulative impact due to greenhouse 
gas emissions.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 6-1 is required to ensure that the Proposed 
Project’s impacts are reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to General Response 21 
regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments O10-22 

Commenter cites Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal.App.4th 
1019, which was brought by the school district against the City of LA, which had approved a 
development plan adjacent to existing schools with considerable air quality, traffic, and noise 
impacts in the vicinity.  According to the findings, the EIR reasoned that “the noise level around 
the schools [was] already beyond the maximum level permitted under Department of Health 
guidelines so even though traffic noise from the new development will make things worse, the 
impact is insignificant.”  That EIR failed to provide any mitigation for noise impacts that were 
already greater than the significance thresholds established by the Department of Health.  
However, the EIR prepared for the Proposed Project analyzed each environmental impact area 
and provided mitigation measures as appropriate to ensure that all impacts were reduced to 
less-than-significant levels.  Then, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15130, Napa County 
analyzed the Proposed Project’s incremental effects to the cumulative environment, taking into 
account impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  Refer to 
General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments O10-23 

Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  
Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Pursuant to CEQA 
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Guidelines § 15088.5, a Draft EIR should be recirculated only if “significant new information is 
added to the EIR” after the public review period for the Draft EIR.  No significant new 
information has been added to the EIR after public notice and review and, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088.5, Napa County will not recirculate the Draft EIR as requested by the 
commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O10-24 and O10-25 

As discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed development of vineyards on the 
project site is an agricultural use and does not require a use permit.  No other reasonably 
foreseeable future development would occur on the project site beyond what is described in the 
EIR.  The future limitation of the property’s allowable land uses as requested in this comment is 
not consistent with constitutional requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(4).  
Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O10-26 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding adequacy of the CEQA document. 
 

Comment Letter O11 – Nancy Tamarisk, Napa Sierra Club, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O11-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O11-2 

Commenter correctly describes rock crushing activities of the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O11-3 

The comment is correct in its description of particulate matter emissions as a result of rock 
crushing activities. 
 

Response to Comment O11-4 

Serpentinite is known to occur in the vicinity of the project site, and is mapped outside of the 
project site just north and south of the property (Appendix F of the Draft EIR).  As shown in 
Table 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR, there is one habitat mapped onsite with serpentine soils, the White 
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Leaf Manzanita – Leather Oak – (Chamise – Ceanothus spp.) Xeric Serpentine NFD Super 
Alliance.  However, there are no proposed vineyard blocks within this habitat type and no 
project activities, including rock crushing, will occur on potentially serpentine soil.  Regardless of 
whether the rocks contain serpentinite or asbestos, rock crushing will produce particulate matter 
that may be hazardous to sensitive receptors.  Particulate matter emissions from fugitive dust 
would be minimized with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 during all project 
construction activities, including rock crushing operations. 
 

Response to Comment O11-5 
Rock crushing activities would occur periodically during the normal operating hours and 
approved operating season for project construction, but the rock crusher would not operate on a 
continual basis.  The rock crushing equipment would be set up in a stationary location and rock 
would be transported to the rock crusher and resulting gravel and smaller rock would be hauled 
to needed locations throughout the project site.  The rock crusher would be installed in a central 
location at least 1,000 feet from sensitive receptors, and is not proposed to be set up on the 
ridgetop above the Circle Oaks community.  Although the exact location will be determined by 
on-the-ground conditions at the time of construction, the project applicant has indicated that 
likely locations for the rock crusher include Blocks 5A1, 5A3, 6, 7, 8, 9A1, 9A2, or 9A4.  Due to 
the periodic and intermittent use of rock crushing equipment and the distance to residential 
sensitive receptors, there would be less-than-significant impacts to air quality or airborne 
particulate pollution from crushing rock with the inclusion of mitigation measures found in the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O11-6 

As stated in Response to Comment O11-4, it is unlikely that the proposed vineyard blocks 
contain serpentine rock, and therefore, this type of rock would not be crushed or used in 
roadbeds and erosion control features.  Given the distance of the rock crushing equipment from 
sensitive receptors and the inclusion of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.1-2 which incorporate 
the BAAQMD standard mitigation, this impact has been reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comments O11-7 and O11-8 

Although the commenter is correct that the nearest sensitive receptor will be located 
approximately 30 feet from the nearest proposed vineyard block, no sensitive receptors are 
located that close to rock crushing activities.  As discussed in Response to Comment O11-5, 
rock crushing activities would occur periodically during normal operating hours and approved 
operating season for project construction (Bushey, 2015).  Rock crushing equipment would be 
located in a central location relative to the location of rock that will be crushed.  Likely locations 
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for crushing equipment include Blocks 5A1, 5A3, 5A6, 5A 7, 5A8, 9A1, 9A2, and 9A4.  The rock 
crusher would be installed in a central location at least 1,000 feet from sensitive receptors, and 
is not proposed to be set up on the ridgetop above the Circle Oaks community.  As stated in 
Impact 4.8-1, “at 150 feet, standard construction equipment would not exceed the 75dBA, Leq 
County threshold” (page 4.8-12).  Therefore, the rock crusher set up greater than 1,000 feet 
from the nearest sensitive receptor will not cause a significant noise impact. 
 

Response to Comment O11-9 

Although the commenter is correct that noise impacts will occur from construction activities and 
traffic, noise impacts from the Proposed Project are not anticipated to occur in addition to noise 
impacts from other development projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Project during the four 
year construction period.  Construction activities will occur between the hours of 7 AM and 7 PM 
over the four year construction period and are temporary and short-term in nature.  As 
discussed in Section 6.1.3 and Section 6.1.4-8 of the EIR, significant development in Napa 
County in the reasonably foreseeable future is not anticipated to occur in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project because the area is rural and surrounding County designated land uses 
include rural residences, vineyards, and agriculture.  Therefore, construction of the Proposed 
Project would not cause an increase in ambient noise that is cumulatively considerable.  Refer 
to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis and General Response 21 regarding 
the cumulative analysis presented in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O11-10 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-3 regarding the decrease in sediment in post-project 
conditions. 
 
The comment refers to the Napa County BDR prepared in connection with the County’s General 
Plan Update.  The BDR states: 
 

Sediment load varies with geologic terrain, land uses, soil type, climate, and dams.  
Napolitano et al. (2005) provides estimates of sediment loading from different 
geomorphic and geologic terrain types in the Napa River Watershed, while Dietrich et al. 
(2002) related the relative influences of geology and land use in characterizing erosion 
and sediment sources.  These reports suggest that more than half of the sediment 
delivered to the Napa River basin’s stream channels comes from vineyard, grazing, or 
road land use areas; or from erosion of the bed and banks of the river and tributary 
reaches (BDR (2005), p. 17-10). 
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The comment states that, in light of this fact, natural landscapes appear to produce less 
sediment than vineyards, pastures, and roads.   
 
The USLE model provides appropriate, site-specific information regarding soil loss associated 
with this particular vineyard development.  In contrast, the general observation in the BDR 
applies to vineyards, grazing land, and roadways throughout the County.  This general 
observation does not apply with respect to a specific vineyard site developed in accordance with 
an ECP, based on site-specific conditions.  The County has extensive experience using the 
USLE model to estimate the effects of vineyard development in the County.   
 
Based on the experience with USLE equations by the County, the Lead Agency has determined 
that the USLE model is an appropriate tool to be used to estimate existing and projected soil 
loss associated with a proposed vineyard.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the 
methodology used in the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O11-11 

The County agrees that the USLE is an appropriate tool to estimate the impacts of vineyard 
development.  The comment states the County has “set a target of ‘no net increase in runoff.’”  
This statement is somewhat misleading.  The following General Plan policy is an accurate 
statement of County policy with respect to this issue: 
 
Policy CON-47: The County shall comply with applicable Water Quality Control/ Basin 
Plans as amended through the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process to improve 
water quality.  In its efforts to comply, the following may be undertaken: 

… 
e) Ensuring continued effectiveness of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) program and storm water pollution prevention. 
f) Ensuring continued effectiveness of the County’s Conservation Regulations 

related to vineyard projects and other earth-disturbing activities. 
 
Policy CON-48: Proposed developments shall implement project-specific sediment and erosion 
control measures (e.g., erosion control plans and/or stormwater pollution prevention plans) that 
maintain pre-development sediment erosion conditions or at minimum comply with state water 
quality pollution control (i.e., Basin Plan) requirements and are protective of the County’s 
sensitive domestic supply watersheds.  Technical reports and/or erosion control plans that 
recommend site-specific erosion control measures shall meet the requirements of the County 
Code and provide detailed information regarding site specific geologic, soil, and hydrologic 
conditions and how the proposed measure will function. 
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Policy CON-50: The County will take appropriate steps to protect surface water quality and 
quantity, including the following: 

…  
c) The County shall require discretionary projects to meet performance standards designed 

to ensure peak runoff in 2-, 10-, 50-, and 100-year events following development is not 
greater than predevelopment conditions.  

… 
e) In conformance with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

requirements, prohibit grading and excavation unless it can be demonstrated that such 
activities will not result in significant soil erosion, silting of lower slopes or waterways, 
slide damage, flooding problems, or damage to wildlife and fishery habitats. 

 
The significance criteria for water quality are listed at page 4.6-31 of the Draft EIR.  These 
criteria are based on the General Plan policies noted above, as well as on County Code 
requirements applicable to ECPs.  One of these criteria states that an impact is considered 
significant if the project would “[a]lter the existing onsite drainage pattern in a manner that would 
substantially degrade water quality, onsite and within downstream receiving water bodies, by 
increasing the suspended sediment load and/or contributing other pollutants to the natural 
waterways.”  This criterion focuses on the overall “suspended sediment load.”  As the Draft EIR 
notes, USEPA has adopted a TMDL for sediment for the Napa River and its tributaries.  
Accordingly, “no net increase in sediment yield from the project site is allowed to occur from 
development of the Proposed Project” (Draft EIR, page 4.6-41).  The calculations set forth in 
Appendix O and reported in Section 4.6 are intended to address soil loss and, thus, the potential 
for the project to result in increased suspended sediment load to the Napa River and its 
tributaries.  
 
The term “no net increase in run-off,” as used in the comment, is potentially misleading, in that it 
does not focus on sediment load, or refer to the specific standards (quoted above) regarding 
stormwater run-off. 
 

Response to Comment O11-12 

The USLE analysis, completed by the NRCD, is found in Appendix O of the Draft EIR.  The 
hydrologic analysis, completed by RiverSmith Engineering, is found in Appendix G of the Draft 
EIR.  The hydrologic analysis did not use TR-55 but used the HEC-HMS model; the HEC-HMS 
model is widely used to estimate stormwater run-off flows.   
 
Napa County regrets any confusion caused by the analysis and agrees that the analysis is quite 
detailed.  That is why the EIR summarizes the detailed information provided in the technical 
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appendices.  The body of the Draft EIR contains a simplified analysis of certain technical data, 
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15147. 
 

Response to Comment O11-13 

The description in this comment is consistent with the proposed project operations discussed in 
the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR). 
 

Response to Comment O11-14 

The commenter assumes that the spray strip has a zero cover factor in reaching the conclusion 
that 80 percent cover is unattainable.  The ECP specifies contact herbicides only to allow 
growth of cover-providing plants under the vinerow itself.  The herbicide is used after the plant 
sprouts in order to kill the plant, yet leave plant residue on the ground as ground cover.  
Furthermore, the ECP specifies that herbicides will not be sprayed prior to February 15 so that 
this plant residue will persist throughout the remainder of the rainy season and provide erosion 
protection even though the plants are no longer living.  Therefore, the assumption that there will 
be zero cover in the spray strips is not correct.  Using a 1.5 foot spray strip in a 7 foot row 
spacing will result in an average 81 percent cover, with the assumption of 90 percent cover in 
the middle of the rows and a 60 percent cover in the spray strip due to the nature of herbicide 
used. 
 
According to Dave Steiner, former Senior Soil Conservationist with the NCRCD and charged 
with performing winterization inspections in Napa vineyards for over 20 years, examples are 
documented in winterization memos on file with Napa County PBES.  The commenter is correct 
that there are many steep slopes on the Walt Ranch property, and that the vineyards are 
generally proposed on ridgetops, small valleys, or other areas that are relatively flat.  Therefore, 
steep slopes that could affect cover value are not applicable within the vineyard blocks. 
 

Response to Comment O11-15 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed 
Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O7-31 regarding the CN used for the various land 
cover types on the project site.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-42 regarding the effects of 
soil ripping on infiltration in rocky soils.  Specific comments will be addressed in Response to 
Comments O11-16 through O11-18 below. 
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Response to Comment O11-16 

The “fair condition” rating was determined based on the amount of grass cover and the density 
of the grassland stand.  Field verifications were performed to confirm grass cover and density. 
 
California Annual Grassland Alliance that was assigned CN 92 received this designation based 
on site-specific geology and is only applicable to sub-watershed 1.  The predominant USDA soil 
classification within watershed 1 is Rock Outcrop.  This was also confirmed through a series of 
site visits and investigations.  The CN for rock outcrop is 98, reflecting rapid runoff due to 
shallow soils overlying bedrock.  A ratio of rock to more permeable soil was determined for 
watersheds 1, 2, and 12, all of which contain large quantities of rock outcrop.  The ratio used for 
watershed 1 was 50 percent rock to 50 percent soil, and therefore in hydrologic soil group D the 
CN of 92 was calculated by taking the average between rock outcrop and annual grass CN’s. 
 
The comment suggests that proposed vineyards to be developed in hydrologic soil group B 
should be rated at 72 and in hydrologic soil group D should be rated at 80, without any 
indication of how these value were obtained.  The CN of 61 used in the analysis was selected 
upon recommendations from Exhibit 2.1-3 of the Technical Release-55 (TR-55) user manual 
which states:  
 

Vineyards – Land planted to grapes… This cover may be annual grass or perennial 
grass cover crops with or without legumes, occasionally legumes alone.  Use curve 
numbers that apply to the land use or the kind and condition of cover during the storm 
periods; for example, Annual grass curve numbers for annual grass or grass legume 
cover… 

 
Following these guidelines, the CN for annual grass in good condition was selected.  Similarly, 
the same method was used to determine the proposed vineyard curve number in hydrologic soil 
group D (annual grass in good condition – CN 75). 
 
Chamise Alliance and Sclerophyllous Shrubland Formation were assigned a CN of 86 in sub-
watershed 1 using the same methodology that was implemented for California Annual 
Grassland Alliance.  The 50 percent rock to soil ratio was applied and an average CN was 
calculated using 98 (rock outcrop CN) and 73 (brush, hydrologic soil group D, good condition 
CN). 
 
Similarly, Coast Live Oak - Blue Oak Alliance and Oak Alliance were designated a CN of 88 in 
sub-watershed 1.  The 50 percent rock to soil ratio was applied and an average CN was 
calculated using 98 (rock outcrop CN) and 77 (woods, hydrologic soil group D, good condition 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-135 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

CN).  Mixed Oak Alliance was assigned a CN of 89 in sub-watershed 1 as the average 
calculated using rock outcrop and 79 (woods, hydrologic soil group D, fair condition CN). 
 
This approach is consistent with the National Engineering Handbook Hydrology methods 
(USDA-NRCS).  Professional judgment was used during field review to determine the 
appropriate CNs from Table 9-1 of the National Engineering Handbook, Part 630, Chapter 9.  
Refer to General Response 13 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed 
Project. 
 

Response to Comment O11-17 

RiverSmith Engineering acknowledges that TR-55 was referenced in the preparation of its 
report; please refer to the references section (page 35) of Appendix G. 
 

Response to Comment O11-18 

Using the same criteria for changing hydrologic soil group that was used for Hambright and 
Maymen-Millsholm-Lodo soil types, the deep ripping of monolithic bedrock will increase the 
depth of the impermeable layer from less than 6 inches to greater than 20 inches.  It is therefore 
appropriate to include Rock Outcrop as a complex that will have a reduction in hydrologic soil 
group after ripping.  As the Oster memorandum states, “…I would expect the water infiltration 
into bedrock to improve upon ripping.”   
 

Response to Comment O11-19 

Sub-watersheds 5, 6, and 8 are primarily mapped as Bressa-Dibble complex, which is assigned 
hydrologic soil group C by the NRCS.  No credit was taken for modifying hydrologic soil group in 
any of these watersheds.  The only soil complexes that received ripping credit were Hambright-
Rock Outcrop, Maymen-Milsholm-Lodo, and Rock Outcrop.  Refer to General Response 13 
regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O11-20 

The commenter makes a general assertion that the CNs used in the hydrologic analysis are 
erroneous and that peak runoff cannot be reduced after vineyard conversion using passive land 
management practices.  The comment fails to provide evidence that would substantiate these 
claims.  CN selection is based on multiple parameters, including: land use type, cover condition, 
and hydrologic soil group.  Appropriate CNs were used to model existing conditions at the time 
of the analysis and are consistent with accepted hydrologic methodologies.  Post-development 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-136 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

curve number reductions are attributed in large part to either a decrease in hydrologic soil 
group, an improvement in land use condition, or a combination of both.  Large areas within the 
Milliken Creek watershed are densely populated with rock outcrop and offer little to no infiltration 
during rainfall events in existing conditions.  Therefore, deep ripping of these rocky areas will 
provide a more granular layer of soil that will increase the infiltration capacity and therefore 
slightly reduce peak flows.  In other areas, the percent cover specified within the proposed 
vineyard blocks will meet or exceed the criteria to warrant an improvement in land use condition 
from its existing state and therefore slightly reduce peak flows.  While natural habitat contains its 
own intrinsic value, from a hydrologic standpoint it does not always equate to superior land 
cover conditions when being compared to a developed project.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O7-31 regarding the CN used for the various land cover types on the project site and 
Response to Comment O11-16 regarding the determination of land cover condition. 
 

Response to Comment O11-21 

The commenter cites only a portion of Impact 4.4-3, which can be found in its entirety on pages 
4.4-23 through 4.4-35 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O11-22 

Geological and geotechnical recommendations for the proposed vineyard development include 
avoiding active landslides and improving the control of surface runoff on steep slopes to mitigate 
any slope stability issues.  In several cases, GGI addressed existing erosion and slope stability 
issues with the goal of improving slope stability adjacent to the Circle Oaks community.  As 
discussed in Impact 4.4-2, blasting would be a significant impact if it were to occur on the 
unstable geologic units of the sandstone ridges.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 ensures 
that blasting shall only occur in areas of volcanic rock that have high stability. 
 
The vineyard blocks 27B2, 37A, 68A, and 68B lay upslope from Circle Oaks development.  
Drainage improvements to the existing ranch road that are proposed in the EIR at Block 27B2 
divert the existing runoff to an outlet below the mapped landslides and off of the steep hillside.  
Block 37A lies on a dormant landslide that is constrained within a tributary drainage that does 
not extend off of the site, and therefore does not pose a direct threat to the Circle Oaks 
neighborhood.  Block 68A and 68B lay on volcanic bedrock with flow bedding that dips into the 
slope, which is a stable configuration.  No slides are mapped between the vineyard and Circle 
Oaks development downslope of the vineyard.  Therefore, the Proposed Project with inclusion 
of mitigation measures will not result in a significant increased risk involving landslides.  Refer to 
General Response 9 regarding slope stability. 
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Response to Comment O11-23 

GGI mapped many active and dormant landslides on the Walt Ranch property during its 
investigation.  The goal of this investigation, reflected in GGI’s recommendations, was to avoid 
active landslide features and improve the stability of the areas proposed for vineyard 
development.  The commenter is correct that frequent, severe landslide failures are indicative of 
poor ground conditions.  Such conditions may exist at other locations in the region.  GGI 
undertook its evaluation in order to determine whether and where such conditions may exist on 
the Walt Ranch property.  GGI’s recommendations are designed to avoid those areas in which 
there may be a significant risk of unstable slopes.  Refer to General Response 9 regarding 
slope stability. 
 

Response to Comments O11-24 and O11-25 

Napa County acknowledges that Circle Oaks has steep terrain, unstable underlying geology, 
and a history of landslides and soil slippage.  However, as discussed in Response to 
Comment O11-22, the Proposed Project will not have a significant impact to downslope 
residents and properties as a result of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. 
 

Response to Comment O11-26 

The Geologic Investigation discussed the potential impact of tree removal on deep-seated 
landslide stability.  Based on the latest research, up to an approximately 20 percent reduction of 
timber cover of any given watershed has no observable effect on the groundwater volume.  
Therefore, 20 percent is a conservative threshold for predicting significant changes to the 
groundwater volume and therefore the reduction in slope stability of deep-seated slides.    
 
Since most of the watersheds extend beyond the site boundaries, the percentage of timber-
coverage area lost within the property boundaries is a conservative estimate when compared to 
the total watershed.  The sub-watersheds that have the greatest timber coverage removed are 
those on Sonoma Volcanic bedrock.  Only the Milliken Reservoir watershed areas underlain by 
Sonoma Volcanic bedrock range from a 24 to 36 percent reduction in tree canopy.  These 
volcanic upland areas of the site tend to have less dense tree cover and are more stable than 
the Franciscan Complex bedrock areas, which is what underlies Circle Oaks.  The timber cover 
removal on the largest areas of the site, underlain by Franciscan Complex sandstones and 
shales, range from 2 to 17 percent.  Therefore, the removal of trees on the unstable Franciscan 
Complex geologic units is not anticipated to have a significant effect on slope stability.  
 
Refer to General Response 9 regarding slope stability and General Response 10 regarding 
the potential for erosion due to the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment O11-27 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-26 regarding the effects of vegetation removal on slope 
stability. 
 

Response to Comment O11-28 

GGI’s investigation used all available data in the preparation of its report.  The Kleinfelder data 
mentioned by the commenter was useful, but did not address the site conditions in the depth of 
GGI’s subsequent study.  GGI used the aerial photographs flown in 2005 and the array of earlier 
aerial photographs as a baseline for its geologic field mapping to evaluate how the site has 
evolved naturally.  GGI’s task was to assess the impact on the existing slope stability conditions 
caused by the proposed vineyard development.  Based on this analysis, GGI made 
recommendations for vineyard locations and development that will increase the local slope 
stability. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O11-26 regarding the effects of vegetation removal on slope 
stability. 
 

Response to Comment O11-29 

The present site conditions are the cumulative result of thousands of years of seismic activity in 
the region.  The Atlas Peak-Foss Valley features are mapped only as lineaments, which in 
geologic terminology means they are usually smaller features of unknown importance.  The 
subtle expression of these features provides evidence of their lack of activity and low hazard.  
The Draft EIR is correct on page 4.4-9 when it says that the Green Valley Fault is the closest 
active fault to the project site, located approximately 3.1 miles south.  Regardless of whether or 
not the lineaments may create seismic events in the future, the conclusions of the Initial Study 
(Appendix B of the Draft EIR) remain valid.  Because the Proposed Project does not include the 
development of housing or structures that would put people at risk, there is no significant impact 
under CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment O11-30 

The recent South Napa earthquake and research findings on the Green Valley Fault are part of 
an ongoing discussion of the Northern Bay Area earthquake hazards.  The USGS now projects 
an earthquake on the Green Valley Fault near or over magnitude 7.1, which is greater than the 
previous 6.7 Ms prediction, although the details of the actual rupture dimensions and geometry 
are speculative.  As shown in Table 4-6 below, the previous estimate of 6.7 Ms earthquake 
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corresponds to a Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) rating of VIII.  The revised estimate of 7.1 Ms 
corresponds to a MMI rating of IX.   
 

TABLE 4-6 
APPROXIMATE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EARTHQUAKE MAGNITUDE AND INTENSITY 

Richter Scale Magnitude Maximum Expected  
Intensity (MMI) Scale 

Distance Felt 
(Approximate Miles) 

3.0 – 3.9 II – III 15 

4.0 – 4.9 IV – V 30 

5.0 – 5.9 VI – VII 70 

6.0 – 6.9 VII – VIII 125 

7.0 – 7.9 IX – X 250 

Source: USGS, 2014 

 
 
There is considerable damage in ordinary substantial buildings with partial collapse in both MMI 
ratings VIII and IX; specially designed structures are more significantly affected by MMI rating IX 
earthquakes (USGS, 2014).  MMI VIII is described as “severe” shaking, whereas MMI IX is 
described as “violent.”  Although the magnitude of predicted future earthquakes has increased, 
the conclusions of the Draft EIR in regards to seismic events will not substantially change.  The 
Proposed Project seeks only to develop agricultural operations and would not place housing or 
structures in an area with a significant seismic risk, and therefore this impact is less-than-
significant. 
 

Response to Comment O11-31 

Circle Oaks Drive is designated a public road by Napa County.  Therefore, it is permissible for 
the project applicant to use this public road to access the project site for construction and 
operation, and no access permission is required.  
 

Response to Comment O11-32 

The Proposed Project will not require any removal of trees, realignment, or alteration of Circle 
Oaks Drive.  Circle Oaks Drive, including the 200-foot segment mentioned in this comment, has 
been used to access the project site for years.  As stated on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR, 
approximately 5.6 acres of vineyard were planted to vineyard on the Walt Ranch property in 
2006 and 2007.  Construction and operational equipment for the existing vineyard on the 
property has utilized this entrance without requiring widening, paving, or tree removal at the 
entrance of the property. 
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Response to Comment O11-33 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-32.  No realignment of Circle Oaks Drive would be 
required. 
 

Response to Comment O11-34 

As stated in Response to Comment O11-31, Circle Oaks Drive is a public road and the project 
applicant may access the property without seeking additional approvals to utilize this public 
road.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 ensures that Circle Oaks Drive shall be assessed by an 
independent third party consultant prior to the start of construction and following the completion 
of construction, to determine if significant roadway deterioration has occurred.  If any has 
occurred as a result of construction traffic, including to the segment mentioned in this comment, 
the project applicant will be responsible for mitigating the damage.   
 

Response to Comment O11-35 

The Proposed Project will result in the clearing of vegetation for the planting of 65 vineyard 
blocks (61 blocks in the Mitigated Project).  These vineyard blocks and the trees to be removed 
are located on the Walt Ranch property.  Refer to Section 1.2.1 for a list of the APNs associated 
with the 35 legal parcel that make up the Walt Ranch property.  The Proposed Project is located 
entirely within these 35 legal parcels and no off-site vegetation clearing or impacts are 
proposed.  The project applicant has not intentionally marked trees for removal outside of the 
property and not all trees that are marked are proposed to be removed.  It is unclear in this 
comment what trees are being referred to, and if any trees were marked outside the property it 
is due to uncertain property line marking at the time of the tree inventory (see Appendix L of the 
Draft EIR).  Other tree removal operations occur in the area outside of the control of the project 
applicant, including fire breaks maintained by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CAL FIRE). 
 

Response to Comment O11-36 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-32.  No realignment of Circle Oaks Drive would be 
required, and therefore no design drawings are required. 
 

Response to Comment O11-37 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
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Response to Comment O11-38 

Circle Oaks Drive was chosen as the preferred entrance to the project site due to line of sight 
constraints and safety hazards at all other access points.  Refer to General Response 17 
regarding the use of an alternative entrance to the property. 
 
No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments O11-39 and O11-40 

The commenter correctly cites the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act and the General Plan 
Policy CON-24, which are cited in their entirety on page 4.2-70 and pages 4.2-75 through 4.2-76 
of the Draft EIR, respectively, and analyzed in Impact 4.2-16.  Napa County determined that the 
project as proposed would conflict with this policy, and therefore mitigation measures were 
provided to ensure the Proposed Project would be consistent with General Plan Policy CON-24.  
Refer to Response to Comment O10-8 regarding the feasibility evaluation that will be 
conducted by the decision maker. 
 

Response to Comment O11-41 

It is unclear how the commenter determined that 625 acres are required to mitigate for loss of 
oak woodlands.  As discussed in Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, a combination of 
avoidance and preservation is required for various types of oak woodland.  For example, for 
Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association, 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 requires 100 percent avoidance and preservation of this habitat type 
on the property.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-9 regarding the consistency of the 
proposed mitigation with Napa County General Plan policies and State legislation.  Refer to 
General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation for 
biological impacts. 
 

Response to Comment O11-42 

The definition of a mitigation measure as defined by CEQA Guidelines § 15370 is presented in 
its entirety in Response to Comment O10-11.  As stated therein, the mitigation presented in 
the EIR meets all five standards for mitigation measures required by CEQA. 
 
The 2011 Compliance Offset Protocol for U.S. Forest Projects cited by the commenter is 
outdated and has been superseded by a revised document, adopted November 14, 2014 
(CARB, 2014).  The Compliance Offset Protocol provides requirements and methods for 
quantifying the net climate benefits of activities that sequester carbon on forestland.  It is 
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irrelevant to the commenter’s contention that the oak habitat mitigation measures presented in 
the Draft EIR are inadequate.  The Compliance Offset Protocol provides guidelines to ensure 
the efficacy of mitigation for long-term carbon sequestration, but it does not relate to the habitat 
protection of sensitive biotic communities.   
 

Response to Comment O11-43 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-42 regarding the relevancy of the Compliance Offset 
Protocol as it relates to the proposed mitigation measures for oak habitat protection.  The 
proposed oak woodland mitigation is not required to meet the “threat of conversion” standard as 
stated by the commenter.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation 
of on-site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment O11-44 

Section 6.1 of the BRMP (Appendix P) discusses the potential areas to be designated for deed 
restriction: 
 

“As shown in Figure 23, there are several areas that are required to be deed restricted 
through mitigation measures in the Draft EIR (designated in red as “Deed Restriction 
Required by Mitigation”).  These areas encompass various special-status plant species or 
biotic communities where the mitigation explicitly stated that all remaining acreage shall be 
identified in the deed restriction.  In addition, Figure 23 shows several areas identified as 
“Biologist Recommended Deed Restriction Area” in yellow.  As discussed further in Section 
5.4, Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 and Mitigation Measure 6-1 required the permanent 
preservation of generic woodland to protect overall habitat and carbon sequestration.  
However, these areas were not specifically defined by the EIR.  Therefore, biologists 
analyzed the total available woodland on the site and recommended the “Biologist 
Recommended Deed Restriction Area” that will facilitate wildlife movement by preserving in 
permanent protection large swaths of natural woodland landscape.  The remaining potential 
deed restriction areas (shown in black as “Other Potential Woodland for Deed Restriction”) 
are the other acres of woodland that would satisfy Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 and 6-1, but 
would not have as significant wildlife or ecological value.” 

 
The final areas for preservation will be evaluated by the decision maker who will ultimately 
render a decision on which lands to include in the deed restriction.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O11-42 regarding the relevancy of the Compliance Offset Protocol as it relates to the 
proposed mitigation measures for oak habitat protection.  The proposed oak woodland 
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mitigation is not required to meet the “threat of conversion” standard as stated by the 
commenter.  The onsite preservation is required to be identified in a deed restriction, open 
space easement, or other means of permanent protection.   
 

Response to Comment O11-45 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment O11-46 

With mitigation, the construction and operation of the Proposed Project will have a less-than-
significant impact on climate change in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a legally 
viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comment O11-47 

As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, any burning of cleared vegetation shall be conducted 
according to the rules and regulations of the BAAQMD’s Regulation 5 in order to reduce 
significant impacts and comply with regional and State air quality regulations.  Prior notification 
to BAAQMD shall be made by submitting an Open Burning Prior Notification Form to 
BAAQMD’s office in San Francisco.  The impact from the loss of sequestration of harvested 
trees is analyzed in Table 6-2 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-16 
regarding the disposal of vegetation from the project site and the calculation of biogenic 
emissions in the Draft EIR. 
 
As logging operations are not proposed under the project, there will be no impacts due to off-
site logging trucks.  It is unclear how the traffic patterns on Circle Oaks Drive and increase in 
ambient noise, pedestrian safety, and road and subterranean infrastructure damage listed by 
the commenter, will be affected by the proposed vegetation burning. 
 

Response to Comment O11-48 

The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIR found a less-than-significant impact to 
wildlife movement.  Impact 4.2-6 found that “the Proposed Project could interfere with existing 
wildlife movement corridors and could conflict with General Plan Policy CON-18, which relates 
to wildlife movement.  This is a potentially significant impact.”  The Draft EIR then goes on to 
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require mitigation to reduce these impacts.  Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife 
corridors. 
 

Response to Comment O11-49 

These animals may occur on the project site, but as they were not observed during biological 
surveys, they were appropriately not included in the list of fauna sighted.  However, the 100 foot 
corridors in the project design are sufficient for all possible wildlife in the vicinity, including large 
animals not observed during biological surveys.  Refer to Response to Comment O11-52 and 
General Response 7. 
 

Response to Comment O11-50 

Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation, as well as 
a discussion regarding the infeasibility of clustering vineyard blocks on the project site.   
 

Response to Comment O11-51 

Cumulative impacts to wildlife movement are addressed in Section 6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR.  The 
Circle S development is included in the cumulative environment considered in Section 6.1.4-2.  
Both the Circle S project and the Walt Ranch project will result in significant amounts of land 
placed into permanent preservation to act as wildlife habitat and movement corridors.  As stated 
in General Response 7, effort has been made to ensure that these preserved areas create 
suitable wildlife corridors to protect wildlife movement and dispersal. 
 

Response to Comment O11-52 

Large mammals, including bear, coyote, and mountain lions, will utilize the preserved wildlife 
corridors and stream setbacks of 110 to 250 feet for dispersal and movement.  Refer to General 
Response 7. 
 

Response to Comment O11-53 

Wildlife corridors are available throughout the Walt Ranch property, including large corridors 
that provide north-south access to the west of Circle Oaks and east-west access to the north of 
Circle Oaks.  Given the number of available wildlife corridors and the fact that none of them 
dead-end into the Circle Oaks community, it is unlikely that the Proposed Project would create a 
“chute” that would funnel wildlife towards the neighborhood, as stated in this comment.  Refer to 
General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. 
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Response to Comment O11-54  

As discussed within the Initial Study for the Proposed Project included within Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would not have any adverse impacts on recreational uses.  The 
Proposed Project is located in rural Napa County and the project area is characterized primarily 
by open space, agriculture, and rural residential land uses.  As stated in this comment, the 
Priority Conservation Area (PCA) program administered by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) identifies open spaces that “provide regionally significant agricultural, 
natural resources, scenic, recreational, and/or ecological values and ecosystem functions” 
(emphasis added).  The area from Moore Creek to Milliken Creek was nominated for inclusion in 
the ABAG’s PCA program by the Napa County Board of Supervisors per Resolution No. 2014-
39 (Napa County, 2014).  The PCA program designates PCAs based on four different 
categories: natural landscapes, agricultural lands, urban greening, and regional recreation.   
 

Response to Comment O11-55 

According to the Napa County General Plan (2008), the proposed Bay Area Ridge Trail 
alignment is currently under evaluation.  Figure ROS-5 in the General Plan shows a proposed 
alignment that runs in the vicinity of the southern portion of the project site.  With the 
implementation of the Walt Ranch BRMP, no less than 524.8 acres of woodland would be 
preserved on the property in perpetuity in a conservation easement or deed restriction, as well 
as other areas providing habitat for sensitive plants or animals.  This land would be protected 
from development and other uses that would degrade the quality of the habitat, and the 
protection would not inhibit such uses that would occur with the development of a potential trail 
alignment as long as the recreational activity does not run counter to the intent and goals of the 
easement. 
 
Discussions about potential trail development on the property and possible locations should be 
addressed directly with the property owner.  Conditions of approval for the Proposed Project 
would not preclude the property from trail use in the future should locations agreeable with the 
property owner be reached and as long as recreational activity is consistent with the intent and 
goals of the conservation easement established on the property. 
 

Response to Comment O11-56  

The comment incorrectly states that electric power distribution is a part of the Proposed Project.  
As stated in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project “will not require the long-term 
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use of electricity, as on-site generators will be utilized instead of connecting to the Pacific Gas & 
Electric (PG&E) electrical grid.” 
 
The project, as proposed, does not include primary access off Atlas Peak Road.  The other 
parcel owned by the applicant located at 3438 Atlas Peak Road does not directly connect Atlas 
Peak Road to the Walt Ranch.  As shown on Figure 4-2, there is an existing dirt trail that leads 
from this property, across the Circle S Ranch property, and onto Walt Ranch.  Because the trail 
traverses private property not owned by the project applicant, it cannot be a primary means of 
access for project construction and operations.  However, as acknowledged in Section 3.4 
(page 3-8) of the Draft EIR, the project applicant has entered into an agreement with the 
neighboring Circle S Ranch to utilize this road only to provide winter access to Block 1 for 
inspections.  Access through Circle S Ranch is to facilitate winter inspections and emergency 
maintenance of erosion control measures in Block 1 during the winter when the water depth in 
Milliken Creek prohibits access to Block 1 from the main body of Walt Ranch.  This access 
requires notice to the Circle S property owner and is limited to specific vehicle types and size.  
The use of this road for such limited access will generate negligible traffic.  Because this road is 
not owned or maintained by the project applicant, it was removed from further consideration in 
the subsequent Initial Study and Draft EIR. 
 
Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR.  
 
Concerns related to County ordinances allowing lot line adjustments are beyond the scope of 
this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of 
the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comments O11-57 and O11-58 

The Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 
376 decision explained that “an EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of 
future expansion or other action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial 
project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the 
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.”  The project applicant has sold 
parcels individually from its Hall Ranch vineyard in Sonoma County, which features gentle 
topography, easy site access from Healdsburg, nearby amenities including restaurants and 
River Rock Casino, and a well-developed road network on the property.  These features, which 
are lacking from Walt Ranch, make it unclear why the commenter assumes individual parcel 
development is a “reasonably foreseeable” consequence.  As stated in Response to Comment 
O11-56, electrical power will not be developed under the Proposed Project.    
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In addition, it should be noted that the “water delivery system” noted by the commenter is for 
untreated irrigation water directly to the vineyard blocks, not for potable water transport to 
potential housing sites.  
 
The Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the Proposed Project, which does not include individual 
parcel development.  Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other 
development on the property and growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O11-59 

The value of Walt Ranch as a wildlife movement corridor is discussed in Section 4.2.2-10 of the 
Draft EIR.  Section 6.1.4-2 of the EIR analyzes the Proposed Project’s impacts to wildlife 
movement corridors and habitat fragmentation in the cumulative environment.  As stated 
therein: 
 

“It is anticipated that projects in the cumulative environment would produce similar 
impacts to biological resources and could result in habitat fragmentation.  However, with 
mitigation the Proposed Project has maintained these wildlife corridors and habitats, and 
the Proposed Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact on habitat fragmentation is 
not expected to be cumulatively considerable.” 

 

Response to Comment O11-60 

Napa County General Plan goals and policies cited by the commenter are provided in Section 
4.2.5-3 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O11-61 

Napa County General Plan Goal CON-1 states that the “County of Napa will conserve resources 
by determining the most appropriate use of land, matching land uses and activities to the land’s 
natural suitability, and minimizing conflicts with the natural environment and the agriculture it 
supports.”  The County determined the appropriate land use in the designation of land use and 
zoning in its general plan process, and determined at that time that the project site was 
appropriately zoned as “Agricultural Watershed.”  Land uses allowed include agriculture, one 
single family dwelling per each legal lot, small residential care facilities, antennas, 
telecommunication facilities, hunting clubs, recreation vehicle parks, campgrounds, and floating 
docks.  Through the Draft EIR, the County analyzes the Proposed Project for inconsistency with 
local policies and State and federal regulations.  Where the Proposed Project is not consistent 
with the goals of the General Plan or regulations, mitigation measures have been provided.   
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Refer to Response to Comment O11-55 in regards to the recreational opportunities afforded 
by the Walt Ranch property.  Conditions of approval for the Proposed Project would not 
preclude the property from trail use in the future should locations agreeable with the property 
owner be reached and as long as recreational activity is consistent with the intent and goals of 
the conservation easement established on the property.  Refer to General Response 7 
regarding wildlife corridors on the project site. 
 

Response to Comment O11-62 

Refer to General Responses 6, 8, and 14 regarding tree loss, adequacy of proposed 
mitigation, and groundwater impacts, respectively. 
 

Response to Comment O11-63 

The project site is not located within the MST area, as discussed in General Response 12.  
Refer to General Responses 21 and 4 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft 
EIR and the potential for other development on the property, respectively.  Refer to Response 
to Comment A5-10 regarding the potential for reduction in flows to Milliken Reservoir. 
 

Response to Comment O11-64 

Refer to General Responses 1 and 21 regarding statements of opinion and the cumulative 
analysis, respectively. 
 

Comment Letter O12 – Tom Gaman, California Wildlife Foundation,  
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O12-1 

As stated in Table 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR, much of the project site is chaparral and grassland, as 
well as various oak woodland habitats.  The Mitigated Project, which has been reduced by 78 
acres to 429 gross acres of disturbance, in combination with the preservation and mitigation 
replantings required in the BRMP (Appendix P) ensure full consistency with all General Plan 
policies relating to biological resources.4  This includes the impacts to oak woodlands, including 
Black Oak Alliance, Blue Oak Alliance, and Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – 
Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association.  After avoidance and preservation as required 
in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, 281.7 acres of Black Oak Alliance will remain on the property and 
no less than 71.6 acres will be placed in permanent protection.  In addition, approximately 5.2 

                                                
4  The ultimate decision of General Plan consistency will be made by the decision maker. 
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acres and 30.8 acres of Blue Oak Alliance and Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – 
Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association, respectively, will be placed into permanent 
protection (see Table 14 of the BRMP).  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy 
of the proposed biological mitigation. 
 

Response to Comment O12-2 

The commenter correctly summarizes the impacts to habitat types presented in Table 4.2-2 of 
the Draft EIR.  However, the comment incorrectly states that specimen trees were selected 
because they would not interfere with vineyard development plans.  As stated in Impact 4.2-16, 
specimen trees are “trees that have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of at least 36 inches for 
the species in the area.  Specimen trees and notable stands of trees include older growth trees 
that contribute to habitat and biological diversity by virtue of their long history interacting in their 
environment.”  These specimen trees are located throughout the property, as shown in Figure 
4.2-5 of the Draft EIR, and Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 provides for avoidance, preservation, and 
mitigation replanting for specimen trees on the property.  Cumulative effects to biological 
resources, including oak woodlands, are discussed in Section 6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR.   
 
The commenter states that 36 specimen trees will be removed.  As explained in the Draft EIR, 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 requires that the 34 (not 36) specimen trees that will be removed be 
mitigated “by compensation at a 5:1 ratio (five replanted seeds or saplings per every one 
specimen tree removed) of the same species, with the ultimate goal of an 80 percent success 
rate after the end of 5 years of monitoring.”  Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 goes on to state that “[i]n 
the event it is determined that the site lacks sufficient suitable habitat acreage for replanting, the 
project area shall be reduced to meet the avoidance criteria.”  The Draft EIR concludes that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 will reduce impacts to trees to less than significant 
levels.  Specific techniques and requirements for replanting each species are provided in the 
BRMP (Appendix P). 
 

Response to Comment O12-3 

The Proposed Project requested the removal of 8 out of 10 northern California black walnut 
trees (including one re-sprouting stump in poor health), which are extremely rare as mentioned 
in this comment and in Impact 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, Napa County is requiring that 
the project applicant remove all or portions of vineyard blocks 37A, 37D, and 37E from the 
Proposed Project, as shown in Figure 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR and Mitigation Measure 4.2-5.  This 
will protect 8 northern California black walnut trees on the property, as well as preserve 
approximately 3.9 acres of black walnut habitat that would have otherwise been converted to 
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vineyard.  This ensures the project will not violate Napa County General Plan policies CON-3, 
CON-4, CON-13, and other related conservation policies. 
 

Response to Comment O12-4 

Holly-leaved ceanothus and narrow-anthered brodiaea were addressed in Impacts 4.2-7 and 
4.2-8, respectively.  Although the Proposed Project requested the direct conversion of 24.8 
acres of holly-leaved ceanothus habitat, Mitigation Measure 4.2-7 requires the applicant remove 
11.94 acres of vineyard from the project to ensure that at least 80 percent of this sensitive plant 
species is protected on the property.  The remaining populations of ceanothus that would be 
impacted would be mitigated through replanting at a 1:1 ratio, which is discussed further in 
Response to Comment O7-6.  This ratio refers to the overall acreage of habitat that is 
impacted, not to the total number of plants that are removed; the final replanting density will be 
determined by a biologist and the County, and will be mitigated consistent or in-kind with what 
was impacted.  Similar to ceanothus, the project applicant requested the direct conversion of 
26.4 acres of narrow-anthered brodiaea habitat, but Mitigation Measure 4.2-8 removed 17.74 
acres of proposed vineyard from the project and required 1:1 mitigation replanting for the 
remaining impacted brodiaea habitat.  The commenter cites only the Proposed Project’s 
requested level of impacts, and neglects to mention the numerous acres of vineyard removed 
from the project layout by Napa County to ensure adequate protection and mitigation of 
sensitive species in compliance with General Plan policies. 
 
Habitat for western pond turtle is protected in Mitigation Measure 4.2-10, which requires that 98 
percent of the nesting habitat and 95 percent of the upland habitat be preserved on the 
property.  Approximately 21 acres of vineyard were removed from the Proposed Project to 
protect western pond turtle.  Similarly, CRLF and FYLF are addressed in Impact and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-11.  Mitigation measures were provided in the Draft EIR to reduce impacts to birds, 
bats, and other sensitive habitats and species mentioned in this comment. 
 
The Draft EIR was prepared according to CEQA Guidelines as stated in General Response 2, 
and therefore all federal and State listed species, species of special concern, and rare plants as 
listed by the CNPS with the potential to occur within or be affected by the Proposed Project are 
addressed.  The Draft EIR discusses habitat requirements, life histories, and occurrences and 
potential impacts and mitigation measures for each species or sensitive habitat.  The comment 
is erroneous in that Table 4.2-3 does not “provide a long list of habitats for Special Status 
Species would be eradicated.”  Rather, Table 4.2-3 provides a list of special status plant and 
wildlife species that may occur on the property, a summary of their distribution and habitat 
requirements, and whether or not focused biological and botanical surveys identified the species 
onsite.   
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As discussed in General Response 6, the areas proposed for permanent preservation have 
been preliminarily identified in Section 5.4 of the Draft BRMP (Appendix P).  Although there are 
1,652.6 acres of woodland on the property that are available for preservation to fulfill the 
requirements of Mitigation Measures 4.2-16 and 6-1, 494.8 acres of woodland were chosen by 
biologists to facilitate wildlife movement by preserving in permanent protection large swaths of 
natural woodland landscape in areas of important wildlife movement corridors.  Four northwest-
southeast trending woodland corridors were selected, in addition to four north-south corridors, 
including along a drainage that provides western pond turtle upland and nesting habitat.  The 
final preservation areas will be chosen by the decision maker upon approval of the ECP.   
 
The commenter states that mitigation will include “wildlife corridors as narrow as 40 feet 
between fences located on either side of designated watercourses.”  Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 
requires that wildlife “corridors are maintained of no less than 100 feet in width between deer 
fencing.”  Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors.   
 

Response to Comment O12-5 

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 is “wholly insufficient” but does not specify 
how Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 is inadequate.  The comment cites a Masters Thesis by Erik Link, 
but this paper is not attached to the comment and does not appear to be a peer-reviewed 
publication.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 complies with all Napa County General Plan conservation 
policies.  In addition, it complies with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and reduces impacts to 
County-designated sensitive habitats to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to General 
Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the biological mitigation presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment O12-6 

As stated in Mitigation Measure 6-1 of the Draft EIR, the permanent preservation of 248 acres is 
within the property boundaries.  Refer to Section 6.1.4-1 with regards to how the 248 acres of 
existing woodland is used to mitigate project GHG emissions.  As discussed in General 
Response 6 and Response to Comment O12-4 above, the areas proposed for permanent 
preservation for oak woodland have been preliminarily identified in Section 5.4 of the BRMP 
(Appendix P).  The final preservation areas will be chosen by the Napa County Planning 
Director upon approval of the ECP.  The preservation required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 
(524.8 acres of woodland) far exceeds the minimum acreage of woodland (248 acres) required 
by Mitigation Measure 6-1 to mitigate for GHG emissions.  As discussed in Impact 6-1 of this 
Final EIR, the Proposed Project would not offset 55 percent of its construction GHG emissions, 
rather than 26 percent as required by the Solano County CAP. 
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The commenter provides the BAAQMD Guidelines operational threshold of 1,100 MT of CO2e; 
however, the commenter makes no distinction that the threshold is for operational emissions, 
and therefore does not include the construction phase impacts of tree removal.  This comment 
incorrectly defines the total “deforestation” of the project as the total 507 acres of project 
acreage, which includes grasslands, manzanita, chaparral, and other non-woodland habitats.  
The Draft EIR utilized the correct methodology for tree removal or loss of sequestration by 
utilizing the site-specific tree inventory that was completed for the property and included as 
Appendix L of the Draft EIR.  This loss of sequestration from removal of trees was calculated 
based on the number of trees removed multiplied by the BAAQMD- and CARB-approved 
emission factor provided in the CalEEMod air quality program.  The methodology provided in 
this comment is double counting tree removal emissions, and does not follow the agency-
approved and scientifically validated method used in the Draft EIR.   
 
The Climate Action Reserve’s issuance of 96,000 carbon credits to a redwood forest in Sonoma 
County does not provide a frame of reference for determining project specific GHG emissions 
impacts due the removal of mixed hardwood trees in Napa County.  As stated in Section 6.1.4 
of the Draft EIR, the total emissions from construction activities, including tree removal, is 
105,849 MT of CO2e, not 161,000 tons of biogenic emissions as stated here.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O10-15. 
 

Comment Letter O13 – Bernhard Krevet, Friends of the Napa River,  
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments O13-1 and O13-2 

Although one continuous length of deer fencing is proposed surrounding Blocks 5 through 10 in 
Figure 3-12 of the Draft EIR, mitigation measures have removed portions of vineyard blocks in 
those areas.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure 4.2-7 for holly-leaved ceanothus has resulted in 
the removal of Blocks 5A4, 5A5, 5B, 5C, 23, and portions of Block 5A1, while Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-8 for narrow-anthered brodiaea has removed portions of block 5A4, 9A1, 9A2, 
10A, and 10B.  The proposed deer fencing in this area will be revised pending final re-design of 
the vineyard blocks in accordance with these mitigation measures, which will alleviate the 
concerns mentioned in this comment.  Additionally, refer to updated Figure 6-1 (in Volume II of 
this Final EIR) regarding mitigated deer fencing.  General Plan Policy CON-18(e) requires that 
new development projects minimize impacts to wildlife corridors to the maximum extent feasible.  
Per General Plan Policy CON-18 (e), the applicant must receive County approval for a deer 
fencing plan prior to implementation.  Per Mitigation Measure 4.2-6, this revised deer fencing is 
required to leave wildlife corridors of no less than 100 feet in width. 
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Response to Comment O13-3 

The Updated Tree Inventory Report was prepared by Ralph Osterling, Registered Professional 
Forester #38, and was included as Appendix L to the Draft EIR.  Appendix L provides a 
breakdown of the species distribution per vineyard block.  Commenter can refer to Appendix L 
for the requested information. 
 
CAL FIRE, which administers the Timber Harvest Plan and Timber Conversion Permit programs 
under the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act (Division 4, Chapter 8, Public Resources Code) 
and California Forest Practice Rules (Title 14, California Code of Regulations), was consulted 
during both the 2008 and 2012 Notice of Preparation processes (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  
CAL FIRE did not request a Timber Harvest Plan for the Proposed Project because the 
hardwoods on the project site are not considered timberland. 
 

Response to Comment O13-4 

As discussed in the BRMP, the project as proposed requested the removal of 4.4 acres of 
native grasslands throughout the property, including 2.31 acres of native grasslands in Block 16.  
However, after Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 removed 3.3 acres of vineyard from the project in 
Blocks 16B1 and 16B2 for the protection of native grasslands, only 1.1 acres on the property 
would be directly impacted.  The direct impact of 1.1 acres of native grasslands shall be 
mitigated by preserving the remainder of the native grasslands mapped onsite and enhancing 
existing non-native grassland to in-kind native reference grasslands at a 2:1 ratio (2.2 acres).  
Specific techniques and requirements for replanting each native grassland species are provided 
in the BRMP (Appendix P). 
 
Refer to Table 4.2-2 and Figure 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the habitat types 
located on the property. 
 

Response to Comment O13-5 

Rock disposal areas are depicted on Figure 4 of the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR).  The 
Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the site is underlain by volcanic rocks, and the 
commenter is correct that more rock disposal areas are proposed on the Milliken Reservoir side 
as more rock is expected to be generated there.  The ECP plans the use of rock generated 
onsite for erosion control features and rock-filled access avenues, and rock not used 
immediately will be stockpiled for future use inside the proposed clearing limits.  As stated 
therein, stockpiles are expected to be less than 20 feet in height.  These rock disposal areas are 
within the 507 gross acres analyzed as the Proposed Project in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, these 
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rock disposal areas are included in the analysis of habitat impacts, species impacts, wildlife 
corridors, and other environmental impact areas included in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O13-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-10 regarding the proposed wells as they relate to the 
overall volume of groundwater extraction. 
 

Response to Comment O13-7 

Access to the Milliken Reservoir watershed does originate in proposed Block 33.  There are no 
plans to use any roads that “dead end” into adjacent properties on the south for project access.  
Please see Figure 3-11 in the Draft EIR for the location of the road network. 
 

Response to Comment O13-8 

Rinse water generated from vineyard spray applications will be reapplied to vineyard areas. 
 

Response to Comment O13-9 

Development is not prohibited in County-designated Sensitive Domestic Water Supply 
Drainages.  Rather, additional protections and oversight are afforded in these watersheds to 
protect municipal drinking water supplies, such as in Milliken Reservoir watershed.  Specific 
policies related to these watersheds include General Plan Policy CON-18(a) and Napa County 
Code 18.108.027.  The Proposed Project does not conflict with these policies. 
 
Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative impact analysis presented in the EIR.  
As discussed in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR, Napa County analyzed past vineyard 
development projects and proposals to determine a projected estimate of 51.3 acres of vineyard 
development per year in the Milliken Reservoir and Capell Creek watersheds.  “Combined with 
Napa County policies and other site selection factors that limit the amount of land that can be 
converted to vineyard, the development of approximately 149 to 248 acres over the next three 
to five years is a conservative estimate” (Draft EIR page 6-8).  The grapes from the Proposed 
Project will be transferred to existing wineries owned by the property owner, which are 
anticipating the incoming grapes and will not require increases in capacity.  The Proposed 
Project will not result in the construction of a treatment plant, and will therefore not contribute to 
this impact in the cumulative environment.  Refer to Response to Comment O11-59 regarding 
habitat fragmentation and the cumulative analysis presented in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter O14 – Stephen Gort-Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O14-1 through O14-3 

The risk of wildfire is discussed in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  In addition, as discussed in 
Section 3.4.1-6 of the Draft EIR, many of the existing onsite roads are maintained by and 
receive annual clearing from CAL FIRE.  The Proposed Project would improve the roads on the 
property, thereby improving site access for firefighting equipment.  Refer to Response to 
Comment A5-12 regarding the risk of fire associated with the Proposed Project. 
 

Comment Letter O15 – Stephen Gort-Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O15-1 

Commenter refers to the Executive Summary (Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR) and alleges that the 
analysis is insufficient to address potential hydrological impacts by referring to the 42-page 
summary.  However, the complete analysis of the hydrological impacts can be reviewed on 
pages 4.6-1 through 4.6-54 of the EIR, including the impacts of groundwater extraction as it 
relates to neighboring wells (Impact 4.6-4).  Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding 
consideration of COCWD water supplies during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment O15-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment O15-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pump test that was 
conducted for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O15-4 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 requires ongoing monitoring of groundwater levels and groundwater 
wells as requested in this comment.  Should the Proposed Project be found to be in conflict with 
the Napa County Groundwater Ordinance, additional mitigation will be required by the Director 
of Environmental Management that could include, but is not limited to, shifting groundwater 
production to other onsite wells for a period of time.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 
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regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project and 
Response to Comment O9-11 regarding the monitoring wells included in the GMMP. 
 

Comment Letter O16 – Stephen Gort-Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O16-1 

The Proposed Project would utilize 68 gallons per vine per year, and 2,420 vines per acre were 
assumed in Section 4.6.1-4.  The commenter is correct that approximately 57 million gallons, or 
175 acre-feet (af) would be used for vineyard irrigation of the full Proposed Project: 
 

347 acres of vineyard x 2,420 vines per acre = 839,740 vines 
839,740 vines x 68 gallons per vine = 57,102,320 gallons 
57,102,320 gallons x (3.06888328 x 10-6 acre foot) = 175 af 

 
In addition, Section 3.4.3 of the Draft EIR states that approximately 40 af of groundwater would 
be utilized for frost protection annually.  Therefore, the final water use of the Proposed Project is 
approximately 69 million gallons or 213.5 af (175 af + 40 af).  This has been clarified on page 
4.6-17 of the EIR.  However, as discussed in Response to Comment O9-18 the Mitigated 
Project water demands would be 187 af to account for the reduced acreage of vineyard after 
mitigation.  
 

Comment Letter O17 – Stephen Gort-Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O17-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-18 regarding the water use estimate presented in the Draft 
EIR as it relates to other vineyard projects. 
 

Comment Letter O18 – Stephen Gort-Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments O18-1 and O18-2 

The commenter correctly quotes the Draft EIR at Impact 4.7-4, which was found to be a 
significant impact.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 reduces this impact to a less-than-
significant level by requiring that an independent third party monitor the condition of Circle Oaks 
Drive and the project applicant pay for resurfacing Circle Oaks Drive, if it has deteriorated due to 
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construction traffic.  Refer to General Response 18 regarding the impacts to roads as analyzed 
in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle 
Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Comment Letter O19 – Stephen Gort-Circle Oaks Homeowner’s Association, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments O19-1 and O19-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the testing of Circle Oaks wells.  In Section 
4.6 of the Draft EIR and the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), the Applicant has 
adequately demonstrated the availability of adequate water supply prior to project approval. 
 
General Plan Policy CON-54 cited by the commenter is not applicable to the project site 
because it is not located in a designated groundwater deficient area.  The policy in its entirety 
states: 
 

Policy CON-54: The County shall maintain or enhance infiltration and recharge of 
groundwater aquifers by requiring all projects in designated groundwater deficient areas 
as identified in the County’s groundwater ordinance (County Code Chapter 13.15) be 
designed (at minimum) to maintain a site’s predevelopment groundwater recharge 
potential, to the extent feasible, by minimizing impervious surfaces and promoting 
recharge (e.g., via the use of water retention/detention structures, use of permeable 
paving materials, bioswales, water gardens, cisterns, and other best management 
practices).  [Implemented by Action Item CON WR-5] 

 
However, although this policy does not apply to the Proposed Project, the proposed 
development is in line with the goals and recommendations of this policy.  The Proposed Project 
will not decrease the recharge potential of the Walt Ranch property.  After development of the 
proposed vineyards, approximately 1,793 acres (in the Mitigated Project, 1,871 acres) of the 
2,300-acre property will remain in its current undeveloped land use and there will be no change 
to groundwater recharge potential.  In addition, the Proposed Project does not include the 
development of impervious surfaces.  The development of four proposed storage reservoirs and 
various detention structures will promote recharge. 
Throughout the Draft EIR, it is acknowledged that the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of 
the project site is within a Sensitive Domestic Water Supply Drainage and that more stringent 
requirements apply to this location.  For example, Impact 4.6-6 specifically analyzed the 
vegetation cover and canopy retention requirements required by County Code Section 
18.108.027B for Sensitive Domestic Water Supply Drainages.  In addition, Table 3-2 addresses 
the separate construction and winterization timing for blocks located in the Milliken Reservoir 
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watershed, and breaks out the requirements per each vineyard block.  Therefore, the County 
has assessed the Proposed Project in light of regulations governing Sensitive Domestic Water 
Supply Drainages.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter O20 – Chris Malan, Living Rivers Council and Earth Defense for 
the Environment Now, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O20-1 

Specific responses to comments by the Living Rivers Council legal team are provided in 
Comment Letter O22 below. 
 
As stated in Impact 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR, the project will impact one 0.02-acre isolated wetland 
located in Block 31.  This will be mitigated through Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 in consultation with 
the USACE.  The Proposed Project will not impact 87 wetlands, as erroneously stated in this 
comment.  The potential for the Proposed Project to impact surface water flows (including 
wetlands) is discussed in General Response 15, Response to Comment A7-9, and 
Response to Comment A7-10. 
 

Response to Comment O20-2 

The project site is not located within the MST area.  Refer to General Response 12 regarding 
the lack of connection between the MST area and the project site. 
 
Sarco Creek is located 3.6 miles south and Tulucay Creek is located over 7.5 miles south of the 
Walt Ranch property.  Capell Creek and Milliken Creek pass through the property, but not Sarco 
or Tulucay Creeks.  Sarco and Tulucay Creeks will not be affected by the Proposed Project. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment A7-10 regarding the applicability of USGS Circular 1376 and 
Appendix Q of this Final EIR regarding connectivity of the MST area and project site. 
 

Response to Comment O20-3 

The downstream reaches of the Napa River mentioned in this comment are controlled by 
groundwater that is not affected by the Proposed Project and by releases from dams such as 
Milliken Reservoir that are outside the control of the property owner.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project will have no impact on the quantity of water in the downstream reaches of the Napa 
River.  Water quality to these downstream reaches is protected via numerous mitigation 
measures, as discussed in Response to Comment O22-069.  The potential for the Proposed 
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Project to impact surface water flows (including wetlands) is discussed in General Response 
15, Response to Comment A7-9, and Response to Comment A7-10. 
 

Response to Comment O20-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O20-3 regarding the flows in the downstream Napa River as 
they relate to the Proposed Project.  As discussed further in Response to Comment A5-10, a 
small portion of the project site is bisected by Milliken Creek in the southwestern corner; this 
portion of the creek is ephemeral and is dry during the summer irrigation months, and is 
upstream from Milliken Reservoir, which is an impassable barrier to anadromy.  As such, no 
steelhead or salmonids can access the Walt Ranch property.  There is no direct connection 
between groundwater in this area and the surface water flows in Milliken Creek, as discussed in 
Response to Comment A7-9 and Response to Comment A7-10.  Furthermore, the estimated 
runoff for a 2-year storm for the entire watershed is approximately 1,200 af and the average 
usage out of Milliken Reservoir is 700 af.  Thus even a 2-year storm event would more than 
replenish their usage from the reservoir even with a 1.6 percent reduction in peak flows 
attributable to the Proposed Project.  This very small reduction in peak flows should have no 
effect for storms greater that the 2-year event, and would have no measurable impact on flows 
necessary for steelhead spawning in the Napa River.   
 

Response to Comment O20-5 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the 
groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O20-6 

The Proposed Project is not located in the MST area, as discussed in General Response 12.  
Therefore, the “overdrafted” wells in the MST area referred to in this comment are not relevant 
to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O20-7 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing impacts presented in the Draft EIR. 
 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-161 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Response to Comment O20-8 

Stream flows, groundwater availability, and water quality are discussed in Section 4.6 of the 
Draft EIR; wildlife corridors are discussed in Section 4.2; air quality is analyzed in Section 4.1; 
safe roads are discussed in Section 4.7; and carbon sequestration is analyzed in Section 6.1.4-
1.  Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment O20-9 

It is not clear where the commenter has heard that 1,000 acres of forest in Napa County will be 
removed in one year for vineyard production.  Harvesting forest land requires a timber harvest 
plan and timber conversion permit from CAL FIRE, as discussed in Response to Comment 
O13-3.  There are several active timber harvest projects throughout Napa County, although 
consultation with CAL FIRE has revealed them to be on the order of magnitude of 3.5 to 45 
acres, not 1,000 acres as stated by the commenter.   
 
Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch Draft EIR.  All 
potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project, including impacts to water quality, 
erosion, and biological resources as the commenter discusses, are addressed in the Draft EIR 
in accordance with CEQA.  The impact of removing trees as it relates to climate change has 
been mitigated to less-than-significant levels in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, 
and local Climate Action Plans.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the 
preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment O20-10 

Concerns related to County ordinances regarding the Milliken Reservoir watershed are beyond 
the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment O20-11 

Commenter states that the Proposed Project will develop 355 acres of vineyard and “35 
ranchetts.”  As discussed in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project will develop 356 
acres of vineyards within approximately a 507 acre cleared area.  No other reasonably 
foreseeable future development would occur on the project site beyond what is described in the 
EIR.  Refer to General Response 4 regarding analysis of other development on the project site 
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presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the regarding the 
cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
The “Napa County Wine Industry Growth Master Environmental Assessment” referenced in this 
comment is not an active Napa County planning document.  This report was prepared in 1990 to 
address growing concerns about environmental impacts due to unchecked vineyard growth.  As 
a result, Napa County underwent a multi-year process to develop the General Plan and the 
Napa County BDR in consultation with other agencies and local interest groups.  These 
documents underwent a full CEQA process and were formally adopted by Napa County, and 
are now the primary guidance documents for Napa County planning and project review.   
 

Response to Comment O20-12 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comment O20-13 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding analysis of other development on the project site 
presented in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Response to Comment O11-56, the parcel does 
not provide direct access between Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property.  As disclosed 
in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR, a NOP was circulated in 2008 for a previous version of this 
project.  Since then, the proposed vineyard development has been reduced in size and the 
access point from Atlas Peak Road is no longer proposed. 
 
The County is not responsible for maintenance of private roads on the Walt Ranch property, and 
there will be no expansion of potable water, sewer, or electrical infrastructure on the property as 
stated in this comment. 
 

Response to Comment O20-14 

Refer to Response to Comment O6-01 regarding the availability of full-size ECP sheets.  Refer 
to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment O20-15 

Refer to Response to Comment O6-01 regarding the release of well driller information as it 
applies to California Water Code Section 13752.  Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-
substantive comments. 
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Response to Comment O20-16 

Concerns related to the Napa County Local Procedures are beyond the scope of this EIR and 
the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA 
process to address these concerns.  Although the commenter is correct that a public hearing is 
not required for discretionary project approval pursuant to the Napa County Local Procedures, a 
public hearing has been set for this project on April 4, 2016. 
 

Response to Comment O20-17 

During development of the General Plan and Baseline Data Report, Napa County worked with 
local interest groups and underwent a CEQA review of the General Plan to ensure that all public 
concerns and interests were acknowledged and addressed in the development of the County’s 
planning document.  The project vicinity, including the entire project site, is zoned AW, which 
allows a variety of land uses including agriculture, one single family dwelling per each legal lot, 
small residential care facilities, antennas, telecommunication facilities, hunting clubs, recreation 
vehicle parks, campgrounds, floating docks, and open space.  The Napa County General Plan 
also prioritizes agricultural land uses with Policy AG/LU-1, which states “agriculture and related 
activities are the primary land uses in Napa County.”  Although agriculture is a protected and 
valued land use in the County and is consistent with the project parcel zoning, it should be 
noted that the majority of the Walt Ranch property would be retained in open space after 
development of the Proposed Project.  After development of the proposed vineyards, greater 
than 1,793 acres of the 2,300-acre property will remain in open space (more land will be 
retained as open space should the Mitigated Project or one of the project alternatives be 
approved). 
 
Concerns related to the land use designations in the General Plan are beyond the scope of this 
EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the 
CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment O20-18 

Impact 4.6-2 addresses nutrient pollution and provides Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 to reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  However, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the 
Napa River is in the process of being delisted for nutrients, as water quality has improved in 
non-tidal portions of the Napa River (SFBRWQCB, 2014).  Refer to pages 4.6-40 through 4.6-43 
of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment O20-19 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property 
presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comments O11-57 and O11-58 regarding 
the similar development in Sonoma County as it applies to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comments O20-20 through O20-22 

The No Project Alternative was analyzed in the Draft EIR, as discussed in General Response 
20.  The Proposed Project would not impede use of the project site for recreational purposes.  
Refer to Response to Comment O11-55 in regards to the recreational opportunities afforded 
by the Walt Ranch property.  The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines, as discussed further in General Response 2. 
 

Comment Letter O21 – Aruna Prabhala, Center for Biological Diversity and the 
Sierra Club, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O21-001 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Napa County has 
included numerous mitigation measures in the Draft EIR (refer to Table 2-1) to ensure that the 
Proposed Project, with mitigation, will not conflict with the Napa County General Plan, CEQA, or 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, a Draft 
EIR should be recirculated only if “significant new information is added to the EIR” after the 
public review period for the Draft EIR.  No significant new information has been added to the 
EIR after public notice and review and, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, Napa County 
will not recirculate the Draft EIR as requested by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O21-002 

A detailed response to the comment regarding conflicting information between the Draft EIR and 
its appendices for CRLF and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) will be provided below in 
Response to Comments O21-003 through O21-024.  The Draft EIR did address potential 
impacts to the federally endangered Contra Costa goldfields.  As stated in Table 4.2-3, page 
4.2-47, and Appendix M, this species was not observed onsite although numerous biological 
surveys were conducted within the evident and identifiable bloom period for Contra Costa 
goldfields.  Although a portion of the Proposed Project is within critical habitat for Contra Costa 
goldfields, the nearest occurrence is approximately three miles southeast of the project site and 
this plant does not occur onsite.  Therefore, there are no impacts to Contra Costa goldfields.  
The comment is not clear as it does not specify which special status species effects were 
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requested by the USFWS; Napa County has not received any such requests from USFWS.  All 
special status species with the potential to be affected by the Proposed Project are included in 
the Draft EIR Table 4.2-3 and their potential to occur is further discussed in the Draft EIR 
Sections 4.2.4-1 through 4.2.4-6. 
 

Response to Comment O21-003 

Commenter correctly cites the CEQA Guidelines section that defines the environmental 
baseline.  The environmental baseline condition of the project site is described through the Draft 
EIR.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-004 

The Draft EIR stated that critical habitat for CRLF occurs within three miles of the northeast of 
the project site, although this has been clarified on page 4.2-59 to say that critical habitat for 
CRLF occurs within 0.5 mile of the project site.  Because CRLF presence was assumed on the 
Capell Creek portion of the property, the change in distance of nearest critical habitat from 3 
miles to 0.5 miles does not affect the analysis for this watershed.  The nearest documented 
occurrence of CRLF is three miles northeast of the Proposed Project.  CRLF presence was 
assumed in the portion of the project site within the Capell Creek watershed because it is within 
the potential dispersal range of adult CRLF and provides habitat for CRLF, as discussed on 
page 4.2-37 of the Draft EIR.   
 
Appendix M cited by the commenter is the BRA conducted by WRA in 2007.  Following that 
initial biological survey, focused CRLF protocol-level surveys were conducted and included as 
Appendix K of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, the Appendix M preliminary recommendations for 
CRLF were superseded by later reports conducted to the standards of USFWS. 
 

Response to Comment O21-005 

As stated in Response to Comment O21-004, the BRA was a preliminary analysis of the 
biological resources on the project site and additional follow-up protocol level surveys were 
conducted for CRLF.  The CRLF Survey Report (Appendix K of the Draft EIR) assumed CRLF 
presence on the Capell Creek watershed portion of the Walt Ranch property.  “The area where 
protocol-level CRLF surveys are required (“survey area”) are only within the Milliken Creek 
watershed, on the southeastern portion of the Walt Ranch property” to determine whether or not 
CRLF are capable of migrating across the “rugged ridges, approximately 2,100 feet above msl, 
that run parallel between Milliken Creek and Capell Creek from north to south.”  This has been 
clarified on page 4.2-60 of the EIR.  The CRLF Habitat Assessment concluded that CRLF was 
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not present within the Milliken Creek watershed based on three years of protocol-level surveys 
(2007, 2008, and 2012).  The report also concluded that dispersal of CRLF from occupied 
habitat in the Capell Creek watershed to the Milliken Creek watershed was extremely unlikely 
(Appendix K, page 13).  A report documenting the findings of the protocol-level CRLF surveys 
has been submitted to the USFWS. 
 
The commenter incorrectly paraphrases the Draft EIR in regards to CRLF, which clearly states 
in Impact 4.2-11 that:   
 

Because Capell Creek supports CRLF habitat, CRLF presence was assumed on the 
Walt Ranch property within the entire Capell Creek watershed.  Therefore, protocol-level 
CRLF surveys occurred within the Milliken Reservoir watershed, on the southeastern 
portion of the Walt Ranch property.  In 2007, CRLF surveys of the survey area were 
conducted by WRA (2007) with negative results (WRA, 2007a and 2007b).  In 2008, 
breeding and non-breeding season, protocol-level surveys were conducted by AES, with 
negative results (AES, 2008).  In 2012, non-breeding surveys were conducted by AES, 
with negative results (Appendix K; AES, 2012).  Survey results were negative for CRLF 
in 2007, 2008, and 2012.   

 

Response to Comment O21-006 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-004 regarding the location of CRLF critical habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O21-007 

Refer to Response to Comments O21-004 through O21-006 regarding the CRLF baseline 
presented in the Draft EIR.  The revisions to the Draft EIR are not ‘significant new information’ 
within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is 
not required. 
 

Response to Comment O21-008 

Commenter correctly cites the CEQA Guidelines section that defines mitigation measures.  
Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and General Response 
8 regarding the adequacy of the biological mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment O21-009 

Impact 4.2-11 discusses impacts to special status amphibians, including CRLF, and states that 
“amphibian declines have been attributed to several factors, including chemical runoff 
(particularly fertilizers and pesticides) into the aquatic environment, exotic bullfrogs, and overall 
habitat degradation.”  Therefore, the County made the reasonable assessment that reducing or 
eliminating the Proposed Project’s contributions to those factors through fully enforceable 
mitigation measures would be consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 to reduce impacts to 
CRLF to less-than-significant levels.  Other than the small stretches of stream that would be 
modified for stream crossings, which is mitigated in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4, the Proposed 
Project would not modify the physical conditions of any streams or virtually any wetlands on the 
project site that provides CRLF habitat.  The Proposed Project includes the maintenance of 
stream and wetland setbacks, which have the dual benefits of directly protecting habitat and 
indirectly protecting habitat through added sediment filtration benefits.  This direct and indirect 
protection of CRLF habitat is required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-11, which ties into other stream 
protection measures on the property including overall stream setbacks and water quality 
(Mitigation Measure 4.2-4) and western pond turtle (Mitigation Measure 4.2-10).  The 
commenter incorrectly states that the County adopts the proposed mitigation for western pond 
turtle as the “primary mitigation measure” for CRLF.   
 

Response to Comment O21-010 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-009 regarding the environmental stressors and other 
factors that are attributing to amphibian declines, and how the proposed CRLF mitigation 
reduces impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Although the comment suggests that the 
mitigation measures proposed for CRLF are not specific for the species, they would provide 
adequate protection for both aquatic and upland habitats for CRLF.  The turtle exclusion fencing 
mentioned in this comment is required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 to ensure that western 
pond turtles and other small animals do not wander into an active construction area where land 
grading and clearing is taking place.  Therefore, the commenter is correct that this exclusionary 
fencing may prevent CRLF from entering an active construction area to prevent take of the 
species.  However, this fencing is a temporary construction measure and will be removed prior 
to operation of the vineyard, and therefore there will be no long-term impacts to CRLF dispersal 
or recolonization efforts as a result of this protective fencing. 
 

Response to Comments O21-011 and O21-012 

CRLF is primarily an aquatic species, though it may use some upland habitat during the non-
breeding season.  CRLF may use these upland habitats up to approximately 200 feet from 
suitable aquatic habitat (Draft EIR page 4.2-58).  The aquatic and upland habitats on Walt 
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Ranch have been protected via stream setbacks, and therefore they remain connected to 
downstream areas including the CRLF critical habitat unit to the northeast.  Development of the 
Proposed Project would not preclude future connection with CRLF critical habitat, as the Walt 
Ranch CRLF habitat has not been significantly impacted or fragmented. 
 

Response to Comment O21-013 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-009 regarding the environmental stressors and other 
factors that are attributing to amphibian declines, and how the proposed CRLF mitigation 
reduces impacts to less-than-significant levels.   
 

Response to Comment O21-014 

The effects of agricultural chemicals, including fertilizers and pesticides, to CRLF were analyzed 
in Impact 4.2-11 and reduced to a less-than-significant impact through Mitigation Measure 4.2-
11. 
 

Response to Comment O21-015 

While the implementation of IPM does not prohibit the use of any particular registered pesticide, 
IPM does promote judicious use of pesticides and oftentimes recommends pesticide and 
herbicide applications as a last resort to control insects, diseases, and weeds.  Therefore, IPM 
inherently reduces pesticide usage over “traditional” pest control methods, thereby reducing 
potential affects to CRLF and other amphibian species. 
 
In addition, pesticide applications will follow the rules and regulations of California and U.S. laws 
outlined by the CDPR and the Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  As required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-4, the applicant shall comply with the Napa County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s regulations and various SOPs when applying pesticides.  In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15097, Napa County has established a program to monitor and report on 
measures adopted as part of this environmental review process to mitigate or avoid significant 
effects on the environment.  Section 5.0 of this Final EIR is an MMRP that is designed to 
ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR for the Proposed Project are fully 
implemented.  The MMRP, as presented Table 5-1 in Section 5.0, describes the timing and 
frequencies of mitigation implementation responsibilities and standards, and verification of 
compliance for the mitigation measures identified in the EIR.  The MMRP requires 
implementation of the IPM Plan in Mitigation Measure 4.5-4, which is a legally binding plan.  
Therefore, the IPM Plan is an enforceable measure and compliance is compelled by the MMRP 
with the County ensuring that these measures are implemented.  As the CEQA Lead Agency, 
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the County will ensure that mitigation measures are implemented and will serve as a point of 
contact for the public.  Therefore, there are legally binding and enforceable measures to ensure 
the applicant will comply with the mitigation measures in the EIR, including the rules for safe 
pesticide and fertilizer application. 
 
Many studies have shown that reduction in pesticide use through IPM techniques will benefit 
amphibians.  Common Sense Pest Control Quarterly Volume XXIX, published March 2015, 
entitled Protecting Amphibians from Pesticides recommends using IPM techniques to reduce 
the total pesticide and herbicide load in the environment.  USFWS has provided preliminary 
guidance to smaller scale gardeners to utilize IPM techniques in its 2000 manual Homeowner’s 
Guide to Protecting Frogs — Lawn & Garden Care.  Finally, the NRCS published its guidance 
Integrated Pest Management and Wildlife in April 2004 to recommend IPM techniques for the 
protection of wildlife, including amphibians, nesting birds, and snakes. 
 

Response to Comment O21-016 

Pesticide use on the project site is regulated by local, State, and federal regulation as discussed 
in Response to Comments O21-015.  Therefore, the injunction mentioned in this comment 
prohibiting the use of 62 pesticide ingredients in Napa County would be taken into consideration 
by the USEPA, and if upheld, the USEPA and CDPR would prohibit their use. 
 

Response to Comment O21-017 

FYLF is an amphibian species that inhabits rivers, creeks, and streams, and is rarely found far 
from water (Draft EIR Section 4.2.4-3).  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 provides more than adequate 
protection to FLYF from project-related activities.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 provides stream 
buffers ranging from 35 to 150 feet from each bank, or total stream buffer widths ranging from 
70 to 300 feet. 
 

Response to Comment O21-018 

While Appendix M states that VELB may have the potential to occur within the project area due 
to the presence of its host plant, Mexican elderberry (blue elderberry, Sambucus nigra spp. 
caerulea), the focused entomological surveys conducted by Arnold (2012) did not result in 
detection of VELB within the project area.  Appendix M cited by the commenter is the BRA 
conducted by WRA in 2007.  Following that initial biological survey, focused VELB surveys were 
conducted by qualified entomologists.  Therefore, the Appendix M preliminary recommendations 
for VELB were superseded by a later species-specific report conducted for VELB.   
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Arnold concluded that the California longhorn elderberry beetle (CELB), and not VELB, occurs 
within the project site.  Arnold observed 11 CELB adults and no VELB adults during surveys 
conducted during the period when VELB and CELB adults were active.  The commenter 
eliminated part of the quote from the BRA, which says in its entirety:  “This determination [of 
CELB versus VELB] can be very difficult due to the rarity of encountering adult beetles, and 
VELB presence is typically assumed if it cannot be positively ruled out.”  However, Arnold 
observed 11 CELB adults on his 12 site visits to the shrubs on the property, which is a sufficient 
sample size to make a determination (Arnold, 2012).  The commenter is correct that 
encroachment within 100 feet of an elderberry shrub containing VELB is considered an impact, 
however it has been definitively ruled out from the Walt Ranch property and there is no impact. 
 

Response to Comment O21-019 

The commenter incorrectly states that USFWS lists VELB as present at or near Walt Ranch.  
Appendix I contains USFWS lists of special status species known to occur in the entire County 
of Napa, as well as the Yountville, CA and Capell Valley, CA 7.5 minute topographic 
quadrangles.  This USFWS database does not narrow the search by a geographic range 
surrounding Walt Ranch.  The CNDDB was also accessed and is provided in Appendix I.  The 
CNDDB did not list VELB because it does not occur within a 5-mile radius of Walt Ranch. 
 
The 2012 VELB Survey Report acknowledges that CELB and VELB feed on the same host 
plant and that they make the same type of exit hole from the host plant.  However, the VELB 
surveys utilized direct observations of adult beetles which found that “the elytra of all adults 
exhibited the dark color and markings of the subspecies californicus [CELB] rather than the 
oblong spots that are characteristic of the subspecies dimorphus [VELB].”  Therefore, contrary 
to the commenter’s assertions, the VELB survey focused on the identification of beetles and not 
their habitat to conclude that VELB is not present on the project site. 
 

Response to Comment O21-020 

The commenter is correct that VELB and CELB occur at low densities and therefore it may be 
difficult to find the beetles.  Therefore, Dr. Robert Jensen and Dr. Richard A. Arnold visited the 
elderberry shrubs on the Walt Ranch property over 12 separate visits to observe and identify the 
beetles and located numerous CELB adults.  The results of their survey were conclusive, 
contrary to the commenter’s assertions.  In addition, the commenter incorrectly quotes the BRA 
(Appendix M), which states that the “occurrences of VELB recorded in CNDDB are over five 
miles east of the Project Area.”  The observation of multiple adult CELB and no adult VELB on 
the project site indicates that VELB do not occur on the Walt Ranch property. 
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Response to Comment O21-021 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-019 regarding the color and markings used to identifying 
the beetle subspecies. 
 

Response to Comment O21-022 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-018, Appendix M is the BRA conducted by WRA 
in 2007.  Following that initial biological survey, focused VELB surveys were conducted by 
qualified entomologists.  Therefore, the Appendix M preliminary recommendations for VELB 
were superseded by a later species-specific report conducted for VELB.  The baseline condition 
of VELB on the property is discussed in Section 4.2.4-5 of the Draft EIR, which clearly states 
that “focused entomological surveys conducted on the Walt Ranch property (Arnold, 2012) 
found that the Mexican elderberry shrubs on the property provide habitat for the non-threatened 
California elderberry longhorn beetle, but do not provide habitat for the federally threatened 
VELB.  VELB does not occur on the project site (Arnold, 2012).” 
 

Response to Comment O21-023 

VELB does not occur on the project site, as stated in Response to Comments O21-018 
through O21-22.  The baseline presented in the Draft EIR is in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15125.  The USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetle provide measures to minimize adverse effects to VELB in order for USFWS to authorize 
take of the species through a Section 7 consultation.  As stated in the Conservation Guidelines: 
 

The following guidelines have been issued… to assist Federal agencies and non-federal 
project applicants needing incidental take authorization through a section 7 consultation 
or a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit in developing measures to avoid and minimize adverse 
effects on the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. 

 
These measures, which were cited in Appendix M in the absence of focused entomological 
surveys, allow a project to minimize take of the listed VELB.  However, as stated above, VELB 
does not occur on the property and therefore there will be no take to this species.  The 
minimization measures recommended by USFWS are therefore not applicable. 
 

Response to Comment O21-024 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-023 regarding the absence of VELB on the property.  As 
VELB is not present, there will be no take of this species and a federal incidental take permit is 
not required.  In addition, there will be no impact to VELB due to pesticide use. 
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Response to Comment O21-025 

WPT is listed as a species of concern by the CDFW, and per CDFW’s recommendation, has 
been considered during the CEQA process for Walt Ranch (see Impact 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR), 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15380.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 has been required by the 
County, consistent with PRC § 21080.5, which states that mitigation measures must be adopted 
if they would substantially lessen a significant adverse effect. 
 
The western pond turtle is currently listed as a species of special concern in the State of 
California.  Additionally, the western pond turtle is currently under review by the USFWS for 
listing as threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) 
(USFWS, 2015); however, it is not yet considered a candidate species.  Pursuant to FESA, until 
such a time that the western pond turtle does become listed, no additional legal protections are 
afforded by FESA to this species (USFWS, 2014).  However, western pond turtle is adequately 
protected by the CDFW’s SSC status, which ensures that the species must be considered by 
projects requiring discretionary approval. 
 

Response to Comment O21-026 

The commenter incorrectly cites the mitigation measure for WPT.  Although stream setbacks 
ranging from 35 feet to 150 feet as required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 would be protective of 
water quality and be incidentally beneficial to aquatic organisms such as WPT, it is actually 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR that has protected over 506 acres of WPT habitat.  In 
addition to the protection of 97.93 percent of the WPT nesting habitat and 95.66 percent of the 
WPT upland habitat on the property, additional protective measures are required in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-10 including: preconstruction surveys by qualified biologists; training for 
construction crews; minimization measures for equipment that could disturb WPT individuals 
and human activities that could interrupt egg laying activities; minimization of pesticide and 
fertilizer use through IPM methods; and turtle exclusion fencing. 
 

Response to Comment O21-027 

The nesting and overwintering (upland) habitat identified in the Draft EIR was determined by 
qualified biologists in onsite field surveys conducted on February 11 and March 2, 2009, as 
described in Western Pond Turtle Habitat on Walt Ranch (Draft EIR reference: AES, 2009f).  
Drainages and surrounding upland habitat were assessed for potential use by WPT and data 
taken for each drainage included approximate drainage width, depth, cover, and upland habitat, 
slope, and soil type.  Therefore, this site-specific survey methodology provides a more accurate 
assessment of WPT habitat rather than relying on generic buffers surrounding drainages. 
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The County acknowledges that activity near nesting sites could affect the ability of WPT 
individuals to successfully reproduce.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 requires the 
following measures to ensure that the construction and operation of vineyard will not result in 
significant impacts to WPT: 
 

 Construction and vineyard activities involving loud equipment should be minimized to the 
extent feasible from February through November within 100 feet of aquatic habitat where 
the turtles are found.  Some habituation to noise is more likely if the noise is sustained 
(background) rather than in irregular bursts.5 

 Human disturbance within potential habitat should be minimized late afternoon through 
early evening from May through July to avoid disturbing egg laying activities. 

 
In addition, the Draft EIR provides turtle exclusion fencing during nesting season to keep WPT 
from nesting in clearing areas during the construction period when there will be heavy 
equipment, land grading, and other construction activities that would likely result in mortality to 
any turtles that enter the area.  However, commenter incorrectly implies that this exclusion 
fencing would be permanent.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.2-10, turtle exclusion fence 
shall be installed “around all grading and construction activities… throughout the construction 
period.”  After construction has completed in each vineyard block, the turtle exclusion fence will 
be removed to ensure that WPT are not blocked from appropriate habitat. 
 
These measures, in combination with the retention of 97.93 percent of the WPT nesting habitat 
on the property, will ensure that there are less-than-significant impacts to WPT. 
 

Response to Comment O21-028 

Pesticide applications will follow the rules and regulations of California and U.S. laws outlined by 
CDPR and USEPA.  As discussed in Response to Comment O21-015, the IPM Plan is 
identified in the MMRP presented in Section 5.0, which is a legally binding plan.  Therefore, the 
IPM Plan is an enforceable measure and compliance is compelled by the MMRP with the 
County ensuring that these measures are implemented. 
 

                                                
5  In this instance, the phrase “minimize to the extent feasible” compels the project applicant to minimize loud 

construction noise as much as is reasonable without halting construction altogether.  Given that most 
construction will not occur within 100 feet of streams due to setbacks required by other mitigation measures, 
the construction will be capable of minimizing noise disturbances to WPT. 
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Response to Comment O21-029 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 relies on BMPs to “minimize agrichemical drift into turtle habitat.”  
These BMPs and SOPs are listed in Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4 of the 
Hazardous Materials section of the Draft EIR.  This has been clarified in the EIR, which now 
states: 
 

 The use of BMPs as required in Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4, as 
well as the use of Integrated Pest Management (IPM), will minimize agrichemical drift 
into turtle habitat.  (Revised Mitigation Measure 4.2-10) 

 
Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP and IPM 
Plan. 
 

Response to Comment O21-030 

CEQA focuses on the need to “avoid or substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.).  The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR will 
ensure that 97.93 percent and 95.66 percent of the nesting and upland habitat, respectively, will 
be protected (Mitigation Measure 4.2-10), impacts due to human disturbance are minimized 
(Mitigation Measure 4.2-10), and agricultural chemicals and pesticides are applied in 
compliance with USEPA and CDPR regulations (Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 
4.5-4).  These numerous measures clearly reduce the potential impacts to WPT to less-than-
significant levels and meet CEQA requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15370. 
 

Response to Comment O21-031 

The species mentioned in this comment were addressed in the BRA (Appendix B of Appendix 
M) and were determined to be either not present, unlikely to occur, or not be affected by the 
Proposed Project.  The potential for conservancy fairy shrimp, California freshwater shrimp, and 
California tiger salamander to occur on the project site was assessed in Appendix B of the BRA, 
which found that there was no potential for these species to occur on the project site due to a 
lack of any suitable habitat.  Winter-run Chinook salmon will not occur on the property due to 
downstream barriers on Milliken Creek (Milliken Reservoir Dam) and Capell Creek (Lake 
Berryessa), as well as a lack of any suitable habitat within the streams and tributaries on the 
project site.  This was mentioned on page 4.2-27 of the Draft EIR.  Sebastopol meadowfoam 
does not occur on the project site; this species blooms from May to July, and numerous 
botanical surveys of the project site during the evident and identifiable bloom period failed to 
locate it onsite.  Northern spotted owl was determined to be unlikely to occur due to a lack of 
suitable habitat.   
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Although shown on the USFWS list as having the potential to occur or be affected by projects 
within Napa County, western snowy plover, California brown pelican, and California least tern 
do not occur within the project site, nor is suitable habitat present within the project site to 
support these species.  These species are all coastal bird species, and Walt Ranch is located 
well outside of the geographic distribution for each of these species.  Therefore, these species 
were not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. 
 
Keck’s checker mallow (referred to as Keck’s checkerbloom in the Draft EIR) was not observed 
within the project site during biological and botanical surveys conducted within the appropriate 
bloom period for this species.  Therefore, this species is absent from the project site and will not 
be impacted by the Proposed Project. 
 
As mentioned above, the project site is not accessible to anadromous fish due two impassable 
barriers to salmonids that occur downstream on Capell Creek and Milliken Creek.  In addition, 
as stated in Appendix M, “Milliken and Capell creeks are both too small and ephemeral to be 
considered suitable habitat.”  The project site is located at the headwaters to these two creeks, 
and is too rocky, steep, and ephemeral to support anadromous fisheries even if they were able 
to access the property, which is discussed in Impact 4.2-15.  Because salmonids are known to 
occur downstream of the project site within the Napa River watershed, the Draft EIR considered 
the connectivity of onstream waters to salmonid habitat and required mitigation measures to 
reduce sediment load that could affect spawning gravels, as discussed in Impact and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-15.  The implementation of the Proposed Project would not affect these species. 
 

Response to Comment O21-032 

The commenter correctly cites the USFWS species list data, included as Appendix I of the Draft 
EIR.  As discussed in Response to Comment O21-031, protective water-quality measures 
were included in the Draft EIR to ensure that sedimentation would not adversely impact 
anadromous fish species, even though they do not occur on the project site itself.  Pesticide use 
as it affects amphibians is analyzed in Impact 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR, and discussed further in 
Response to Comments O21-014 and O21-015.  All birds with the potential to occur on the 
property were discussed in the Draft EIR.  No birds that were included on the county list were 
removed from consideration solely for the reason that they did not appear on the quad lists.  
Refer to Response to Comment O21-031 regarding the lack of habitat onsite for coastal bird 
species. 
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Response to Comments O21-033 and O21-034 

No species with the potential to occur onsite were disregarded from the Draft EIR.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment O21-032, USFWS suggests that qualified biologists or 
botanists determined whether the species and/or their habitat may be affected by the project.  
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15382, the Draft EIR considered a significant effect to mean 
“a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the project.”  For special status species with no potential to occur onsite, 
the Draft EIR appropriately concluded that the Proposed Project would not significantly impact 
the species.  A complete list of special status species that occurs within Napa County or the 
quads of the project site is found in Appendix I.  Each of these species was considered in the 
BRA (Appendix M) or the main body of the Draft EIR.  Any species with the potential to occur 
onsite was appropriately discussed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-035 

Qualified biologists and botanists have conducted surveys for listed species, including Keck’s 
checker-mallow, over a period of 15 years on the Walt Ranch property as listed in Table 4.2-1.  
None of these surveys have identified this plant species within the proposed clearing limits.  
There is no evidence before the County that this species occurs on the project site or would be 
impacted by the Proposed Project.  Consistent with the USFWS recommendations and CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126, no mitigation is required for a species that will not be impacted. 
 
The County analyzed potential impacts to special status aquatic species, including steelhead 
and Chinook salmon, in Impact 4.2-15.  These anadromous species cannot access the project 
site, but the waters on the project site are hydrologically connected to downstream habitat.  
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.2-15 ensures that measures protective of water quality are 
implemented during project construction and operation. 
 
Refer to Response to Comments O21-033 and O21-34 regarding the discussion in the Draft 
EIR for species with no potential to occur onsite. 
 

Response to Comment O21-036 

The white-tailed kite was observed by biologists on the property, as stated on page 4.2-34 of the 
Draft EIR.  White-tailed kite requires a combination of suitable foraging habitat and adjacent 
suitable nesting habitat, which is lacking from the proposed vineyard blocks.  This habitat is 
available elsewhere on the property, as stated on page 4.2-64. 
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Response to Comment O21-037 

The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure 4.2-13 of the Draft EIR provides mitigation to 
prevent direct take of white-tailed kite nests and all nesting bird species protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code 3503.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-13 
requires pre-construction surveys for nesting birds by a qualified biologist and the establishment 
of adequate buffer zones around active nest sites.  As discussed in Impact 4.2-13, over 1,793 
acres (78 percent) of the property will remain in open space (this number would be larger with 
the Mitigated Project or if one of the project alternatives was approved).  These open space 
areas would remain viable foraging habitat for migratory birds and raptors, and as such the 
project-level impacts were determined to be less than significant.  However, it is acknowledged 
in Section 6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR that in the larger cumulative environment, habitat loss could 
be a significant impact to these bird species.  Therefore, Table 6-4 of the Draft EIR analyzed the 
potential for cumulative projects to significantly impact the foraging habitat of various birds of 
prey to determine if the Proposed Project would have a considerable contribution to that 
cumulative impact.  While minor changes in quality of foraging habitat may occur as a result of 
the Proposed Project, mitigation measures for foraging habitat are not required under CEQA or 
the CDFW pursuant to California Fish and Game Code § 3511(a)(1).  As disclosed in Section 
6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR, “of all grassland foraging birds with potential to occur on the project 
site, white tailed kite would likely be unaffected by landscape changes to foraging habitat 
because they can forage in woodland habitat, including vineyards.”  In addition, the baseline 
condition includes patches of grassland on the property but no large expanses of grassland, and 
therefore species that require large expanses of grassland to forage would not be present on 
the property today and would not be impacted by proposed vineyard development. 
 

Response to Comment O21-038 

The 500-foot buffer required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-13 during construction is to ensure that 
tree removal, soil ripping, rock crushing, and other loud or invasive construction procedures do 
not directly or indirectly impact an active raptor nest.  The nesting season is from March to 
September, as stated in Impact 4.2-13.  As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 4.7-5), primary 
vineyard operations are carried out over two distinct seasons.  The pruning season would 
generally begin in December and end in March, before the nesting season begins.  The 
harvest/crush season is weather dependant, but generally begins no earlier than September 
and runs through October, which is after the nesting season ends.  Therefore, the majority of 
vineyard operations are not anticipated to occur during the raptor nesting season and there are 
unlikely to be any significant impacts to future nesting onsite. 
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Response to Comment O21-039 

Pre-construction surveys for nesting birds are a common mitigation measure, and qualified 
biologists utilizing appropriate equipment (binoculars) can readily identify potential white-tailed 
kite nest sites.  The qualifications of the biologist conducting pre-construction surveys must be 
acceptable to Napa County.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-038 regarding the need for 
ongoing monitoring during vineyard operation. 
 

Response to Comment O21-040 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-037 regarding changes in the quality of white-tailed kite 
foraging habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O21-041 

The cumulative analysis for foraging habitat presented in Section 6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR stated 
that white-tailed kites can forage in vineyards and woodlands, as well as grassland.  Indeed, 
“small patches of grassland occur throughout the property and there are no large expanses of 
grassland habitat for foraging, as woodland and shrubland habitat types are dominant on the 
property.”  Therefore, the property provides marginal foraging habitat in pre-project conditions, 
and would continue to provide marginal foraging potential in post-project conditions.  Therefore, 
this is a less-than-significant impact to white-tailed kite foraging habitat.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O21-037 regarding changes in the quality of white-tailed kite foraging habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O21-042 

Pesticide use on the project site is regulated by local, State, and federal regulation as discussed 
in Response to Comments O21-015.  Therefore, the mitigation measures and BMPs provided 
to reduce significant impacts due to pesticide and agrichemical use would provide protection to 
white-tailed kites. 
 

Response to Comment O21-043 

Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-044 

Napa County underwent a two-step process in preparing the cumulative impact analysis in the 
Draft EIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15130.  As stated in Section 6.1.4-2: 
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It is anticipated that projects in the cumulative environment would produce similar 
impacts to biological resources during construction.  However, the Proposed Project 
would not have a considerable contribution to these construction impacts because 
Section 4.2 includes mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to special status 
species and habitats during construction to less-than-significant levels. 

 
Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment O21-045 

As discussed further in General Response 21, Section 6.1.4 of the EIR has been updated 
where appropriate to clarify the process used to make the cumulative impact determinations in 
response to comments received. 
 

Response to Comment O21-046 

Section 6.1.4-2 of the EIR recognizes that projects in the cumulative environment would 
produce similar impacts to biological resources during construction, which could be a potentially 
significant cumulative impact.  However, the Proposed Project would not have a considerable 
contribution to these construction impacts because Section 4.2 includes mitigation measures to 
reduce potential impacts to special status species and habitats during construction to less-than-
significant levels.  Specifically, 78 acres of previously proposed vineyard have ultimately been 
removed from the original proposal (see discussion of the Mitigated Project in General 
Response 8) for habitat or special-status species avoidance, as well as numerous other 
mitigation measures to ensure that plant and wildlife species are not adversely impacted by the 
Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented 
in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-047 

Potential impacts to habitat fragmentation in the cumulative environment are discussed on page 
6-23 of the EIR, water pollution is discussed in Section 6.1.4-6, and traffic is discussed in 
Section 6.1.4-7.  The County identifies the adjacent Circle S vineyard in the cumulative 
environment, as specified in Table 6-1.  The projects identified in the cumulative environment 
discussed in Table 6-1 meet the definition of cumulative as defined in CEQA Guidelines § 
15355, which states that the incremental impact of the project should be added to “other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.”  The cumulative 
analysis included all future “closely related” projects within the Milliken Reservoir and Capell 
Creek watersheds for each impact area.  Where appropriate, the cumulative environment was 
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expanded to include additional potential impacts; for example the entire SFBAAB was included 
in the cumulative analysis for air quality.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the 
cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-048 

General Plan Coal CON-5 and Policy CON-18 cited by the commenter are presented on pages 
4.2-72 through 4.2-73 of the Draft EIR, analyzed in Impact 4.2-6, and mitigation is provided to 
ensure consistency with the General Plan in Mitigation Measure 4.2-6. 
 

Response to Comment O21-049 

Impact 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR states that:  
 

The project design has placed the deer fencing as close to the vineyard blocks as 
possible.  In addition, the project design ensures that there are spaces for animal 
passage between fenced clusters, reducing the impacts to wildlife movement corridors. 

 
However, the County determined that there would still be a significant impact to wildlife 
movement corridors.  In compliance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a) which states that “the 
discussion of mitigation measure shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed 
by project proponents… and other measures proposed by the lead, responsible, or trustee 
agency,” the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed both the Applicant’s proposed deer fencing and 
provided additional mitigation.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 ensures that wildlife corridors of no 
less than 100 feet are maintained between proposed vineyard blocks.  This 100 foot movement 
corridor is based on best available science, as discussed in Section 4.2.2-10 of the Draft EIR.  
The proposed deer fencing in this area will be revised pending final re-design of the vineyard 
blocks in accordance with these mitigation measures, which will alleviate the concerns 
mentioned in this comment.  General Plan Policy CON-18(e) requires that new development 
projects minimize impacts to wildlife corridors to the maximum extent feasible, and the applicant 
must receive County approval for a deer fencing plan prior to implementation.  After 
implementation of this mitigation, impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors. 
 

Response to Comment O21-050 

As a result of the mitigation measures requiring proposed vineyard to be removed from the final 
project layout, some fencing proposed in Figure 3-12 can be eliminated.  The commenter’s 
request to limit the total distance of deer fencing on the project site is an inappropriate method 
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to reduce impacts to wildlife movement corridors.  More deer fencing can actually result in fewer 
impacts, if installed correctly.   
 
To illustrate this point, there is a hypothetical scenario where two vineyard blocks are proposed 
adjacent to one another and the vineyard owner wishes to install one large fence around both 
blocks, an easier and cheaper solution to protect the vines.  However, this results in a large, 
impassable barrier that wildlife cannot move through.  Instead, fencing each block with an 
appropriate distance between them will create a corridor for wildlife around each edge and 
through the center of the blocks, although the total amount of fencing to surround two individual 
blocks would be greater. 
 
Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately limited the location of the deer fencing to ensure corridors 
of no less than 100 feet in width are maintained, rather than mandating an arbitrary amount of 
fencing for the entire property.  Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors. 
 

Response to Comment O21-051 

Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors and potential conflicts with Napa 
County General Plan policies.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 ensures that the project fences 
individual blocks or small clusters and maintains wildlife corridors of not less than 100 feet, 
which is consistent with General Plan Policy CON-18(e) which requires that new development 
projects minimize impacts to wildlife corridors to the maximum extent feasible.   
 

Response to Comment O21-052 

Per Napa County Code Section 18.104.270, see-through deer fencing up to eight feet is 
permitted to support agricultural uses.  The use of deer fencing is permitted by Napa County 
Ordinance, and with mitigation would not result in conflicts with Napa County General Plan 
policies.   As discussed in General Response 7, General Plan Policy CON-18(e) requires that 
new development projects minimize impacts to wildlife corridors to the maximum extent feasible.  
In addition, ECPA is required to be revised to reflect mitigation measures and applicable 
conditions of approval, which includes a deer fencing plan prior to project approval and 
implementation.  Concerns related to County ordinances allowing deer fencing are beyond the 
scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
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Response to Comment O21-053 

The Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks Department Guide cited by this commenter contains tips 
and recommendations for fencing livestock in the open “rangelands of northeastern Utah and 
northwestern Colorado.”  The topography, site conditions, and use of these fences is not 
applicable to the hilly terrain and need for exclusion of deer.  The report is created to allow 
ungulates, including deer, access to fields while enclosing livestock.  The report specifically 
states that a wildlife friendly fence should “allow animals to jump over and crawl under easily 
without injury, and be highly visible for both ungulates and birds.”  However, this type of fence is 
to allow ungulates access to an area, rather than to exclude deer from a vineyard block, as is 
proposed under the project. 
 
CDFW and the County do not have guidelines or regulations for types of deer fencing, as there 
are many different appropriate options based on site conditions.  However, the use of deer 
fencing is permitted by Napa County Ordinance, as discussed in Response to Comment O21-
052.  Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors. 
 

Response to Comments O21-054 and O21-055 

As acknowledged by the commenter, “this ‘ideal’ fence may be designed more for keeping cattle 
in rangeland than keeping deer out of farms.”  Refer to Response to Comment O21-053 
regarding the applicability of this report. 
 

Response to Comment O21-056 

The commenter incorrectly cites the Draft EIR at page 3-5, which states:  
 

Portions of the project site were used for cattle grazing until approximately the 1990s.  
Remnants of this use include a 21-mile network of dirt roads, several cattle ponds and 
trenches, and unmaintained fencing along old parcel boundaries. 

 
Although the road network on the property was developed for cattle grazing, it has been used by 
the previous property owner and current property owner to provide access throughout the 2,300 
acre property since the 1990s.  In addition, there are existing vineyards on the property that 
were planted in 2006 and 2007 (Draft EIR page 3-5), which are accessed via that existing road 
network.  Therefore, the commenter erroneously implies that the roads are not used in the 
existing condition. 
 
The road network on the property is used today by the landowner and vineyard manager to 
access the existing vineyards, as well as biologists and other consultants.  Although the 
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Proposed Project would increase the number of trips on the property, it should be noted that in 
the environmental baseline condition, this property and its road network are utilized by many 
parties.  The study cited by the commenter was conducted for the Minnesota species of 
concern, the prairie vole (Microtus ochrogaster), which is a 4.7 to 6.5 inch long rodent common 
to grasslands in the Great Plains (Swihard and Slade, 1984).  Although this study found that 
rural dirt roads inhibited dispersal of a small rodent less than 6.5 inches in size, small dirt roads 
are not anticipated to inhibit movement of the wildlife species on the Walt Ranch property, which 
include: bobcat, coyote, fox, jackrabbit, deer, and ground squirrel (Section 4.2.3 of the Draft 
EIR).  In addition, all of the special status mammals with potential to occur on the Walt Ranch 
property are bat species that would not be affected by the existing roads on the property. 
 

Response to Comment O21-057 

The mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR have removed numerous vineyard blocks or 
portions thereof for the protection of sensitive plant species, special status animals, and 
specimen trees.  Specifically, 78 gross acres were removed from the overall clearing limits as a 
result of Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-16 (see page 5-4 of the Draft EIR).  As a result, 
certain previously proposed access roads or vineyard avenues will no longer be necessary, as 
the block to which they had provided access is no longer proposed for development.  The 
language of the mitigation measure states that prior to the approval of the ECP, the plan shall 
be modified and resubmitted to the County to include the required avoidance measures, 
specifically the 78 gross acres discussed above.  This guarantees that the mitigation measures 
are incorporated into the ECP, which ensures that these measures are “fully enforceable 
through permit conditions” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).  As stated in 
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles, “the purpose of these 

requirements is to ensure that feasible mitigation measures will actually be implemented as a 

condition of development, and not merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded.” 

 

As the revised ECP will reduce the footprint of the area to be expanded, including the footprint 
of roads on the property, it is consistent with Napa County Local Procedures to allow the ECP to 
be finalized prior to review and adoption by the Napa County Board of Directors.  In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines, significant impact determinations and formulation of mitigation measures 
must occur before project approval.  Therefore, the mitigation measures and findings of the 
Draft EIR have been written in accordance with CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and the Napa County 
Local Procedures for Implementing CEQA.  
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Response to Comment O21-058 

Mountain lion presence, at least periodically, is assumed within the project site and vicinity.  
Mountain lion use of the property for dispersal was considered in the wildlife corridor discussion 
(Section 4.2.2-10 of the Draft EIR).  Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 protects wildlife corridors of 
appropriate width for mountain lions and other wildlife to traverse the property.  Refer to 
General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors. 
 
Although mountain lions are a “specially protected species,” CDFW states that: 

 
Mountain lions are not threatened nor endangered in California.  In fact, the lion 
population is relatively high in California and their numbers appear to be stable.  
Mountain lions are legally classified as "specially protected species."  This has nothing to 
do with their relative abundance and does not imply that they are rare (CDFW, 2007). 

 
Mountain lions do not meet the definition of an endangered, rare, or threatened species under 
CEQA Guidelines § 15380, and therefore the Draft EIR appropriately considered impacts to 
biological resources in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment O21-059 

Rodenticides are not proposed to be used during operation of the Proposed Project, as stated 
on page 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR.  There would be no possibility of mountain lion poisoning 
through the use of rodenticides due to the Proposed Project.  Mountain lions have the largest 
home range of any California mammal.  Females occupy home ranges ranging from 8 square 
miles (5,120 acres) to over 400 square miles, while males occupy home ranges ranging from 25 
square miles (16,000 acres) to over 500 square miles (Mountain Lion Foundation, 2015).  The 
Walt Ranch property encompasses approximately 2,300 acres (3.6 square miles), and the 
Proposed Project would impact 507 acres (0.8 square miles) of the property (or 429 acres and 
0.7 square miles in the Mitigated Project).  Therefore, even if the entirety of the project site is 
assumed to be mountain lion habitat, the Proposed Project would have negligible direct or 
indirect impacts on mountain lion habitat.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-058 regarding 
wildlife corridors for mountain lions.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-052 regarding the 
use of deer fencing on the property.  The potential for road strikes would not significantly 
increase given the slow travel speed on access roads within the project site.  For dust control 
purposes, Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 requires that traffic speeds be limited to 15 miles per hour 
(mph) on unpaved roads. 
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Response to Comment O21-060 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-059 regarding the negligible impact of the Proposed 
Project due to the large home range of mountain lions. 
 

Response to Comment O21-061 

Rodenticide will not be used for the proposed vineyards.  Refer to Response to Comment 
O21-059 regarding the effects of the Proposed Project on mountain lions due to rodenticide. 
 

Response to Comment O21-062 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-059 regarding the negligible impact of the Proposed 
Project on mountain lion habitat due to the large home range of mountain lions. 
 

Response to Comment O21-063 

Napa County General Plan policies relating to oak woodlands are cited on page 4.2-75 and the 
Oak Woodlands Conservation Act is discussed on page 4.2-70.  The Draft EIR analyzed the 
Proposed Project for inconsistency with those policies in Impacts 4.2-2 and 4.2-16.  Refer to 
General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment O21-064 

Commenter referred to one portion of Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 which ensures the protection of 
canopy cover at a 1:1 ratio.  In addition to the protection of canopy cover, Mitigation Measure 
4.2-16 removes portions of two vineyard blocks (Blocks 12 and 19) from the proposed 
development to protect stands of notable oak woodland, protects 74 specimen trees, and 
provides a 5:1 replacement ratio for the remainder of the impacted specimen trees.  Merely 
quoting the statement that canopy cover will be preserved at a 1:1 ratio is an over-simplification 
of the Draft EIR discussion.  The BRMP prepared for the Proposed Project includes a 
breakdown of the species of all 34 impacted specimen trees, and a detailed map and table of 
the replanting areas for each species (see Appendix P).  Over 20.6 acres of potential specimen 
tree replanting areas were located by a qualified botanist based on the unique needs of each 
species for sunlight, soil moisture, and topography.  Napa County acknowledges the 
commenter’s concern that a 5:1 mitigation ratio could result in an overcrowded oak stand that 
may require thinning if not properly designed.  Therefore, the BRMP limits the density of what 
may be replanted in each designated replanting area to ensure that overcrowding will not occur. 
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Refer to General Response 6 regarding trees loss and General Response 8 regarding the 
adequacy of the proposed biological mitigation. 
 

Response to Comment O21-065 

The Draft EIR did address potential impacts to the federally endangered Contra Costa 
goldfields.  As stated in Table 4.2-3, page 4.2-47, and Appendix M, this species was not 
observed onsite although numerous biological surveys were conducted within the evident and 
identifiable bloom period for Contra Costa goldfields.  The EIR has been clarified on page 4.2-
48 to state that there is critical habitat for Contra Costa goldfields within the Milliken Reservoir 
watershed portion of the property.  However, there will still be no impacts to this species as it 
does not occur onsite.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-002 regarding the impacts to 
Contra Costa goldfields. 
 

Response to Comment O21-066 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-065, the EIR has been clarified to state that 
critical habitat for Contra Costa goldfields occurs on the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of 
the property.  However, there are no significant impacts to this species as it does not occur on 
the project site, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15382.   
 
Chemical applications will follow the rules and regulations of California and U.S. laws outlined 
by CDPR and USEPA, in addition to mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, as 
discussed in Response to Comment O21-015.  Therefore, pesticide and herbicide drift will not 
significantly impact downstream critical habitat. 
 
The Contra Costa goldfield is an annual herb found in vernal pools, woodlands, grasslands, and 
alkaline playas, as discussed on page 4.2-48 of the EIR.  The project design and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-4 will ensure that impacts to vernal pools and wetlands are avoided, thereby 
minimizing impacts to potential Contra Costa goldfield habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O21-067 

Commenter correctly cites the Draft EIR at page 4.2-106 regarding narrow-anthered California 
brodiaea habitat. 
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Response to Comment O21-068 

The narrow-anthered California brodiaea habitat on the Walt Ranch property is located in the 
Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the project site, which has the best conditions to 
cultivate high-quality wine grapes.  CEQA recognizes that it is impossible to completely 
eliminate some environmental impacts, and therefore CEQA focuses on the need to “avoid or 
substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.).  In this 
instance, Mitigation Measure 4.2-8 has required the avoidance of 17.8 acres of narrow-anthered 
brodiaea, the preservation of 33.2 acres in perpetuity, and mitigation replanting of 8.63 acres of 
brodiaea that would be directly impacted.  This has been determined to meet CEQA’s 
requirements of avoiding or substantially lessening the Proposed Project’s impacts.  Whether or 
not additional avoidance is infeasible will be evaluated by the decision maker who will ultimately 
render a decision on infeasibility. 
 

Response to Comment O21-069 

The Napa County BDR discusses native grasslands separately from the California Annual 
Grassland Alliance, stating that:  

 
Native grasslands dominated by a mixture of annual and perennial grasses, such as 
small fescue (Vulpia microstachys), purple needlegrass (Nasella pulchra), and nodding 
needlegrass (Nasella cernua), likely occurred in the County in most areas currently 
occupied by annual grassland (Heady 1988, Wester 1981).  Although once extensive in 
the greater Bay Area and Central Valley, invasion by exotic annual grasses and 
improper livestock grazing has led to the decline of this land cover type. 

 
In a communication cited in a peer-reviewed article (Keeley, 1992), Keeler-Wolf stated that 
CDFW considers grasslands with greater than ten percent cover of native grasses to be 
“significant” and worthy of conservation.  Some local governments within California have 
incorporated this numeric limit into regulatory frameworks (e.g., Santa Barbara County 
Environment Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, General Plan, January 1995).  Therefore, the 
Draft EIR considers native grasslands containing 10 percent native grass species or higher to 
be a sensitive biotic community.  As stated in the Napa County BDR, “species composition of 
the annual grassland is highly diverse and includes many other native and nonnative forbs.”  
Although some native species may be present within the annual grassland at a low density, this 
does not qualify it as a native grassland pursuant to CDFW recommendation. 
 
General Plan Policy CON-17 requires the County to “preserve and protect native grasslands” 
(emphasis added).  No protection is afforded to California annual grasslands, which are 
dominated by invasive or exotic species.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 appropriately 
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required avoidance, restoration, and replacement of native grasslands in accordance with 
General Plan Policy CON-17.  With the exception of the 9.8 acres of native grasslands (defined 
by CDFW as 10 percent or greater coverage of native forbs as discussed in the Draft EIR), the 
166.8 acres of California Annual Grassland Alliance on the property are dominated by invasive 
annual grasses and are not native grasslands requiring protection under General Plan Policy 
CON-17. 
 

Response to Comment O21-070 

The Draft EIR cites Keeley (1992), AES (2009d), and the second edition of the Manual of 
California Vegetation (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evens, 2009).  The second edition of the MCV 
states that “in the first edition, we treated much of the annual vegetation in cismontane, low-
elevation California as part of the California annual grassland series” (page 30 of Sawyer, 
Keeler-Wolf, and Evens, 2009).  The second edition MCV uses recent studies to break out 
grassland types based on native herbaceous alliances.  The commenter failed to locate a 
citation for the 10 percent criteria in the first edition of the MCV (maintained online and last 
updated February 2000) because science had not yet studied and defined native grasslands in 
California when it was published in 1995. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O21-069 regarding the applicability of General Plan Policy 
CON-17 to the annual grasslands on the property.  The special status species located in the 
southwestern third of the property include holly-leaved ceanothus and narrow-anthered 
brodiaea, which were protected in Mitigation Measures 4.2-7 and 4.2-8, respectively.  The 
majority of the grasslands (both native and invasive) on the property occur within the Capell 
Creek watershed portion of the property, or the northeastern two-thirds.  It is unclear what 
additional protection the commenter is requesting, as there are no native grasslands in the 
Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the property that were not mitigated in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1. 
 
Chemical applications will follow the rules and regulations of California and U.S. laws outlined 
by CDPR and USEPA, in addition to mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, as 
discussed in Response to Comment O21-015.  Therefore, pesticide and herbicide drift will not 
significantly impact native grasslands.  Given that Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 will expand native 
grasslands by restoring and enhancing existing non-native grasslands, which will include 
removal of some invasive species, it is unclear what additional “incidental impacts” the 
commenter is referring to. 
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Response to Comment O21-071 

The Lead Agency determined a reasonable range of alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR and, 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6, considered these alternatives within the context of 
achieving project objectives.  An EIR does not need to consider every possible alternative, but 
must consider alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.  
Napa County appropriately determined a range of alternatives that would reduce the impacts to 
biological resources, and is not required to analyze an alternative that focuses solely on wildlife 
movement.  Refer to General Response 20 regarding the alternatives analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as 
mitigation for biological impacts.  Refer to General Response 7 regarding the infeasibility of 
clustering vineyard development. 
 

Response to Comment O21-072 

Commenter correctly describes requirements of alternatives analysis under CEQA Guidelines.  
No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments O21-073 through O21-075 

Commenter correctly describes project objectives as stated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR.  No 
further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O21-076 

The commenter correctly describes project components and reduced impacts of the No Project 
Alternative, Reduced Intensity Alternative, and Multiple Resource Protection Alternative as 
described in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.4 of the EIR, the No Project 
Alternative was found to be the most environmentally superior alternative, as it would eliminate 
or reduce most of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project.  However, in the event 
that the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, CEQA Guidelines § 
1526.6(e)(2) requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative from among the 
remainder of the alternatives considered in the EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.4 of the EIR, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer impacts to biological resources, but would 
otherwise have similar environmental impacts as those of the Mitigated Project.  The Multiple 
Resource Alternative would likely result in lesser direct impacts to the environment than the 
Mitigated Project, but would have greater impacts to biological resources than the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative.  The Reduced Intensity Alternative was found to be the environmentally 
superior project alternative. 
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However, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the Mitigated 
Project.  All impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of 
the mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  The Mitigated Project 
demonstrates the feasibility of avoiding significant impacts to biological resources, meets all 
project objectives, and is consistent with Napa County General Plan policies and regulations. 
 
Concentrated vineyard development is infeasible, as areas that are suitable for vineyards are 
not located in one particular area; rather, such areas are located at various sites across the 
property.  This is discussed in General Response 7.  Although deer fencing is still proposed 
under each of the development alternatives, the proposed deer fence layout shown in Figure 5-
1 for the Reduced Intensity Alternative will facilitate wildlife movement to the maximum extent 
feasible, consistent with Napa County General Plan Policy CON-18 and must be in compliance 
with Mitigation Measure 4.2-6.  As stated in Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIR, “the mitigation 
measures included in the Mitigated Project would be required for the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative” (page 5-8 of the Draft EIR).  Refer to General Response 20 regarding the 
adequacy of the alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-077 

There are similarities between the Multiple Resource Protection Alternative and the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, which are described in Section 5.2.3 and 5.2.2 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively.  However, these alternatives have different objectives and approaches to 
achieving those objectives, as acknowledged by the commenter.  Refer to General Response 
20 regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O21-076 regarding deer fencing as it relates to the project alternatives. 
 

Response to Comment O21-078 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR does not “downplay the benefits” of the 
various alternatives.  Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 discuss the various benefits or drawbacks of 
each alternative as compared to the Proposed Project.  The commenter cites a portion of the 
hazardous materials assessment of the Reduced Intensity Alternative at page 5-8.  The entirety 
of the discussion reads: 
 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would require the use, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, similar to the Proposed Project.  The release of hazardous 
materials into the environment during construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Proposed Project are potentially significant impacts.  The mitigation measures included 
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in the Mitigated Project would be required for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to 
minimize potential impacts to hazardous materials to less-than-significant levels. 

 
Discussion of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and Multiple Resource Alternative presented in 
the Draft EIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6, which requires that a Draft EIR 
contain only “sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.”  These alternatives were considered within 
the context of achieving project objectives.  Refer to General Response 20 regarding adequacy 
of alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-079 

The Proposed Project is defined in Section 3.4 as 356 net vineyard acres within 507 gross 
cleared acres.  However, the Proposed Project has been reduced in size and scope by the 
inclusion of over 35 mitigation measures, which have resulted in a Mitigated Project acreage of 
294 net vineyard acres within 429 gross cleared acres (see page 5-4 of the Draft EIR).  
Although the Reduced Intensity Alternative (407 gross acres) is approximately 20 percent less 
developed acreage than the Proposed Project and would inherently have a lesser impact than 
the full Proposed Project, it is only a 5 percent decrease in developed acreage when compared 
to the Mitigated Project.   
 
Where appropriate, Section 5.0 of this Final EIR has been clarified to state when impacts are 
less than the Proposed Project or similar to the Mitigated Project. 
 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that a 25 percent reduction in land used for vineyard 
development will result in a proportionate 25 percent reduction in environmental impacts.  
Although there is an inherent decrease in developing fewer acres, significance of environmental 
impacts is not dependent solely on the amount of land used.  It is dependent on a multitude of 
factors, including local climate, habitats, hydrology, transportation networks, geology, 
topography, and other site characteristics.  Refer to General Response 20 regarding adequacy 
of the alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-080 

As discussed in General Response 20, the range of alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR was 
governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires the evaluation of alternatives “necessary to 
permit a reasoned choice.”  The Reduced Intensity Alternative would minimize impacts to 
wildlife movement via decreased disturbance footprint.  As stated on page 5-5 of the Draft EIR, 
“proposed deer fencing is shown on Figure 5-1 to illustrate the potential increased wildlife 
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movement corridors that would be retained under the Reduced Intensity Alternative.”  Refer to 
Response to Comments O21-049 through O21-053 regarding the commenter’s requested 
deer fencing layout and types. 
 

Response to Comment O21-081 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-049 regarding project design and mitigation measures as 
they relate to the protection of wildlife movement.  The County has reduced impacts to wildlife 
movement in accordance with General Plan Policy CON-18 through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-6, which is discussed further in General Response 7.  Commenter 
incorrectly interprets the Draft EIR at Section 5.4, which is a discussion of the environmentally 
superior alternative.  As stated therein, “the Reduced Intensity Alternative is the most 
environmentally superior alternative” (page 5-14 of the Draft EIR).  The Draft EIR is an 
informational document, and does not select an alternative as a “preferred alternative” as stated 
by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O21-082 

Commenter states that “a much smaller vineyard would likely meet the ‘central’ project objective 
of (1) developing vineyard plots, (2) ‘that are suitable for the cultivation of high-quality wine 
grapes,’ (3) while ensuring the economic viability of the project.”  It is unclear what information 
or data this statement is based on.  The project design is based on its ability to meet project 
objectives, including ensuring economic viability of the Proposed Project and designing the 
vineyard to minimize the reduction of wildlife movement to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Additionally, as discussed in Section 5.0 of the EIR, the ECP initially considered the 
development of over 397 acres of new vineyard within 538 acres of cleared land, which is 
designated as the “Full Development Alternative” in Section 5.3.1.  Approximately 41 acres of 
potential development areas were removed from consideration in order to minimize biological, 
geologic, and hydrologic impacts associated with the project. 
 

Response to Comment O21-083 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-82, it is unclear what information or data was 
used in the commenter’s conclusion that a smaller vineyard would ensure the economic viability 
of the project.  The Proposed Project design is based on its ability to meet project objectives, 
including ensuring economic viability of the project and protecting biological resources.  All 
environmental impacts have been reduced to less-than-significant levels through 
implementation of mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment O21-084 

The commenter cites only a portion of the discussion of farmable vineyard blocks, which states 
in its entirety: 
 

[N]o effort has been made to retain farmable vineyard blocks, or to retain vineyard 
blocks with the greatest potential to provide high-quality grapes.  Rather, the focus of 
this alternative is to avoid those resources identified in General Plan Policies CON-17, 
CON-18(e), and CON-27 (page 5-5 of the Draft EIR). 

 
Therefore, the County did not take into account size, shape, or other features that would make 
the block farmable in considering the Reduced Intensity Alternative.  It only considered the 
minimization of impacts to the environment. 
 

Response to Comment O21-085 

The commenter misunderstands the statement regarding General Plan Policies CON-17, CON-
18(e), and CON-27 set forth on page 5-5 of the Draft EIR.  Although the applicant provided the 
County evidence regarding the infeasibility of avoiding the resources protected by General Plan 
Policies CON-17, CON-18(e), and CON-27, the County will independently consider the 
evidence and make a final determination as to whether avoidance is infeasible.  As discussed in 
Response to Comment O21-86 below, CEQA does not require a feasibility analysis to be 
included in an EIR. 
 
Refer to General Response 8 regarding adequacy of the proposed Walt Ranch BRMP 
(Appendix P), which has not been improperly deferred under CEQA.  In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.4, the details of exactly how mitigation will be achieved under the identified 
measures can properly be deferred pending completion of a future study.  In Friends of Oroville 
v. City of Oroville (Sept. 18, 2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 832, the courts found that an “EIR may defer 
the formulation of mitigation details when the lead agency commits itself to mitigation and the 
measures include specific performance standards or criteria that must be met for the project to 
proceed.” 
 

Response to Comment O21-086 

Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, CEQA does not require a lead agency to set forth its 
infeasibility determinations in an EIR; rather, evidence of infeasibility can be included in the 
record. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15131, subd. (c) [“If information [on infeasibility of mitigation 
measure or alternatives] is not contained in the EIR, the information must be added to the 
record in some other manner to allow the agency to consider the factors in reaching a decision 
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on the project”]; see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 
553, 569 [“where potential alternatives are not discussed in detail in the [EIR] because they are 
not feasible, the evidence of infeasibility need not be found within the [EIR] itself”]; Sequoyah 
Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715, fn. 3 [evidence of 
infeasibility of alternatives not required to be in EIR]; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 689–692 [holding 
feasibility evidence need not be included in an EIR as long as it is in the record]; Association of 
Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1401 [same]; Sierra Club 
v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1502–1506 (Sierra Club) [“where potential 
alternatives are not discussed in detail in the [EIR] because they are not feasible, the evidence 
of infeasibility need not be found within the [EIR] itself”]; Preservation Action Council v. City of 
San Jose (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 1336, 1356–1357 [same]; The Flanders Foundation v. City of 
Carmel-by-the-Sea (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 603, 619 [same]; Concerned Citizens of South 
Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 841–843 
[evidence of infeasibility of mitigation measures need not be included in EIR]; see also San 
Diego Citizenry Group v. County of San Diego (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 1, 15–16 [CEQA does 
not require discussion of every mitigation measure rejected as infeasible].)  
 
The Court of Appeal’s decision in California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 
177 Cal.App.4th 957 (CNPS) is instructive.  In that case, the City of Santa Cruz’s EIR for a trail 
master plan analyzed an alternative that would avoid the project’s significant impacts on special 
status species. (Id. at pp. 971–973.)  When the city council approved the project, it rejected this 
alternative as infeasible (Id. at p. 977.).  On appeal, the petitioner argued that the city violated 
CEQA by setting forth the an alternative in the EIR that would avoid the impact to special status 
plants, but then concluding “at the eleventh hour” that such an alternative is infeasible.  (Id. at p. 
996.)  In the petitioner’s words: “‘The City cannot in a public process [the EIR] tell the public that 
there are feasible alternatives, and then at the end of the process [project approval] make a 
contrary conclusion.’” (Id. at p. 988.). 
 
The Court of Appeal found the premise of the petitioner’s argument to be “fundamentally 
flawed.” (CNPS, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at p. 998.)  The court explained that while the preparers 
of an EIR must identify potentially feasible alternatives, when it approves the project, the 
decision-making body may reject those alternatives as actually infeasible (Id. at pp. 999–1000.)  
“‘Rejection by the decision-makers does not undermine the validity of the EIR’s alternative 
analysis.’” (Id. at p. 999, citing Mira Mar Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 199 
Cal.App.4th 477, 489 [dismissing the argument that the “alternatives should not have been 
included” in the EIR “because the City ultimately rejected them as not feasible”].).  The court in 
CNPS explained: “Like mitigation measures, potentially feasible alternatives ‘are suggestions 
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which may or may not be adopted by the decision-makers.’”  (CNPS, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at 
p. 999, quoting No Slo Transit, Inc. v. City of Long Beach (1987) 197 Cal.App.3d 241, 256.)    
 
Here, the Director of the Napa County PBES Department will consider the evidence in the 
record relevant to the project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies, including but 
not limited to, CON-17, CON-18(e), and CON-27 and the project’s compliance with CEQA prior 
to making a decision on whether to approve or deny the project, or approve a modified version 
of the project, such as the Reduced Intensity Alternative.  That information may be submitted by 
the applicant or by another interested party, or may be generated by the County itself.  As 
discussed above, CEQA does not require the County to include the evidence supporting the 
Director’s ultimate determination in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-087 

As discussed further in General Response 16, the traffic environmental baseline has been 
updated and clarified in the Final EIR.  Existing traffic levels on SR-121 were based on 2012 
Caltrans traffic counts, and have since been updated to reflect the most recent 2014 traffic data.  
Existing traffic levels on Circle Oaks Drive were updated based on Napa County published 
traffic counts.   
 

Response to Comment O21-088 

The significance criteria presented in Section 4.7.3-1 of the EIR state that an impact to traffic 
would be significant if it would cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  As discussed in General Response 16, 
the analysis in the EIR conservatively assumes that half of construction and operation related 
trips would occur during the AM peak hour and half would occur during PM peak hour.  This 
approach is conservative because it assumes that all traffic generated by the Project will occur 
during either the AM peak hour or the PM peak hour.  In fact, traffic is likely to be distributed 
throughout the day, and is unlikely to be concentrated solely during the AM and PM peak hours.  
This approach ensures that the Proposed Project’s traffic impacts will not be inadvertently 
understated (although this approach also means the project’s traffic impacts may be 
overstated).  In addition, traffic going to and from the project site will be counter-cyclical to the 
traffic in the Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Therefore, although the total number of trips will 
increase, these trips are not anticipated to result in a disruption to the traffic flow or patterns of 
the area.  Regardless of where the traffic is measured from within Circle Oaks, the counter-
cyclical nature and the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 will ensure there 
is not a significant increase in congestion or trips traveling in the same direction. 
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The second part of the CEQA significance threshold states that an impact would be significant if 
it would exceed the capacity of the street system.  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the Final EIR, 
Napa County provides an ideal daily capacity of 1,000 to 5,000 vehicles per day for a Collector 
roadway and the total daily traffic trips on Circle Oaks Drive is 406 trips.  With the addition of 
approximately 75 one-way vehicle trips daily, total daily trips would increase from approximately 
406 vehicles per day to 481 vehicles per day.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
exceed the capacity of the Circle Oaks street system. 
 

Response to Comment O21-089 

Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR described total expected operational and construction trips.  For 
example, construction of the Proposed Project is expected to generate 75 additional one-way 
trips, meaning a total of 75 trips to and from the project site over the course of one day.  This 
has been clarified in the Final EIR to state that one-half of these trips would be expected to 
enter the site in the morning (38 vehicles) and one-half of these trips would leave the site in the 
evening (38 vehicles).  Similarly, operation of the Proposed Project is expected to result in 168 
one-way trips, meaning there would be 84 vehicles entering the project site in the morning and 
leaving the site in the evening.  Traffic analysis and methodology has been clarified in the Final 
EIR.  Refer to General Response 17 for discussion of traffic impact analysis methodology and 
clarifications in the Final EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-090 

Commenter is correct that the trip generation method is often used for analyzing traffic impacts 
at intersections.  In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis 
methodology in Section 4.7 of this Final EIR has been clarified and revised using updated traffic 
count data.  Refer to General Response 17 for discussion of traffic impact analysis 
methodology and clarifications in the Final EIR and Response to Comment O21-088 regarding 
the traffic impacts to residents in different locations of the Circle Oaks community.   
 

Response to Comment O21-091 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding consideration of an alternative entrance to the project 
site.  The Initial Study originally considered utilization of Circle Oaks Drive as well as two 
existing access points directly off of SR-121, but it was later found that these two existing 
access points had numerous safety concerns and environmental constraints.  The traffic 
analysis in Section 4.7 of the EIR was conducted under the assumption that all traffic would use 
Circle Oaks Drive.  This assessment provides a worst-case impact assessment scenario to 
Circle Oaks Drive.   
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The construction period of the Proposed Project represents the most intensive period of heavy 
equipment entering and exiting the project site, which is what exacerbates road wear-and-tear.  
As discussed in Impact 4.7-1, “during vineyard development, assuming peak day construction 
traffic estimates, there would be a maximum of 60 worker round-trips per day and 15 materials 
and heavy equipment deliveries per day.”  This would occur daily throughout the construction 
period, which will be during the dry season (approximately five months) for four years.  As 
discussed in Section 3.4.5 and analyzed in Impact 4.7-2, the operation of the proposed vineyard 
has two peak seasons.  During the pruning season from December to March, approximately 45 
workers would be required onsite daily.  During the harvest/crush season from August to 
October, approximately 80 workers would be needed onsite and 4 grape trucks.  Therefore, the 
wear and tear during ongoing operational activities will be minimal when compared to the 
construction period where twice as many heavy trucks are expected.   
 
Ongoing operation of the Proposed Project is an agricultural use that is in keeping with the 
vineyards in the area.  The use of the County-maintained roads for agricultural transport is in 
keeping with the goals and policies of the Napa County General Plan, and is not significantly 
different from the existing vineyards in the area.  The property owner will pay a fair-share 
payment for any future wear-and-tear of roads from this typical and expected agricultural use via 
the ongoing payment of property taxes.  Because the construction equipment deliveries will 
place a burden on these existing roads during the temporary construction period beyond what 
property taxes can compensate, the property owner will be required to pay a fair-share 
contribution to the repaving of any impacted roads pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.7-4.  Refer 
to General Response 18 regarding impacts to roads associated with the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O21-092 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-091 above, the ongoing operation of the vineyard 
would result in four truck trips to the property during the peak operational season, which is the 
harvest/crush season from August to October.  This is not considered a significant impact under 
CEQA.  Impact 4.7-4 of the Final EIR has been revised to reflect that the ongoing payment of 
property taxes will cover this standard wear-and-tear of area roadways maintained by the 
County. 
 

Response to Comment O21-093 

Primary access to the project site will be provided by Circle Oaks Drive.  Country Club Lane will 
not be used for construction of the Proposed Project.  If Block 68 is approved, Country Club 
Lane may be utilized for occasional access during vineyard operations, because Block 68 is 
located immediately west of this roadway and access would be difficult from another location.  
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Block 68 is approximately 5.0 net acres, and thus represents approximately 1.5 percent of the 
overall vineyard proposal in terms of net vineyard acres.  For this reason, the volume of traffic 
that may use this road during operations would be a small fraction of the overall operational 
traffic.  Impact 4.7-2 of the Draft EIR analyzes operational traffic, focusing on Circle Oaks Drive, 
and found that impacts due to operational traffic would be less-than-significant.  Given that the 
traffic on Country Club Lane is a small fraction of overall traffic, and overall traffic is not 
considered significant, the impact on Country Club Lane will be negligible.  The Draft EIR 
recommended mitigation measures to address potential traffic impacts.  These mitigation 
measures require, among other things, scheduling work trips outside of traffic peak hours.  
These measures provide further assurance that significant impacts will not occur with respect to 
operational traffic on Country Club Lane.  The commenter’s request to require the applicant to 
inspect and repair damage to Country Club Lane is considered unnecessary.  The applicant will 
contribute no construction traffic and negligible operational traffic to this roadway. 
 

Response to Comment O21-094 

Commenter improperly quotes Impact 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR as referring to flooding hazards and 
water quality.  In actuality, Impact 4.6-1 states: 
 

Impact 4.6-1: Development of the Proposed Project would alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the project site, which is a potentially significant impact.  However, after 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, an overall decrease in the volume and rate 
of runoff onsite would occur and a less-than-significant impact on flooding hazards and 
drainage system capacity would result (emphasis added). 

 
Impact 4.6-2 analyzes water quality, and determines that the Proposed Project could have a 
significant impact on water quality due to erosion, sedimentation, and use of agrichemicals.  
However, mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels.  In 
addition, Impact 4.4-1 in the Geology and Soils section shows a detailed breakdown of the 
erosion rates from each proposed vineyard block to demonstrate that sedimentation would be 
reduced in post-project conditions for both the Milliken Creek watershed (a part of the larger 
Napa River watershed) and Capell Creek watershed. 
 

Response to Comment O21-095 

This is discussed in additional detail in Section 4.6.1-2 (pages 4.6-8 through 4.6-11) and Impact 
4.6-2 (pages 4.6-41 through 4.6-43) of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comments O21-096 and O21-097 

The Napa River Watershed Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan specifically states 
that an “effective means of reducing sediment delivery from sheetwash erosion would be for all 
vineyards to meet the performance standards specified under the Napa County Conservation 
Regulations (Chapter 18.108)” (Napolitano et. al, 2007).  The Proposed Project is designed to 
comply with Chapter 18.108, and is therefore compliant with the Napa River Sediment TMDL.  
The Draft EIR recognizes the existence of the Napa River Sediment TMDL and its implications 
for the Proposed Project.  As the Draft states:  “Since the mainstem Napa River has been listed 
as sediment-impaired according to Section 303(d) of the CWA, no net increase in sediment 
yield from the project site is allowed to occur from development of the Proposed Project.  As 
discussed in Impact 4.4-1, the erosion control measures that are incorporated into the project 
design would result in a 43.61 percent decrease in amount of erosion from vineyard blocks in 
the Milliken Reservoir watershed (which is a tributary to the Napa River)”  (EIR, p. 4.6-41.)  
Because the Proposed Project is in compliance with Napa County Code Chapter 18.108 and will 
result in a decrease in sediment loads in the Milliken Creek watershed, the project is in 
compliance with the TMDL requirements. 
 

Response to Comment O21-098 

Impact 4.6-1 of the EIR states that there will be a marginal increase in peak discharge of 0.4 
percent on the Capell Creek portion of the property, although the introductory sentence 
mentioned by the commenter may have been unclear.  Therefore, the EIR has been revised on 
page 4.6-39 to say: 
 

Development of the Proposed Project would alter the drainage pattern of the project site, 
but would not result in an increased rate or volume of runoff on the Milliken Reservoir 
watershed portion of the property.  In fact, the runoff and soil loss models predict the 
Proposed Project would result in an overall decrease in both the peak discharge and 
volume of surface runoff leaving the property in the Milliken Reservoir watershed.  As 
shown in Table 4.6-2 above, the calculated peak discharge was reduced by 4.5 percent 
in the first Milliken watershed and by 4.7 percent in the second Milliken watershed.  In 
the Capell Creek subwatersheds, there was a marginal increase in peak discharge of 0.4 
percent (Appendix G).  Given that the Capell Creek watershed is not a Sensitive 
Domestic Water Supply Drainage and does not have the same regulations as the 
Milliken Reservoir watershed, this 0.4 percent increase will not conflict with any General 
Plan policies or County ordinances. 
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Response to Comment O21-099 

The slight increases in run-off at certain blocks referred to in the comment are addressed in 
Impact 4.6-1 and mitigated to less-than-significant levels through implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-1.  The modeling reported in Appendix G reflects an effort to depict run-off after 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  Any such modeling represents a prediction of what will 
occur under future conditions.  As such, all modeling includes a degree of uncertainty.  
Nevertheless, the modeling represents an accepted and appropriate methodology for analyzing 
predicted, future conditions under these circumstances.  Refer to General Response 13 
regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O9-42 regarding the effects of soil ripping on infiltration in rocky soils. 
 

Response to Comment O21-100 

All road crossings will be treated as described in the Walt Ranch Road Sedimentation and 
Erosion Potential Evaluation prepared by the NCRCD, found in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  All 
roads are required to be upgraded per the ECP and Road Plan (Appendix C) prior to use.  
Upgrading these stream crossings will reduce sediment loads, which was estimated by NCRCD 
staff.  In addition, there will be no impact to fish spawning due to construction of the crossing 
structures since the project site is isolated from all spawning populations.   
 

Response to Comment O21-101 

Refer to Response to Comments O21-096 and O21-097 regarding compliance with the Napa 
River Sediment TMDL.  Specifically, the TMDL requires a 51 percent decrease in sedimentation 
for the entire Napa River watershed, not each individual development project.  The commenter 
is correct that Table 4.4-2 of the Draft EIR presents the detailed, block by block erosion 
calculations from the USLE model (full model results are presented in Appendix O).  As stated 
in Appendix O, Table 4.4-2, and Impact 4.4-1, implementation of the Proposed Project would 
result in a reduction in soil loss of 43.61 percent from the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion 
of the property.  This is in compliance with Napa County General Plan policies, ordinances, and 
the Napa River Sediment TMDL.  However, the results from Impact 4.4-1 were misreferenced in 
Impact 4.6-1 in the hydrology section, which is quoted by the commenter.  The EIR has been 
updated so that the cross-referenced data matches in all sections.  To clarify, there will be a 
reduction in soil loss of 43.61 percent from the Milliken Reservoir watershed and a reduction of 
13.11 percent from the Capell Creek watershed portion of the property.  The County apologizes 
for any confusion caused.  However, no significant new information has been added to the EIR 
after public notice and review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. 
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The hydrologic analysis prepared for the Proposed Project provided six general 
recommendations on page 34, which are referenced by the commenter.  One of these 
suggestions is to improve infiltration in the Capell Creek watershed by improving existing brushy 
areas, although the report acknowledges that “this will require re-running the hydrologic model” 
to determine exactly how effective that would be.  Alternatively, the report recommends the 
mitigation options for the Capell watershed vineyard blocks that are detailed in Appendix F.  
These mitigation recommendations are incorporated into the EIR through Mitigation Measure 
4.6-1, and are legally binding and enforceable measures as part of the MMRP. 
 

Response to Comment O21-102 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed 
Project, and refer to Response to Comment O21-101 regarding mitigation presented to ensure 
no net increase in peak runoff.  The mitigation measures are not overbroad and misleading, as 
they point out additional erosion control or runoff control measures that are required for 39 
specific vineyard blocks.  These mitigation measures are consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-103 

Numerous mitigation measures throughout the EIR are designed to be protective of water 
quality in order to ensure the Proposed Project does not result in increases in sediment, 
temperature, or nutrient loading (Milliken Creek watershed) or metals/metalloid loading (Capell 
Creek watershed).  Impact 4.6-2 cited by the commenter refers to the appropriate mitigation 
measures in other sections of the Draft EIR, for example the stream setbacks required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 in the Biological Resources section.  However, Impact 4.6-2 has been 
updated in this Final EIR to state the exact mitigation measures for clarity. 
 
As clarified in the Final EIR, the following mitigation measures will be protective of water quality:  
 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4: Maintain appropriate stream and wetland buffers 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: No net increase in sedimentation 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: Create and follow a HMBP 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-2: Follow all SOPs for vineyard equipment 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: Restrictions on chemical mixing and mix water 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-4: Restrictions on application of agrichemicals 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-5: Restrictions on use and storage of oils 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2: Upgrade rocked water crossings prior to use 
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Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and 
mitigation for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-04 for a discussion of 
the required contents of the HMBP. 
 

Response to Comment O21-104 

Comment O21-104 states: “In particular, Appendix D points out that the operational pumping 
rate for WR-3 may be decreased once new wells are installed in the project area.”  It is 
assumed the comment refers to the sentence in the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR) that states:   
 

Furthermore, future pumping of WR-3 for onsite irrigation will never mimic the 
conservative pumping rates or durations that were used for the subject pumping test (i.e. 
pumping continuously for 96 consecutive hours and at a rate of 150 gpm). 

 
This statement means that the well will not be pumped under normal operational conditions as it 
was during the pumping test.  No other inference should be made from this comment.  Refer to 
General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis and 
Response to Comment O9-10 regarding the proposed wells as they relate to the overall 
volume of groundwater extraction. 
 

Response to Comment O21-105 

The Draft EIR presented two appropriate recharge rates based on best available science, and 
analyzed the proposed groundwater pumping against the lower recharge rate to present a more 
conservative analysis.  Therefore, utilization of the more conservative recharge rate is an 
appropriate environmental baseline in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15125.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O9-35 regarding the analysis of recharge rates presented for the 
Sonoma Volcanics. 
 

Response to Comments O21-106 and O21-107 

The Final EIR has been revised to clarify that the Proposed Project would not exceed the 
groundwater recharge of the Sonoma Volcanics with inclusion of the Circle S Ranch recharge 
capacity.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the 
Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
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Response to Comment O21-108 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-105 regarding the recharge rate utilized in the 
groundwater analysis as it relates to the environmental baseline.  Refer to General Response 
14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment O21-109 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment O21-110 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site. 
 

Response to Comment O21-111 

The proposed groundwater pumping will not affect surface water flows in Milliken Creek, as this 
system of fractured volcanic rocks is disconnected from the surface flow.  Refer to Response to 
Comment A7-10 for a complete discussion of the lack of connectivity.  Therefore, there are no 
significant connections between the groundwater and surface water features (wetlands, seeps, 
streams, etc.) that would be interrupted by the Proposed Project and there would be no 
significant impacts to salmonids as a result of groundwater pumping.  Direct impacts to 
wetlands, waters of the U.S., and riparian corridors would be minimized through implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.  
 

Response to Comment O21-112 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points and 
mitigation established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment O21-113 and O21-114 

The Draft EIR provides mitigation measures in Section 6.1.4-1 which would be consistent with 
an approved Climate Action Plan and Assembly Bill (AB) 32 emissions reduction goals.  Refer 
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to Response to Comment O10-13 regarding the adequacy of the GHG analysis methodology 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-115 

The baseline conditions on the project site are discussed frequently throughout the Draft EIR, 
and specific mentions of the baseline condition that affects GHG emissions are discussed in 
Sections 3.2, 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 6.1.4-1.  As stated therein: 
 

The property consists primarily of undeveloped oak woodland, chaparral, and grassland 
habitats occurring at elevations that range from approximately 850 to 2,150 feet (259 to 
655 meters) above mean sea level (Draft EIR page 4.2-6; emphasis added). 

 
Table 4.2-2 provides a breakdown of each habitat type over the 2,300-acre Walt Ranch property 
and within the 507-acre gross disturbance area, and shows that there are approximately 1,697 
acres of woodland or forest habitats on the property.  In numerous locations throughout the 
Draft EIR, the property is described as an undeveloped area.  Given that there are no stationary 
sources of GHG emissions and no significant developments on the property, the baseline 
condition of current GHG emissions are conservatively estimated to be net zero for the analysis.  
The current woodland provides sequestration benefits greater than or equal to the GHG 
emissions emitted to the atmosphere on the property today, but the emissions were assumed to 
be net zero to provide a more conservative analysis.  This has been clarified in Section 6.1.4-1 
of the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O21-116 

Whether woodland is planned for immediate use or for future development, preservation of 
woodland acreage in perpetuity increases sequestration of CO2, thereby reducing the project’s 
overall GHG emissions.  The approach used to determine what woodland would be preserved 
does not violate CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the 
preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines.   
 
The commenter states that “the Project is relying on a hypothetical version of the Project when 
making its significance determination, an approach that violates CEQA Guidelines and case 
law.”  As discussed in Response to Comment O10-15, Mitigation Measure 6-1 requires the 
project to place 248 acres of woodland in preservation in perpetuity.  However, Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2 will require the preservation of 524.8 acres of woodland, which exceeds the 
minimum requirement of Mitigation Measure 6-1, and will provide for the long-term carbon 
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sequestration of 58,252.8 MT of CO2e.  This represents a reduction in construction GHG 
emissions of 55 percent compared to “business as usual” levels, and exceeds the minimum 
GHG reduction requirement of the Solano County CAP.  This approach is consistent with 
guidance that has been issued by the Office of Planning and Research for addressing GHG 
emissions and climate change.  Placing this acreage in preservation status in perpetuity is 
considered appropriate mitigation, regardless of whether this acreage would otherwise be 
suitable for vineyards.  Case law concerning agricultural easements states that such easements 
are appropriate mitigation, even where the land subject to the easement is not under threat of 
conversion to non-agricultural uses (see Response to Comment O10-15).  The preservation of 
524.8 acres for purposes of carbon sequestration is analogous to the use of agricultural 
easements.  
 
The case law cited by the commenter refers to the artificial depiction of environmental 
conditions under the existing setting, rather than to the use of conservation easements as 
mitigation.  The Sunnyvale West decision cited by the commenter has been overturned by the 
California Supreme Court.  See Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction 
Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439. 
 

Response to Comment O21-117 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.  This 
acreage has been chosen by Napa County for the joint wildlife benefits and health of the 
woodland to provide for long-term carbon offsets.  As discussed in General Response 6 and 
Response to Comment O12-4 above, the areas proposed for permanent preservation have 
been preliminarily identified in Section 5.4 of the BRMP (Appendix P).  The final preservation 
areas will be chosen by the decision maker upon adoption of the EIR and approval of the ECP.   
 

Response to Comment O21-118 

Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR quantifies and mitigates GHG emissions in conformance with 
the goals set forth by AB 32.  In conformance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and CARB 
recommendations, all calculations used to analyze GHG emissions are provided in Tables 6-2 
and 6-3 and in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.  The analysis provides decision makers and the 
public with science-based information and analysis to provide sufficient information regarding 
the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy 
of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment O21-119 

Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of why Napa County as Lead Agency 
chose to utilize the goals and BMPs of the Solano County Climate Action Plan: 
 

Napa County has prepared a draft Climate Action Plan, which has undergone public 
review and is expected to be approved by the County in 2014 (discussed further in 
Section 4.1.2-3).  However, since the Napa County CAP has not been adopted, it may 
not be used to determine consistency with the CEQA Guidelines.  On March 18, 2010, 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines were propagated that provide that a proposed 
project is required to comply with the requirements of a previously approved plan or 
mitigation program that provides specific requirements to avoid or substantially lessen 
the cumulative problem within the geographic area in which the project is located.   
 
At this time, the State of California, BAAQMD, and Napa County have not adopted 
significance thresholds for project-level construction GHG emissions.  Since Napa 
County and the BAAQMD do not have an approved plan or mitigation program to 
address GHG emissions during construction of a proposed project, then the significance 
will be determined by an approved plan or mitigation program of an adjacent jurisdiction 
within the region, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
The CEQA Guidelines provide specific analysis requirement, which include quantifying project-
related GHG emissions and mitigating GHG emissions.  Although “recent science” mentioned 
by the commenter may indicate the additional reductions are necessary, these additional 
reductions are not specified and the commenter does not distinguish where these reductions 
should come from, whether from stationary sources, power production plants, or agricultural 
operations.  Although the commenter refers to the 38 percent reduction goal stated in the draft 
Napa County Climate Action Plan, the commenter omits that this is not an approved plan and is 
not valid under CEQA.  Therefore, the use of the Solano County Climate Action Plan is 
appropriate under CEQA per CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(3). 
 

Response to Comment O21-120 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-117 regarding the location of the preserved woodland on 
the property. 
 

Response to Comment O21-121 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the analysis and mitigation presented 
in the Draft EIR.  This commenter diminishes the importance and effectiveness of Mitigation 
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Measure 6-1 to reduce project GHG emissions solely on the basis of the number of mitigation 
measures proposed.  This mitigation measure is consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(c) 
which provides specific guidelines on mitigating GHG emissions, as well as § 15126.4(a).  
Mitigation Measure 6-1 provides GHG emission reductions necessary to comply with AB 32 and 
an approved Climate Action Plan.  It is unclear how the commenter determines that project 
GHG emissions represent a tremendous amount of emissions; please refer to General 
Response 1 regarding statements of opinion.   
 

Response to Comment O21-122 

The CAPCOA report cited by this commenter explores common mitigation measures to reduce 
GHG emissions of a Proposed Project and provides a methodology for how to quantify the GHG 
reductions of each measure.  However, as stated in the introduction to this report, the report 
analyzed the most common mitigation measures, and its goal is not to recommend certain 
measures over others: 
 

The measures included in this Report were selected because they are frequently 
considered as mitigation for GHG impacts, and standardized methods for quantifying 
emissions from these projects were not previously available.  Measures were screened 
on the basis of the feasibility of quantifying the emissions, the availability of robust and 
meaningful data upon which to base the quantification, and whether the measures 
(alone or in combination with other measures) would result in appreciable reductions in 
GHG emissions.  CAPCOA does not mean to suggest that other measures should not 
be considered, or that they might not be effective or quantifiable; on the contrary, there 
are many options and approaches to mitigate emissions of GHGs.  (CAPCOA, 2010; 
emphasis added) 

 
Similar to the CAPCOA report, the Office of the Attorney General Report cited by the 
commenter notes that: 
 

As appropriate, the measures can be included as design features of a project, required 
as changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation (whether undertaken directly by the 
project proponent or funded by mitigation fees).  The measures set forth in this package 
are examples; the list is not intended to be exhaustive.  Moreover, the measures cited 
may not be appropriate for every project.  The decision of whether to approve a project – 
as proposed or with required changes or mitigation – is for the local agency, exercising 
its informed judgment in compliance with the law and balancing a variety of public 
objectives.  (Office of the Attorney General, 2010). 
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The measures included in these reports are generally not applicable to a proposed vineyard 
development, as they are designed to ensure that the growth of new buildings or residences will 
comply with certain BMPs, including energy efficiency, solid waste reduction, and land use 
compatibility.  As stated in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project has incorporated 
energy conservation measures to ensure that energy is not wasted and it is not anticipated to 
generate significant amounts of waste; therefore, the measures listed by this commenter are not 
directly applicable to the Proposed Project and would not result in significant reductions in GHG 
emissions.   
 

Response to Comment O21-123 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-122, the mitigation measures cited by the Office 
of the Attorney General (2010) and CAPCOA (2010) include: energy efficiency measures such 
as green building standards, installing energy efficient lighting, etc.; water conservation 
measures such as installing low-flow fixtures and using graywater for landscaping; and other 
measures that are not appropriate to include in a proposed vineyard development project.  
Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment O21-124 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the adequacy of the mitigation measure to 
reduce GHG emissions as a feasible, appropriate, and fully enforceable mitigation measure in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comment O21-125 

As stated in Response to Comment O10-4, the air quality analysis presented in Section 4.1 of 
the Draft EIR used the most up-to-date air quality model and methodology as recommended by 
both CARB and BAAQMD.  The feasible and enforceable measures that are provided in the 
Draft EIR that result in a reduction in air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels when 
compared to adopted significance thresholds are sufficient to minimize significant adverse 
impacts. 
 

Response to Comment O21-126 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis presented in Section 4.7 of the 
Draft EIR.  Although some clarifications have been added to that section of the EIR in response 
to public comments, there have been no updates to the number of trips expected to be 
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generated by the Proposed Project, both in the construction or operation phases.  These mobile 
trips are accounted for in the CalEEMod analysis, which is provided as Appendix H of the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, the traffic impact analysis and air quality analysis appropriately included the 
increase in trips due to the Proposed Project and the resulting increase in mobile emissions.  As 
discussed in Impact 4.1-2 and Impact 4.1-3 regarding construction and operation air quality 
impacts, respectively, mobile emissions were accounted for and mitigation measures were 
adopted as required to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment O21-127 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comments O21-128 through O21-175 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter O22 – Thomas Lippe, on behalf of Living Rivers Council, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment O22-001 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  No further response is 
required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O22-002 

The impact analysis quoted by the commenter is referring to Impact 4.2-2, which found that the 
Proposed Project would have a potentially significant impact to “some sensitive biotic 
communities and habitats”.  It then provides a list of the sensitive biotic communities, and the 
discussion provided for Black Oak Alliance clearly states that “given the extent of this habitat 
type on the property (317.51 acres), it does not require full avoidance.  Certain portions of this 
habitat type should be protected where it can provide additional wildlife or plant benefits” (page 
4.2-88).  However, this has been clarified in the Final EIR to state that the impacts to Black Oak 
Alliance are not anticipated to be significant due to the extent of the habitat type on the property.  
The removal of 35.8 acres of Black Oak Alliance (after mitigation) would be offset by the 
permanent preservation of 71.6 acres (2:1 ratio); it should be noted that a minimum of 281.7 
acres on the property would not be impacted.  Blue Oak Alliance, although less common on the 
Walt Ranch property (18.49 acres) than Black Oak Alliance, is a more common habitat type 
within the County as a whole (44,105 acres).  The specific avoidance required by Mitigation 
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Measure 4.2-2 was designed to be in compliance with Napa County General Plan Policy CON-
24, which, among other things, requires the retention of oak species and oak stands to provide 
habitat for wildlife, ensure acorn production, provide slope stabilization, and other ecological 
benefits.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-9 regarding the significance determinations 
made for oak woodland. 
 
The commenter also contends that the Draft EIR provides no information about the specific 
locations of the avoidance of Black Oak Alliance, when Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 clearly states 
that “approximately 2.5 acres of Black Oak Alliance habitat will be avoided in the following 
vineyard blocks and surrounding avenues: 12, 15B, 16B1, 16B2, 17A, 17B, 31A, 31B, 37A, 
37C, 37D, 43, and 60A3, as shown on Figure 4.2-5.” 
 
Impact 4.2-2 has been clarified to state that the impact and mitigation measure will result in 
consistency with General Plan Policy CON-17, which requires no net loss of native grasslands, 
serpentine grasslands, mixed serpentine chaparral, and other sensitive biotic communities and 
habitats of limited distribution, through avoidance, restoration, or replacement where feasible.  
Where avoidance, restoration, or replacement is not feasible, preservation of like habitat at a 2:1 
ratio or greater is required.  The mitigation measures requiring a combination of avoidance, 
replacement, and preservation are a direct result of the General Plan policies and guidance. 
 
For Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD 
Association, the project originally proposed to impact 6.34 acres of this habitat type, of which a 
substantial portion overlapped with western pond turtle habitat.  After mitigation requiring 
avoidance, the entire 30.8 acres of this habitat type on the property will be preserved (100 
percent avoidance).  Therefore, there will be no impact after mitigation. 
 
The Oak Woodlands Conservation Act was codified in the CEQA statute at § 21083.4.  As 
stated in § 21083.4 (d) (3), the conversion of oak woodlands on agricultural land for commercial 
purposes is exempted from the Act.  However, the EIR does not imply that the Proposed Project 
is exempt from mitigation for oak woodlands.  Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 and 4.2-16 
require acres of avoidance, preservation, and replanting for sensitive oak woodlands and 
individual oak specimen trees. 
 

Response to Comment O22-003 

Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment O22-004 

The geographic area included both the Milliken Reservoir watershed and the Capell Creek 
watershed, which totals approximately 13,538 acres of land considered in the cumulative 
discussion.  As discussed in Response to Comment O21-047, where appropriate, the 
cumulative environment was expanded to include additional potential impacts; for example the 
entire SFBAAB was included in the cumulative analysis for air quality.   
 

Response to Comment O22-005 

Walt Ranch contains numerous sensitive biotic communities and special status plants and 
wildlife, as discussed in the EIR.  The biodiversity of Napa County is specifically acknowledged 
in the Draft EIR, and the rarity of certain plants and habitat types within the property are also 
acknowledged.  This is why, consistent with Napa County General Plan policies and CEQA, 
various sensitive habitats will be protected onsite through implementation of the Walt Ranch 
BRMP, which will result in the permanent protection of sensitive habitat throughout the property.  
These areas have been chosen by a qualified biologist to protect wildlife movement corridors on 
the property.   
 

Response to Comment O22-006 

Table 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR presents a quantification of proposed habitat impacts within the 
project site, Walt Ranch property, and Napa County as a whole.  Refer to General Response 8 
regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation for biological impacts and 
General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
The thesis of Mr. Eric Link may provide valuable information regarding County-wide 
environmental planning, although it does not appear to be a peer-reviewed publication.  This 
data may be useful in future updates to the County’s General Plan document, although this is 
beyond the scope of the current EIR.  The commenter can work with the County outside of the 
CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment O22-007 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR prepared for the Proposed Project is 
consistent with the findings in Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of Food & 
Agriculture (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1.  In this case, the Department of Food & Agriculture (DFA) 
relied on the CDPR pesticide registration regulations as sufficient environmental analysis to 
ensure that a DFA program would not result in significant environmental effects, and did not 
provide analysis of pesticide impacts as required by CEQA.  The courts found that “CDPR's 
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registration does not and cannot account for specific uses of pesticides in the [DFA’s Pierce’s 
Disease Control Program] PDCP, such as the specific chemicals used, their amounts and 
frequency of use, specific sensitive areas targeted for application, and the like.”  In contrast to 
the EIR at issue in Californians for Alternatives v. DFA, the Draft EIR’s analyses and mitigation 
measures account for the specific conditions at the project site.  The statement quoted by the 
commenter that “[a]lthough vineyards only provide limited habitat value for wildlife, local 
regulations ensure that installation of vineyards does not necessarily represent a total loss of 
habitat for wildlife” is followed by multiple pages of analysis of cumulative impacts.  Section 
6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR did not rely solely on the preexisting regulations of Napa County to state 
that the Proposed Project’s impacts would be sufficiently analyzed; rather, the Draft EIR 
presented specific, factual findings of the habitat types and species found on the project site as 
they relate to the larger cumulative environment.  Refer to pages 6-20 through 6-24 of the Draft 
EIR for a complete discussion of cumulative impacts to biological resources prepared in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15130. 
 
Similarly, Citizens for Non-Toxic Pest Control v. Department of Food & Agriculture (1986) 187 
Cal.App.3d 1575 found that the DFA could not rely on CDPR pesticide registration regulation to 
avoid complying with CEQA.  In this instance, Napa County has prepared a thorough EIR in 
compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines to ensure that all environmental impacts are 
appropriately analyzed, and has not relied on outside programs or registrations to 
inappropriately defer environmental analysis.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Unlike the remaining cases cited by the commenter, the EIR does not blindly rely on compliance 
with existing regulations or thresholds of significance in making its significance conclusion.  To 
the contrary, the cumulative impact analysis correctly notes that local regulations require 
vineyard projects to maintain portions of parcels proposed for development as open space, 
providing habitat for plants, and foraging and nesting opportunities for wildlife.  The County’s 
conservation protection regulations are mandatory and constitute substantial evidence in 
support of the EIR’s cumulative significance conclusion.  
 
Numerous published decisions of the California Court of Appeals have held that applicable 
regulations can constitute substantial evidence in support of an EIR’s less-than-significant 
conclusion.  For instance, in Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 
Cal.App.4th 884, 904-905 the court agreed with “the City that compliance with the Building 
Code, and the other regulatory provisions, in conjunction with the detailed Geotechnical 
Investigation, provided substantial evidence that the mitigation measures would reduce seismic 
impacts to a less than significant level.”  Similarly, in Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 
Cal.App.4th 912, 933-934  the court rejected the petitioner’s argument “that it was improper for 
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the City of Tracy to rely on state building standards in determining whether an energy impact 
was significant”]; see also Citizens Opposing a Dangerous Environment v. County of Kern 
(2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 360, 383 [compliance with Federal Aviation Administration procedures 
was appropriate mitigation for aviation safety impacts]; Leonoff v. Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1355 [upholding mitigated negative declaration that 
included requirements for project to comply with environmental laws on registering hazardous 
materials and monitoring].) 
 
The County recognizes that there is a tension between these cases.  On one hand, an agency 
cannot cite compliance with a regulatory program as the sole basis for determining whether an 
impact will be significant.  On the other hand, compliance with a regulatory standard is evidence 
that an impact will not, in fact be significant.  These cases can be reconciled by following the 
principle that compliance with a regulatory standard is evidence that an impact will not be 
significant, but the agency cannot cite such compliance as a basis for performing no further 
information, as occurred California for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of Food & 
Agriculture. 
 

Response to Comment O22-008 

Commenter correctly cites CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b) regarding cumulative impact analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O22-009 

As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, an ECP is only required for vineyard development on 
slopes greater than 5 percent.  The majority of undeveloped lands in the County are greater 
than 5 percent slope, as the majority of the low-slope valley floor areas have been planted to 
vineyard for decades.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative impact analysis 
presented in the EIR.  As discussed in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR, Napa County analyzed 
past vineyard development projects and proposals to determine a projected estimate of 51.3 
acres of vineyard development per year in the Milliken Reservoir and Capell Creek watersheds.  
“Combined with Napa County policies and other site selection factors that limit the amount of 
land that can be converted to vineyard, the development of approximately 149 to 248 acres over 
the next three to five years is a conservative estimate” (Draft EIR page 6-8). 
 

Response to Comment O22-010 

The project applicant owns other property in Napa County, including a parcel near the 
southwest boundary of Walt Ranch.  The commenter assumes that because Hall Michigan 
Investors, LLC owns the adjacent property and Hall Brambletree Associates, Ltd. owns the Walt 
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Ranch property, that the future development of the adjacent parcel is imminent.  However, the 
County has not received an application to modify the adjacent parcel or develop it in any way.  
The purpose of this EIR and the CEQA process is not to speculate on future development 
based on assumptions.  Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR provides analysis of expected future 
development based on actual approved and pending projects, projects under consideration, and 
existing Napa County policies and other site selection factors that limit the amount of land that 
can be converted to vineyard.   
 

Response to Comments O22-011 and O22-012 

The Proposed Project will result in a decrease in runoff from the project site in the Milliken 
Reservoir watershed, and will not increase runoff to the Milliken River.  Therefore, there will be 
no associated increase in flow to the Napa River and no associated impact on water quality.  
Refer to General Response 13 regarding the decrease in surface water runoff in post-project 
conditions. 
 

Response to Comment O22-013 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-43 regarding the intention of the ECP, which is not to 
“concentrate and accelerate” stormwater runoff.  As discussed in Response to Comment O22-
012, the Proposed Project will not cause an increase in stormwater runoff. 
 
The Napa River Watershed Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan specifically states 
that an “effective means of reducing sediment delivery from sheetwash erosion would be for all 
vineyards to meet the performance standards specified under the Napa County Conservation 
Regulations (Chapter 18.108)” (Napolitano et. al, 2007).  The report then goes on to 
acknowledge that:  
 

Hillside vineyard development at some sites, especially at those underlain by soft 
bedrock and/or where vineyards replace forest cover, has also caused off-site channel 
enlargement (gully development) and associated shallow landslide failures…  To avoid 
this problem when new hillside vineyards are proposed, the design review process 
should incorporate rigorous hydrological analysis (as appears to be the current practice 
by Napa County) to predict potential change in peak runoff rates, and the potential for 
off-site channel enlargement. 

 
Therefore, consistent with the recommendations of the Napa River Sediment TMDL, a site-
specific hydrologic analysis was conducted for the Proposed Project and specific mitigation 
measures were included in the EIR to ensure that peak runoff did not increase in post-project 
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conditions.  Refer to General Response 15 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the 
Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comments O21-096 and O21-097 regarding 
compliance with the Napa River Sediment TMDL.  Concerns related to the Napa County 
Conservation Regulations (Napa County Code, Chapter 18.108) are beyond the scope of this 
EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the 
CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment O22-014 

The installation locations chosen for level spreaders, rock aprons, and other storm runoff 
discharge points were evaluated in the field during project design and deemed appropriate by 
the project engineer.  They were designed to discharge flows in such a manner as to not 
enlarge headwater channels, form gullies, or contribute to active bed and bank erosion.  In 
addition, the design was reviewed and approved by the County’s technical consultant, NCRCD.  
When drainage systems are not properly designed, they may contribute to bed and bank 
erosion.  In this instance, NCRCD has concluded that the drainage system is properly designed.  
When recommendations were made with respect to drainage systems, they were incorporated 
into the project through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1.   
 

Response to Comment O22-015 

The comment quotes the Napolitano et. al 2007 staff report prepared by the RWQCB.  
However, it is unclear what specific reach of the Napa River or tributary is being referred to.  
The observation does not appear to be of conditions on the project site, in that the quote refers 
to activities that have not occurred on the site (e.g. gravel mining, construction of tributary 
dams).  The Proposed Project will not contribute to channel incision (downcutting) since peak 
flows will not be increased and onstream dams that could trap coarse sediments are not 
proposed.   
 

Response to Comment O22-016 

The developed project conditions as currently modeled suggest a slight reduction of runoff in the 
Milliken Reservoir watershed.  This reduction will not negatively impact the existing natural 
watercourses in regards to channel incision or bank erosion.  Refer to General Response 15 
regarding the decrease in surface water runoff in post-project conditions. 
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Response to Comment O22-017 

The Proposed Project does not involve building levees, dams, straightening mainstem channel 
reaches, filling side channels, gravel mining, or dredging.  The tree removal that will occur under 
the Proposed Project will not occur within the stream setbacks ranging from 35 feet to 150 feet, 
ensuring that the source of large wood debris for downstream reaches is not significantly 
impacted. 
 

Response to Comment O22-018 

The project site is not accessible to anadromous fish due two impassable barriers to salmonids 
that occur downstream on Capell Creek and Milliken Creek.  In addition, as stated in Appendix 
M, “Milliken and Capell creeks are both too small and ephemeral to be considered suitable 
habitat.”  The project site is located at the headwaters to these two creeks, and is too rocky, 
steep, and ephemeral to support anadromous fisheries even if they were able to access the 
property, which is discussed in Impact 4.2-15.  Because salmonids are known to occur 
downstream of the project site within the Napa River watershed, the Draft EIR considered the 
connectivity of onstream waters to salmonid habitat and required mitigation measures to reduce 
sediment load that could affect spawning gravels, as discussed in Impact and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-15.  The implementation of the Proposed Project would not affect these species.  
Refer to Response to Comment O21-031 for more information regarding potential impacts to 
listed salmonids.  Refer to General Response 10 regarding the reduction in sedimentation from 
the property in post-project conditions.  Refer to General Response 15 regarding the decrease 
in surface water runoff in post-project conditions. 
 

Response to Comment O22-019 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-031, “Milliken and Capell creeks are both too 
small and ephemeral to be considered suitable habitat” for anadromous salmonids.  The project 
site is located at the headwaters to these two creeks, and is too rocky, steep, and ephemeral to 
support anadromous fisheries even if they were able to access the property, which is discussed 
in Impact 4.2-15.  However, because these species are known to occur downstream of the 
project site, protective measures are included to ensure that the Proposed Project would not 
significantly impact water quality.  Regardless of whether the genes from rainbow trout above 
Milliken Reservoir (but below the project site) could restore gene pools in other fisheries stocks 
in the San Francisco Bay, these fish do not occur on the project site due to lack of suitable 
habitat and would not be adversely impacted by the Proposed Project due to the protective 
water quality measures. 
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Response to Comment O22-020 

Commenter correctly quotes portions of Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-4, although multiple 
paragraphs were left out of both.  Refer to pages 4.2-91 through 4.2-96 of the Draft EIR for a full 
discussion of impacts to waters of the U.S. and wetlands. 
 

Response to Comment O22-021 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Article 9 (Sections 15120 to 15132) detailing the Contents 
of Environmental Impact Reports, the Draft EIR first presented the project description in Section 
3.0.  Table 3-4 in the Project Description section lists stream crossings that will be updated as a 
result of the Proposed Project, with the improvements listed in the ECP (Appendix A).  Table 3-4 
lists out the locations, water feature type, and reason for requesting the impact to waters of the 
U.S., but it does not present impact acreages.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, 
this information was presented in Table 4.2-6 within Impact 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR, which 
provides a detailed breakdown of the acreages of all proposed impacts to waters of the U.S. 
and wetlands.  The discussion of significant impacts to waters of the U.S. and wetlands is 
presented in Impact 4.2-4.   
 
Creation or restoration of waters of the U.S. is suggested to mitigate the direct impacts to waters 
of the U.S. shown in Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 has been clarified to 
say: 
 

Direct impacts to waters of the U.S., specifically the 0.25 acres of jurisdictional “other 
waters” shown in Table 4.2-6 resulting from new stream crossings, shall be mitigated by 
creating or restoring waters of the U.S. onsite.  Note that the actual acreage may be less 
than 0.25 acres due to the adoption of a smaller Mitigated Project or alternative, which 
may remove the need for some stream crossings.  Compensatory mitigation shall occur 
at a minimum of 1:1 ratio and shall be approved by the USACE prior to any discharge 
into jurisdictional features. 

 
Mitigation for the direct impacts to wetlands, specifically the 0.02-acre wetland in Block 31, will 
be for a 1:1 ratio in accordance with the permit terms set forth by the USACE.  This has been 
clarified in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4, which now says: 
 

Prior to development of Block 31 (which will result in the direct impact of 0.02 acres of 
wetland as shown in Table 4.2-6), necessary permits by the appropriate agencies will be 
obtained to remove the isolated wetland inside the proposed block, and mitigation at a 
minimum of 1:1 will be applied to the Capell Creek drainage area on the property. 
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The EIR has been clarified to say that all locations in Table 4.2-6 as well as the two additional 
wetlands near Blocks 5A3 and 8 are significant impacts.  However, there will be no direct 
impacts to the wetlands near Blocks 5A3 and 8, and therefore compensatory mitigation 
(creating or restoring wetlands) is not required.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 requires additional 
buffers for Block 5A3 and Block 8 to prevent any indirect impacts due to runoff. 
 

Response to Comment O22-022 

As stated in Response to Comment O22-021 above, unavoidable impacts to waters of the 
U.S. and wetlands are shown in Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 requires 
1:1 creation or restoration through a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit to reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Indirect impacts to wetlands near Blocks 5A3 and 8 are 
mitigated through increasing the buffer zones surrounding those wetlands, as shown in Figure 
4.2-6 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O7-3 regarding a discussion of the 
Proposed Project’s potential impact to overall wetland health due to hydromodification. 
 

Response to Comment O22-023 

As stated in Impact 4.2-4, the Proposed Project was designed to avoid all wetlands and waters 
of the U.S.  However, there are certain exceptions where it was impossible to avoid a wetland or 
waters of the U.S. due to the need to cross the water for road access.  “Vineyard blocks were 
designed to facilitate as few stream crossings as possible, and stream crossings are only 
proposed when necessary for vineyard block access” (Draft EIR page 4.2-92).  It is these 
impacts that are considered ‘unavoidable’ and listed in Table 4.2-6, although this has been 
clarified in the EIR.  This impact was not listed as “significant and unavoidable,” which is the 
CEQA term described in CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (b) for an environmental impact where 
there is no mitigation available or one of such magnitude that it cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.  As clearly stated in Table 2-1 and in Section 4.2.6-2 of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 would reduce the impacts to waters of the U.S. and 
wetlands to a less-than-significant level.  Therefore, there are no significant and unavoidable 
impacts as a result of the Proposed Project. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 ensures compliance with the CWA Section 404 permit from the 
USACE, as well as all other permits that must be obtained prior to impacts to waters of the U.S. 
and wetlands.  Typical mitigation for these impacts includes working in consultation with the 
agencies to create or restore waters of the U.S. and/or wetlands at a 1:1 ratio.  Numerous court 
cases have upheld that an EIR may rely on future studies or data before formulating mitigation 
measures, so long as the agency has committed to reducing the impacts to less-than-significant 
levels.  Therefore, although Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 does not specify exact locations where 
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this creation or restoration will occur, it is legally enforceable through the CWA Section 404 
permit, CWA Section 401 water quality certification, and SAA, and is therefore an appropriate 
and feasible mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).  Refer to 
General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the mitigation presented in the Draft EIR and 
Response to Comment O22-021 regarding impacts to waters of the U.S. and wetlands. 
 

Response to Comment O22-024 

Refer to Response to Comments O22-020 through O22-023 regarding the mitigation for 
waters of the U.S. and wetlands.  Existing ford water crossings will be upgraded to rocked water 
crossings at the 21 locations listed in Table 3-4.  These road crossings will consist of cobble or 
gravel, as discussed in Section 3.4.1-6 and shown in the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR).  
FYLF attach their eggs to the lee sides of cobbles and rocks.  However, as stated in Section 
4.2.4-3 of the Draft EIR, FYLF tadpoles require three to four months in standing water to 
develop into terrestrial frogs.  FLYF most often lay egg masses on the lee side of boulders and 
large cobble in shallow water pool tailout habitat (Gonsolin, 2010).  The road crossings will 
consist of small cobble or gravel substrate, which is smaller than FYLF preferred rock size and 
would minimize the potential of FYLF eggs and/or larvae to be present at road crossings.   
 

Response to Comment O22-025 

The CRLF Survey Report was written in accordance with the USFWS Revised Guidance on Site 
Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red-legged Frog, as stated in the CRLF 
Survey Report (included as Appendix K of the Draft EIR).  Survey methods are presented in 
Section 5.0 of the report, and the surveyors’ data sheets from the surveys are included as an 
attachment to the report.  In addition, the surveyor qualifications attached to the CRLF report 
clearly show the professional experience and training of the qualified biologists who conducted 
these surveys.  Refer to Response to Comments O21-004 through O21-006 regarding the 
CRLF baseline presented in the Draft EIR.   
 
CRLF populations were recorded approximately 3 miles northeast of the project site on a 
tributary to Oak Moss Creek.  Lake Berryessa is the nearest recovery core area for this species, 
and Capell Creek is a direct tributary to this area.  Therefore, the Draft EIR clearly states that 
there is “direct hydrologic connection [from Capell Creek] to the Lake Berryessa recovery core 
area” (Draft EIR page 4.2-59), and therefore the Capell Creek watershed portion of the project 
site is within dispersal distance of adult CRLF. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O21-009 regarding the use of buffers as an appropriate 
mitigation strategy to prevent indirect impacts to CRLF from agrichemical runoff. 
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Response to Comments O22-026 and O22-027 

The Draft EIR language on page 4.6-31 is correct in that Napa County relies on the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G checklist for its hydrology and water quality significance thresholds, as 
discussed in the Napa County Local Procedures (2015).  The Napa County Groundwater 
Ordinance is discussed on page 4.6-22 of the Draft EIR.  Napa County adopted its updated 
WAA on May 13, 2015.  The Proposed Project is required to comply with the currently adopted 
policies and ordinances of Napa County at the time of project authorization and construction, 
and will obtain any necessary permits.  The project site is not located in the MST area, as 
discussed in General Response 12. 
 

Response to Comment O22-028 

The Walt Ranch property is in the eastern hills overlooking the Napa Valley in an area 
designated as the “Eastern Mountains Evaluation Area” in the Napa County BDR.  As discussed 
throughout the Draft EIR, elevations in the vineyard area range from approximately 810 feet 
above msl to 2,100 above msl.  The project site is clearly a hillside area and the use of the 
“Hillsides” groundwater threshold is appropriate for the project site.  The project site is not 
located in the groundwater deficient MST area; refer to General Response 12 regarding the 
lack of connection between the MST area and the project site.  Concerns related to County 
policies that may be interpreted by some to allow “excessive” groundwater pumping are beyond 
the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment O22-029 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O22-030 

Refer to Response to Comment A7-5 regarding the listing status of Townsend’s big-eared bat.  
Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 has been revised per recommendations from CDFW, as discussed in 
Response to Comment A7-7. 
 

Response to Comment O22-031 

Response to specific exhibits and references are provided below. 
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Response to Comments O22-032 through O22-037 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments O22-038 and O22-039 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment O22-040 

The EIR and supporting groundwater analyses (Appendix D of the Draft EIR and Appendix Q of 
the Final EIR) acknowledge that there is a groundwater contribution from the Howell Mountains 
into the MST area.  However, the groundwater underflow from the Howell Mountains, estimated 
by other to be approximately 2,100 AF/yr, is substantially less than the total estimated 
groundwater recharge within the watersheds that are tributary to the MST area, implying that 
only a small portion of the groundwater recharge that is estimated to occur in the Howell 
Mountain watershed actually moves via underflow to the MST area.  Refer to General 
Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the project site and 
the difference between the Milliken Creek drainage basin (watershed) and the MST 
groundwater deficient area.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-28. 
 

Response to Comment O22-041 

Refer to General Response 12 and Response to Comment O9-30 regarding the lack of 
connection between the MST area and the project site and Response to Comment A5-9 
regarding the movement of pumped groundwater from one watershed to another via application 
for irrigation. 
 

Response to Comment O22-042 

Comment O22-042 contends that many references indicate the tuffaceous member of the 
Sonoma Volcanics as the principal water-bearing member.  However, RCS has observed over a 
32 year career in providing hydrogeologic services in Napa and Sonoma counties that: 

 
In monitoring the drilling, design, construction and testing of a large number of water 
wells in the Sonoma Volcanics, RCS has observed very high flow rates from wells 
constructed into the volcanic flow rocks, scoria, and welded ash deposits (not the 
tuffaceous members) of the Sonoma Volcanics.  Further… the Walt Ranch wells are 
constructed into the flow rocks and not the tuffaceous strata of the Sonoma Volcanics. 
As shown on Table 3A of the RCS 2014 report, each of the Walt Ranch wells was 
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capable of producing at rates ranging from 50 gpm to 300 gpm (RCS 2014, Appendix D 
of the Draft EIR).  Well WR-3 was pumped at a rate of 300 gpm and displayed a specific 
capacity of 3.6 gallons per minute per foot of drawdown (Table 3A, RCS 2014).  (RCS, 
2015a; Appendix Q) 

 
Therefore, based on experience in the area and quantitative analyses conducted for the wells 
on the project site (pumping rates and specific capacity measurements), the fractured rock 
aquifers beneath the Walt Ranch property are able to store and release substantial quantities of 
groundwater.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-32. 
 

Response to Comment O22-043 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-32 regarding the interval of perforated casing in the Walt 
Ranch wells as it relates to the water-bearing portions of the Sonoma Volcanics formation 
beneath the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comment O22-044 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the groundwater analysis did not treat the “entire 
saturated thickness of Sonoma Volcanics as a single homogeneous layer (as performed for the 
RCS study).”  The 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) provides a lengthy discussion 
of the variability of fractured volcanic rock aquifers on page 16.  This variability was also 
addressed in the following discussion: 
 

Because of these differences, and the highly variable and somewhat compartmentalized 
nature of fractured Sonoma Volcanic rock aquifers, theoretical results derived using the 
PUMPIT software package (and other software packages) can be unreliable.  Just as the 
nature of fractured rock aquifers is variable, so is the reliability of the theoretical 
predictions regarding volcanic rock aquifers. (page 35 of RCS, 2014, Appendix D of the 
Draft EIR) 

 
To help address some of the uncertainty in the hydrogeologic analyses, a groundwater 
monitoring program that includes flow rates, extraction volumes, and water levels is 
recommended for the Walt Ranch project, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.6-4.  Refer to 
Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the 
Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment O22-045 

The 230-foot saturated thickness estimate was only for the purposes of performing the 
AQTESOLV calculation for the pumping test results in WR-3, as described on page 30 of the 
2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), and was determined based on the static water 
level at the time of the pump testing in 2009.  As described on page 41, the groundwater in 
storage calculation was based on more recent water level data from October 2013, and was 
determined such that the saturated thickness would be representative of all of the wells on the 
Walt Ranch property.  Nonetheless, calculating groundwater in storage using a saturated 
thickness of 230 feet instead of 275 feet, as suggested by the commenter, would still result in a 
groundwater in storage value that far exceeds the proposed groundwater demand for the 
project. 
 

Response to Comment O22-046 

The reference to Tables 2A and 2B is a typographical error in the RCS 2014 report, and it 
should actually refer to Table 3A and 3B.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the 
methodology used for the groundwater analysis and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding 
the timing of the pumping test that was conducted for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment O22-047 

The same commenter states in Comment O22-47 that “the presence of fault segregated 
aquifers, and non-uniform distribution of groundwater in the Sonoma Volcanics make it difficult, 
if not impossible, to dewater the saturated material.”  Above, the same commenter contends in 
Comments O22-40 and O22-41 that groundwater that recharges the aquifers beneath the Walt 
Ranch property moves to and recharges the MST groundwater deficient area.  It is not clear 
how the same aquifer beneath the site can be both “impossible to dewater” due to “fault 
segregated aquifers and non-uniform distribution of groundwater” but can also facilitate 
groundwater movement over the 2.8-mile distance from the Walt Ranch property to the MST 
area.  These assertions are contradictory.  The nature of the fractured volcanic rock aquifer that 
underlies the Walt Ranch property is such that segregation of aquifers likely exists between the 
project site and the MST area.  Also, as described above, based on groundwater flow direction 
data and estimates of watershed-wide groundwater recharge, the underflow to the MST area 
from the Milliken Creek watershed is likely derived from the southern portion of the Milliken 
Creek Watershed near the MST underflow boundary.  Therefore, direct hydraulic connection 
between the Walt Ranch project site and the MST area is unlikely.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O9-34 regarding the specific yield calculations presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment O22-048 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-35 regarding the analysis of recharge rates presented for 
the Sonoma Volcanics. 
 

Response to Comment O22-049 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site and General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the 
Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment O22-050 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the mitigation and 
trigger points established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment O22-051 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used in the hydrologic analysis 
completed for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comments O9-38 and O9-39 
regarding the need for a water budget.  The Sonoma Volcanics underlying the project site do 
not recharge the MST area, as discussed in General Response 12. 
 

Response to Comment O22-052 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-42 regarding the effects of soil ripping on infiltration in 
rocky soils.  The comment does not provide data concerning the persistence of increased 
infiltration as a result of deep ripping.  Deep ripping in volcanic bedrock is anticipated to result in 
a permanent increase in infiltration rates.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-43 regarding 
the proposed erosion control measures as they relate to stormwater runoff. 
 

Response to Comment O22-053 

The USLE calculations model the surface erosion potential within the vineyard block areas; refer 
to General Response 10 regarding the reduction in sedimentation from the property in post-
project conditions.  The hydrologic analysis by RiverSmith Engineering addresses the potential 
for channel erosion, discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.6, and can be found in Appendix G of the 
Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the 
Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment O22-054 

Calculations are done on a project-wide basis due to the Napa County General Plan Policy 
CON-48 that requires projects to “maintain pre-development sediment erosion conditions” for 
the overall project.  Any marginal increases in sediment to waters of the US are offset by 
decreases in sedimentation from other vineyard blocks.  Sediment increases from any single 
vineyard block do not indicate a net increase in sediment to any one waters of the US.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O9-44 regarding the presentation of soil loss results on a watershed-
wide basis. 
 

Response to Comment O22-055 

The primary erosion control measure for the vineyards is cover crop.  Straw wattles are not an 
erosion control measure; they are a sediment retention measure and are intended to be used 
the year of construction only, or in the first three years when the block is disked for viticultural 
reasons when the vineyard block is most susceptible to erosion.  As discussed in the ECP 
included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR, once the cover crop is established straw wattles are 
not necessary.  The rock checks specified are used only in a block with a very small watershed 
which will have concentrated flow only in the largest storm events.  All erosion control systems 
for vineyards require monitoring and maintenance to function properly.  In accordance with 
Napa County Code Section 18.108.135, the proposed ECP includes monitoring and 
maintenance requirements to ensure long-term functionality of the erosion control measures.  
Refer to Response to Comment O9-45. 
 

Response to Comment O22-056 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, energy dissipation structures are not intended to detain 
flows.  They are used to slow concentrated flow velocities and therefore reduce the erosion 
potential downslope and downstream.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-43 regarding the 
time of concentration of runoff and Response to Comment O22-055 regarding the adequacy of 
proposed measures to reduce peak runoff timing.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the 
hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O22-057 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-46 regarding the use of pipe level spreaders. 
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Response to Comments O22-058 and O22-059 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-47 regarding the drainage features at the specific blocks 
mentioned in this comment.  Refer to Response to Comment O11-26 regarding the effects of 
vegetation removal on slope stability. 
 

Response to Comment O22-060 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-48. 
 

Response to Comment O22-061 through O22-063 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding expressions of opinion.  Responses to the 
commenter’s specific concerns regarding the EIR’s analysis are provided in Response to 
Comment O22-64 through Response to Comment O22-73, below. 
 

Response to Comment O22-064 

Refer to Response to Comment O22-019 regarding the resident population of rainbow trout 
above Milliken Reservoir but downstream of the project site. 
 

Response to Comment O22-065 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O22-066 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-10 regarding the potential for reduction in flows to Milliken 
Reservoir.  There are three existing onsite wells, which could supply the entirety of the water 
demand for the proposed vineyard, although this would result in a higher pumping rate and 
longer pumping season that could stress those three wells.  Therefore, up to three proposed 
wells may be constructed in the future to increase the operational flexibility of the irrigation 
system and help reduce the overall pumping rate and pumping duration required from any 
single well to reduce potential impacts to the existing wells.  However, the commenter’s 
statement that there are seven proposed wells under the project is erroneous. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O9-42 regarding the effects of soil ripping on infiltration in 
rocky soils and Response to Comment I012-5 below regarding the potential impacts of 
blasting on groundwater.  The existing road network that will be improved as part of the 
Proposed Project will receive numerous BMPs as proposed in the “Walt Ranch Road 
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Sedimentation and Erosion Potential Evaluation” prepared by the NCRCD and included as 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 10 regarding the potential for erosion 
due to the Proposed Project. 
 
Ponds and reservoirs do add to the total impervious surface area on the property, but through 
proper design and management of outlet facilities will function to offset potential increases in 
peak flow by increased detention time.  Therefore, the storage of water in ponds will not cause a 
significant impact to runoff. 
 
The Sonoma Volcanics underlying the project site do not recharge the MST area, and therefore 
the Proposed Project will not use MST area water to irrigate out-of-basin vineyard in the Capell 
Creek watershed.  California Water Code § 1375 cited by the commenter describes the various 
procedural and factual conditions that must exist prior to the issuance of a permit to appropriate 
water.  However, Water Code § 1200-1203 defines the water subject to appropriation, which 
states that applications to appropriate water refer “only to surface water, and to subterranean 
streams flowing through known and definite channels.”  The existing and proposed wells will be 
drilled into fractures in Sonoma Volcanics rock, and are not pumping subterranean streams as 
discussed further in Response to Comment A7-10.  Therefore, no appropriative water right is 
required pursuant to the California Water Code.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-9 
regarding the movement of water from one watershed to another via application for irrigation. 
 

Response to Comment O22-067 

The comment references the highly erosive nature of the rhyolite outcrops of Mount Lassen 
as being characteristic of the bedrock type and thus by analogy the Milliken watershed 
bedrock.  However, the rhyolite common to Mount Lassen is several million years younger 
and incorporates volumes of little-eroded volcanic ash that is associated with young 
volcanic terrane.  The rhyolite deposits of the project site and vicinity are 3.5 to 5.4 million 
years old and are characterized by cemented and welded volcanic tuff as well as sediments 
associated with volcanic eruptions and the subsequent water transport of the debris in the 
time after the events.  The Mount Lassen volcanic deposits have not been subject to the 
same time period of erosion. 
 
All erosion control systems for vineyards require monitoring and maintenance to function 
properly.  The ECP includes monitoring and maintenance requirements.  In addition, supervision 
by PPI Engineering during construction and annual winterization inspections by the NCRCD 
staff will ensure measures are installed and functioning properly.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O9-44 regarding winterization inspections. 
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Response to Comment O22-068 

The road network design takes into account the potential problems of increased erosion from 
increasing the effective stream network.  Standard BMPs for road construction will be followed 
as part of the project construction; details of these BMPs can be found in Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR.  In addition, the Walt Ranch Road Sedimentation and Erosion Potential Evaluation by 
Bill Birmingham of the NCRCD, found in Appendix C of the Draft EIR, proposes BMPs to ensure 
there are no significant sedimentation impacts associated with the road network.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O21-100. 
 

Response to Comment O22-069 

Refer to Response to Comment O22-019 regarding the decrease in sediment from the 
property as it relates to downstream salmonid habitat.  Critical habitat for Central Valley spring-
run Chinook salmon and Central Valley fall/late fall-run Chinook salmon do not occur on the 
property, as stated on page 4.2-27 of the Draft EIR.  However, it is noted in Impact 4.2-15 that 
there is a hydrologic connection between waters on the property and downstream fish habitat.  
Therefore, there could be indirect impacts to downstream habitats due to water quality, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-15 relies on stream setbacks, the decrease in sediment from the 
property, and other BMPs to reduce potential impacts to Central Valley Chinook salmon to less–
than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment O22-070 

The Proposed Project is underlain by Sonoma Volcanics, which are fractured granitic rocks that 
are hydrologically disconnected from the alluvial groundwater aquifers of the valley floor (see 
Draft EIR pages 4.6-11 through 4.6-15).  The downstream reaches of the Napa River mentioned 
in this comment are controlled by groundwater that is not affected by the Proposed Project and 
by releases from dams such as Milliken Reservoir that are outside the control of the property 
owner.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will have no impact on the quantity of water in the 
downstream reaches of the Napa River.  Water quality to these downstream reaches is 
protected via numerous mitigation measures, as discussed in Response to Comment O22-
069.   
 
As the commenter notes, there is no genetic difference between steelhead and rainbow trout; 
the only difference between these two fishes is their life history.  Steelhead trout are 
anadromous fish that have traveled to the ocean and returned to freshwater streams to 
reproduce.  Rainbow trout are common in inland waters and therefore not listed by the USFWS, 
and are also introduced in many systems via planting of reservoirs and streams with hatchery 
fish.  Milliken Reservoir was constructed in 1924, and has been a complete barrier to anadromy 
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since that time.  Critical habitat for steelhead trout is designated up to the base of Milliken 
Reservoir, but no critical habitat is designated upstream of the reservoir on Milliken Creek.  
However, the same mitigation measures discussed above to protect water quality for steelhead 
would be protective of habitat for rainbow trout, landlocked or otherwise. 
 

Response to Comment O22-071 

Peak flows and decreased base flows will not be significantly impacted upstream of Milliken 
Reservoir; please refer to Response to Comment O22-066.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment O22-070 above, the Proposed Project will not result in alterations to flows 
downstream of Milliken Reservoir.  Sediment delivery will be decreased in post-project 
conditions, as discussed in Response to Comments O22-067 and O22-068. 
 
The ponds on the Walt Ranch property will be filled with groundwater, as discussed in Section 
3.4.3 of the Draft EIR.  The groundwater within the Sonoma Volcanics below the project site is 
hydrologically disconnected from the downstream MST area, and downstream flows are 
controlled by releases from Milliken Reservoir and groundwater from different basins than the 
Proposed Project.  Temperature as a function of water quality is analyzed in Impact 4.6-2, and 
sediment delivery is analyzed in Impact 4.4-1.  Mitigation measures are provided to reduce all 
impacts to less-than-significant levels for the protection of downstream waters. 
 

Response to Comment O22-072 

The data presented by the commenter shows that upstream reaches of Milliken Creek, including 
those just downstream of the project site, have high numbers of benthic macroinvertebrates, 
indicating a healthy stream reach.  As discussed in Response to Comment O22-066, flows to 
Milliken Creek will not be significantly impacted by the Proposed Project, and are not anticipated 
to significantly affect benthic macroinvertebrates.  In addition, there will be no direct impacts to 
waters of the U.S., riparian corridors, or wetlands, except those discussed and mitigated in 
Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.  Therefore, there will be less-than-significant direct and 
indirect impacts to benthic macroinvertebrates. 
 

Response to Comment O22-073  

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, there would be no increase in post-project 
peak discharge or volume of runoff as a result of the erosion control features.  Refer to General 
Response 10 regarding the regarding the potential for erosion due to the Proposed Project and 
General Response 15 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project.  
In addition, there is a net decrease in erosion from the property as a whole after implementation 
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of the Proposed Project; refer to General Response 10.  Given that the Proposed Project will 
result in a net decrease in these two factors, it is unclear how the project could contribute to 
cumulative impairment of the watershed.  The cumulative hydrologic analysis presented in 
Section 6.1.4-6 of the Draft EIR found that the Proposed Project would not contribute to this 
cumulative impact.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments O22-074 through O22-082 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O22-083 

Impact 4.2-11 analyzes the potential impacts to amphibians (including both CRLF and FYLF) 
due to construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  These potential impacts include 
changes to water quality, physical changes to the streams, erosion and sedimentation, changes 
in canopy and streamside cover, introduction of non-native predators, and the use of pesticides 
and herbicides.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR provides for setbacks from creeks 
and streams which provide protection of aquatic habitat and water quality, filtration of pesticides 
and herbicides, and protection from erosion.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-009 
regarding the use of buffers as an appropriate mitigation strategy to prevent indirect impacts to 
special status amphibians from agrichemical runoff.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.2-11 was 
revised in consultation with CDFW to incorporate additional avoidance measures to protect 
against invasive species establishment, as discussed in Response to Comment A7-13.  
 
Impact 4.2-10 analyzes the potential impacts to WPT from construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project, including impacts due to water quality, physical changes to the streams, 
reduction in water availability, erosion and sedimentation, changes in canopy cover and quality 
of nesting and upland habitats, introduction of non-native predators, and the use of pesticides 
and herbicides.  These impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-10, which protects 98 percent of the nesting habitat and 95 percent of the upland 
habitat be preserved on the property, as well as requiring numerous WPT-specific mitigation 
measures for construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to 
Comments O21-026 and O21-027 regarding the WPT mitigation. 
 

Response to Comment O22-084 

CRLF is assumed to occur on the Capell Creek watershed portion of the property, due to 
suitable habitat and accessibility to the known core recovery area.  However, protocol level 
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surveys conducted on the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the property were unable to 
locate CRLF, and it was determined that they are unlikely to traverse the ridgeline between the 
two watersheds.  See Response to Comment O21-005 regarding the CRLF Habitat 
Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comments O22-085 and O22-086 

The 2007 CRLF protocol-level surveys were conducted by WRA biologists during May, June, 
and July of 2007.  The 2008 CRLF protocol-levels surveys were conducted by AES biologists 
and consisted of 8 separate multi-day surveys during the breeding (January, February, and 
March) and non-breeding (July) seasons at 25 separate survey sites on the Milliken Reservoir 
watershed portion of the property.  The initial surveys conducted by WRA included the entirety 
of the property, and the results of this report were submitted to the USFWS.  Based on feedback 
from the USFWS, additional surveys were conducted in 2008 and 2012 focusing in on the 
Milliken Reservoir watershed.   
 
Although breeding season surveys were not conducted between January 1 and February 28 
during the 2012 surveys, the survey timing and methodology are acceptable under the USFWS 
CRLF Guidance (USFWS, 2005):  
 

Surveys may begin anytime during January and should be completed by the end of 
September.  Multiple survey visits conducted throughout the survey-year (January 
through September) increases the likelihood of detecting the various life stages of the 
CRF.  For example, adult frogs are most likely to be detected at night between January 1 
and June 30, somewhere in the vicinity of a breeding location, whereas, sub-adults are 
most easily detected during the day from July 1 through September 30.  Due to the 
geographic and yearly variation in egg laying dates, it is not possible to specify a range 
of dates that is appropriate for egg surveys throughout the range of the CRLF.   

 
The Guidance does recommend that the best period for detecting CRLF egg masses in 
Northern California along the coast and interior to the Coast Range (north of Santa Cruz 
County) is between January 1 and February 28.  However, this does not invalidate the surveys, 
as they were conducted following the recommendations of the protocol and within the timing to 
locate adult CRLF. 
 

Response to Comment O22-087 

Auditory assessments of the survey area are specifically recommended by USFWS at the 
beginning of every survey, as calls from CRLF or other species (including predatory bullfrogs) 
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can be heard.  The USFWS CRLF Guidance states that: “upon arrival at the survey site, 
surveyors should listen for a few minutes for frogs calling, prior to disturbing the survey site” 
(USFWS, 2005). 
 

Response to Comment O22-088 

At the first survey, the biologists were unable to identify the species of frog observed, as stated 
in the CRLF Survey Report (Appendix K).  This could have been due to the frog hiding or 
moving away quickly, and does not automatically indicate a lack of qualifications of the 
surveyors.  The surveyors’ qualifications meet the established thresholds in the USFWS CRLF 
Guidance.  In the next survey, the biologists relocated the individual and were able to identify it 
as a bullfrog, which is clearly stated in the next paragraph of the CRLF Survey Report.  This 
was completed in accordance with the USFWS Guidance, which states:  
 

7)  If the larval life stage is the only life stage detected and the larvae are not identified to 
species (or similarly, if sub-adult or adult frogs are observed but not identified to species), 
the surveyor must either return to the habitat to identify the frog in another life stage or 
obtain the appropriate permit (e.g., section 10(a)(1)(A) permit) authorization allowing the 
surveyor to handle CRF and larvae.  In order for the Service to consider a survey to be 
complete, all frogs encountered must be accurately identified. 

 

Response to Comment O22-089 

In the “Identification” section of the USFWS CRLF Guidance, specific positive diagnostic marks 
are listed for adult CRLF consistent with the commenter’s list.  However, for larvae (tadpoles), 
the size is described in the identification guidance in addition to coloration patterns.   
 

Response to Comment O22-090 

The commenter is correct in their assessment that the 2012 CRLF Survey Report contains 
deviations from protocol-level survey methodology.  The 2012 CRLF Survey Report, however, 
documents an intense effort to locate CRLF on the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the 
property, and resulted in negative findings for presence of CRLF.  The 2008 CRLF protocol-
levels surveys consisted of 8 separate multi-day surveys during the breeding (January, 
February, and March) and non-breeding (July) seasons in accordance with USFWS CRLF 
Guidance and can be considered “protocol-level.”  The timing of the daytime surveys between 
noon and 2:00 PM are consistent with USFWS CRLF Guidance for daytime survey timing.  The 
species description information cited numerous sources, including USFWS, USGS, peer-
reviewed research, and websites as mentioned in this comment.  Therefore, the 2012 CRLF 
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Survey Report should be considered ancillary evidence that CRLF is not present within the 
Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the property, even if not a fully protocol level survey.   
 

Response to Comment O22-091 

In addition to the California Herpetological Society website cited in the 2012 CRLF Survey 
Report, the USFWS states that CRLF can occur up to 1,500 meters (5,200 feet) in its species 
profile for CRLF.  Regardless of whether or not CRLF can occur from 5,000 feet to 6,500 feet, 
the project site is within the known range and this detail does not affect the results of the CRLF 
surveys. 
 

Response to Comment O22-092 

Neither the Bulger et al. (2003) or Tatarian (2008) studies cited by the commenter claim that 
CRLF does not aestivate.  CRLF may be active in the summer months if aquatic habitat is 
available, although Tatarian studied the movement patterns of CRLF in only autumn, winter, and 
spring, and neglected to determine if CRLF aestivate in summer.  Bulger et al. state that CRLF 
are “active the year-round in coastal areas” with greater water availability; however, the Capell 
Creek watershed is an inland area and cannot be classified as coastal.  The Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) species profile for CRLF specifically states that CRLF “seeks out 
underground shelter” during aestivation and that “aestivation is extremely important to the 
survival of these frogs” (BLM, 2015).  USFWS’ determination of the status of CRLF published in 
the Federal Register (Volume 61, Number 101) specifically states that CRLF “aestivate in small 
mammal burrows and moist leaf litter.”  Fellers and Kleeman (2007) found that CRLF can be 
active during summer months and that not all CRLF aestivate.  This appears consistent with the 
literature, which indicates that CRLF are capable of aestivation but not all CRLF individuals 
aestivate due to habitat conditions, and in places with an overabundance of water they are not 
required to do so.   
 

Response to Comment O22-093 

Refer to Response to Comments O22-085 and O22-086 regarding the timing of the surveys 
conducted for CRLF.  The species name (Aurora draytonii) has been clarified in the Final EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O22-094 

Refer to Response to Comments O22-085 and O22-086 regarding the timing of the surveys 
conducted for CRLF.  The initial surveys conducted by WRA were submitted to the USFWS, 
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and, based on feedback from the USFWS, additional surveys were conducted in 2008 and 2012 
focusing in on the Milliken Reservoir watershed.   
 

Response to Comment O22-095 

The surveyors’ qualifications were presented in Appendix A of the CRLF Survey Report 
(Appendix K of the Draft EIR), and they meet the established thresholds in the USFWS CRLF 
Guidance.  Although the Draft EIR acknowledges that no CRLF were located on the Capell 
Creek watershed portion of the project site, there is a direct habitat connection within the 
dispersal distance of CRLF to its nearby critical habitat, core recovery areas, and known 
populations of CRLF.  Therefore, the EIR conservatively assumes that CRLF may be present on 
the northeastern portion of the project site and provides mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
and ensure that there is no take to this listed species.  Refer to Response to Comments O21-
004 through O21-006 regarding the CRLF baseline presented in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in 
the Draft EIR (Section 4.2.4-3 and Appendix K) and in Response to Comment O22-084, 
focused CRLF surveys occurred in the southwestern third of the property to determine if CRLF 
are able to traverse the ridgeline between the Capell Creek and Milliken Reservoir watersheds.  
After three years of CRLF surveys, it was determined that CRLF cannot climb the ridgeline with 
its 900 feet of elevation change to access the Milliken Reservoir watershed. 
 

Response to Comment O22-096 

Commenter incorrectly paraphrases Impact 4.5-3.  Refer to pages 4.5-10 through 4.5-11 of the 
Draft EIR for the full text of Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.5-3. 
 

Response to Comment O22-097 

Airborne drift is discussed as a potentially significant impact in Impact 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR.  
Compliance with all USEPA, CDPR, and Napa County regulations will ensure that pesticides 
are used appropriately and in accordance with all BMPs and safety procedures to minimize wind 
drift.  In addition, the owner shall apply for a private applicator certificate and a restricted 
materials permit from the Napa County Agricultural Commissioner pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-4.  Limitations to pesticide and fertilizer use will minimize the risk for wind drift 
occurrences, and therefore these mitigation measures are relevant to address this concern.  In 
addition, setbacks and buffers provided in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 will act as a filter/barrier to 
reduce the potential for petroleum products, pesticides, or fertilizers to cause a significant 
impact.  Refer to General Response 11 regarding hazardous materials used on the project site, 
as well as a discussion of the effectiveness of buffer zones to reduce transport of contaminants.  
Refer to Response to Comment O21-009 regarding the environmental stressors and other 
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factors that are attributing to amphibian declines, and how the proposed mitigation reduces 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-016 regarding the 
2006 injunction as it relates to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment O22-098 

Commenter incorrectly paraphrases Impact 4.2-4.  Refer to pages 4.2-91 through 4.2-96 of the 
Draft EIR for the full text of Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-4. 
 

Response to Comment O22-099 

Commenter is correct.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 requires a 50-foot avoidance buffer around all 
wetlands, which include a 24-foot vegetated turnaround avenue and a 26-foot undisturbed filter 
strip.  For clarification, the 24-foot vegetated turnaround avenue refers to the avenue between 
the clearing limits and the block boundary (end posts) where the tractors will turn.  The seed mix 
will be the same as what will be planted in the block, which is: Dwarf Barley at 50 pounds per 
acre, Blando Brome at 8 pounds per acre, Zorro Fescue at 12 pounds per acre, and Crimson 
Clover at 6 pounds per acre (see ECP, Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  The percent vegetated 
cover in that turnaround avenue will be the same as what is required in the adjacent block (e.g. 
Block 4B is required to have 80 percent vegetated cover and therefore the avenue around Block 
4B will also have 80 percent vegetated cover).  Furthermore,  any areas that do not have the 
specified cover percentage will be treated with straw mulch to obtain the necessary cover.  The 
26-foot undisturbed filter strip refers to the area between the wetland boundary and the edge of 
the clearing limits, which will be flagged or staked to prevent any equipment or vehicles from 
entering. 
 
As discussed on pages 4.6-30 and 4.6-31 of the Draft EIR, these buffer widths have been 
determined by State and federal agencies to be protective of water quality: 
 

“The Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA, 2000) and the University of 
California, Division of Agricultural and Natural Resources (2006) recommend 50-foot 
wide vegetated buffers for stream and wetland protection because under most 
conditions, it is a generally adequate buffer width to provide enough vegetation to entrap 
sediments and soils, and filter chemicals adequately by facilitating degradation within 
buffer soils and vegetation.  Additionally, the USEPA has indicated that buffer strips of 3 
to 50 feet wide were effective in removing nitrogen, and grassland buffer strips of 
approximately 50 feet effectively removed approximately 50 percent of nitrogen in runoff 
(USEPA, 2005).” 
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Response to Comment O22-100 

In accordance with Napa County Code 18.108.025, setbacks are maintained for all streams on 
that meet the definition of a stream pursuant to Code 18.108.030.  Napa County Code does not 
require setbacks for other non-jurisdictional streams or drainages that do not meet the definition 
of a stream, and therefore the 20-foot setback proposed by the ECP is more protective than 
what is required by law.  The County’s experience in implementing the ECP program has shown 
that such a buffer, together with other erosion control measures, is sufficient to ensure that 
sediment loads will not increase as a result of the project. 
 

Response to Comment O22-101 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 specifies the following BMPs and measures to protect streams on the 
project site: 
 

Construction activities, including, but not limited to earthmoving and staging activities, 
within 50 feet of any USACE jurisdictional features shall be conducted during the dry 
season to minimize impacts related to erosion, water quality, and aquatic resources, and 
activities shall be conducted consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 to protect 
western pond turtle and Mitigation Measure 4.2-11 for California red-legged frog (CRLF).  
All disturbed areas shall be seeded and mulched to prevent erosion and sediment 
deposit into wetlands and waters of the U.S. 
 
Staging areas shall be located away from the areas of jurisdictional waters that are 
fenced off.  Temporary stockpiling of excavated or imported material shall occur only in 
approved construction staging areas within the gross acres allocated for vineyard 
development (i.e., approved vineyard blocks and associated acreage). Excess 
excavated soil shall be used onsite or disposed of at an approved facility or site.  
Stockpiles that are to remain on the site through the wet season shall be protected to 
prevent erosion (e.g. with tarps, silt fences, or straw bales). 
 
Standard precautions shall be employed by the construction contractor to prevent the 
accidental release of fuel, oil, lubricant, or other hazardous materials associated with 
construction activities into jurisdictional features.  A contaminant program shall be 
developed and implemented in the event of release of hazardous materials (as detailed 
in Mitigation Measure 4.5-1). 

 
This mitigation measure provides numerous details and requirements to protect water quality.  
Additional mitigation has been provided to protect special status reptiles and amphibians, which 
are discussed in Mitigation Measures 4.2-10 and 4.2-11, respectively.   
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Response to Comment O22-102 

Temporary orange construction fencing is intended to keep machinery and equipment out of 
wetlands and riparian corridors during construction phases.  It is not intended to act as a silt 
fence to detain soils, as stated by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O22-103 

This mitigation measure provides numerous details and requirements to protect water quality.  
Additional mitigation has been provided to protect special status reptiles and amphibians, which 
are discussed in Mitigation Measures 4.2-10 and 4.2-11, respectively.   
 

Response to Comment O22-104 

Commenter paraphrases information regarding the proposed stream crossings on the property.  
Refer to pages 4.2-91 through 4.2-96 of the Draft EIR for the full text of Impact and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-4. 
 

Response to Comment O22-105 

Refer to Response to Comment O22-024 regarding potential impacts to FYLF as a result of 
the upgraded stream crossings. 
 

Response to Comment O22-106 

As discussed in Response to Comment O22-024, rocked stream crossings would consist of 
small cobble or gravel of more or less homogeneous size, and the immediate bank area would 
be cleared of vegetation.  FYLF, CRLF, and WPT prefer more complex habitat for basking, such 
as large and small boulders, cobble, and woody debris in close proximity to riparian vegetation.  
Therefore, the rocked road crossings would not be preferred basking locations and the 
Proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in mortality to these species. 
 

Response to Comment O22-107 

Detailed engineering specifications of the upgraded stream crossings are shown on Sheet 11 of 
the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) as well as Figure 3-7.  As stated in Section 25 of the 
ECP, “the erosion control measures described [herein] require regular maintenance in order to 
function as intended.  Vineyard management personnel shall assure that the erosion control 
measures are monitored throughout the rainy season each year and necessary repairs and/or 
maintenance are performed immediately.”  The initial construction of the project components 
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and the ongoing maintenance during operation of the proposed vineyards is analyzed 
throughout the EIR.  Impacts to FYLF were reduced to less-than-significant levels through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-11.  Refer to Response to Comment O22-024 
regarding potential impacts to FYLF as a result of the upgraded stream crossings. 
 

Response to Comment O22-108 

Commenter paraphrases the mitigation measure to protect WPT.  Refer to pages 4.2-116 
through 4.2-118 of the Draft EIR for the full text of Mitigation Measure 4.2-10. 
 

Response to Comment O22-109 

There are a total of 20.7 acres of prime nesting habitat on the entirety of the property.  The 
vineyard blocks mentioned in Impact 4.2-10 contain 4.5 acres of WPT nesting habitat that would 
have been impacted.  This represents a proposed impact of 21.7 percent (4.5 ÷ 20.7).  
Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 requires that these vineyard blocks be reconfigured to avoid impacts 
to 4.07 acres of WPT nesting habitat.  Therefore, only 0.43 acre of WPT nesting habitat would 
be impacted after the implementation of mitigation.  This results in the preservation of 20.27 
acres out of a total of 20.7 acres (or 97.93 percent) of the WPT nesting habitat within the 
property. 
 

Response to Comment O22-110 

Refer to Response to Comments O22-118 through O22-119, below. 
 

Response to Comments O22-111 and O22-112 

Commenter quotes the first two paragraphs of Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 that introduce the 
protective measures, but does not include the protective measures themselves.  This mitigation 
measure was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4.  Refer to pages 4.2-
116 through 4.2-118 of the Draft EIR for the full text of Mitigation Measure 4.2-10. 
 

Response to Comment O22-113 

Commenter incorrectly paraphrases Impact 4.2-11.  Refer to pages 4.2-118 through 4.2-120 of 
the Draft EIR for the full text of Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.2-11. 
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Response to Comment O22-114 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-009 regarding how the proposed CRLF mitigation 
reduces impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Drainages that do not meet the Napa County 
definition of a stream are ephemeral drainages that only hold water for short periods of time.  
These ephemeral drainages do not support aquatic habitat or aquatic organisms, and only hold 
water immediately after precipitation events.  As stated in Section 4.2.4-3 of the Draft EIR, FYLF 
tadpoles require three to four months in standing water to develop into terrestrial frogs, and 
adult FYLF are rarely found far from permanent water.  Therefore, these features do not provide 
breeding and nursery habitat for FYLF.  Refer to Response to Comment O22-100 regarding 
the 20-foot stream setback is it applies to Napa County Code.  Setbacks for all Napa County 
designated streams within the project site will be in compliance with Napa County Code 
18.108.025 (see Table 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR).  Avoidance and preservation of aquatic, nesting, 
and upland habitat for WPT is addressed in Response to Comment O22-109 and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment O22-115 

Changes in water budget due to tree removal are discussed in Section 4 of Appendix F of the 
Draft EIR.  The Canadian study cited by the commenter reviewed 74 wetlands located over 
1,600 miles from the project site in a completely different ecosystem that is not comparable to 
the Walt Ranch property.  FYLF requires permanent standing water and therefore does not 
utilize wetland habitat.  The buffer zones recommended in the Draft EIR are in compliance with 
best available science and guidance from CDFW and Napa County. 
 

Response to Comment O22-116 

Impact 4.4-1 of the Geology and Soils section of the Draft EIR presents a complete account of 
the erosion and sedimentation calculations presented for the Proposed Project using the USLE, 
which analyzes both pre-project and post-project conditions in accordance with Napa County 
policy.  Erosion control measures are discussed in Section 3.4.1, and include numerous types of 
erosion control features from surface drainage pipelines to rock energy dissipaters.  A complete 
list can be found in Table 3-3 and Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  Cover crops are specifically 
identified in Table 3-3 and additional specification for cover crops and straw mulch are provided 
on page 3-21 of the Draft EIR.  These measures are all included in the USLE modeling, which 
indicates a net reduction in sediment runoff from the proposed vineyard block areas in post-
project conditions. 
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The potential for increased runoff from the project site is analyzed in Impact 4.6-1, and specific 
recommendations from the hydrologist are included in Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 to ensure that 
peak discharge and runoff do not increase in post-project conditions. 
 

Response to Comment O22-117 

One special-status reptile (WPT) is discussed in Impact 4.2-10, two special-status amphibians 
are discussed in Impact 4.2-11 (FYLF and CRLF), and special status fish are discussed in 
Impact 4.2-15.  The impacts of sediment and siltation to each of this species can be found in 
their respective impact analyses.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-38 regarding the effects 
of the proposed groundwater pumping on surface water flows, including Milliken Creek, 
wetlands and seeps, and riparian habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O22-118 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-027 regarding the methodology for determining WPT 
upland and nesting habitat. 
 

Response to Comment O22-119 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-11 was revised in consultation with CDFW to incorporate additional 
avoidance measures to protect against invasive species establishment, as discussed in 
Response to Comment A7-13. 
 

Response to Comment O22-120 

CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b) states that: 
 

(2) When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), factors to 
consider when determining whether to include a related project should include the nature 
of each environmental resource being examined, the location of the project and its type.  
Location may be important, for example, when water quality impacts are at issue since 
projects outside the watershed would probably not contribute to a cumulative effect.  
Project type may be important, for example, when the impact is specialized, such as a 
particular air pollutant or mode of traffic. 
(3) Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area affected by the 
cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation 
used. 
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Therefore, Napa County defined the cumulative environment for each environmental impact 
area and provided a discussion of why that geographic area was chosen.  For example, the 
geographic scope for the cumulative air quality analysis included the entire SFBAAB, as 
discussed in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR.  For several of the other environmental impact 
areas, including biology and hydrology, the geographic scope was defined as the two 
watersheds that may be impacted by the Proposed Project, the Milliken Reservoir and Capell 
Creek watersheds.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O22-121 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR provides a complete discussion of impacts 
to WPT, FYLF, and CRLF in Impacts 4.2-10 and 4.2-11, respectively.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O21-010 regarding impacts to CRLF and WPT.  Refer to General Response 21 
regarding the cumulative analysis. 
 

Response to Comment O22-122 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment O22-123 

Targeted nocturnal surveys were not conducted for special status bat species, although general 
observations were made for more obvious potential roosting sites, such as caves, mine shafts, 
or abandoned buildings.  The Draft EIR accurately states that no bats were observed within the 
project site, and then goes on to describe the potential roosting and foraging habitat for a 
number of special status bat species that occurs on the project site (Table 4.2-3 and pages 4.2-
66 through 68 of the Draft EIR).  Therefore, presence (roosting, foraging, or both) of all special 
bat species listed in Table 4.2-3 is assumed for the project site to provide a more conservative 
analysis.  Impact 4.2-14 states that development of the Proposed Project would have the 
potential to affect special status bat species.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 provides for pre-
construction surveys for special status bat species that would reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant. 
 

Response to Comment O22-124 

Although the commenter is correct that no bat species were observed during the biological 
surveys, these observations were not used to support a finding of absence from the project site.  
Instead, as discussed in Response to Comment O22-124 above, bats were assumed to be 
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present on the project site and the Draft EIR determined that the Proposed Project may have a 
significant impact on bat species. 
 

Response to Comment O22-125 

The Draft EIR did not reach a conclusion of absence for any bat species, as stated by the 
commenter.  Refer to Response to Comment O22-124. 
 

Response to Comments O22-126 and O22-127 

Refer to Response to Comment A7-05 regarding the Townsend’s big-eared bat. 
 

Response to Comments O22-128 through O22-169 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter O23 – Marilyn Delgado, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation,  
January 14, 2015 

Response to Comment O23-1 

The County of Napa is the Lead Agency under CEQA for the Proposed Project, not the City of 
Napa.  Refer to General Response 2. 
 

Response to Comment O23-2 

The NAHC was asked to review the Sacred Lands file for information on Native American 
cultural resources on the project site on March 28, 2007 and again on June 24, 2013.  
Responses were received on April 4, 2007 and October 17, 2013 stating that the search of the 
Sacred Lands file did not indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the 
immediate project area.  In both responses, the NAHC provided a list of Native American 
organizations and individuals for further consultation.  These individuals were contacted by letter 
on February 26, 2008 and again on October 18, 2013.  The Mishewal-Wappo Tribe of 
Alexander Valley and Ya-Ka-Ama Pomo Coast Miwok were included on the 2013 NAHC contact 
list; however, the Yocha Dehe Nation was not included on the 2013 NAHC contact list and 
therefore did not receive a letter.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01 regarding the NAHC 
consultation. 
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Response to Comments O23-3 and O23-4 

A confidential cultural resources study was conducted by ASI, which included field surveys 
conducted over 20 months, review of the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) database, and 
review of historical maps and data.  The findings of this study, summarized in Section 4.3.1-3 of 
the Draft EIR, included seven resources that were determined to have the potential to be 
cultural or historical resources as defined under CEQA.  Therefore, Impact 4.3-1 thoroughly 
discusses each resource and Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 provides specific measures to reduce 
impacts to these resources to less-than-significant levels in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4 (b).   
 
The cultural resources study is a confidential document that includes the locations of sensitive 
historical and cultural resources, and is therefore not included in the publically circulated EIR.  
Whether or not to include the cultural resources study as a confidential appendix is at the 
discretion of the Lead Agency.  In order to ensure the complete confidentiality of this sensitive 
document, Napa County elected not to include it in the Draft EIR.  However, a copy will be 
provided separately to the commenter to ensure their request for formal Native American 
consultation is addressed. 
 

Response to Comment O23-5 

The formal Native American consultation was initiated with an e-mail to Mr. Sarmento on June 
29, 2015.  No response has been received to date. 
 

Comment Letter O24 – Vincent Salsedo, Mishewal Wappo Tribe, November 20, 
2014 

Response to Comment O24-1 

The NAHC was asked to review the Sacred Lands file for information on Native American 
cultural resources on the project site on March 28, 2007 and again on June 24, 2013.  
Responses were received on April 4, 2007 and October 17, 2013 stating that the search of the 
Sacred Lands file did not indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the 
immediate project area.  In both responses, the NAHC provided a list of Native American 
organizations and individuals for further consultation.  These individuals were contacted by letter 
on February 26, 2008 and again on October 18, 2013.  The Mishewal-Wappo Tribe of 
Alexander Valley and Ya-Ka-Ama Pomo Coast Miwok were included on the 2013 NAHC contact 
list.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01 regarding the NAHC consultation. 
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Response to Comment O24-2 

It was neither the intent nor desire of Napa County or the project applicant to prevent any Native 
American tribe with interest in the Proposed Project from being involved.  Mr. Scott Gabaldon of 
the Mishewal-Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley was contacted by the Napa County CEQA 
consultant AES on October 17, 2013. 
 

Response to Comment O24-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O24-2 above regarding the previous attempt to contact the 
Mishewal-Wappo Tribe.  In addition, as discussed in General Response 3, the Tribe received a 
total of 133 days to review the Draft EIR, not the “30 days or less” stated by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment O24-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O24-2 above regarding the previous attempt to contact the 
Mishewal-Wappo Tribe.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01 regarding the NAHC 
consultation. 
 

Response to Comment O24-5 

Refer to responses to Comment Letter O23 of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation.  Refer to 
General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping and water 
supply. 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not mention Native American water rights.  It is 
presumed that the commenter is referring to the Indian water rights based on the Winters 
Doctrine (Winters v. U.S., 207 U.S. 564 [1908]), which is neither riparian nor appropriative but 
does contain elements of each of these systems.  Winters rights are reserved water rights 
established by the federal government when it creates an Indian reservation by treaty, statute, 
or executive order.  Winters rights are reserved as of the date of creation of the reservation.  
The fact that Winters rights take a priority date from the establishment of a reservation (or 
earlier if an aboriginal use right is claimed) significantly differentiates these rights from 
appropriative rights, which take a priority date from the time the water is first put to beneficial 
use.  Non-tribal, competing water users who put water to beneficial use prior to the date of the 
creation of a reservation will take precedence over Winters rights, but those users with later 
priority dates are subordinate to the tribe.  Given that there are no established Native American 
reservations on or near the Walt Ranch property, and the Mishewal-Wappo Tribe of Alexander 
Valley is not a federally recognized Native American tribe and therefore does not have an 
established reservation, there is no evidence before the County that the Proposed Project would 
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impact future Winters rights of the Tribe.  If the Tribe becomes federally recognized in the future 
and the federal government establishes a reservation near the Walt Ranch property, the County 
would engage in consultation with the Tribe to ensure that its Winters rights are not jeopardized.  
However, this level of speculation is not required or appropriate for a project EIR, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15145. 
 

4.5 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
Comment Letter I001 – Craig Hall, July 31, 2014 

Response to Comment I001 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I002 – Robert McLeish, July 31, 2014 

Response to Comment I002-1 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the use of an alternative entrance to the property.  
Refer to General Response 1 regarding expressions of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment I002-2 

Napa County has a long and rich history of farming and agricultural practices, long before 
vineyards became a dominant agricultural crop.  The County General Plan and County 
municipal code affords numerous protections for agricultural operators to ensure that the 
agricultural tradition is not inhibited by urban sprawl.  Specifically, Policy AG/LU-15 states that 
the County “affirms and shall protect the right of agricultural operators in designated agricultural 
areas to commence and continue their agricultural practices (a “right to farm”), even though 
established urban uses in the general area may foster complaints against those agricultural 
practices.”  Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, 
as discussed in General Response 5.  Concerns related to County General Plan policies and 
ordinances protecting agricultural land uses are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA 
process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to 
address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I002-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Response to Comment I002-4 

An existing road connects the Walt Ranch property to Juniper Drive to the east.  This existing 
road is located in the southeast corner of the property, near proposed vineyard Block 68.  This 
existing road will not be used by construction equipment.  As a result, residents on Juniper Drive 
will not be disturbed by heavy truck or machinery traffic.  Construction equipment will instead 
access Block 68 from the other direction, via the existing road from Block 16 that is entirely 
within the project site, as shown in Figure 8 of the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR).  The 
existing access from Juniper Drive may be used by vineyard operation equipment, passenger 
vehicles, and light trucks travelling onto the Walt Ranch property.  The volume of vineyard 
operation equipment, passenger traffic, and light truck traffic using this roadway will be 
negligible, and will be consistent with the type of traffic typical for a subdivision in a rural area.  
No significant impacts will occur to this roadway as suggested in this comment. 
 

Response to Comment I002-5 

An alteration of the landscape from natural habitat to a vineyard is not considered, in itself, a 
significant impact to the physical environment.  Rather, the analysis focuses on the extent to 
which the alteration of the landscape will result in significant impacts to the particular habitat at 
issue (e.g., an impact to a sensitive habitat such as wetlands).  The County acknowledges that 
the aesthetic character of a vineyard differs from the aesthetic character of natural habitat.  
Those who reside nearby may prefer one visual landscape to another.  Such preferences may 
be both sincere and strongly held.  Such preferences do not, however, constitute an 
environmental impact that is the focus of CEQA analysis.  Rather, the CEQA analysis focuses 
on whether the Proposed Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, or 
substantially damage scenic resources.  A change in the visual character of the landscape, from 
natural habitat to a vineyard, is not considered substantially adverse.  For further information, 
please see the Initial Study Checklist included at Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I002-6 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.   
 

Comment Letter I003 – Daniel Mufson, August 2, 2014 

Response to Comment I003-1 

A discussion of the groundwater on the project site and in the vicinity, including how the 
property relates to off-site groundwater users, is found in Sections 4.6.1-3 and 4.6.1-4 of the 
Draft EIR.  Impact 4.6-4 analyzes the Proposed Project’s use of groundwater and Mitigation 
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Measure 4.6-4 reduces impacts to a less-than-significant level in order to protect surrounding 
residents, including those on Atlas Peak Road and the Circle Oaks community.  Refer to 
General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the project 
site.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I003-2 

The pumping of groundwater and storage of that groundwater in four proposed offstream 
reservoirs is discussed throughout the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 12 regarding the 
lack of connection between the MST area and the project site. 
 

Response to Comment I003-3 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
 

Comment Letter I004 – David Heitzman, August 2, 2014 

Response to Comment I004-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
 

Response to Comment I004-2 

Noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.8.3, traffic is addressed in Section 4.7.3, and potential 
impacts to groundwater are addressed in Section 4.6.3 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to General 
Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I005 – Scott Farmer, August 2, 2014 

Response to Comment I005-1 

CEQA Guidelines § 15203 and the Napa County Local Procedures require a 45-day comment 
period, although this was extended to 133 days to provide the public with additional opportunity 
to review and provide comments on the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 3 regarding 
extension requests. 
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Response to Comment I005-2 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to 
Comment I003-1 regarding the potential impact to groundwater and the potable water supply 
for surrounding residences. 
 

Response to Comment I005-3 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I006 – David Roust, August 3, 2014 

Response to Comment I006-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
 

Response to Comment I006-2 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood and General Response 18 regarding impacts to Circle 
Oaks roads. 
 

Comment Letter I007 – Lisa Hirayama and Lawrence Carr, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comment I007-1 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I007-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer 
to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the potential effects of a possible prolonged 
drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I007-3 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests and General Response 6 
regarding impacts due to tree loss. 
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Response to Comment I007-4 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
 

Comment Letter I008 – Tada Izumi, August 3, 2014 

Response to Comment I008-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
 

Response to Comment I008-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding 
potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Comment Letter I009 – Jaybird, August 3, 2014 

Response to Comment I009-1 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis presented in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I009-2 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and General Response 6 regarding 
impacts due to tree loss. 
 

Comment Letter I010 – Jim Wagner, August 3, 2014 

Response to Comment I010-1 

The 45-day comment period was consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15203.  Refer to General 
Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Response to Comment I010-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  With 
inclusion of Mitigation Measure 4.6-4, there will be no significant impacts to the Circle Oaks 
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water supply and therefore the EIR is not required to analyze a separate source of water.  Refer 
to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I010-3 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Comment Letter I011 – Lori Hickman, August 3, 2014 

Response to Comment I011-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Response to Comment I011-2 

Refer to Response to Comment I012-5 below regarding the potential impacts of blasting on 
groundwater and Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water 
supplies during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  General Response 14 presents an 
analysis of the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood.   
 

Response to Comment I011-3 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment I011-4 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Comment Letter I012 – Bill Garrison, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comments I012-1 and I021-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  
Commenter states that water usage due to the Proposed Project may have a significant impact 
on the Circle Oaks community’s water requirements.  It is unclear how the implementation of the 
Proposed Project would lead to the neighboring community needing more water than in current 
conditions. 
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Response to Comment I012-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure 
and General Response 18 regarding impacts to roads. 
 

Response to Comment I012-4 

Napa County found that the removal of 28,616 trees would be a significant impact to the 
environment (refer to Impact 4.2-16 for the complete analysis).  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 
4.2-16 is provided to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels through a combination of 
avoidance, onsite preservation, and replanting.  Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree 
loss. 
 

Response to Comment I012-5 

Blasting would be targeted at the upper 8 to 10 feet below ground surface to break up the very 
hard volcanic bedrock.  Blasting will not occur within an aquifer or other saturated zone.  
Surface blasting may break up surface rock and increase the rate of infiltration of surface water.  
This impact to groundwater as a result of blasting, if it were to occur, would be beneficial.   
 

Response to Comment I012-6 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Comment Letter I013 – Charlie Vance, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comment I013-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Response to Comment I013-2 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding expressions of opinion. 
 

Comment Letter I014 – Gordon Evans, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comment I014-1 

The address provided is approximately 1.5 miles south of the Walt Ranch property boundary 
and will not be significantly impacted by groundwater pumping due to the Proposed Project.  
Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis. 
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Response to Comment I014-2 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Comment Letter I015 – Peter Krammer, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comment I015-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Response to Comment I015-2 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding expressions of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment I015-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment I015-4 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding traffic impacts.  Quality of life is not considered a 
significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I015-5 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment I015-6 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment I015-7 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
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Comment Letter I016 – Harumi Watanabe, August 1, 2014 

Response to Comment I016-1 

Responses to petitions are addressed in Section 4.6 below. 
 

Response to Comment I016-2 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Response to Comment I016-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
Tree loss is discussed in General Response 6, and General Response 14 discusses traffic. 
 

Response to Comment I016-4 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Comment Letter I017 – Robert Vollmer, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comment I017-1 

The current uses of the property by the property owner as described in this comment are within 
the rights of the property owner, and are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  
Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.  As the 
CEQA Lead Agency, the County will ensure that mitigation measures, including speed limits, 
are implemented and will serve as a point of contact for the public. 
 

Response to Comment I017-2 

Project objectives stated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR include protection of water quality by 
avoiding wetlands, seeps, springs, and streams to the maximum extent feasible, incorporating 
appropriate setbacks, and implementing various erosion control features.  Potential impacts to 
water quality are addressed in both Impact 4.6-2 (as it relates to the Section 303 (d) listing of 
downstream waters) and Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-4 (as it relates to the use of chemicals 
onsite).  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material 
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use and mitigation for the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the 
noise analysis and noise mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I017-3 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding requests for extension of the comment period. 
 

Comment Letter I018 – Tanya Turner, August 4, 2014 

Response to Comment I018-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion and non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comments I018-2 and I018-3 

CEQA Guidelines § 15203 and the Napa County Local Procedures require a 45-day comment 
period, although this was extended to 133 days to provide the public with additional opportunity 
to review and provide comments on the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 3 regarding 
extension requests. 
 

Comment Letter I019 – Jennifer Gunnel, August 5, 2014 

Response to Comment I019-1 

The project does not propose the development of a winery.  As stated in Section 3.4 of the Draft 
EIR, the project proposes the development of 356 net acres of vineyard within 507 gross acres.   
 
Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure; 
General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project 
and Circle Oaks neighborhood; General Response 6 regarding tree loss; and General 
Response 16 regarding traffic. 
 

Response to Comment I019-2 

Concerns related to other winery developments in Napa Valley are beyond the scope of this EIR 
and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA 
process to address these concerns.  Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding 
consideration of COCWD water supplies during preparation of the groundwater analysis and 
General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project 
and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-255 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Response to Comment I019-3 

The project does not propose the development of a winery.  Refer to General Response 16 
regarding the traffic analysis presented in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I019-4 

The project does not propose the development of a winery.  Refer to General Response 4 
regarding the analysis of growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I019-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-53 and General Response 7 regarding the displacement 
of wildlife.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the proposed biological 
mitigation. 
 

Response to Comment I019-6 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I020 – Marilou Kelly, August 5, 2014 

Response to Comment I020-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
 

Response to Comment I020-2 

A discussion of the groundwater on the project site and in the vicinity, including how the 
property relates to off-site groundwater users, is found in Sections 4.6.1-3 and 4.6.1-4 of the 
Draft EIR.  Impact 4.6-4 analyzes the Proposed Project’s use of groundwater and Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-4 reduces impacts to a less-than-significant level in order to protect surrounding 
residents, including those on Atlas Peak Road and the Circle Oaks community.  Refer to 
General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project 
and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
 

Comment Letter I021 – Denise Christensen, August 6, 2014 

Response to Comment I021-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests. 
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Response to Comments I021-2 and I021-3 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I021-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer 
to General Response 16 regarding traffic impacts.  CEQA implements a procedure for 
reviewing and considering the potential impacts of proposed projects in order to maintain the 
health of the environment.  As part of this process, laid out in CEQA Guidelines Article 7 (§ 
15080 to 15097), a lead agency first determines the scope of the EIR through a public scoping 
process, and then prepares the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR is published for a minimum of 45 days 
for public review and comment.  The Final EIR includes a response to each comment received, 
as well as any edits to the Draft EIR.  Therefore, the “Draft EIR” mentioned by the commenter is 
not a draft in the sense that it is incomplete.  Rather, the Draft EIR is a name for this step of the 
CEQA process.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I021-5 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I021-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
 

Comment Letter I022 – Mia Cruciani, August 13, 2014 

Response to Comment I022-1 and I022-2 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I022-3 

Construction (including land clearing, grading, and vineyard installation) is limited to the dry 
season.  In the Capell Creek watershed, this is the period from April 1 through October 15, while 
in the Milliken Reservoir watershed this is limited to April 1 through September 15.  As stated in 
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Section 10 of the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR), all tillage and erosion control will be 
complete by October 1 or September 1 and winterization will be complete by October 15 or 
September 15 for blocks located in the Capell Creek or Milliken Reservoir watershed, 
respectively. 
 

Response to Comment I022-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-47 regarding the removal of onsite vegetation via burning 
or chipping. 
 

Response to Comment I022-5 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding alternative access points on the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comment I022-6 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the potential traffic impacts due to the Proposed 
Project. 
 

Response to Comment I022-7 

Only trees within the approved clearing limits would be removed.  From the perspective of the 
Circle Oaks community, the closest proposed vineyards, based on the mitigated project, are 
Blocks 37 and 68.  These vineyard blocks are located at least 200 feet from the nearest 
residence in the Circle Oaks subdivision.  Tree cover in the area between the Circle Oaks 
community and these blocks is generally fairly dense, and these trees will not be removed.  
There will be some tree removal on the Walt Ranch property associated with improving the 
entrance to the project site at the end of Circle Oaks Drive which will be within 200 feet of one 
residence (and two additional undeveloped parcels).  Visual impacts associated with the 
conversion of the landscape from natural habitat to vineyards are not considered significant.  
Please see the Response to Comment I002-5.  
 

Response to Comment I022-8 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the potential traffic impacts due to the Proposed 
Project. 
 
 
 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-258 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Comment Letter I023 – James Mills, August 17, 2014 

Response to Comment I023-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I023-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and the water source for the various COCWD 
wells. 
 

Comment Letter I024 – Gale Giorgi, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I024-1 

Commenter provides inaccurate math.  The proposed 28,616 trees will be removed over the 
gross 507 acres, some of which include grassland habitat, chaparral, and other non-forested 
areas.  Across the entire 2,300-acre property, this represents less than 20 percent loss of trees 
(assuming the full build out of the Proposed Project).  The tree inventory estimated 235,710 
trees on the entire Walt Ranch property, the removal of fewer than 28,616 trees in the Mitigated 
Project represents less than 12 percent loss of individual trees.  Refer to General Response 6 
regarding tree loss.   
 

Response to Comment I024-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
 

Comment Letter I025 – Jim Wilson, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I025-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I025-2 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.   
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Response to Comment I025-3 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss and General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the EIR.   
 

Comment Letter I026 – Lisa Hirayama, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I026-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
 

Response to Comment I026-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I026-3 

Concerns related to the County’s Winery Definition Ordinance are beyond the scope of this EIR 
and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA 
process to address these concerns. 
 

Comment Letter I027 – Richard Cannon, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comments I027-1 and I027-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   

Comment Letter I028 – Lisa Goodwin, August 24, 2014 

Response to Comment I028-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
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Comment Letter I029 – Craig Hall, August 26, 2014 

Response to Comment I029-1 

Actions taken by the project applicant to assist the neighboring Circle Oaks community, 
including through gifting land for a water tank and maintaining fire breaks, are not relevant to the 
CEQA process or the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I029-2 

The commenter (project applicant) is correct that Napa County is the Lead Agency for the 
Proposed Project, and as such is responsible for the contents of the EIR pursuant to CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the CEQA process and the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I029-3 

The project site is zoned for agricultural uses, as discussed in Sections 1.1, 3.1, 4.2.1, and 4.8.3 
of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I029-4 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I029-5 

A detailed description of the geological setting of the Walt Ranch property is provided in Section 
4.4.1, which describes the Sonoma Volcanics under the southwest portion of the property and 
the Great Valley sequence under the northeastern portion.  Section 4.6.1-3 discusses the 
groundwater on the project site, stating that the Sonoma Volcanics are the “principle water 
bearing geologic formation in the vicinity of the project site” whereas the Great Valley sequence 
rocks “do not represent significant water bearing formations” (Draft EIR page 4.6-14).  Refer to 
Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies during 
preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the combined 
groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood.   
 

Response to Comment I029-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
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Response to Comment I029-7 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the mitigation and 
trigger points established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I029-8 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.   
 

Response to Comment I029-9 

Measures to prevent fugitive dust from becoming a nuisance are discussed in Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-1, which requires numerous measures including, but not limited to: cover all trucks 
hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials; cover all exposed stockpiles; sweep Circle Oaks 
Drive daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent streets; limit 
traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; suspend excavation and grading activity when 
winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph; and regulation of burning in accordance with 
BAAQMD Regulation 5.  Watering the roads is only required for Circle Oaks Drive when visible 
soil material is present.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-17 regarding the use of water for 
dust suppression. 
 

Response to Comment I029-10 

Refer to General Response 10 regarding the reduction in sedimentation from the property in 
post-project conditions.   
 

Response to Comments I029-11 and I029-12 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I030 – Mike Reynolds, August 29, 2014 

Response to Comment I030-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I030-2 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the CEQA process and the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I030-3 

Refer to Response to Comments I029-1 through I029-12. 
 

Comment Letter I031 – Connie and Susan Sanderson, September 3, 2014 

Response to Comment I031-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  Quality of life is not 
considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in General 
Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I031-2 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss and General Response 8 regarding the 
adequacy of the biological mitigation. 
 

Response to Comment I031-3 

There are no water tanks proposed under the vineyard development project.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I031-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure.  
Refer to General Response 17 regarding the use of an alternative entrance to the property. 
 

Response to Comment I031-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I032 – Thomas Dinkel, September 15, 2014 

Response to Comment I032-1 

The groundwater impact of the Circle S Ranch is discussed in 6.1.4-6 of the Draft EIR, the 
cumulative analysis for groundwater impacts.  As stated on page 6-27, “Circle S Ranch, the 
property directly to the west of the Proposed Project, will use approximately 137.5 af of 
groundwater per year to irrigate approximately 269 acres of vineyard (from the Circle S Ranch 
EIR; AES, 2008).”  In addition, this is discussed in detail in the RCS report for the 96-hour 
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constant rate pumping test of Well WR-3 that pumping test and subsequent theoretical modeling 
was performed to estimate the combined groundwater impacts of the combined proposed Circle 
S and Walt Ranch projects (Appendix D).  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I032-2 

Refer to Response to Comment I032-1 above regarding the cumulative water use due to the 
Circle S Ranch.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I032-3 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I033 – Ron Cowan, Quercus Group, September 15, 2014 

Response to Comment I33-1 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and Response to 
Comment O10-4 regarding the methodology used in the air quality analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I33-2 

The Draft EIR analyzes methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and carbon dioxide (CO2) by 
utilizing the carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) method.  As stated in Section 6.1.4-1, “CO2e is a 
method by which GHGs other than CO2 are converted to a CO2-like emission value based on 
the global warming potential (GWP).  CO2 is used as the base and is given a value of one.  
Methane (CH4) has the ability to capture 21 times more heat than CO2; therefore, CH4 is given a 
CO2e value of 21.”  By providing a common measurement, CO2e provides a means for 
presenting the relative overall effectiveness of emission reduction measures for various GHGs 
in reducing project contributions to global climate change.  Therefore, contrary to the 
commenter’s assertions that N2O and CH4 were omitted from the analysis, they were 
appropriately standardized into their CO2e values to provide a common measurement. 
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Response to Comment I33-3 

Refer to Response to Comment I33-2 regarding the use of CO2e, a method by which GHGs 
other than CO2 are converted to a CO2-like emission value based on a heat-capturing ratio or 
GWP.   
 

Response to Comment I33-4 

The Walt Ranch Draft EIR utilizes the newest methodologies and best available science for the 
air quality and GHG analyses (AES, 2015).  Since the 2011 Leff Vineyard Project mentioned in 
this comment, new air quality models are now recommended by the BAAQMD and CARB.  
Therefore, Napa County utilized this updated CalEEMod model for the Proposed Project to 
ensure the air quality and GHG emissions were appropriately documented.  Refer to Response 
to Comment I33-2 regarding the use of CO2e, a method by which GHGs other than CO2 are 
converted to a CO2-like emission value based on a heat-capturing ratio or GWP.   
 

Response to Comment I33-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I33-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-119 regarding the use of the Solano County Climate 
Action Plan. 
 

Response to Comment I33-7 

The commenter is correct that Napa County is currently restarting its Climate Action Plan 
planning process.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to use the draft Napa County Climate Action 
Plan which has not been approved.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-119 regarding the 
use of the Solano County Climate Action Plan. 
 

Response to Comment I33-8 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-13 regarding the adequacy of the GHG analysis 
methodology presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I33-9 

This comment is an excerpt from a paper published in 2008 that is not applicable to the 
Proposed Project or the GHG analysis of the Draft EIR.  The paper cited herein discusses the 
GHG implications of energy production from biomass facilities, and the data for this particular 
figure was taken over a decade ago.  As the commenter notes, “these chart values are too 
unrefined to be applied for a project site-specific biogenic GHG emissions analysis.” 
 

Comment Letter I034 – Claire Camp, September 2014 

Response to Comment I034-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  No further response is 
required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I034-2 

Biological resources, including habitats and wildlife, are discussed in Section 4.2 of the Draft 
EIR.  A discussion of tributaries, surface water, and groundwater is presented in Section 4.6 of 
the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I034-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I035 – Dan Mufson, September 16, 2014  

Response to Comment I035-1 

Refer to the responses to Comment Letter A5 from the City of Napa. 
 

Response to Comment I035-2 

The Draft EIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse and other interested parties on July 11, 2014 
(SCH# 2012102046), initiating a 45-day public comment period.  This comment period was 
extended by the Lead Agency through November 21, 2014, for a total review period of 133 
days. 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15082, an NOP was circulated to the public, local, State, 
and federal agencies, and other known interested parties for a 30-day public and agency review 
period which began on October 22, 2012 (included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  The 
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comment letters received (included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR) were used to focus the 
scope of the environmental analysis; all parties who responded to the NOP were added to the 
interested parties distribution list.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15087, a Notice of 
Completion (NOC) was submitted to the Office of Planning and Research on July 11, 2014 
(SCH# 2012102046), initiating a 45-day public comment period of the Draft EIR.  In addition, a 
NOA was published in the Napa Valley Register, a newspaper of general circulation in the 
project area, on July 11, 2014 notifying the public of the availability of the Draft EIR.  Beginning 
on July 11, 2014, the NOA was also posted in the following locations: the Napa County Clerk 
Office, the Lead Agency’s office at 1195 Third Street, Napa, California 94559; and the Napa 
County Library at 580 Coombs Street, Napa, California 94559.  The NOA was sent to interested 
parties, including neighboring property owners and those who responded to the NOP during the 
scoping period.  All interested parties and property owners within 1,000 feet of the Walt Ranch 
property line, including the City of Napa, received a mailed notice of the comment period 
extension on August 11, 2014.  These noticing procedures exceeded those required by CEQA 
Guidelines §15087. 
 

Response to Comment I035-3 

Refer to the responses to Comment Letter A5 from the City of Napa and refer to Response to 
Comment I035-2 regarding the noticing procedures followed for the Draft EIR.  All interested 
parties, public agencies, and organizations received the same extension of the comment period 
as discussed in General Response 3. 
 

Comment Letter I036 – Aruna Prabhala, Center for Biological Diversity, 
September 16, 2014 

Response to Comment I036-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I037 – Jane Mead, October 6, 2014 

Response to Comment I037-1 

During development of the General Plan, the County provided opportunities for public input 
regarding land use designations and consulted with local interest group.  The Proposed Project 
is consistent with the land use designation and zoning designation for the property.  A 
moratorium on all future development projects is not relevant to the CEQA process for the 
Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project and all future developments requiring County approval 
will go through a CEQA process to ensure that all potentially significant environmental impacts, 
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including water supply and biological resources, are analyzed and mitigated to the maximum 
degree possible through a transparent public process. 
 
Concerns related to County ordinances and General Plan policies allowing development on 
private properties are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, 
commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I037-2 

The commenter is correct that the Proposed Project would require 213.5 af per year of 
groundwater, as discussed in Section 3.4.3; however, this is not considered excessive or “huge” 
as stated by the commenter for such a development in this region of Napa County.  Refer to 
General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-18 
for a discussion of the revised mitigated project water demands. 
 

Response to Comment I037-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O7-27 regarding the use of storage tanks on the project site.  
Refer to Response to Comment O9-18 regarding the water use estimate presented in the Draft 
EIR as it relates to other vineyard projects.  As discussed in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR, wind 
machines will be used for frost protection in conjunction with up to 40 af of groundwater per 
year. 
 

Response to Comment I037-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer to General Response 21 
regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 12 
regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the project site. 
 

Response to Comment I037-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
 

Comment Letter I038 – Robert McLeish, n.d. 

Response to Comment I038-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
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Response to Comment I038-2 

Refer to Response to Comment I029-9 regarding the mitigation measures to prevent fugitive 
dust and General Response 16 regarding the noise impacts of the Proposed Project.  Quality 
of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in 
General Response 5.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding the use of an alternative 
entrance to the property. 
 

Response to Comment I038-3 

All onsite roads will be treated as described in the Walt Ranch Road Sedimentation and Erosion 
Potential Evaluation prepared by the NCRCD, found in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 ensures that all low water crossings are upgraded to rocked water 
crossings prior to their use for construction equipment in order to ensure that there are no 
significant impacts to water quality due to road use on the project site.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure.  The majority of the 
worker trips to and from the project site will be scheduled outside of the AM and PM peak hours 
in order to reduce potential conflicts between project-related traffic and the residents of Circle 
Oaks, as discussed further in General Response 16. 
 

Response to Comment I038-4 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the use of an alternative entrance to the property. 
 

Response to Comment I038-5 

As discussed in 3.4.1-6 of the Draft EIR and in Appendix C, only the Level I roads will be used 
for year-round access; Level II roads are secondary roads that will be used seasonally during 
the dry periods.  Pursuant to Napa County Code 18.108.135, the property owner or personnel 
must be onsite during rain events to ensure proper functioning of all erosion control measures.  
Therefore, although the commenter is correct that construction and vineyard operations will 
occur primarily during the dry season, it is a legal requirement that there must be access 
throughout the project site during winter for site inspections and maintenance. 
 

Response to Comment I038-6 

Circle Oaks Drive is designated a public road by Napa County.  Therefore, it is permissible for 
the project applicant to use this public road to access the project site for construction and 
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operation.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks 
infrastructure.  Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under 
CEQA, as discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Response to Comment I038-7 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis methodology presented in the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I038-8 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Comment Letter I039 – Joseph and Patricia Pridmore, October 7, 2014 

Response to Comment I039-1 

Commenter is correct that tree removal due to the Proposed Project was found to be a 
significant impact, as analyzed in Impact 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 6 
regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment I039-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the 
timing of the pumping test that was conducted for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment I039-3 

The use of agricultural chemicals, including pesticides and herbicides, is analyzed in Impacts 
4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, 4.5-4, and 4.5-5.  Mitigation measures are provided to ensure that all 
impacts due to the routine use, transport, and disposal of those checmicals will not result in a 
significant impact on the environment.  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion 
regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I039-4 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
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Response to Comment I039-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and General Response 7 regarding wildlife 
corridors. 
 

Comment Letter I040 – Stacy Arneson, October 31, 2014 

Response to Comment I040-1 

Refer to Response to Comments I039-1 through I039-4. 
 

Response to Comment I040-2 

Pesticide drift is addressed in Impact 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR and reduce via implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-3.  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding 
hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment 
O22-097. 
 

Comment Letter I041 – Philip Brodey, October 13, 2014 

Response to Comment I041-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment I041-2 

The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the Napa 
County Local Procedures.  CEQA Guidelines § 15003 states that “CEQA does not require 
technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full 
disclosure” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692).  The 
Draft EIR does not claim to predict future outcomes beyond that which is understood by 
science, and therefore has some language as quoted by the commenter to allow for future 
flexibility.  However, the EIR contains specific analysis, technical detail, impacts and mitigation 
measures, and conclusions to allow for an informed decision on the project’s impacts.  Refer to 
General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I041-3 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Comment Letter I042 – Daniel Bunnell, October 28, 2014 

Response to Comment I042-1 

The address provided by the commenter is over 2.8 miles southwest of the project site, located 
downstream of the Proposed Project and within the MST groundwater deficient basin.  The 
geology of the MST area and the long-standing issues with groundwater overdraft are well 
understood; however, the Proposed Project is not located within this groundwater deficient 
basin.  Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area 
and the project site. 
 

Response to Comment I042-2 

The project site is underlain by Sonoma Volcanics, the “principle water bearing geologic 
formation in the vicinity of the project site” (Draft EIR page 4.6-14).  Conversely, the 
commenter’s property is situated within the groundwater deficient MST area.  Although the 
County appreciates the commenter’s concerns, the potential impact to groundwater has been 
mitigated to less-than-significant levels consistent with local and State laws.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I042-3 

As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project requires approval of an ECP prior 
to development due to land disturbance on slopes greater than 5 percent.  Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion, the Proposed Project has not already been built because that would be 
in direct violation of Napa County ordinances.  There are approximately 4,301 af (1.4 billion 
gallons) of groundwater in storage below the property as discussed on page 4.6-47 of the Draft 
EIR, so it is unclear what data the commenter is using to support the assertion that “there is 
simply no water” on the property.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-34 regarding the 
analysis of groundwater in storage. 
 

Response to Comments I042-4 and I042-5 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the mitigation and 
trigger points established in the GMMP. 
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Response to Comment I042-6 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant decline in groundwater supplies in the 
region, as discussed in Impact 4.6-4 of the EIR.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the 
cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping, Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the 
groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project, and Response to 
Comment O9-12 regarding the mitigation and trigger points established in the GMMP.  Refer to 
Response to Comment I044-11 below regarding the need for a contingency plan due to 
groundwater pumping and the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of damages 
to property. 
 

Response to Comment I042-7 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Comment Letter I043 – Russell Smith, October 29, 2014 

Response to Comment I043-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I043-2 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I044 – John Harrington, November 10, 2014 

Response to Comment I044-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I044-2 

Information related to political contributions is not relevant to the CEQA process and does not 
affect the contents of the EIR.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I044-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion and non-substantive comments. 
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Response to Comment I044-4 

Water quality impacts are addressed in Impact 4.6-2 and reduced to less-than-significant levels 
through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-2.  The project site is not located within the 
MST area, as discussed in General Response 12.  Further, neither Soda Canyon Road nor the 
vineyard areas of “Soda Canyon” are within the Milliken Creek watershed.  Although the MST 
area may be in overdraft, as discussed in Section 4.6.1-3 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project 
is at a much higher elevation than the Napa Valley floor and is underlain by Sonoma Volcanics, 
which are fractured volcanic rocks that are hydrologically disconnected from the alluvial 
groundwater aquifers of the valley floor and disconnected from the volcanic rock aquifers that 
underlie those alluvial materials (see Draft EIR pages 4.6-11 through 4.6-15). 
 

Response to Comment I044-5 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I044-6 

The three existing onsite wells could supply the entirety of the water demand for the proposed 
vineyard, although this would result in a higher pumping rate and longer pumping season that 
could stress those three wells.  Therefore, wells constructed in the future will increase the 
operational flexibility of the irrigation system and will help reduce the overall pumping rate and 
pumping duration required from any single well to reduce potential impacts to the existing wells.  
As described in Section 3.4.3, the “total volume of water per annum for irrigation would not 
change.”  Refer to Response to Comment O9-10 regarding the proposed wells as they relate 
to the overall volume of groundwater extraction. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project.  The ongoing monitoring of the onsite wells is required pursuant to the 
MMRP that will be adopted for the Proposed Project; refer to Response to Comment O21-015 
regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-12 regarding 
the enforcement and trigger points established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I044-7 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible  prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment O9-14 
regarding the precipitation data utilized in the groundwater analysis. 
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Response to Comment I044-8 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I044-9 

The commenter is correct that the EIR acknowledges that there is some uncertainty in 
hydrogeologic analysis of groundwater aquifers.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the 
methodology used for the groundwater analysis and Response to Comment O9-34 regarding 
the analysis of groundwater in storage. 
 

Response to Comment I044-10 

Strong ground shaking has been known to cause the initiation of new springs or the termination 
of others.  Nothing that is proposed for the vineyard development would enhance or inhibit this 
occurrence during a future earthquake.  Following the magnitude 6.0 Napa earthquake that 
occurred on August 24, 2014, water levels in the Walt Ranch wells changed.  The most 
pronounced effect was on Well WR-4.  As shown on Figure J3 of Appendix Q, water levels in 
Well WR-4 have decreased roughly 10 feet since the earthquake, presumably as a result of the 
earthquake (coupled with the ongoing drought and reduced rainfall recharge).  The other onsite 
wells at Walt Ranch had similar responses, but the water level declines were less.  Such a 
change in water levels does not affect the conclusions or recommendations of the 2014 RCS 
study (Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 
 

Response to Comment I044-11 

There is no evidence before the County that the Proposed Project will result in land subsidence, 
given that the Walt Ranch property is underlain by fractured volcanic bedrock and not by an 
alluvial basin subject to ground level lowering like the Central Valley.  Refer to Response to 
Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed 
Project. 
 
The comment requests compensation or a contingency plan to guarantee that off-site 
groundwater impacts will not occur.  The function of an EIR is to provide an objective, 
technically sound forecast of the impacts of the project, and to determine whether those impacts 
will be significant based on the County’s identified thresholds.  Based on this analysis, no 
significant impacts are expected to occur.  The Proposed Project, if approved, will be required to 
implement all mitigation measures adopted by the County.  Refer to Response to Comment 
O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
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In the event that any project, including the Proposed Project, results in damage to a neighboring 
property, CEQA does not supplant or constrain the property owner’s ability to seek 
compensation against those who are alleged to have caused the damage.  Whether to seek or 
obtain such compensation would be resolved in the same manner as other civil disputes.  
However, this is beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  
 

Response to Comment I044-12 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comments I044-13 and I044-14 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points 
established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I044-15 

If all onsite wells are affected, as stated by the commenter, the provisions of the groundwater 
monitoring plan will go into effect to protect the groundwater aquifers in the vicinity of Walt 
Ranch.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program 
required for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger 
points established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I044-16 

As stated on page 4.6-47 of the Draft EIR, there are approximately 4,301 af of groundwater in 
storage; refer to Response to Comment O9-34.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the 
cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I044-17 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss associated with the Proposed Project and 
General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping. 
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Response to Comment I044-18 

As discussed in Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR, construction and operation of the Proposed Project 
will have a less-than-significant impact on climate change with inclusion of mitigation measures 
resulting in permanent protection of woodland.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 
regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation 
measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I044-19 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that climate change is a global issue (see page 4.1-7).   
 

Response to Comment I044-20 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
 

Comment Letter I045 – Bill Hocker, November 10, 2014 

Response to Comments I045-1 and I045-2 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the AW zoning and land use designation of the project 
site.  The proposed vineyard use is generally considered consistent with a rural, agricultural 
setting. 
 

Response to Comment I045-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I045-4 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I045-5 

The Proposed Project will not result in the development of additional housing or suburban 
sprawl, as it is a vineyard development project.  The Proposed Project will not lead to the 
development of a big-box store like Costco.  Refer to General Response 4 regarding the 
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analysis of other development on the property and growth inducing effects presented in the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I046 – Claire Camp, November 10, 2014 

Response to Comment I046-1 

Refer to Response to Comments I039-1 through I039-4. 
 

Response to Comment I046-2 

After development of the proposed vineyards, approximately 1,793 acres (or 1,871 acres in the 
Mitigated Project) of the 2,300-acre property will remain in its current undeveloped land use and 
there will be no change to the “rugged beauty” mentioned by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment I046-3 

Napa County has undergone a transparent public process in analyzing potential environmental 
impacts due to the Proposed Project, and has considered all verbal and written comments 
received on the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I046-4 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I046-5 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 provides stream buffers ranging from 35 to 150 feet from each bank, 
or total stream buffer widths ranging from 70 to 300 feet.  Therefore, there will be no impact to 
riparian vegetation, which acts as an important wildlife corridor and pollutant filtration 
mechanism. 
 

Response to Comment I046-6 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I046-7 

All environmental impacts identified in the EIR have been reduced to less-than-significant levels 
via implementation of mitigation measures.  Therefore, there are legally binding and enforceable 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-278 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

measures to ensure the applicant will comply with the mitigation measures in the EIR.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 

Comment Letter I047 – Barry Gould, n.d. 

Response to Comment I047-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I047-2 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of 
COCWD water supplies during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 
14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-34 regarding the analysis of groundwater 
in storage and Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged 
drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I047-3 

There will not be construction traffic “coming and going at all hours of the day and night” as 
stated by the commenter.  As required by Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, all construction trips (both 
equipment and worker trips) shall be scheduled outside of the daily AM and PM peak hours, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 limits construction hours to between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. in accordance 
with Napa County Code 18.16.080.  Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the 
environment under CEQA, as discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I047-4 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss associated with the Proposed Project and 
General Response 9 regarding slope stability.  
 

Response to Comment I047-5 

The Proposed Project will utilize IPM techniques to minimize the use of hazardous pesticides 
and fertilizers.  As discussed in the IPM plan (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), the Proposed 
Project will only utilize chemicals classified by the USEPA as Class 3 or Class 4 (Low Toxicity or 
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Very Low Toxicity, respectively).  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion 
regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I047-6 

There are no proposed wineries or mansions under the Proposed Project; refer to the project 
description provided in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I048 – Carla Gould, n.d. 

Response to Comment I048-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  Quality of life is not 
considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in General 
Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I048-2 

The Proposed Project will utilize IPM techniques to minimize the use of hazardous pesticides 
and fertilizers.  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous 
material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 6 regarding 
tree loss and General Response 9 regarding slope stability.  Refer to Response to Comment 
I047-3 regarding nighttime construction. 
 

Response to Comment I048-3 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I048-4 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-2 regarding the political process as it relates to the 
CEQA process. 
 

Comment Letter I049 – Wayne Burgstahler, November 10, 2014 

Response to Comment I049-1 

Refer to General Response 5 regarding concerns related to rural way of life. 
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Response to Comment I049-2 

The Walt Ranch property is zoned AW, not Agricultural Preserve as stated by the commenter.  
There are no plans to build 35 separate wineries on the property; refer to General Response 4 
regarding the analysis of other development on the property and growth inducing effects 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
Comments related to Napa County policies allowing wineries on land designated for agricultural 
uses are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work 
with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I049-3 

The Proposed Project will result in a net decrease in erosion from the property; refer to General 
Response 10 regarding the methodology used for the erosion calculations.  Implementation of 
IPM practices and mitigation measures for the use and disposal of agrichemicals will ensure 
there is a less-than-significant impact due to hazardous materials.  Refer to General Response 
11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed 
Project.  The City of Napa Public Works Department which owns and manages Milliken 
Reservoir, a domestic water supply reservoir mentioned by this commenter, has reviewed and 
provided comments on this Draft EIR.  Refer to responses to Comment Letter A5, above. 
 

Comment Letter I050 – Thomas and Marcie Dinkel, November 11, 2014 

Response to Comment I050-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I050-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comment I050-3 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater 
demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
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Response to Comment I050-4 

Proposed holding ponds related to the project are all located offstream.  These ponds will be 
filled using groundwater as discussed in Section 4.6.1-4 of the Draft EIR.  Surface runoff is not 
proposed to be collected and will not be used as a water supply for the Proposed Project.  Refer 
to Response to Comment A5-10 regarding the potential for reduction in flows to Milliken 
Reservoir, and General Response 13 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the 
Proposed Project.  There will be no significant impacts to sedimentation or slope stability, as 
discussed further in General Responses 10 and 9, respectively. 
 

Response to Comment I050-5 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project.  As discussed therein, the proposed monitoring plan would include a 
provision to protect existing and proposed wells (both on- and off-site) and would ensure that 
the Director of Environmental Management may limit pumping.  Refer to Response to 
Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to groundwater pumping and 
the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of damages to property. 
 

Response to Comment I050-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I050-7 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I051 – John Dunlap, November 11, 2014 

Response to Comment I051-1 

The Draft EIR analyzed the Proposed Project’s potential impacts to groundwater in Impact 4.6-
4, and concluded that they were potentially significant.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 is 
required to ensure that the Proposed Project will not significantly impact neighboring wells.  
Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for 
the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment I051-2 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-2 regarding the political process as it relates to the 
CEQA process. 
 

Response to Comment I051-3 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment I051-4 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I052 – Cheryl de Werff, November 11, 2014 

Response to Comment I052-1 

Refer to General Response 5 regarding concerns related to rural way of life and General 
Response 2 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I052-2 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood and General Response 6 regarding 
tree loss.  Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, 
as discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I052-3 

It is not the intention of the project applicant to cut down trees and leave the land fallow.  This is 
not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of project approval. 
 

Response to Comment I052-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
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Comment Letter I053 – Laurie Burgstahler, November 11, 2014 

Response to Comment I053-1 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.  The City of Napa Public Works Department 
which owns and manages Milliken Reservoir, a domestic water supply reservoir mentioned by 
this commenter, has reviewed and provided comments on this Draft EIR.  Refer to responses to 
Comment Letter A5, above.  All environmental impacts identified in the EIR have been reduced 
to less-than-significant levels via implementation of mitigation measures.  Therefore, there are 
legally binding and enforceable measures to ensure the applicant will comply with the mitigation 
measures in the EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of 
the MMRP.   
 

Response to Comment I053-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I053-3 

The Proposed Project will not result in a reduction in the amount of available water, as there is 
sufficient recharge capacity on the Walt Ranch property and the Circle S Ranch to 
accommodate the irrigation needs of these projects and the domestic water supply needs of the 
Circle Oaks community.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater 
demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Comment Letter I054 – Rama Garrison, November 12, 2014 

Response to Comment I054-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I054-2 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety 
and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I054-3 

It is unclear why the commenter believes tourists will stream through the Circle Oaks 
neighborhood, as there are no proposed wineries or tasting rooms on the Walt Ranch property; 
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refer to Response to Comment I019-1.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding the 
mitigation measures in place to protect the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks 
community. 
 

Response to Comment I054-4 

All impacts to special status wildlife species have been reduced to less-than-significant levels in 
accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I054-5 

The Proposed Project will utilize IPM techniques to minimize the use of hazardous pesticides 
and fertilizers.  As discussed in the IPM plan (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), the Proposed 
Project will only utilize chemicals classified by the USEPA as Class 3 or Class 4 (Low Toxicity or 
Very Low Toxicity, respectively).  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion 
regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I054-6 

The Proposed Project will not result in a reduction in the amount of available water, as there is 
sufficient recharge capacity on the Walt Ranch property and the Circle S Ranch to 
accommodate the irrigation needs of these projects and the domestic water supply needs of the 
Circle Oaks community.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater 
demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I054-7 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Comment Letter I055 – Gordon Evans, November 12, 2014 

Response to Comment I055-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I055-2 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding analysis of other development on the project site 
presented in the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment I055-3 

The Draft EIR provides a thorough review of potential consequences of the Proposed Project to 
the environment in accordance with CEQA; refer to General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Requests for the County to re-evaluate the Winery Definition 
Ordinance and the Climate Action Plan are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA 
process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to 
address these concerns.  
 

Comment Letter I056 – Gordon Evans, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I056-1 

Between the mitigation measures requiring tree replanting and the greater than 207,094 trees 
that will remain on the property after development of the proposed vineyards, impacts due to 
tree loss in terms of oxygen depletion and overall tree canopy are less than significant in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.  Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Comment Letter I057 – Ron Tamarisk, Circle Oaks County Water District, 
November 12, 2014 

Response to Comment I057-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I057-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment I057-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I057-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-8 regarding groundwater quality. 
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Response to Comment I057-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I057-6 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I057-7 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I058 – Bill Garrison, November 12, 2014 

Response to Comments I058-1 and I058-2 

As clearly stated in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR, implementation of mitigation measures would 
reduce all significant environmental impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, there are 
no significant and unavoidable impacts as a result of the Proposed Project.  Refer to General 
Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments and General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I058-3 

The cost of water and sewer services to the residents of the Circle Oaks community is not a 
significant issue under CEQA as it relates to the Proposed Project, which would not affect water 
or sewer rates.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand 
of the Proposed Project and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I058-4 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I059 – Alan Steen, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I059-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I059-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis. 
 

Comment Letter I060 – Kathy Coldiron, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I060-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I060-2 

An alternative location for the Proposed Project was removed from consideration, as discussed 
in Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I061 – Lisa Deneen, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I061-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the 
timing of the pumping test that was conducted for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to 
Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed 
Project. 
 

Response to Comment I061-2 

As discussed in Impact 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR, the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR), and the 2015 RCS report (Appendix Q of this Final EIR), with mitigation, the Proposed 
Project would not result in a significant impact to the local groundwater supply.  Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 requires an ongoing groundwater monitoring program be implemented 
to ensure that the project’s groundwater pumping will not affect off-site wells.  Refer to General 
Response 14 regarding water supply and General Response 13 regarding the methodology 
used for the groundwater analysis.  Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the 
need for a contingency plan due to groundwater pumping and the neighboring property owner’s 
recourse in the event of damages to property. 
 
 
 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-288 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Comment Letter I062 – Pete Krammer, November 13, 2014 

Response to Comment I062-1 

Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
existing environmental noise setting was determined according to the Napa County Baseline 
Data Report and provided in the Napa County General Plan (Napa County, 2008) in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15150.   
 

Response to Comment I062-2 

Although the County appreciates the commenter’s concerns, the potential impact due to noise 
has been mitigated to less-than-significant levels consistent with local and State laws.  Refer to 
General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment I062-3 

The EIR clearly states the number of trips that would be generated during the construction and 
operation phases of the Proposed Project.  Traffic impacts during the construction period are 
discussed in Impact 4.7-1: 
 

It is estimated that there would be 30 round trips for construction workers and 4 round 
trips for material trucks per day between April 1 and October 1.  During 4 days between 
April 1 and April 15, the bulk of the heavy equipment would be transported to the project 
site creating an estimated 15 additional one way truck trips.  From September 15 to April 
1, an estimated 6 workers would be needed onsite per day for maintenance activities, 
including maintenance of erosion control measures.  During vineyard development, 
assuming peak day construction traffic estimates, there would be a maximum of 60 
worker trips per day and 15 materials and heavy equipment deliveries per day, resulting 
in an increase of 75 one-way vehicle trips along SR-121 between SR-128 and Wooden 
Valley Road. (emphasis added) 

 
Traffic impacts during the operation period are discussed in Impact 4.7-2: 
 

The Proposed Project would require approximately 45 vineyard workers during the 
pruning season.  The most labor-intensive period for the vineyard would occur during the 
harvest/crush season.  An estimated 80 workers would travel to and from the project site 
during harvest/crush season…  A conservative eight one-way trips per day would occur 
from grape trucks (eight one-way trips corresponds to four grape trucks entering and 
exiting the site). (emphasis added) 
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Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis presented in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I062-4 

The commenter incorrectly refers to the statement in the Draft EIR regarding ambient noise 
levels, which states in its entirety: 
 

Due to the rural nature of the property, the ambient noise level is estimated to be 57 
dBA, Leq along State Route 121 in the vicinity of the project site (Napa County, 2008).  It 
is expected to increase to 62 dBA, Leq by the year 2030 (Napa County, 2008).   

 
This information comes directly from the Napa County General Plan; the EIR is not claiming that 
the Proposed Project will increase ambient noise levels to 62 dBA, Leq.  Rather, the County has 
conducted noise analyses as part of the General Plan process and estimated that the ambient 
noise level will increase naturally by the year 2030 due to the development anticipated and 
encouraged by the General Plan.  As discussed in Impact 4.8-1, the Proposed Project may have 
a significant temporary increase on ambient noise during the construction phase.  Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 limits construction times and provides sound barriers in accordance 
with Napa County regulations.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I062-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I062-4 above regarding the incorrect assumption that the 
Proposed Project would result in the increase to 62 dBA, Leq.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that 
the Proposed Project may result in a significant increase in noise in the vicinity of the project site 
during the construction period.  Contrary to the commenter’s statements, mitigation measures 
have been required to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels in accordance with Napa 
County regulations.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I062-6 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I063 – Jim Wilson, November 12, 2014 

Response to Comment I063-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Comment Letter I064 – Claire Camp, November 13, 2014 

Response to Comment I064-1  

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I065 – Elizabeth Bosch, November 13, 2014 

Response to Comment I065-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I065-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water 
supply. 
 

Comment Letter I066 – Gordon and Jeanne Evans, November 14, 2014 

Response to Comments I066-1 through I066-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I067 – Brian and Wendy Cole, November 15, 2014 

Response to Comment I067-1 

Erosion control is one of many environmental impact areas analyzed in the Draft EIR; refer to 
General Response 10.  Climate change impacts of the Proposed Project are addressed in 
Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR, specifically in Impacts 6-1 and 6-2. 
 

Response to Comment I067-2 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I067-3 

As discussed in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR, construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project will have a significant impact on climate change, which will be reduced to less-than-
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significant levels with mitigation in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Response 
to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and 
appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Comment Letter I068 – Pierre Pulling, November 17, 2014 

Response to Comment I068-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I068-2 

The analysis of impacts of the Proposed Project, including to neighboring residences, are 
specific and detailed, and supported by empirical or experimental data, scientific authorities, or 
explanatory information in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the CEQA document.   
 

Response to Comment I068-3 

The property is zoned AW, which is the agricultural designation that allows agricultural uses 
including livestock grazing, vineyards, and other row crops.  Refer to Response to Comment 
O11-61 regarding appropriate use of land.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water 
supply and Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I068-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure.  
Concerns related to the County’s rating of Circle Oaks Drive for weight limit are beyond the 
scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comments I068-5 and I068-6 

Blasting is only proposed in the volcanic upland where shallow depth to hard bedrock 
represents the most stable areas of the site; landslides typically occur in weak rock with 
abundant soil overburden.  The Draft EIR identifies the noise and vibration from blasting as a 
potentially significant impact, and recommends mitigation to ensure that significant adverse 
impacts do not occur to Circle Oaks residents.  The remainder of the proposed construction 
equipment would cause vibrations significantly less than the established significance threshold, 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-292 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

and are unlikely to cause a significant impact.  Refer to General Response 9 regarding slope 
stability. 
 

Response to Comment I068-7 

The use of proposed construction equipment on the project site and the transport of that 
machinery on Circle Oaks Drive would cause vibrations significantly less than the established 
significance threshold, and are unlikely to cause a significant impact.  Refer to Impact 4.8-2 and 
Table 4.8-7 of the Draft EIR for specific analysis of equipment by type.  Refer to General 
Response 9 regarding slope stability. 
 

Response to Comment I068-8 

The issue of the commenter’s foundation slipping due to its location on top of natural landslide 
deposits is not a CEQA issue related to the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response  
4.2-1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I068-9 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-47 and Response to Comment O11-22 regarding the 
mitigation measures proposed for each block upslope of the Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer 
to General Response 9 regarding slope stability. 
 

Response to Comment I068-10 

Napa County acknowledges that the Circle Oaks community is the densest population center in 
the vicinity of the project site.  However, the property value of the surrounding residences 
compared to the estimated value of the proposed vineyard development is not a substantive 
issue under CEQA.  Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I068-11 

Napa County has undergone a transparent public process in analyzing potential environmental 
impacts due to the Proposed Project, and has considered all verbal and written comments 
received on the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I068-12 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the zoning of the parcel and the development scenarios 
considered in the Napa County General Plan.  Comments related to Napa County policies 
allowing too much development are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  
However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these 
concerns. 
 

Response to Comments I068-13 and I068-14 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I069 – Pamela Jackson, November 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I069-1 

Commenter is correct that it will take several years for the mitigation saplings to grow to provide 
the same habitat value as the lost specimen tree.  That is why Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 also 
requires that, in addition to replanting trees at a 5:1 ratio, 74 specimen trees be avoided by 
development.  In addition, as discussed in General Response 6, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 
acres will not be impacted by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 
207,094 trees and 1,871 acres will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide 
ongoing wildlife habitat. 
 

Response to Comment I069-2 

The Draft EIR did address potential impacts to the federally endangered Contra Costa 
goldfields.  As stated in Table 4.2-3, page 4.2-47, and Appendix M, this species was not 
observed onsite although numerous biological surveys were conducted within the evident and 
identifiable bloom period for Contra Costa goldfields.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-
002 for additional information about Contra Costa goldfields critical habitat. 
 

Response to Comment I069-3 

The Draft EIR presented a baseline for CRLF in Section 4.2 and analyzed impacts to CRLF in 
Impact 4.2-11.  Refer to Response to Comments O21-004 through O21-006 regarding the 
CRLF baseline presented in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Response to Comment O21-015, 
the IPM Plan is identified in the MMRP presented in Section 5.0, which is a legally binding plan.  
Therefore, the IPM Plan is an enforceable measure and compliance is compelled by the MMRP 
with the County ensuring that these measures are implemented. 
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Response to Comment I069-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O7-27 regarding the use of storage tanks on the project site.   
 

Response to Comment I069-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I069-6 

As discussed in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR, construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project will have a significant impact on climate change, which will be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with mitigation in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  The commenter is 
correct that 507 acres of land will be cleared for the Proposed Project (or 429 acres in the 
Mitigated Project); however, as shown in Table 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR, much of this land is 
chaparral and grassland, and it is misleading to say that the entirety of it is woodland habitat.  
Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Comment Letter I070 – Draselle Muscatine, November 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I070-1 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss and General Response 14 regarding water 
supply.  Refer to General Response 18 regarding impacts to roads associated with the 
Proposed Project and General Response 5 regarding impacts to way of life associated with the 
Proposed Project. 
 

Comment Letter I071 – Lynna Roberts, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I071-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I071-2 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I071-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I071-4 

Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors.  As discussed in Section 4.2 of the 
Draft EIR, preservation of wildlife corridors will reduce impacts to species movement to less-
than-significant levels 
 

Response to Comment I071-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-53 regarding displacement of wildlife. 
 

Response to Comment I071-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations to blasting and General 
Response 9 regarding slope stability. 
 

Response to Comment I071-7 

As discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 and the Walt Ranch BRMP (Appendix P), a qualified 
biologist, botanist, or arborist will monitor the replanting areas annually to ensure the survival of 
the mitigation replanting.  Annual reports will be submitted to Napa County.  In the event that the 
success criteria is not met, additional trees will be replanted to ensure full compliance with the 
mitigation measures.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch 
BRMP as mitigation for biological impacts. 
 

Response to Comment I071-8 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding the request for extension of the comment period.  
Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
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Response to Comments I071-9 and I071-10 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment O9-13 
regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand 
analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I071-11 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood and Response to Comment A5-7 
regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project.  Refer to 
Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the mitigation and trigger points established in the 
GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I071-12 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood.  Refer to Response to Comment I012-5 regarding the potential impacts of 
blasting on groundwater and Response to Comment O9-34 regarding the analysis of 
groundwater in storage. 
 

Response to Comment I071-13 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-34 regarding the analysis of groundwater in storage. 
 

Response to Comment I071-14 

The potential of the Proposed Project to generate fugitive dust, including particulate matter that 
can be hazardous to health, is analyzed in Impact 4.1-1.  In accordance with Mitigation Measure 
4.1-1, the Applicant will implement a fugitive dust abatement program, which will include such 
measures as: covering trucks hauling soil, covering exposed stockpiles, sweeping Circle Oaks 
Drive, limiting traffic speeds, and limiting excavation and grading when winds exceed 25 mph.  
According to the air quality modeling completed for the Proposed Project, the implementation of 
these measures will ensure there is no significant impact due to fugitive dust. 
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Response to Comment I071-15 

The commenter is incorrect.  The EIR does not provide a limit to pesticide spraying.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-1 ensures that excavation and grading will be limited when winds exceed 25 mph, 
not pesticide spraying.  Therefore, the County will not require any kind of testing as requested 
by the commenter.  Impacts of pesticide drift are analyzed in Impact 4.5-3 and reduced to less-
than-significant levels through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-3.  Refer to Response 
to Comment O22-097. 
 

Response to Comment I071-16 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety 
and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I071-17 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I071-18 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I072 – Harold Halterman, November 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I072-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-9 regarding the consistency of the proposed mitigation 
with Napa County General Plan policies and State legislation.  Refer to General Response 2 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I072-2 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a 
prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
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Response to Comment I072-3 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Milliken-Sarco-Tulocay basin as opposed to 
the stated “Montecello-Sarco-Tulocay” basin.  Refer to General Response 12 regarding the 
lack of connection between the MST area and the project site. 
 

Response to Comment I072-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I072-5 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I072-6 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment O9-13 
regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand 
analysis. 
 

Comment Letter I073 – Robert Wallin, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I073-1 

Specific comments and questions will be addressed below. 
 

Response to Comment I073-2 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points 
established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I073-3 

There are no anticipated increases in soil erosion, sedimentation, or landslide risk as a result of 
the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Responses 10 and 9, respectively.  Refer to 
Response to Comment A5-05 regarding the future construction of a water treatment facility. 
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Response to Comment I073-4 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater 
monitoring program required for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I073-5 

Refer to General Responses 17 and 18 regarding traffic and safety, and impacts to roads, 
respectively.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR and General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the 
Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood.  Refer to General Response 
11 regarding hazardous materials use on the project site, as well as a discussion of the 
effectiveness of buffer zones to reduce transport of contaminants.   
 

Response to Comment I073-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O7-27 regarding the use of storage tanks on the project site.  
Although the project applicant has chosen not to operate the vineyards using organic methods, 
the proposed vineyard will be managed using IPM techniques.  IPM promotes judicious use of 
pesticides and oftentimes recommends pesticide and herbicide applications as a last resort to 
control insects, diseases, and weeds.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the 
IPM plan proposed for the project. 
 

Response to Comment I073-7 

As discussed in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR, construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project will have a significant impact on climate change, which will be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with mitigation in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Response 
to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and 
appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I073-8 

The Draft EIR analyzes all components of the Proposed Project as described in Section 3.4 of 
the Draft EIR.  This includes the impacts due to vegetation clearing and burning, blasting, and 
grading on hillsides.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I073-9 

Loss of habitat and biodiversity is analyzed throughout Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation 
measures are provided that require avoidance of sensitive species or habitats, replacement of 
habitats where feasible, and onsite preservation to reduce all impacts to biological resources to 
less-than-significant levels.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the 
mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I073-10 

The Draft EIR provides an extensive discussion of the seven cultural or historical resources that 
were identified onsite by qualified archeologists.  As discussed in Response to Comment A1-
01, the cultural resources surveys and reports were conducted in accordance with California 
Public Resources Code § 5020.1(j), 5024.1, 21083.2, and 21084.1, and Title 14 California Code 
of Regulations § 4850 et seq, 15064.5, and 15126.4.  Due to the sensitive nature of the 
resources that were identified onsite, the results of this study are confidential, but are on file at 
the Napa County offices and will be considered by decision makers.  Each of these resources 
will be avoided by the Proposed Project in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.3-1.  As stated 
on page 4.3-19 of the Draft EIR, “the boundaries [of each resource] have all been documented 
by PPI Engineering using GPS and plotted on their confidential project maps” to ensure that the 
resources are appropriately protected. 
 
In addition, the NAHC was asked to review the Sacred Lands file for information on Native 
American cultural resources on the project site on March 28, 2007 and again on June 24, 2013.  
Responses were received on April 4, 2007 and October 17, 2013 stating that the search of the 
Sacred Lands file did not indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the 
immediate project area.  In both responses, the NAHC provided a list of Native American 
organizations and individuals for further consultation.  These individuals were contacted by letter 
on February 26, 2008 and again on October 18, 2013.  No responses were received from either 
consultation.   
 

Response to Comment I073-11 

The ownership of the project parcels is not a significant issue under CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment I073-12 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR.  Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project 
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in addition to other reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future projects are presented in 
Section 6.1.4 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I073-13 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-44 regarding the ongoing monitoring of the Proposed 
Project in accordance with Napa County Code 18.108.135. 
 

Response to Comment I073-14 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I073-15 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to 
groundwater pumping and the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of damages 
to property. 
 

Response to Comment I073-16 

Concerns related to County ordinances and General Plan policies allowing development on 
private properties are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, 
commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns 
 

Comment Letter I074 – Debra Ray, November 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I074-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I074-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis.  As discussed in General Response 6, over 
207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be impacted by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated 
Project, greater than 207,094 trees and 1,871 acres will not be impacted) and will remain on the 
property to provide ongoing wildlife habitat. 
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Response to Comment I074-3 

The proposed vineyard will be managed using IPM techniques, which promote judicious use of 
pesticides and oftentimes recommends pesticide and herbicide applications as a last resort to 
control insects, diseases, and weeds.  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion 
regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
 

Comment Letter I075 – Carrie and John Schwartz, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comments I075-1 and I075-2 

The proposed groundwater monitoring program would be designed to protect on- and off-site 
wells, and would not allow wells to go dry.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the 
groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project and Response to 
Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points established in the GMMP.  Refer to Response to 
Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of 
damages to property. 
 

Comment Letter I076 – Brian Bender, November 18, 2014 

Response to Comment I076-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I076-2 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment O9-13 
regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand 
analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I076-3 

As discussed in General Response 6, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be impacted 
by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 207,094 trees and 1,871 acres 
will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide ongoing wildlife habitat.  Impacts 
to biological resources have been reduced to less-than-signficant levels; refer to General 
Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation for biological 
impacts. 
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Response to Comment I076-4 

The Proposed Project is similar in size and scope to several other vineyard projects throughout 
the County, and is not considered excessive or “enormous” as stated by the commenter.  Refer 
to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion.  Refer to General Response 14 
regarding water supply. 
 

Comment Letter I077 – Parry Murray, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I077-1 

During development of the General Plan and Baseline Data Report, Napa County worked with 
local interest groups and underwent a CEQA review of the General Plan to ensure that all public 
concerns and interests were acknowledged and addressed in the development of the County’s 
planning document.  Concerns related to the land use designations in the General Plan and 
County policies allowing too much development are beyond the scope of this EIR and the 
CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process 
to address these concerns.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and 
General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I077-2 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the groundwater analysis methodology and a 
discussion of the recently adopted WAA Guidelines and General Response 14 regarding the 
cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comments I077-3 and I077-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property and General Response 4 regarding the 
analysis of other development on the property and growth inducing effects presented in the 
Draft EIR.  There are no future plans to subdivide the property, and therefore this is not a 
reasonably foreseeable future project and is not included in the cumulative impact analysis; 
refer to General Response 21 regarding the adequacy of the cumulative analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I077-5 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
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discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels.  Refer to General Response 21 regarding the adequacy of the cumulative 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I077-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I077-7 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR provides a thorough 
description and analysis of special-status species potentially affected by the Proposed Project.  
Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife displacement associated with the Proposed 
Project and wildlife corridors.  Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR provides a range of mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to special-status species, including avoidance, preservation, 
replacement, and restoration of habitat, as well as project design features intended to reduce 
impacts to special-status species.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-11 states that wetland and stream 
setbacks and mitigation provided in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 and Mitigation Measure 4.2-10, in 
combination with the overall avoidance in the project design, will reduce impacts to CRLF and 
FYLF to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Response to Comment I077-8 

The phrase “less than significant” is a CEQA term related to the significance of impacts on the 
environment, which is defined in CEQA Guidelines § 15382.  Erosion will be reduced when 
compared to pre-project conditions, as discussed in Impact 4.4-1 and General Response 10.  
Impacts to wildlife, habitat, and sensitive plant species were reduced to less-than-significant 
levels in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; refer to General Response 2 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and General Response 21 regarding the cumulative 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-38 regarding the 
effects of the proposed groundwater pumping on surface water flows, including Milliken Creek, 
wetlands and seeps, and riparian habitat. 
 

Response to Comment I077-9 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping.  
Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
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and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.  Additionally, no long-term water level data are available from the 
Napa OneRain website or the DWR Water Data Library.  Further, COCWD provided less than 1 
year of water level data for COCWD Well 1. 
 

Response to Comment I077-10 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment I077-11 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-3 regarding the feasibility of storage tanks on the project 
site.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program 
required for the Proposed Project, which will prevent impacts to neighboring groundwater wells, 
and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points established in the GMMP.  
Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to 
groundwater pumping and the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of damages 
to property. 
 

Response to Comment I077-12 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project.  The ongoing monitoring of the onsite wells is required pursuant to the 
MMRP that will be adopted for the Proposed Project; refer to Response to Comment O21-015 
regarding the enforcement of the MMRP. 
 

Response to Comment I077-13 

Although the project applicant has chosen not to operate the vineyards using organic methods, 
the proposed vineyard will be managed using IPM techniques.  IPM promotes judicious use of 
pesticides and oftentimes recommends pesticide and herbicide applications as a last resort to 
control insects, diseases, and weeds.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the 
IPM plan proposed for the project.  Refer to General Response 11 regarding hazardous 
material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment I077-14 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.  Loss of canopy in the cumulative 
environment is discussed in Section 6.1.4-2 of the Draft EIR.  The erosion analysis included the 
entirety of the Proposed Project, including vegetation removal, and showed that there will be a 
net decrease when compared to pre-project conditions, as discussed in Impact 4.4-1 and 
General Response 10.   
 

Response to Comment I077-15 

The City of Napa Public Works Department which owns and manages Milliken Reservoir, a 
domestic water supply reservoir mentioned by this commenter, has reviewed and provided 
comments on this Draft EIR.  Refer to responses to Comment Letter A5, above.  The Walt 
Ranch property is zoned AW, not Agricultural Preserve as stated by the commenter.  Refer to 
Response to Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard development. 
 

Response to Comment I077-16 

As discussed above, the Walt Ranch property is zoned AW, not Agricultural Preserve as stated 
by the commenter.  Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I078 – Matthew Nolan, November 19, 2019 

Response to Comment I078-1 

Refer to Response to Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard 
development. 
 

Comment Letter I079 – Daniel and Naoko Mufson, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I079-1 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I079-2 

The parcel on Atlas Peak Road owned by the project applicant is not part of the Proposed 
Project, and therefore was not analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment 
O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt 
Ranch property. 
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Response to Comment I079-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O22-010 regarding the ownership of the Walt Ranch property 
and nearby property on Atlas Peak Road.  The ownership of the project site is not a substantive 
issue under CEQA, as it does not affect the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
vineyard development. 
 

Response to Comment I079-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment O9-13 
regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand 
analysis.  The project site is not located in the MST area, as stated in General Response 12. 
 

Response to Comment I079-5 

The Draft EIR addresses evaporative losses and provides specific analysis and quantification in 
Section 4.6.1-4.  Covers for agricultural reservoirs have been investigated by Edwards 
Engineering.  In addition to being economically infeasible, covers require power to be available 
during the winter to pump water off the top of the cover during a rain event.  This would require 
auto-start generators with associated negative air quality impacts.  Covers would also eliminate 
the value of the reservoirs for wildlife.  Refer to Response to Comment I037-3 regarding the 
use of closed water tanks. 
 

Response to Comment I079-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I079-7 

A “drainage basin” is a watershed; surface water within a drainage basin collects in streams and 
creeks, and flows to a single point where the surface water exits the drainage basin.  A drainage 
basin is not a groundwater basin.  The commenter is correct that a part of the project site lies 
within the Milliken Reservoir watershed (“drainage basin”); however, the MST area does not 
include the entirety of the Milliken Reservoir watershed and does not include the project site.  
Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site. 
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Response to Comment I079-8 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-9 regarding the movement of water from one 
watershed to another via application for irrigation. 
 

Response to Comment I079-9 

No water trucking is proposed for the project.  The pumping test of WR-3 was conducted for a 
continuous period of 96 hours, and at an average rate of 153 gallons per minute (gpm).  The 
resulting maximum water level drawdown in Well WR-3 was 26 feet, to a depth of 375 feet 
below ground surface.  This water level depth is still more than 200 feet above the bottom of this 
well.  Due to uncertainty in theoretical analyses, RCS recommended (and continues to 
recommend) a monitoring plan be implemented for the Walt Ranch property.  The GMMP is 
included as Appendix R to this Final EIR.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the 
methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
 

Response to Comment I079-10 

The Proposed Project was analyzed for inconsistency with the General Plan, and mitigation 
measures were recommended throughout the EIR to ensure consistency where required.  Refer 
to Response to Comments O19-1 and O19-2 for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with General Plan Policy CON-54 as it relates to groundwater recharge potential. 
 

Response to Comment I079-11 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site.  As shown on Figure H of Appendix Q, the “storage units” (USGS 2003) are within 
the MST study area, and not within the Milliken Creek watershed. 
 

Response to Comment I079-12 

As described on page 34 of the 2014 RCS report (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), Hall Wines LLC 
initiated a water level monitoring program in their existing onsite wells in late 2011.  Figures 10A 
through 10D therein include the water level data collected to date from that ongoing monitoring 
program.  Those data are shown in the 2015 RCS report (Appendix Q) as Figures J1 through 
J4.  Also shown on these figures are the available water level data collected over time from 
each well, along with the accumulated rainfall departure curve data for the Atlas Peak raingage 
that is presented on Figure F. 
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Figures J1 through J4 show that water levels appear to follow trends in the accumulative 
departure curve.  Water levels in the onsite wells show a clear increase between 2009 (when 
the WR-3 pumping test was performed) and late 2011 to early 2012.  This corresponds to a 
period of increase in the accumulated departure curve (i.e., a relatively wet period).  Similarly, 
water levels show an overall decrease beginning in early-2012 and continuing to the present, 
coincident with the decrease in the accumulated departure curve (and the ongoing drought) 
during that same period.  Therefore, water levels in the aquifer(s) beneath Walt Ranch are 
clearly responsive to changes in rainfall.  The total amount of water level change that has 
occurred in the Walt Ranch wells since the late-2011 inception of the onsite water level 
monitoring program ranges from 8 feet of decline in WR-5 (Figure J4), to 20 feet of decline in 
WR- 4 (Figure J3) (RCS, 2015a; Appendix Q). 
 

Response to Comment I079-13 

As stated on page 4.6-47 of the Draft EIR and pages 48 and 49 of the 2014 RCS report 
(Appendix D of the Draft EIR), a typical USGS value for recharge percentage from rainfall in the 
Milliken Creek Watershed is 9 percent.  Therefore, by definition, the 7 percent value utilized in 
the groundwater analysis is more conservative.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-35 
regarding the analysis of recharge rates presented for the Sonoma Volcanics and Response to 
Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s 
water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I079-14 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment I079-15 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-38 regarding the effects of the proposed groundwater 
pumping on surface water flows, including Milliken Creek, wetlands and seeps, and riparian 
habitat.  Refer to Response to Comment A7-10 regarding the applicability of USGS Circular 
1376. 
 

Response to Comment I079-16 

The EIR prepared for the neighboring Circle S Vineyard also found after substantial analysis of 
the underlying Sonoma Volcanics that there was no connection between the Circle S property 
and the MST area.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater 
demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
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Response to Comment I079-17 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 
Omission of the pumping development and step drawdown test from the pumping test protocol 
for well WR-3 had no effect on the validity of the 96-hour pumping test.  It was in the protocol as 
standard testing procedures for RCS when a well has not been pumped for a period of time. 
 

Response to Comment I079-18 

The background monitoring data collected for the pumping test were complete and sufficient.  It 
is stated on page 22 “no significant change in water levels was observed” referring to Well WR-
5 (RCS 2014 Appendix D of the Draft EIR). 
 

Response to Comment I079-19 

Refer to Response to Comments I068-5 and I068-6 regarding the effects of blasting to slope 
instability.  As discussed further in General Response 9, the Proposed Project will not have a 
significant impact on slope stability and will not impact the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I079-20 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the need for cash reserve in escrow due to 
the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I079-21 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I080 – Jane Mead, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I080-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I080-2 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 requires the preparation of a groundwater monitoring program.  This 
program will require gathering baseline data to determine pre-project static and pumping water 
levels, pumping rates and/or flow rates, and pumping volumes, at those wells included in the 
monitoring program.  The wells to be included in the monitoring program have not been 
identified.  The monitoring wells will be located so that they can determine whether on-site 
groundwater use is affecting water levels at neighboring wells.  The monitoring plan, and data 
gathered under that program, will be provided to the County.  Refer to Response to Comment 
A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project and 
Response to Comment O9-11 regarding the monitoring wells included in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I080-3 

To clarify, the hydrology report prepared for the Proposed Project was completed in March 2013 
and is included as Appendix G of the Draft EIR.  The groundwater analysis for the Proposed 
Project (“Second Updated Report on the Results and Analysis of 96-Hour Constant Rate 
Pumping Test”) was completed in April 2014 and is included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR.  It 
is presumed that the commenter is referring to the pumping test completed as part of the 
groundwater analysis, which was conducted in 2009.  Refer to Response to Comment O4-1 
regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted for the Proposed Project.   
 
Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I080-4 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I080-5 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I080-6 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
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Response to Comments I080-7 and I080-8 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I081 – Larry Carr, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I081-1 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I081-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comments I081-3 and I082-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  For a complete documentation of the attempts 
to contact COCWD, please refer to the 2015 RCS report (Appendix Q). 
 

Response to Comment I081-5 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I082 – Larry Carr, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I082-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I082-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding 
water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I082-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure.   
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Response to Comment I082-4 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Comment Letter I083 – Lisa Hirayama, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I083-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I083-2 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I083-3 

The Draft EIR acknowledges the proximity of the project site to Foss Valley, but does not make 
any kind of comparison or statement of similarity between the project site and Foss Valley.  
Refer to General Response 9 regarding slope stability impacts on the project site. 
 

Response to Comment I083-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comment I083-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the proposed pumping from the fractured 
granitic Sonoma Volcanics as it relates to overall groundwater pumping in the Central Valley. 
 

Response to Comment I083-6 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of 
COCWD water supplies during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
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Response to Comment I083-7 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment A5-7 
regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project. 
 

Comment Letter I084 – Bonnie Thompson, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I084-1 

The commenter’s property is located over 3.1 miles southwest of the project site, and is located 
within the MST area. 
 

Response to Comment I084-2 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site. 
 

Response to Comment I084-3 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site.  There is no anticipated impact to the commenter’s well, which is located over 3 
miles from the Proposed Project and in a known groundwater deficient area.  Refer to 
Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the 
Proposed Project. 
 

Comment Letter I085 – Karla Bailey, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I085-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I085-2 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
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Response to Comment I085-3 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I085-4 

As discussed in General Response 6, Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 reduces the Proposed Project 
impacts to trees on the property by ensuring canopy cover will be permanently preserved at a 
1:1 ratio for impacted trees, protecting certain specimen trees, and replanting impacted 
specimen trees at a 5:1 ratio.  Between the mitigation measures described herein and the 
greater than 207,094 trees that will remain on the property after development of the proposed 
vineyards, impacts due to tree loss in terms of oxygen depletion and overall tree canopy are 
less than significant in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.   
 

Response to Comment I085-5 

Refer to General Response 11 regarding hazardous materials use on the project site and the 
mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I085-6 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment O9-14 
regarding the precipitation data utilized in the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I085-7 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the applicability of the 60 Minutes show 
cited by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment I085-8 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I085-9 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
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Response to Comment I085-10 

Discretionary projects in Napa County are not subject to approval by public vote pursuant to 
Napa County ordinances. 
 

Response to Comment I085-11 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I086 – Richard and Denise Barber, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I086-1 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I086-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis and General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I086-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I087 – Bob Almeida, November 19, 2014 

Response to Comment I087-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I087-2 

Without reference to a specific location in the Draft EIR, it is unclear what the commenter is 
referring to when stating the Draft EIR does not provide a level of assurance or level of certainty 
for mitigation measures.  Due to the complexity of potential environmental impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project and the nuances of the project site and existing environmental 
settings, mitigation measures must be tailored to project-specific conditions, specific natural 
resources, and potential future occurrences.  All mitigation measures will not always apply 
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uniformly across the entire Proposed Project and project site, and some may require multiple 
mitigation options to account for potential future scenarios due to these variances.  Additionally, 
some environmental impacts and conditions cannot be predicted with complete certainty.  
Where applicable, this fact is stated in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding 
adequacy of the CEQA document. 
 

Response to Comment I087-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O22-044 regarding uncertainty in hydrogeologic analyses and 
Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the 
Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points established in 
the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I087-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 

Response to Comment I087-5 

As discussed in Response to Comment O21-015, the County will ensure that mitigation 
measures are implemented and will serve as a point of contact for the public.   
 

Response to Comment I087-6 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I088 – Larry Carr, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I088-1 

The approval of the Circle Oaks subdivision is included as part of the environmental baseline 
presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comments I088-2 and I088-3 

The Walt Ranch property is zoned AW, not Agricultural Preserve as stated by the commenter.  
All significant environmental impacts, including those to residents of the Circle Oaks subdivision, 
were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines. 
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Response to Comment I088-4 

The EIR acknowledges the Circle Oaks neighborhood throughout the document and provides 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to the community to less-than-
significant levels. 
 

Comment Letter I089 – Larry Carr, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I089-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I089-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I089-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and the potential connection of the COCWD 
wells to the volcanic rocks.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined 
groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment I089-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  For a complete documentation of the attempts 
to contact COCWD, please refer to the 2015 RCS report (Appendix Q). 
 

Response to Comment I089-5 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I090 – Larry Carr, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comments I090-1 through I090-3 

Commenter is correct that the Proposed Project would result in the cutting of 28,616 trees.  
However, it is unclear how this would “degrade the watersheds of both Milliken and Capell 
Creeks,” as an erosion assessment prepared for the Proposed Project found that there would 
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be a net decrease in sedimentation to both watersheds.  Refer to General Responses 6 and 10 
regarding tree loss and erosion, respectively. 
 

Response to Comment I090-4 

As discussed in General Response 10, the Proposed Project would reduce sediment pollution 
by 43.61 percent over baseline conditions in the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the 
project site.  The City of Napa Public Works Department which owns and manages Milliken 
Reservoir, a domestic water supply reservoir mentioned by this commenter, has reviewed and 
provided comments on this Draft EIR.  Refer to responses to Comment Letter A5, above.   
 

Response to Comment I090-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I091 – Larry Carr, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I091-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I091-2 

Refer to General Response 5 regarding economic impacts and impacts to way of life 
associated with the Proposed Project and General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I092 – Lynn Watanabe, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I092-1 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA; Water Code § 10720 et seq.) was 
enacted to provide for the sustainable management of groundwater basins and to enhance local 
management of groundwater consistent with rights to use or store groundwater.  Although Napa 
County and other local agencies may choose to become a groundwater sustainability agency for 
the long term regulation and management of the Napa Valley Basin, the fractured granitic rocks 
underlying the project site would not be subject to regulation under SGMA.  Pursuant to Water 
Code § 10721(b), a “‘Basin’ means a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and defined in 
Bulletin 118 or as modified pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 10722).”  
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Therefore, the Proposed Project will not be affected by future sustainability plans developed for 
the Napa Valley Basin. 
 

Response to Comment I092-2 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment I092-3 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I093 – William Murray, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I093-1 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I093-2 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I093-3 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I093-4 

Refer to General Response 15 regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed 
Project, which shows a net decrease in runoff from the property in post-project conditions.  The 
proposed drainage systems and cover crops encourage infiltration into the soil or delay the 
timing of runoff to ensure that peak flows do not increase, which may otherwise result in 
downstream flood hazard.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-35 regarding the recharge of 
the Sonoma Volcanics. 
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Response to Comment I093-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
 

Comment Letter I094 – Carol Kunze, Sierra Club, n.d. 

Response to Comment I094-1 

Comment is a powerpoint presentation that is paired with the comments discussed in 
Response to Comments I146-072 through I146-075. 
 

Comment Letter I095 – Lisa Hirayama, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I095-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I095-2 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I095-3 

Whether the property owner is a small family farmer or a corporate investor is not a substantive 
environmental issue under CEQA and does not affect the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  Refer to 
General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I095-4 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I095-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I095-1 through I095-4, above. 
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Comment Letter I096 – Larry Carr, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I096-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I096-2 

Concerns related to County right-to-farm ordinance are beyond the scope of this EIR and the 
CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process 
to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I096-3 

The Draft EIR has presented a thorough analysis of the potential impacts to neighboring 
property owners in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and has reduced all 
impacts to less-than-significant levels through inclusion of mitigation meausres.  In order to 
ensure that there will be no significant impacts that would impact neighboring properties, 
including impacts due to groundwater pumping, slope stability, traffic, and noise, the County has 
required numerous mitigation measures, which are legally binding measures that will be 
enforced as part of the MMRP.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I096-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply, Response to Comment I029-9 
regarding the fugitive dust abatement program, and General Response 16 regarding traffic 
impacts due to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comments I096-5 and I096-6 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the land use designation and zoning designation for the 
property.  Refer to General Response 5 regarding the notification provided to those who 
purchased property adjacent to the project site. 
 

Comment Letter I097 – Lisa Hirayama, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I097-1  

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Comment Letter I098 – Larry Carr, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I098-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-13 regarding the adequacy of the GHG analysis 
methodology presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments I098-2 and I098-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I098-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-61 regarding appropriate use of land and consistency of 
the Proposed Project with the General Plan land use designation of the property. 
 

Comment Letter I099 – Andy Hoffman, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I099-1 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and General Response 6 regarding 
tree loss. 
 

Response to Comments I099-2 and I099-3 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment A5-7 
regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project. Refer to 
Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to groundwater 
pumping and the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of damages to property. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to 
groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I099-4 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
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Comment Letter I100 – Annette Krammer, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I100-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I100-2 

The current and proposed uses of the Walt Ranch property by the property owner as described 
in this comment are within the rights of the property owner for a property zoned AW.  All 
significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and would not infringe upon the rights of neighboring 
residents to utilize their property. 
 

Response to Comment I100-3 

There are several environmental impact areas that were determined to be potentially significant 
impacts, as discussed throughout Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  However, all significant 
environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to General 
Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I100-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I100-5 

As discussed in General Response 5, construction impacts may be a source of temporary 
disturbance to neighboring residents.  However, every effort has been made to ensure that 
construction, construction traffic, and equipment deliveries do not disrupt commuter traffic 
(Mitigation Measure 4.7-1), safety for pedestrians within the community (Mitigation Measure 4.7-
3), noise and vibration nuisance at nearby residences (Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2), 
and safety due to chemical use (Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2).  After implementation of 
the mitigation measures found in the Draft EIR, all impacts are reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.   
 

Response to Comment I100-6 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to Comment O9-9 
regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure.  Negative impacts to neighboring 
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property values due to the proposed vineyard are not anticipated due to the Proposed Project, 
as many potential buyers looking to purchase land in the Napa Valley understand and desire the 
proximity to vineyards. 
 

Response to Comment I100-7 

Habitat fragmentation as it relates to impacts to wildlife movement is discussed in General 
Response 7, and impacts due to air quality are analyzed in Impacts 4.1-1 through 4.1-6.  Refer 
to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and mitigation 
for the Proposed Project, General Response 16 regarding traffic impacts due to the Proposed 
Project, and General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology presented in the 
Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment I100-6 above regarding property values. 
 

Response to Comment I100-8 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I100-9 

Refer to Response to Comment I079-9 regarding water trucking and General Response 14 
regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I100-10 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I100-11 

Comments related to Napa County policies allowing too much development are beyond the 
scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I100-12 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and would not infringe upon the rights of neighboring 
residents to utilize their property. 
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Response to Comments I100-13 and I100-14 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.  Refer to 
Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the 
event of damages to property. 
 

Response to Comment I100-15 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-3 regarding the scientific evidence supporting the Draft 
EIR and General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I100-16 

In the absence of specific details regarding the supposed ‘inaccuracies’ stated by the 
commenter, a further response is not possible. 
Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis.  
A winery is not proposed as part of the project; concerns related to other winery developments 
in Napa Valley are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, 
commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns.   
 

Comment Letter I101 – Leonore and Jim Wilson, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comments I101-1 and I101-2 

Placing the entirety of the property into a conservation easement would not meet the basic 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which is consistent with the allowable land use of the 
property.  Refer to General Response 20 regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I101-3 

The Walt Ranch property is not for sale, making this alternative infeasible.  The Proposed 
Project has made it a priority to protect the watershed from potential hazardous materials 
impacts through incorporation of numerous features into the project design, as discussed further 
in General Response 11.  Refer to General Response 20 regarding the adequacy of the 
alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment I101-4 

Concerns related to the land use designations in the General Plan are beyond the scope of this 
EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the 
CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I101-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
 

Response to Comment I101-6 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and General Response 
4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and growth inducing effects 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I101-7 

In the absence of an adopted Climate Action Plan, the Draft EIR adopts the Solano County 
Climate Action Plan, as discussed further in Response to Comment O10-14. 
 

Response to Comment I101-8 

In order to reduce the Proposed Project’s contribution to climate change and ensure 
consistency with the adopted Climate Action Plan, Mitigation Measure 6-1 requires the 
permanent protection of 248 acres of woodland.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 
regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation 
measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comments I101-9 and I101-10 

The impact from the loss of sequestration of harvested trees is analyzed in Table 6-2 of the 
Draft EIR.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-16 regarding the disposal of vegetation from 
the project site and the calculation of biogenic emissions in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I101-11 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-119 regarding the use of the Solano County Climate 
Action Plan and Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site 
woodland as an appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comment I101-12 

A complete discussion of the drainages on the project site can be found in Sections 4.2.2-9 and 
4.6.1-2 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I101-13 

The commenter is correct that there is ample evidence that global climate change will affect 
precipitation.  However, the exact effect of climate change on precipitation and streamflow 
within the project watersheds in the future is uncertain.  Potential impacts to surface flows (peak 
discharge and volume) were analyzed in 2-, 10-, and 100-year storm events in Impact 4.6-1.  
The analysis of the Proposed Project in multiple storm scenarios provides a full range of 
impacts that are applicable to current and future conditions. 
 
Because specific effects of climate change on future storm events within the watershed are 
uncertain, CEQA Guidelines § 15145 does not require a quantitative impact analysis.  According 
to CEQA Guidelines § 15145, “if, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a 
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and 
terminate discussion of the impact.” 
 

Response to Comment I101-14 

Tree removal with regard to water balance is discussed in Section 4 of Appendix F of the Draft 
EIR, and summarized in Impact 4.6-1.  The analysis concludes that project-related tree removal 
will not result in increased runoff.  The analysis concludes that infiltration rates will generally 
increase due to ripping of rocky soils, and surface water runoff volumes will generally decrease 
if the Proposed Project is implemented.  The Draft EIR analyzes those locations in which 
potential erosion due to surface water runoff may occur, and the analysis concludes that, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, surface water runoff will be no greater than pre-
project rates and volumes.  In light of this analysis, no down-stream erosion is expected to occur 
as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 13 
regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project and Refer to General 
Response 10 regarding the reduction in sedimentation from the property in post-project 
conditions.   
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The comment requests a “guarantee” that downstream erosion will not occur.  The function of 
an EIR is to provide an objective, technically sound forecast of the impacts of the project, and to 
determine whether those impacts will be significant based on the County’s identified thresholds.  
Based on this analysis, no significant impacts are expected to occur.  The Proposed Project, if 
approved, will be required to implement all mitigation measures adopted by the County.  Refer 
to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 
In the event that any project, including the Proposed Project, results in damage to a neighboring 
property, CEQA does not supplant or constrain the property owner’s ability to seek 
compensation against those who are alleged to have caused the damage.  Whether to seek or 
obtain such compensation would be resolved in the same manner as other civil disputes.  
However, this is beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  
 
The environmental baseline condition of the project site and immediate vicinity is described 
through the Draft EIR.  In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR focuses on 
the impacts of the Proposed Project.  The EIR does not address existing, degraded conditions 
that may be located on other adjacent properties.  The EIR focuses on the project’s impact on 
the existing environmental setting – conditions as they exist on and around the project site, prior 
to implementation of the Proposed Project.  If conditions are already degraded on neighboring 
property, the County cannot require the project applicant to rectify those conditions, since those 
existing degraded conditions would not be caused by the Proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(4)).  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I101-15 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR and Response to Comment O21-015 
regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.  The requirements within the MMRP “run with the 
land;” if all or part of the property is sold in the future, then the mitigation measures and 
conditions of approval will be the obligation of whomever buys the land.  In particular, Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-1, which addresses runoff, will continue to apply, regardless of ownership of the 
parcel subject to the measure.  More generally, case law provides that a conditional use permit 
runs with the land, and not with the person or entity that obtained the permit.  An ECP is akin to 
a conditional use permit; the ECP, too, would run with the land, and with each individual parcel 
within the project area. 
 
Proposed reservoirs are located outside of existing drainage channels, and therefore 
stormwater runoff from existing drainage channels will not be routed to the reservoirs.  The 
proposed reservoirs will be unaffected by the 100-year flood event. 
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Response to Comment I101-16 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments I101-17 and I101-18 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
As stated in Response to Comment O11-56, electrical power will not be developed under the 
Proposed Project.  In addition, the water delivery system proposed under the project is for 
untreated irrigation water directly to the vineyard blocks, not for potable water transport to 
potential housing sites.  Refer to Response to Comments O11-57 and O11-58 regarding the 
similar development in Sonoma County as it applies to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I101-19 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I101-20 

Refer to Response to Comments I101-6 through I101-19. 
 

Comment Letter I102 – Martha Wise, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I102-1 

Refer to Response to Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard 
development. 
 

Response to Comment I102-2 

There are 5.6 acres of existing vineyard on the Walt Ranch property and the property was 
historically grazed by cattle until the 1990s (see page 3-5 of the Draft EIR).  In addition, there 
are 21 miles of existing roads on the property.  Although the property does provide important 
habitat for various plant and wildlife species, it is far from the undisturbed and untouched habitat 
as claimed by the commenter. 
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Portions of the property that represent the highest quality habitat and mitigation areas will be 
placed into permanent protection with an organization such as the Land Trust of Napa County, 
discussed further in Response to Comment A7-2.  However, the future limitation of the 
property’s allowable land uses as requested in this comment to mitigate for the Proposed 
Project is not consistent with constitutional requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(4).   
 

Response to Comment I102-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O7-36 regarding future economic downturns of the wine 
industry as it relates to the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment I102-4 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments and Response to 
Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development. 
 

Comment Letter I103 – James Bushey and Rachel LeRoy, PPI Engineering, 
November 20, 2014 

Response to Comments I103-1 through I103-21 

These comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR, and no further response is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.  However, the information is valid and will be included in 
the administrative record for consideration by decision makers. 
 

Comment Letter I104 – Jeff Roberts, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I104-1 

Refer to General Response 19 regarding the methodology of the noise analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I104-2 

As discussed in Section 4.8, the nearest sensitive receptor is a residence located approximately 
30 feet south of the project site.  Although the commenter is correct that the entire Circle Oaks 
subdivision is in proximity to the Proposed Project, the largest noise impacts would be felt by the 
closest residence.  Noise attenuates (lessens) farther from the source, as discussed on page 
4.8-4.  Therefore, the noise impacts were compared to the closest sensitive receptor.  If the 
impacts at the closest receptor can be reduced to less-than-significant levels, it stands to reason 
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that the impacts will be even lesser at residences farther from the noise source due to natural 
attenuation.  Although the sensitive receptor 30 feet from the project site was mentioned most 
often in Impact 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 applies to all sensitive 
receptors.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the methodology of the noise analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I104-3 

Impact 4.8-1 considers all sources of construction noise, including bulldozers, loaded trucks, 
excavators, etc. as shown in Table 4.8-6.  It is unclear why the commenter states that only 
vehicle noises was considered, when the entirety of the proposed construction equipment and 
operations was analyzed in Impact 4.8-1.  In addition, the noise generated was compared to the 
County threshold of 75 dBA, not the federal standard of 80 dBA as stated by the commenter. 
 

Response to Comment I104-4 

Refer to General Response 19 regarding the rigorous scientific approach used to establish the 
noise environmental baseline.  The mitigation recommendations to protect noise-sensitive 
receptors are incorporated into the EIR through Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, and are legally 
binding and enforceable measures as part of the MMRP.  Refer to Response to Comment 
O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP. 
 

Response to Comment I104-5 

Refer to Response to Comments I068-5 and I068-6 regarding the effects of blasting to slope 
instability and Response to Comment I012-5 regarding the potential impacts of blasting on 
groundwater.  As discussed in the MMRP included in Section 5.0 of this Final EIR, the Applicant 
is responsible for carrying out Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2, which address noise and 
vibration impacts.  The County is responsible for monitoring the Applicant’s compliance with 
these measures.  Reports submitted by the Applicant to the County and the County’s monitoring 
reports are public documents available for review.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 
regarding limitations to blasting  
 

Response to Comment I104-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-5 regarding rock crushing. 
 

Response to Comments I104-7 and I104-8 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP. 
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Comment Letter I105 – Cecelia Setty, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I105-1 

Comments related to Napa County General Plan land use designations are beyond the scope of 
this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of 
the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I105-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and General Response 14 regarding water 
supply.  Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s 
recourse in the event of damages to property or groundwater wells. 
 

Response to Comment I105-3 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I106 – Virginia Simms, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I106-1 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I106-2 

Concerns related to County ordinances allowing lot line adjustments are beyond the scope of 
this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of 
the CEQA process to address these concerns.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 
regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I106-3 

Per the RCS reports (Appendix D and Appendix H), 7 to 9 percent of the average annual rainfall 
is estimated to deep percolate into the volcanic rocks beneath the subject property.  As stated 
on page 4.6-49 of the Draft EIR, annual recharge to the Sonoma Volcanics is anticipated to be 
161 af per year, also discussed in Response to Comment O9-35.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the groundwater analysis. 
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Comment Letter I107 – Steve Chilton, November 20, 2014 

Response to Comment I107-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 

Response to Comment I107-2 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping and 
water availability; General Response 6 regarding tree loss; General Response 21 regarding 
the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR; and Response to Comment I037-1 
regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in Napa County. 
 

Comment Letter I108 – Gary Margadant, Mount Veeder Stewardship Council, 
November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I108-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I108-2 

The water supply for the Proposed Project is analyzed in Impact 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to 
General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping and water 
availability and Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I108-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 
regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I108-4 

The body of the Draft EIR contains a simplified analysis of certain technical data, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15147 and discussed further in Response to Comment O10-3.  
However, the discussion of water supply and the impact to groundwater is discussed in detail in 
Appendix D and summarized in Impact 4.6-4, which also includes mitigation to reduce impacts 
to less-than-significant levels and ensure that impacts to local groundwater and neighboring 
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wells are minimized.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater 
demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O9-35 regarding the analysis of recharge rates presented for 
the Sonoma Volcanics and Response to Comment O9-34 regarding the analysis of 
groundwater in storage. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project, Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a 
prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis, and Response to 
Comment O9-12 regarding the mitigation and trigger points established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I108-5 

Water quality is analyzed in Impact 4.6-2.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-103 regarding 
the numerous mitigation measures in the Draft EIR designed to protect water quality. 
 

Response to Comment I108-6 

A cumulative analysis of the Proposed Project in combination with other past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable projects is provided in Section 6.1.4 of the Draft EIR, which includes 
analysis of traffic, noise, wastewater, water, air, and greenhouse gas emissions.  Refer to 
General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  Quality of 
life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in 
General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comment I108-7 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project complies with CEQA, as discussed in General 
Response 2.  The Proposed Project was analyzed for inconsistency with the General Plan, and 
mitigation measures are recommended throughout the EIR to ensure consistency where 
required.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged 
drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I108-8 

The removal of trees on the property is analyzed in Impact 4.2-16, and reduced to less-than-
significant levels through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-16.  Refer to General 
Response 6 regarding tree loss.  The removal of trees as it relates to carbon sequestration and 
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GHG emissions was discussed in Section 6.1.4-1, and Mitigation Measure 6-1 ensures that 
sufficient woodland acreage is placed into permanent protection to ensure compliance with the 
local Climate Action Plan requirements. 
 
Per the Walt Ranch BRMP, which has been included as Appendix P of this Final EIR, some 
irrigation may be required for the first two or three years after transplanting the specimen tree 
mitigation plantings.  During extreme drought events after the first two years, occasional 
irrigation may also be needed to prevent mortality.  However, including water use for mitigation 
plantings in the estimate of overall groundwater demand would be inappropriate.  Water 
demand is estimated based on full installation of vineyards.  This water demand is estimated at 
213.5 af per year, which encompasses water use for irrigation and frost control as discussed in 
Section 4.6.1-4 of the Draft EIR.  If water is used for occasional replanting watering, it would not 
occur at the same time as water use for irrigation or frost control.  Rather, water use for 
plantings will occur during the first two years (which will coincide with construction years); in 
subsequent years, after a vineyard block is planted, water use will occur for irrigation and frost 
control.  Adding these numbers together assumes that all these water demands (mitigation 
plantings, irrigation, and frost control) will occur during the same calendar year for a given 
vineyard block.  That assumption is incorrect.  Therefore, the analysis of water use in the Draft 
EIR that uses peak vineyard demand is conservative for the years in which construction will 
occur. 
 

Response to Comment I108-9 

CEQA Guidelines § 15203 and the Napa County Local Procedures require a 45-day comment 
period, although this was extended to 133 days to provide the public with additional opportunity 
to review and provide comments on the Draft EIR.  In addition, the Napa County Local 
Procedures do not require a public hearing for proposed vineyard ECPs, although a public 
hearing was conducted for the Proposed Project and all verbal comments received have been 
responded to in Comment Letter I146, below.  The project proponent is not required pursuant 
to CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines to meet formally with commenters.  However, the Lead 
Agency is required to consider all comments, verbal and written, received during the comment 
period during its decision making process. 
 

Response to Comment I108-10 

Refer to Response to Comment I108-3 through I108-5 regarding the current drought and the 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter I109 – Kellie Anderson, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I109-1 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the CEQA document, which was 
prepared in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the Napa County Local 
Procedures.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, no significant new information has been 
added to the EIR after public notice and review and Napa County will not recirculate the Draft 
EIR as requested by the commenter. 
 
Existing biological resources on the property are described in detail in Sections 4.2.1 through 
4.2.4 (pages 4.2-4 through 4.2-68 of the Draft EIR).  Refer to General Response 8 regarding 
the adequacy of the biological mitigation, Response to Comment O21-119 regarding the use 
of the Solano County Climate Action Plan, and Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the 
enforcement of the MMRP. 
 

Response to Comment I109-2 

The loss of Northern California black walnut trees are discussed in Impact 4.2-6 and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-6 provides protection of both the trees themselves and habitat to ensure long-term 
viability of the population.  The areas that will be permanently avoided are shown in Figure 4.2-7 
of the Draft EIR.  The portion of Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 cited by the commenter is intended 
to refer back to Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 to address impacts to black walnut trees, which has 
been clarified in the Final EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I109-3 

The EIR is explicit regarding which special status species and their habitat occur on the 
property; in addition to the text descriptions provided on pages 4.2-29 through 4.2-68, various 
graphical depictions of the special status species’ occurrences are provided in Figure 4.2-2 
through Figure 4.2-10.  The commenter cites only a portion of the sentence from Impact 4.2-10, 
which states in its entirety that western pond turtle “nesting has been reported to occur up to 
1,391 feet (402 meters) from water… but is usually closer, averaging 92 feet (28 meters) from 
aquatic habitat.”  Therefore, the survey distance provided in Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 is a 
conservative distance for preconstruction surveys to ensure protection of WPT.  Refer to 
Response to Comments O21-026 and O21-027 regarding the WPT mitigation. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O21-119 regarding the use of the Solano County Climate 
Action Plan instead of the draft Napa County document that has not been adopted. 
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Response to Comment I109-4 

The analysis present in Section 6.1.4-1 of the Draft EIR was conducted in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4 for determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions.  
Refer to Response to Comment O21-119 regarding the use of the Solano County Climate 
Action Plan instead of the draft Napa County document that has not been adopted.  Solano 
County is adjacent to the southern and the eastern borders of Napa County, and therefore has 
both the Bay Delta influences similar to southern Napa County and the inland climates similar to 
the eastern mountains.  Mitigation Measure 6-1 to reduce GHG emissions and the project’s 
contribution to climate change does not rely solely on the Solano County Climate Action Plan 
BMPs, which are provided for reference above the impact discussion.  Rather, Mitigation 
Measure 6-1 provides for permanent preservation of woodland on the property as a means of 
sequestering greenhouse gases, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(c).  Refer to 
Response to Comment O10-15 for additional discussion of Mitigation Measure 6-1 and the 
Solano County Climate Action Plan as they relate to the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I109-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP and 
General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of proposed biological mitigation. 
 

Response to Comments I109-6 and I109-7 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the CEQA document and the 
proposed MMRP and General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of proposed biological 
mitigation.  A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6, as discussed in General Response 20. 
 

Comment Letter I110 – Maureen Ayers, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I110-1 

The address provided by the commenter is located south of the project site within an area 
underlain by the same landslide deposit geology as the Circle Oaks neighborhood.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment O2-1 and page 4.6-14 of the Draft EIR, the Great Valley 
Sequence is not a water bearing formation due to its highly consolidated nature.  Refer to 
General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
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Response to Comment I110-2 

Refer to General Response 7 regarding tree loss.  The erosion analysis included the entirety of 
the Proposed Project, including vegetation removal, and showed that there will be a net 
decrease when compared to pre-project conditions, as discussed in Impact 4.4-1 and General 
Response 10.   
 

Response to Comment I110-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-53 and General Response 7 regarding the displacement 
of wildlife.   
 

Response to Comment I110-4 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to traffic, roads, noise, and air quality are 
discussed in Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 4.1 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels.  Refer to General Response 11 regarding hazardous material use and 
mitigation for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment A5-12 regarding the risk of 
wildlife due to the Proposed Project, which is discussed in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.   
 

Comment Letter I111 – Mark Billings, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I111-1 

Impact 4.7-4 of the EIR analyzes the potential impact to wear-and-tear of local roadways, and 
determined that this was a potentially significant impact; therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 is 
provided to reduce this impact to less-than-significant levels.   
 

Response to Comment I111-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I111-3 

Refer to General Response 18 regarding impacts to roads. 
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Response to Comment I111-4 

Page 4.7-1 of the Final EIR has been clarified to state that Circle Oaks Drive is in poor 
condition. 
 

Comment Letter I112 – Michael Setty, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I112-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-26 regarding the effects of vegetation removal on slope 
stability and General Response 10 regarding the potential for erosion due to the Proposed 
Project. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O9-10 regarding the proposed wells as they relate to the 
overall volume of groundwater extraction. 
 
As stated in Section 3.4.3 (page 3-30), Section 4.6.1-4 (page 4.6-17), and Section 6.1.3 (page 
6-10), the two pending water right applications on the property (A029800 and A029801) were 
filed by the previous owner of the property and are for two onstream reservoirs proposed for 
non-consumptive uses.  These two reservoirs are proposed to store surface water for fire 
protection and recreational uses; these reservoirs would not and could not legally be used for 
frost protection or irrigation of the proposed vineyard as currently proposed. 
 

The Proposed Project’s water supply and infrastructure have been designed to utilize 
groundwater and operate independently of the pending Appropriative Water Rights 
applications.  The Applicant does not propose to use the pending Appropriative Water 
Rights for irrigation or frost protection purposes, and any such use of water in connection 
with the Proposed Project would require approval and California Environmental Quality 
Act compliance by the State Water Board (page 3-30). 

 
The City of Napa Public Works Department which owns and manages Milliken Reservoir, a 
domestic water supply reservoir mentioned by this commenter, has reviewed and provided 
comments on this Draft EIR.  Refer to responses to Comment Letter A5, above. 
 

Response to Comment I112-2 

The commenter cites only a portion of the introductory statements to Impact 4.6-4 regarding 
groundwater use.  The impact states that the use of groundwater for the Proposed Project could 
cause localized drawdown, which would be a significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 
reduces the impact to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 
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regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project.  The portion 
of the impact introduction refers to the total groundwater in storage underneath the project site; 
refer to Response to Comment O9-34 regarding the analysis of groundwater in storage. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I112-3 

Wildlife corridors are addressed in Impact 4.2-6; refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife 
corridors. 
 

Comment Letter I113 – Lisa Hirayama 

Response to Comment I113-1 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I113-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment I044-11 
regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse in the event of damages to property or 
water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I113-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-8 regarding groundwater quality. 
 

Response to Comment I113-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I113-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
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Response to Comment I113-6 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-10 regarding the potential for future earthquakes as it 
relates to the groundwater analysis.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the 
groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project and Response to 
Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 

Response to Comment I113-7 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding 
the timing of the pumping test that was conducted for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment I113-8 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-3 regarding the use of closed water tanks and 
Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the groundwater 
analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I113-9 

The Proposed Project will utilize IPM techniques to minimize the use of hazardous pesticides 
and fertilizers.  As discussed in the IPM plan (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), the Proposed 
Project will only utilize chemicals classified by the USEPA as Class 3 or Class 4 (Low Toxicity or 
Very Low Toxicity, respectively).  Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion 
regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
 
Commenter is correct that the Initial Study prepared for the Proposed Project discounted the 
creation of objectionable odors and stated that they would not be analyzed in the EIR.  
However, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15143, this impact was analyzed as Impact 
4.1-6 in the Draft EIR because “the Lead Agency subsequently receive[d] information 
inconsistent with the finding in the Initial Study.”  Refer to Response to Comment I029-9 
regarding the mitigation measures to prevent fugitive dust. 
 

Response to Comment I113-10 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding analysis of other development on the project site 
presented in the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment I113-11 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and General Response 1 regarding 
non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I114 – David Heitzman, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I114-1 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding analysis of other development on the project site 
presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I114-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I114-3 

Page 4.7-1 of the Final EIR has been clarified to state that Circle Oaks Drive is in poor 
condition. 

Response to Comment I114-4 

The existing conditions in the vicinity of the project site have been updated and clarified in the 
Final EIR, as discussed further in General Response 16.  Existing traffic levels on SR-121 were 
based on 2012 Caltrans traffic counts, and have since been updated to reflect the most recent 
2014 traffic data.  Existing traffic levels on Circle Oaks Drive were updated based on Napa 
County published traffic counts. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIR, Caltrans requirements state that a full traffic 
impact study is only required where more than 100 peak hour trips would be added to a State 
highway facility (Caltrans, 2002a).  The Proposed Project would add approximately 75 daily trips 
between the AM and PM peak hours to SR-121; therefore, no quantitative traffic impact study is 
required.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to protect 
the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I114-5 

Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology presented in the 
Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment I114-6 

Section 4.8.1-3 of the Draft EIR discusses all relevant sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 
project site, including the nearest residential receptor (30 feet from the project site) and the 
various schools in the vicinity, as well as various low- to medium-density residential 
developments.  Refer to Response to Comment I104-2 regarding the use of the nearest 
sensitive receptor in the noise analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I114-7 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 has been revised per recommendations from CDFW, as discussed in 
Response to Comment A7-7.  The revised mitigation measure, which includes pre-
construction surveys to identify bat roosts, also provides additional details regarding an 
avoidance plan to ensure that equipment noise does not harm bats.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O22-123 regarding the bat surveys and mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I114-8 

See Response to Comment I012-5 regarding the potential impacts of blasting on groundwater. 
 

Response to Comment I114-9 

Commenter refers to the Executive Summary (Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR) and alleges that the 
analysis is insufficient to address potential hydrological impacts by referring to the 42-page 
summary.  However, the complete analysis of the hydrological impacts can be reviewed on 
pages 4.6-1 through 4.6-54 of the EIR, including the impacts of groundwater extraction as it 
relates to neighboring wells (Impact 4.6-4).  Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding 
consideration of COCWD water supplies during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  Refer 
to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I114-10 

Refer to Response to Comments O14-1 through O14-3 regarding the risk of wildfire. 
 

Response to Comment I114-11 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property.  As discussed in General Response 4, no 
other development is proposed on the project site and therefore there are no other sources of 
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water demand.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the 
MMRP. 
 

Response to Comment I114-12 

Refer to General Response 2 and General Response 20 regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and alternatives analysis, respectively. 
 
Refer to Response to Comment I101-3 regarding the feasibility of an alternative to sell the 
property for wildlife refuge or public water supply protection.  The Proposed Project is consistent 
with the zoning of the parcel and the development scenarios considered in the Napa County 
General Plan.  Comments related to Napa County policies allowing too much development are 
beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the 
County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns.  Refer to Response to 
Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard development. 
 

Response to Comment I114-13 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I115 – Nancy Lewis-Heliotes, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I115-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I115-2 

The archeologists who surveyed the project site over 20 months found no record or indication of 
a graveyard on the property.  Although there is no evidence to support the commenter’s 
assertion that there is a graveyard just northeast of the main entrance of the property at the end 
of Circle Oaks Drive, there are no proposed vineyard blocks proposed at this location that would 
disturb the graveyard, if it were to exist. 
 

Response to Comment I115-3 

Madrone Forest Alliance is discussed on page 4.2-21 of the EIR.  As discussed therein, there 
are approximately 4.38 acres of the Madrone Forest on Walt Ranch.  Less than half an acre 
(approximately 0.48 [10.96 percent]) would be converted to vineyard.  Therefore, the 
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commenter’s claim that 250 acres of Madrone Forest would be removed by the Proposed 
Project is a huge overstatement and is not based on fact. 
 
Commenter incorrectly refers to Mitigation Measure 4.2-16, which requires a 5:1 replanting ratio 
for impacted specimen trees (not 2:1).  Refer to Response to Comment I108-8 regarding the 
irrigation of mitigation plantings. 
 

Response to Comment I115-4 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety 
and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Comment Letter I116 – Craig Hall and Mike Reynolds, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments I116-1 through I116-19 

These comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR, and no further response is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.  However, the information is valid and will be included in 
the administrative record for consideration by decision makers. 
 
 

Comment Letter I117 – Hardy Wilson, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I117-1 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.  There will be a net decrease in erosion from 
the property as a whole after implementation of the Proposed Project; refer to General 
Response 10.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply and Response to 
Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s 
water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I117-2 

Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and 
mitigation for the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter I118 – Geoff Ellsworth, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I118-1 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
 
Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss, which was considered in Impact 4.2-16 of 
the Draft EIR.  The impacts to climate change were analyzed in Impacts 6-1 and 6-2, and 
impacts due to erosion were analyzed in Impact 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to General 
Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I118-2 

General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors.  The Proposed Project is consistent with the 
zoning of the parcel and the development scenarios considered in the Napa County General 
Plan.  Comments related to Napa County policies allowing too much development are beyond 
the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns.   
 

Response to Comment I118-3 

The California Supreme Court set forth a piecemealing test in Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396, which held that an 
EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future expansion or other action if: 
(1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion 
or action will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or 
its environmental effects.  The project as proposed meets the definition of a project under CEQA 
Guidelines § 15378.  There are no project components beyond those described in Section 3.0 of 
the Draft EIR; refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of growth inducing effects 
presented in the Draft EIR.  Cumulative analysis of the Proposed Project in conjunction with 
other reasonably foreseeable projects is presented in Section 6.1.4 of the Draft EIR; refer to 
General Response 21. 
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Response to Comments I118-4 and I118-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I101-3 regarding the feasibility of an alternative to sell the 
property for wildlife refuge or public water supply protection.   
 

Response to Comment I118-6 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the zoning of the parcel and the development scenarios 
considered in the Napa County General Plan.  Comments related to Napa County policies 
allowing too much development are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  
However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these 
concerns. 
 

Response to Comment I118-7 

Refer to Response to Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard 
development. 
 

Response to Comment I118-8 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I119 – Greg Gale, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I119-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding expressions of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment I119-2 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch Draft EIR.  The Circle 
S EIR was certified by Napa County on January 12, 2012, and is outside the scope of this EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I119-3 

The commenter is correct that the Circle S and the Walt Ranch properties are adjacent, which is 
disclosed in Section 3.4, Section 4.6, and Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR.  In addition, maps 
showing the two properties in relation to one another are provided in Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR.  As discussed in General Response 2, this EIR was prepared by Napa County as Lead 
Agency in accordance with CEQA.  Any investments made by the project applicant or use of a 
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legal firm specializing in wine industry issues does not affect the adequacy or legality of the 
CEQA document, and will not be discussed further. 
 

Response to Comments I119-4 and I119-5 

The project, as proposed, does not include primary access off Atlas Peak Road.  As noted by 
the commenter, the other parcel owned by the applicant “very nearly connects to the Walt 
Ranch” (emphasis added).  Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of 
connectivity between the parcel on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comments I119-5 and I119-6 

As discussed further in Response to Comment O11-56, the trail connecting Atlas Peak Road 
to the project site is not owned or maintained by the project applicant, it was removed from 
further consideration in the subsequent Initial Study and Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I119-7 

As discussed further in Response to Comment O11-56, the Applicant does not intend to 
access the Proposed Project from Atlas Peak Road, with the exception of the emergency 
repairs to Block 1 that are disclosed in Section 3.4 (page 3-8) of the Draft EIR.  The use of Atlas 
Peak Road to access Block 1 requires notice to the Circle S property owner and is limited to 
specific vehicle types and size.  The use of this road for such limited access will generate 
negligible traffic or noise impacts. 
 
Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I119-8 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property.  As discussed in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft 
EIR, although the Circle S Vineyard is not yet built, it was considered in the cumulative 
environment as a reasonably foreseeable future development (CEQA Guidelines § 15130).  
Therefore, the Proposed Project and Circle S Ranch were analyzed together in the cumulative 
environment based on what is actually proposed.  The Circle S EIR was certified by Napa 
County on January 12, 2012, and is outside the scope of this EIR. 
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Response to Comments I119-9 and I119-10 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I120 – Thomas Vreeland, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I120-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I120-2 

Refer to Appendix D and Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR regarding the studies that have been 
completed regarding groundwater in the project region. 
 

Response to Comment I120-3 

The property owner has obtained all required well permits prior to drilling the existing wells on 
the property.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-10 regarding the proposed wells. 
 

Response to Comment I120-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping; as 
discussed therein, the Proposed Project in combination with other projects would not exceed the 
area’s ability to recharge the groundwater.  Additionally, no long-term water level data are 
available from the Napa OneRain website or the DWR Water Data Library. Further, COCWD 
provided less than 1 year of water level data for COCWD Well 1.  
 

Response to Comment I120-5 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis.  
Because the pumping test determined that there were no significant drawdown impacts to wells 
in the immediate vicinity of the Walt Ranch property, it is unlikely that drawdown would occur in 
wells at an even greater distance.  Regardless, the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project discussed under Response to Comment A5-7 would minimize 
significant impacts attributable to the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment I120-6 

As noted by the commenter, it is not possible to predict complex groundwater interactions with 
100 percent confidence.  Therefore, the groundwater monitoring program required for the 
Proposed Project discussed under Response to Comment A5-7 would minimize significant 
impacts attributable to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comments I120-7 and I120-8 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I120-9 

Due to safety hazards and environmental constraints, the project proposes one access point off 
of Circle Oaks Drive.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding consideration of an alternative 
entrance to the project site.   
 

Response to Comment I120-10 

As discussed further in Response to Comment O11-56, the use of Atlas Peak Road to access 
Block 1 requires notice to the Circle S property owner and is limited to specific vehicle types and 
size.   
 

Comment Letter I121 – David Wyatt November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I121-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments I121-2 and I121-3 

Refer to Response to Comment A7-5 regarding the listing status of Townsend’s big-eared bat.  
Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 has been revised per recommendations from CDFW, as discussed in 
Response to Comment A7-7.  Refer to Response to Comment O22-123 regarding the bat 
surveys and mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I121-4 

Napa County accessed the CNDDB, the CDFW’s database for sensitive plant and animal 
species, prior to releasing the Draft EIR and again after receiving this comment letter.  The 
CNDDB is part of an international network of natural heritage programs, maintained by the 
NatureServe and supported by information from CDFW, USFWS, and other non-profit groups.  
All documented locations of special status plants and animals are found in the CNDDB.  The 
data is not public and the level of detail that may be presented in public maps is limited to 
protect the location of species and their habitats.  However, the maps were accessed in the 
preparation of the Draft EIR and this Final EIR, including a 5- and 10-mile radius map to 
evaluate the claims made in this comment.  Ringtail (Bassariscus astutus) is not known to occur 
within a 5- or 10-mile radius of the project site, and would not be impacted by the Proposed 
Project. 
 

Response to Comment I121-5 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I122 – Sue Wagner, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I122-1 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
 
As stated in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would involve “improvement and 
maintenance of approximately 21 miles of existing roads” (emphasis added), not the 
construction of 20 miles of new roads as stated in this comment.  The impact to the groundwater 
aquifer is discussed in Impact 4.6-4; refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative 
impacts of groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comments I122-2 and I122-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding 
alternative access points on the Walt Ranch property. 
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Commenter is referencing the Initial Study prepared for the Proposed Project in October 2012, 
included in the Draft EIR as Appendix B.  Please note that the Initial Study is a preliminary 
analysis that was superseded by the more detailed technical analysis presented in the Draft 
EIR.  Many of the references the commenter makes to the Initial Study have been clarified, 
expanded, or updated for the Draft EIR released in July 2014. 
 

Response to Comments I122-4 and I122-5 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis and the mitigation provided to 
reduce impacts due to traffic to less-than-significant levels and General Response 17 regarding 
the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle 
Oaks community.  The project applicant is required to pay for any impacts to Circle Oaks Drive 
or subterranean infrastructure in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, as discussed further 
in General Response 18. 
 

Response to Comment I122-6 

The project proponent recognizes that damage to local roadways may occur.  Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 ensures that Circle Oaks Drive shall be assessed by an independent 
third party consultant prior to the start of construction and following the completion of 
construction, and that the project Applicant shall pay for any repairs required as a result of 
construction of the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 18 regarding the impacts to 
roads as analyzed in the Draft EIR and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential 
impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I122-7 

Potential impacts due to traffic hazards were dismissed from further consideration in the Initial 
Study for the Proposed Project, which is included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  However, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15143, these impacts were analyzed in Impact 4.7-3 of the 
Draft EIR because “the Lead Agency subsequently receive[d] information inconsistent with the 
finding in the Initial Study.”  This impact was found to be a significant impact, and therefore 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 has been required to ensure that potential hazards are reduced to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment I122-8 

As discussed in Response to Comment I002-4, the existing road that connects the Walt Ranch 
property to Juniper Drive to the east will not be used by construction equipment.  As a result, 
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residents on Juniper Drive will not be disturbed by heavy truck traffic.  Construction equipment 
will instead access Block 68 from the other direction, via the existing road from Block 16 that is 
entirely within the project site, as shown in Figure 8 of the ECP (Appendix A of the Draft EIR).  
The existing access from Juniper Drive may be used by vineyard operation equipment, 
passenger vehicles, and light trucks travelling onto the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comment I122-9 

Noise impacts were not listed as “significant and unavoidable,” which is the CEQA term 
described in CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (b) for an environmental impact where there is no 
mitigation available or one of such magnitude that it cannot be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level.  In response to concerns regarding the noise impacts due to blasting 
operations, blasting will not be allowed in Block 68.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 
regarding limitations to blasting.  The use of other construction equipment would not exceed 
County noise thresholds of 75dBA at 150 feet (the end of Juniper Drive is approximately 300 
feet from the nearest vineyard area, Block 68).  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the 
noise analysis and noise mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I122-10 

All impacts due to noise have been reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance with 
the County General Plan, County ordinances, and the CEQA Guidelines.  Concerns related to 
County ordinances allowing excessive noise are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA 
process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to 
address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comments I122-11 and I122-12 

Noise impacts were dismissed from further consideration in the Initial Study for the Proposed 
Project, which is included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  However, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15143, noise impacts were analyzed in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR because “the 
Lead Agency subsequently receive[d] information inconsistent with the finding in the Initial 
Study.”  Therefore, noise was analyzed in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR and mitigation measures 
were presented on pages 4.8-12 and 4.8-14 to reduce significant impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis and noise 
mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I122-13 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations to blasting.  Refer to General 
Response 19 regarding the noise analysis and noise mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I122-14 

The existing environmental noise setting was determined according to the Napa County 
Baseline Data Report and provided in the Napa County General Plan (Napa County, 2008).  As 
discussed further in Response to Comment O9-49, the louder environmental baseline provides 
a more conservative analysis for the noise impact assessment.  Refer to General Response 19 
regarding the noise analysis and noise mitigation presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I122-15 

General Plan Policy CC-7, referenced by the commenter, states it its entirety: 
 

CC-7 Accept those sounds which are part of the County’s agricultural character while 
protecting the people of Napa County from exposure to excessive noise (emphasis 
added). 

 
Numerous mitigation measures have been required in order to protect residents of Circle Oaks 
from the potential noise impacts due to construction of the Proposed Project.  Refer to General 
Response 19 regarding the noise analysis and noise mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I122-16 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations to blasting.   
 

Response to Comment I122-17 

Refer to Response to Comments I122-11 and I122-12 regarding the noise discussion in the 
EIR as it relates to the Initial Study. 
 

Response to Comment I122-18 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion.  Concerns related to the land 
use designations in the General Plan are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  
However, commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these 
concerns. 
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Response to Comment I122-19 

As discussed further in Response to Comment O9-49, the louder environmental baseline 
provides a more conservative analysis for the noise impact assessment.  Refer to General 
Response 19 regarding the noise analysis and noise mitigation presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I122-20 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.  Concerns 
related to County ordinances and General Plan policies allowing excessive noise are beyond 
the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comments I122-21 through I122-23 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations to blasting.   
 

Response to Comments I122-24 and I122-25 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-22 regarding the effects of blasting on slope stability. 
 

Response to Comment I122-26 

Residential development requires stable slopes and secure infrastructure to ensure that people 
and property are not put in harm’s way.  However, the Proposed Project does not involve 
residential development and vineyard blocks are generally located on relatively flat areas.  Refer 
to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I122-27 

As discussed in Response to Comment O9-53, blasting will not occur within 775 feet of a 
residence, and therefore impacts will be less than significant.  Refer to Response to Comment 
O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.  All impacts due to blasting noise, stability 
issues due to blasting, and other slope stability issues have been reduced to less-than-
significant levels in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Response to 
Comment O11-22 regarding the effects of blasting on slope stability. 
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Response to Comment I122-28 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5. 
 

Response to Comments I122-29 through I22-31 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I123 – Glyn Rixon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I123-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I123-2 

Comment does not raise an issue regarding the CEQA document; refer to General Response 1 
regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I123-3 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the applicability of the 60 Minutes show 
cited by the commenter. 
 

Comment Letter I124 – Ron Tamarisk, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I124-1 

Refer to responses to Comment Letter I057 (Ron Tamarisk on behalf of COCWD), Comment 
Letter O11 (Nancy Tamarisk for the Napa Sierra Club), and Comment Letter O9 (Rachel 
Mansfield-Howlett, attorney for COCWD and Circle Oaks Homeowners Association). 

Response to Comment I124-2 

With the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR to protect water quality, the impact of 
agrichemical use is reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to Response to Comments 
O9-24 and O9-25 regarding the water quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR and the use of 
stream setbacks and BMPs are appropriate mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment I124-3 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety 
and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I124-4 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 

Comment Letter I125 – Stanley Smith, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I125-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Comment Letter I126 – Diane Shepp, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I126-1 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and mitigation 
measures. 
 
The Proposed Project would result in a decrease in sedimentation to the Milliken Reservoir and 
Capell Creek watersheds, as discussed in General Response 10.  Refer to General Response 
6 regarding tree loss; as discussed therein, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be 
impacted by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 207,094 trees and 
1,871 acres will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide ongoing wildlife 
habitat.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding the traffic analysis and mitigation measures 
provided to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment I126-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis.  There is no evidence before the County that the Proposed Project will 
result in land subsidence, given that the Walt Ranch property is underlain by fractured volcanic 
rocks and not by an alluvial groundwater basin subject to processes such as compaction that 
may result in ground level lowering.   
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Response to Comment I126-3 

In the absence of generic information from the State of California or County of Napa regarding 
the groundwater in the hillsides overlooking Napa Valley, a site-specific groundwater analysis 
was conducted including a pumping test of existing wells on the property.  Refer to General 
Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis and Response to 
Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted for the Proposed 
Project.   
 

Response to Comment I126-4 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site. 
 

Response to Comment I126-5 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I126-6 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Comment Letter I127 – Don Snyder, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I127-1 

This EIR addresses impacts due to the Proposed Project as described in Section 3.0; 
deficiencies in other environmental documents prepared for other projects are outside the scope 
of this EIR.  To the extent that the comments address other projects’ EIRs and the subject EIR, 
the responses will focus solely on the Draft EIR prepared for the Walt Ranch Project. 
 
Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project in addition to other reasonably foreseeable past, 
present, and future projects are presented in Section 6.1.4 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I127-2 

The Draft EIR addresses impacts to aesthetics in Section 1.8, which states that “vineyard is 
consistent with the aesthetic setting of the project area and the existing views along State Route 
121.”  To the extent that the Proposed Project may impact a larger area, for example the 
Milliken Reservoir or Capell Creek watershed, the Draft EIR widens the discussion as 
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appropriate.  For more localized impacts, such as noise, the Draft EIR focuses its discussion on 
the immediate vicinity of the project site which is most likely to be impacted.  Refer to General 
Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I127-3 

Quality of life or a person’s emotional response to a project are not considered significant 
effects on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Response to Comments I127-4 and I127-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I127-6 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the use of the Walt Ranch property for agricultural uses 
is consistent with the zoning of the parcels and is not “criminal.”  The proposed vineyard use is 
generally considered consistent with a rural, agricultural setting. 
 

Response to Comment I127-7 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments and General Response 2 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I128 – Stanley Siddle, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment 128-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment 128-2 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the zoning of the property as AW.  Refer to General 
Response 14 regarding water supply, General Response 11 regarding hazardous material use 
and mitigation for the Proposed Project, Response to Comment I127-2 regarding aesthetics, 
General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and growth 
inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR, General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis 
methodology presented in the Draft EIR, and General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
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Response to Comment 128-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments and General Response 2 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I129 – Richard Cannon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I129-1 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis methodology. 
 

Response to Comment I129-2 

Warning signs of approaching intersections will be placed in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-3.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to 
protect the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I129-3 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis methodology. 
 

Comment Letter I130 – Richard Cannon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I130-1 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR considered impacts due to wind drift of 
pesticides in Impact 4.5-3.  The various mitigation measures and SOPs presented in Section 4.5 
of the Draft EIR will ensure that the incidence of wind drift and any potential impacts to 
surrounding sensitive receptors are minimized.  Refer to General Response 11 for further 
discussion regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the Proposed Project and 
Response to Comment O22-097. 
 

Response to Comment I130-2 

Refer to General Response 11 regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the 
Proposed Project.  These measures are sufficient to reduce the risk of hazardous materials 
spills or transmission to less-than-significant levels, and therefore no additional mitigation 
measures are required under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter I131 – Richard Cannon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments I131-1 and I131-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-53 and General Response 7 regarding the displacement 
of wildlife, and Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations to blasting.   
 

Comment Letter I132 – Richard Cannon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments I132-1 and I132-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  
 

Response to Comment I132-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding the 
combined groundwater demand of the Proposed Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks 
neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comments I132-4 and I132-5 

The groundwater monitoring program required for the Proposed Project discussed under 
Response to Comment A5-7 would minimize significant impacts attributable to the Proposed 
Project that could impact the COCWD water supply. 
 

Comment Letter I133 – Richard Cannon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments I133-1 and I133-2 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I133-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property.   
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Response to Comment I133-4 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I134 – Richard Cannon, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comment I134-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments I134-2 through I134-4 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels.  Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property 
owner’s recourse in the event of damages to property. 
 

Comment Letter I135 – Bruce Blondin, n.d. 

Response to Comment I135-1 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Impacts to Circle Oaks 
residents are addressed throughout Section 4.0, and cumulative impacts are analyzed in 
Section 6.1.4 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I135-2 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I135-3 

As discussed in General Response 4, no other development is proposed on the project site 
and therefore there are no other sources of water demand.   
 

Response to Comment I135-4 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
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for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a 
prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Comment Letter I136 – Christopher Cole, November 21, 2014 

Response to Comments I136-1 and I136-2 

Concerns related to the Napa County Conservation Regulations (Napa County Code, Chapter 
18.108) and ECP process are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, 
commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Comment Letter I137 – Berit Muh, n.d. 

Response to Comment I137-1  

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I137-2  

As discussed in Section 4.2 (Impact 4.2-16) of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would 
remove an estimated 28,616 trees with dbh greater than 5 inches; however the Mitigated 
Project reduces the gross acreage of the project from 507 acres to approximately 429 acres, 
which results in the removal of fewer trees and only 34 significant specimen trees will be 
impacted by the Mitigated Project.  Refer to General Response 6.  The Geologic Investigation 
discussed the potential impact of tree removal on deep-seated landslide stability, and found that 
there would be a less-than-significant impact with inclusion of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3.  Refer 
to General Response 9 regarding slope stability and General Response 10 regarding the 
potential for erosion due to the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 
regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure and General Response 12 regarding 
the lack of connection between the MST area and the project site. 
 

Response to Comment I137-3  

The ownership of the project parcels is not a significant issue under CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment I137-4  

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR.   
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Comment Letter I138 – Lenore Wilson, n.d. 

Response to Comment I138-1 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Comment Letter I139 – Robert McLeish, n.d. 

Response to Comment I139-1 

The 71 pictures provided on CD mentioned by this commenter have been compiled into exhibits 
in order to attach to this Final EIR, and are included as Exhibits A through L at the end of this 
letter.  No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I139-2 

As discussed further in General Response 16, the existing conditions in the vicinity of the 
project site have been updated and clarified in the Final EIR.  Existing traffic levels on SR-121 
were based on 2012 Caltrans traffic counts, and have since been updated to reflect the most 
recent 2014 traffic data.  Existing traffic levels on Circle Oaks Drive were updated based on 
Napa County published traffic counts.   
 

Response to Comment I139-3 

Refer to General Response 18 and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding impacts to Circle 
Oaks Drive. 
 

Response to Comment I139-4 

Wetlands and waters of the U.S. are shown in Figure 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR, which shows the 
extension of Circle Oaks Drive onto the property.  As shown in the figure, there is a drainage 
that would be crossed for this entrance, which is addressed in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4.  
However, there is no wetland in this location, contrary to the commenter’s assertion.  As 
discussed in Impact 4.2-4, there is only one wetland that will be impacted by project 
development, which is located in Block 31. 
 

Response to Comment I139-5 

Refer to General Response 18 and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding impacts to Circle 
Oaks Drive.  Refer to Response to Comment O21-093 regarding the use of Country Club 
Lane. 



4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

 
Analytical Environmental Services 4-366 Walt Ranch #P11-00205-ECPA 
March 2016   Final EIR 

Response to Comment I139-6 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding consideration of an alternative entrance to the project 
site.   
 

Response to Comment I139-7 

As stated in Section 3.4.1-6 of the Draft EIR, “there are 21 miles of existing road on Walt Ranch.  
Not all of the existing roads are necessary for the proposed vineyard operation; as described 
below, Level III roads will be abandoned or decommissioned.”  In addition, Mitigation Measure 
4.6-2 provides additional protection at road stream crossings to protect water quality.  This 
measure requires that the applicant complete all proposed stream crossing upgrades prior to 
use for construction equipment.  With implementation of the Long Term Vineyard Road 
Management Plan (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) and Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, impacts due to 
road use are reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 

Response to Comment I139-8 

As discussed further in Response to Comment O11-56, the road on Circle S Ranch will only 
be used for winter access to Block 1.  The commenter’s request for similar uses of Circle Oaks 
Drive is inappropriate and would block all construction equipment from entering the Walt Ranch 
property. 
 

Response to Comment I139-9 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding consideration of an alternative entrance to the project 
site.  Impacts to Circle Oaks Drive have been reduced to less-than-significant levels through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, which will require the applicant to finance repaving 
or infrastructure repairs due to project-related impacts, not the Circle Oaks community as stated 
by the commenter. 
 

Comment Letter I140 – Christy Vough, n.d. 

Response to Comment I140-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I140-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  
 

Response to Comment I140-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I140-4 

Refer to Response to Comment I092-1 regarding SGMA as it relates to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I140-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I140-6 

Refer to Response to Comment I101-13 regarding climate change as it relates to uncertain 
future precipitation. 
 

Response to Comment I140-7 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I140-8 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping and 
Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to 
the project’s water demand analysis. 
 

Comment Letter I141 – Glynn Rixon, n.d. 

Response to Comment I141-1 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
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Response to Comment I141-2 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I141-3 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I141-4 

Comments related to Napa County General Plan land use designations and policies allowing 
too much development are beyond the scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, 
commenters can work with the County outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Comment Letter I142 – Dalziel Wilson, n.d. 

Response to Comment I142-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I142-2 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss, General Response 4 regarding the analysis 
of other development on the property and growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR, 
and General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 
The comment incorrectly states that the 400 gross acres of land clearing will be “indigenous oak 
woodland.”  However, as stated in Table 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR, much of the project site is 
chaparral and grassland, as well as various oak woodland habitats.  After avoidance and 
preservation as required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, 281.7 acres of Black Oak Alliance will 
remain on the property and 71.6 acres will be placed in permanent protection.  In addition, 
approximately 5.2 acres and 30.8 acres of Blue Oak Alliance and Valley Oak (California Bay – 
Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association, respectively, will be placed 
into permanent protection.  Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the 
proposed biological mitigation. 
 

Response to Comment I142-3 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Response to Comment I142-4 

The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure 4.2-16 requires protection of 74 specimen 
trees, replanting at a 5:1 ratio for 34 impacted specimen trees, and avoidance of notable oak 
woodland stands.  In addition, as discussed in Response to Comment I142-2 above, Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-2 requires additional avoidance and preservation of oak woodland.  After 
avoidance and preservation as required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, 281.7 acres of Black Oak 
Alliance will remain on the property and 71.6 acres will be placed in permanent protection.  In 
addition, approximately 5.2 acres and 30.8 acres of Blue Oak Alliance and Valley Oak 
(California Bay – Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD Association, 
respectively, will be placed into permanent protection.  In addition, as discussed in General 
Response 6, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be impacted by the Proposed Project 
(in the Mitigated Project, greater than 207,094 trees and 1,871 acres will not be impacted) and 
will remain on the property to provide ongoing wildlife habitat. 
 

Response to Comment I142-5 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the effects of a possible prolonged drought 
as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment O9-14 
regarding the precipitation data utilized in the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I142-6 

Impacts to traffic and noise were reduced to less-than-significant levels through implementation 
of mitigation measures, as discussed in General Response 16 and General Response 19, 
respectively.  Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under 
CEQA, as discussed in General Response 5. 
 
The Proposed Project would not result in a decrease in water quality to the Capell Creek 
watershed; refer to Impact 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I142-7 

Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors and General Response 4 regarding 
the analysis of other development on the property and growth inducing effects presented in the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I142-8 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I142-9 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments.  The comment indicates 
that the commenter traveled onto Walt Ranch property, which is privately owned.  The Applicant 
has stated that the commenter was not given permission to enter the property.   
 

Comment Letter I143 – Thomas Dinkel, n.d. 

Response to Comment I143-1 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I143-2 

Whether the property owner resides in Texas or Napa is not a substantive environmental issue 
under CEQA and does not affect the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 
1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I143-3 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping and 
water supply to the local aquifer.  The proposed groundwater monitoring program would be 
designed to protect on- and off-site wells, and would not allow wells to go dry.  Refer to 
Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required for the 
Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points established in 
the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I143-4 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse 
in the event of damages to property due to groundwater impacts. 
 

Response to Comments I143-5 and I143-6 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I143-7 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss.  Proposed reservoirs are located offstream 
and will be filled with groundwater; therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, there will 
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be no damming of runoff or other surface water flows.  Refer to Response to Comment A5-10 
regarding the potential for reduction in flows to Milliken Reservoir, and General Response 15 
regarding the hydrologic analysis completed for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment I143-8 

It is unclear what “precious wetland” the commenter refers to.  The Proposed Project will result 
in impacts to 0.02 acres of isolated wetland and 0.25 acres of jurisdictional “other waters” for 
vineyard development and water crossing improvements, as discussed in Impact 4.2-4.  
However, all impacts are reduced to less-than-significant levels through the federal and State 
permits and approvals that require compensatory mitigation.  Refer to Response to Comment 
A2-02 regarding impacts to wetlands.  Refer to General Response 10 regarding the potential 
for erosion due to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I143-9 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property and Response to Comment I143-2 
regarding the relevance of the property owner’s residence. 
 

Comment Letter I144 – Marcie Dinkel, n.d. 

Response to Comment I144-1 

After implementation of the mitigation measures found in the Draft EIR, all impacts are reduced 
to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to Response to Comment I143-2 regarding the relevance 
of the property owner’s residence.   
 

Response to Comments I144-2 through I144-4 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse 
in the event of damages to property due to groundwater impacts. 
 

Comment Letter I145 – Murray Berner, Napa-Solano Audubon Society, n.d. 

Response to Comment I145-1 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-03 and General Response 10 regarding the reduction in 
soil loss due to the Proposed Project. 
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Section 4.2 addresses the project’s impact on biological resources, including existing 
vegetation.  Figure 4.2-1 maps vegetation types on the property and Figure 4.2-2 maps 
sensitive biotic communities.  Detailed information is provided on the acreage of these 
vegetation types, and the extent to which implementation of the Proposed Project would result 
in impacts to these vegetation types.  This information provides a basis for determining whether 
significant vegetation is being retained, as set forth in the General Plan.   
 
The following passage is an example of the information provided in the Draft EIR.  This passage 
represents the EIR’s discussion of the presence of California Annual Grassland Alliance on the 
project site: 
 

Approximately 166.8 acres of the California Annual Grassland Alliance was 
mapped on the 2,300-acre Walt Ranch property.  Approximately 83.94 acres 
(50.31 percent) of those acres are proposed to be converted to vineyard.  
However, only 4.45 acres of the California Annual Grasslands meet the criteria 
for being considered native grasslands and occur as a relatively small portion of 
total grasslands within the proposed blocks (Figure 4.2-2a).  In some areas of the 
project site, native grasslands co-exist with other special status species, 
including green monardella, narrow-leaved daisy, and specimen oak trees.  With 
the exception of mapped patches of higher relative cover of native grasses as 
discussed above, the remaining 162.5 acres of grasslands were dominated by 
non-native annual grasses and forbs; therefore, they are not considered 
Sensitive Biotic Communities based on plant species dominance.  (Draft EIR, 
page 4.2-13.) 
 

This discussion is illustrative; similar discussions are provided for the other sensitive biotic 
communities present on the site.  Note that this discussion focuses on the impact of the project 
as originally proposed; the acreages provided do not reflect reductions associated with 
implementing mitigation measures incorporated into the project.   
 
This information will enable the County to determine the extent to which the Proposed Project is 
consistent with the General Plan policy pertaining to significant vegetation.  Refer to General 
Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I145-2 

As discussed in General Response 6, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be impacted 
by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 207,094 trees and 1,871 acres 
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will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide ongoing wildlife habitat.  Refer to 
General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors. 
 

Response to Comment I145-3 

A citation has been added for the sentence mentioned by the commenter, which correctly refers 
to conclusions by Hilty and Merenlender (2002), discussed further up in the paragraph on page 
4.2-24. 
 

Response to Comment I145-4 

Wildlife movement on the Walt Ranch property is discussed in Section 4.2.2-10 of the Draft EIR 
and analyzed in Impact 4.2-6.  Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors and 
General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Comment Letter I146 – Transcript of Public Hearing, November 26, 2014 

Response to Comment I146-1 

This comment letter is a transcript of the Walt Ranch EIR Public Hearing held on November 12, 
2014. 
 

Response to Comment I146-2 

Commenter accurately describes the Proposed Project.  No further response is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-3 and I146-4 

The Proposed Project was analyzed for inconsistency with the General Plan, and mitigation 
measures were recommended throughout the EIR to ensure consistency where required.  Refer 
to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-5 and I146-6 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-7 

Refer to Response to Comment O1-1. 
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Response to Comment I146-8 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comments I146-9 and I146-10 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and General Response 2 regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-11 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-8 regarding groundwater quality and Response to 
Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I146-12 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure 
and General Response 9 regarding slope stability. 
 

Response to Comments I146-13 through I146-15 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-16 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  It is acknowledged 
throughout the Draft EIR that the Circle S Ranch is immediately adjacent to Walt Ranch’s 
western boundary, and a map of the two properties in relation to one another is provided in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-17 through I146-22 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comments I146-23 and I146-24 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I146-25 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site.  The City of Napa Public Works Department which owns and manages Milliken 
Reservoir, a domestic water supply reservoir mentioned by this commenter, has reviewed and 
provided comments on this Draft EIR.  Refer to responses to Comment Letter A5, above.  
Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and 
mitigation for the Proposed Project and General Response 10 regarding the decrease in 
erosion from the property in post-project conditions. 
 

Response to Comment I146-27 

Refer to General Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and 
mitigation for the Proposed Project and General Response 10 regarding the decrease in 
erosion from the property in post-project conditions.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding 
the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle 
Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I146-28 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-29 

Refer to General Response 21 regarding the adequacy of the cumulative analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments I146-30 and I146-31 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss; as discussed therein, over 207,094 trees and 
1,793 acres will not be impacted by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 
207,094 trees and 1,871 acres will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide 
ongoing wildlife habitat. 
 

Response to Comments I146-32 and I146-33 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I146-34 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.  Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 
regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand 
analysis, Response to Comment I092-1 regarding SGMA as it relates to the Proposed Project, 
and Response to Comment I101-13 regarding climate change as it relates to uncertain future 
precipitation. 
 

Response to Comments I146-35 through I146-37 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-38 and I146-39 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments I146-40 and I146-41 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I146-42 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I146-43 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-3 regarding the use of closed water tanks. 
 

Response to Comment I146-44 through I146-46 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-47 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Response to Comments I146-48 through I146-50 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss; as discussed therein, over 207,094 trees and 
1,793 acres will not be impacted by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 
207,094 trees and 1,871 acres will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide 
ongoing wildlife habitat.   
 

Response to Comment I146-51 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-14 for the protection of bats has been revised per recommendations 
from CDFW, as discussed in Response to Comment A7-7. 
 

Response to Comment I146-52 

Refer to General Response 7 regarding wildlife corridors. 
 

Response to Comment I146-53 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment I146-54 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-55 

Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation 
for biological impacts and General Response 14 regarding the cumulative impacts of 
groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I146-56 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and Response to Comment O9-14 regarding 
the precipitation data utilized in the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I146-57 

Refer to General Response 15 regarding the methodology of the hydrologic analysis 
completed for the Proposed Project 
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Response to Comment I146-58 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the need for a contingency plan due to 
groundwater pumping. 
 

Response to Comment I146-59 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-60 

As discussed in Section 4.2 (Impact 4.2-16) of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would 
remove an estimated 28,616 trees with dbh greater than 5 inches; however the Mitigated 
Project reduces the gross acreage of the project from 507 acres to approximately 429 acres, 
which results in the removal of fewer trees and only 34 significant specimen trees will be 
impacted by the Mitigated Project.  Refer to General Response 6.  
 

Response to Comments I146-61 and I146-62 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-63 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment I146-64 

Comments related to Napa County policies allowing too much development are beyond the 
scope of this EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County 
outside of the CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comments I146-65 and I146-66 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a prolonged drought as it 
relates to the project’s water demand analysis and General Response 14 regarding the 
cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping.  Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 
regarding the need for a contingency plan due to groundwater pumping. 
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Response to Comment I146-67 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the groundwater analysis methodology and a 
discussion of the recently adopted WAA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comments I146-68 and I146-69 

Refer to Response to Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard 
development. 
 

Response to Comment I146-70 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I146-71 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments I146-72 through I146-74 

Commenter’s powerpoint slides are located at Comment Letter I094.  Habitat fragmentation as 
it relates to impacts to wildlife movement is discussed in General Response 7. 
 

Response to Comment I146-75 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I146-76 

Refer to General Response 2 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and General Response 
12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the project site. 
 

Response to Comments I146-77 and I146-78 

Refer to General Response 12 regarding the lack of connection between the MST area and the 
project site. 
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Response to Comment I146-79 

CRLF is assumed to occur on the Capell Creek watershed portion of the property, due to 
suitable habitat and accessibility to the known core recovery area.  However, protocol level 
surveys conducted on the Milliken Reservoir watershed portion of the property were unable to 
locate CRLF, and it was determined that they are unlikely to traverse the ridgeline between the 
two watersheds.  See Response to Comment O21-005 regarding the CRLF Habitat 
Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment O22-123 
regarding the bat surveys and mitigation presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-80 

Refer to General Response 10 regarding the erosion assessment prepared for the Proposed 
Project.  As discussed further in Response to Comment O21-035, the County analyzed 
potential impacts to special status aquatic species, including steelhead and Chinook salmon, in 
Impact 4.2-15.  These anadromous species cannot access the project site, but the waters on 
the project site are hydrologically connected to downstream habitat.  Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-15 ensures that measures protective of water quality are implemented during 
project construction and operation. 
 

Response to Comment I146-81 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-82 

Refer to Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
and Response to Comment O9-49 regarding site-specific noise measurements conducted in 
Circle Oaks. 
 

Response to Comments I146-83 and I146-84 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations and General Response 19 
regarding the noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comments I146-85 and I146-86 

The Draft EIR specifies that the impacts due to noise will be less than significant only after the 
implementation of mitigation measures.  Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment I146-87 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-88 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, and traffic are 
discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  With incorporation of 
mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental areas were reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
 

Response to Comments I146-89 and I146-90 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse 
in the event of damages to property.  Refer to General Response 9 regarding slope stability 
and Response to Comment O11-26 regarding the effects of vegetation removal on slope 
stability. 
 

Response to Comment I146-91 

Impacts to air quality have been reduced to less-than-significant levels through implementation 
of mitigation measures, as discussed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to General 
Response 11 for further discussion regarding hazardous material use and mitigation for the 
Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I146-92 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-53 regarding limitations to blasting and Response to 
Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP. 
 

Response to Comments I146-93 and I146-94 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-95 

The Proposed Project was analyzed for inconsistency with the General Plan, and mitigation 
measures were recommended throughout the EIR to ensure consistency where required.   
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Response to Comment I146-96 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comments I146-97 and I146-98 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-99 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the AW zoning and land use designation of the project 
site.   
 

Response to Comment I146-100 

Refer to Response to Comment I092-1 regarding SGMA as it relates to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment I146-101 

With mitigation, the construction and operation of the Proposed Project will have a less-than-
significant impact on climate change in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to 
Response to Comment I101-13 regarding climate change as it relates to uncertain future 
precipitation. 
 

Response to Comment I146-102 

Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a 
legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comments I146-103 through I146-105 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments I146-106 through I146-108 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
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Response to Comment I146-109 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points 
established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment I146-110 

Refer to Response to Comment I080-2. 
 

Response to Comments I146-111 and I146-112 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I146-113 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-114 

Refer to Response to Comment I029-9 regarding the fugitive dust abatement program. 
 

Response to Comment I146-115 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP.   
 

Response to Comment I146-116 

Refer to Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP and 
Response to Comment I029-9 regarding the fugitive dust abatement program. 
 

Response to Comment I146-117 

Quality of life or a person’s emotional response to a project are not considered significant 
effects on the environment under CEQA, as discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Response to Comment I146-118 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I146-119 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.   
 

Response to Comments I146-120 and I146-121 

Quality of life is not considered a significant effect on the environment under CEQA, as 
discussed in General Response 5.  However, impacts to noise, air pollution, hazardous 
materials, and traffic are discussed in Sections 4.8, 4.1, 4.5, and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively.  With incorporation of mitigation measures, all impacts to these environmental 
areas were reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Refer to General Response 17 regarding 
the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle 
Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comments I146-122 and I146-123 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse 
in the event of damages to property.  Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply 
and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comments I146-124 and I146-125 

All significant environmental impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I146-126 

Commenter correctly references the Napa County Conservation Regulations and the no-net-
increase policies for stormwater and erosion.  Refer to Response to Comment I116-09 and 
I116-10. 
 

Response to Comments I146-127 and I146-128 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-129 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
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Response to Comment I146-130 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding the analysis of other development on the property and 
growth inducing effects presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-131 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-132 

Placing the entirety of the property into a conservation easement would not meet the basic 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which is consistent with the allowable land use of the 
property.  Refer to General Response 20 regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-133 

Refer to General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis methodology in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-134 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I146-135 

Concerns related to the land use designations in the General Plan are beyond the scope of this 
EIR and the CEQA process.  However, commenters can work with the County outside of the 
CEQA process to address these concerns. 
 

Response to Comments I146-136 and I146-137 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I146-138 

In order to reduce the Proposed Project’s contribution to climate change and ensure 
consistency with the adopted Climate Action Plan, Mitigation Measure 6-1 requires the 
permanent protection of 248 acres of woodland.  Refer to Response to Comment O10-15 
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regarding the preservation of on-site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation 
measure in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment I146-139 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-140 

Refer to Response to Comment I085-9 regarding a moratorium on future vineyard 
development and General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I146-141 

Refer to General Response 4 regarding analysis of other development on the project site 
presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment I146-142 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-143 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-14 regarding the precipitation data utilized in the 
groundwater analysis. 
 

Response to Comment I146-144 

Between the mitigation measures requiring tree replanting and the greater than 207,094 trees 
that will remain on the property after development of the proposed vineyards, impacts due to 
tree loss in terms of oxygen depletion and overall tree canopy are less than significant in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.  Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment I146-145 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comments I146-146 and I146-147 

Commenter is correct that the Proposed Project would result in the cutting of 28,616 trees.  
However, it is unclear how this would “degrade the watersheds of both Milliken and Capell 
Creeks,” as an erosion assessment prepared for the Proposed Project found that there would 
be a net decrease in sedimentation to both watersheds.  Refer to General Responses 6 and 10 
regarding tree loss and erosion, respectively. 
 

Response to Comment I146-148 

Whether the property owner resides in Texas or Napa is not a substantive environmental issue 
under CEQA and does not affect the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  Refer to General Response 
1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I146-149 

Refer to General Response 21 regarding the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comments I146-150 and I146-151 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comments I146-152 and I146-153 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss and General Response 21 regarding the 
cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comments I146-154 and I146-155 

Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation 
for biological impacts. 
 

Response to Comment I146-156 

Refer to General Response 8 regarding the adequacy of the Walt Ranch BRMP as mitigation 
for biological impacts and to Response to Comment O10-15 regarding the preservation of on-
site woodland as a legally viable and appropriate mitigation measure in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines. 
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Response to Comments I146-157 and I146-158 

Refer to response to Comment Letter I023. 
 

Response to Comments I146-159 and I146-160 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-161 

Refer to Response to Comments O11-24 and O11-25 regarding the known instability of the 
Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I146-162 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-163 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding traffic impacts due to the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comments I146-164 and I146-165 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding the mitigation measures in place to protect the safety 
and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I146-166 

The Draft EIR identifies the noise and vibration from blasting as a potentially significant impact, 
and recommends mitigation to ensure that significant adverse impacts do not occur to Circle 
Oaks residents.  The remainder of the proposed construction equipment would cause vibrations 
significantly less than the established significance threshold, and are unlikely to cause a 
significant impact.  Refer to General Response 9 regarding slope stability. 
 

Response to Comment I146-167 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I146-168 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-8 regarding groundwater quality. 
 

Response to Comment I146-169 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-26 regarding the effects of vegetation removal on slope 
stability. 
 

Response to Comment I146-170 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I146-171 

The commenter is correct that wind machines can be loud, with the average wind machine 
producing anywhere from 70 to 80 dBA.  This is typical of the other construction equipment 
analyzed in Impact 4.8-1, which found that at distances of greater than 150 feet, the equipment 
would not exceed the County’s noise significance threshold.  Ongoing operational noises, such 
as the use of wind machines, are covered under the County’s “right to farm” ordinance and are 
exempt from the County’s noise significance threshold, pursuant to Section 8.16.090(E) of the 
County municipal code.  However, in order to ensure that Circle Oaks residents or other 
sensitive receptors are not significantly impacted by noise from vineyard operation, the project 
applicant will site wind machines greater than 150 feet from existing residences to the maximum 
extent feasible.  Additionally, the following has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 of the 
Final EIR, “Applicant shall install mufflers on any wind machines located less than 150 feet from 
existing residences.” 
 

Response to Comments I146-172 and I146-173 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Response to Comment I146-174 

Refer to Response to Comment O11-56 regarding the lack of connectivity between the parcel 
on Atlas Peak Road and the Walt Ranch property. 
 

Response to Comments I146-175 and I146-176 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
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Response to Comment I146-177 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply.  Negative impacts to neighboring 
property values due to the proposed vineyard are not anticipated due to the Proposed Project, 
as many potential buyers looking to purchase land in the Napa Valley understand and desire the 
proximity to vineyards. 
 

Response to Comment I146-178 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment I146-179 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
 

Response to Comments I146-180 and I146-181 

Refer to Response to Comments O11-24 and O11-25 regarding the known instability of the 
Circle Oaks community. 
 

Response to Comment I146-182 

Refer to Response to Comment I111-4 regarding the condition of Circle Oaks Drive and 
Response to Comment O21-093 regarding the use of Country Club Lane. 
 

Response to Comment I146-183 

Refer to General Response 16 regarding the traffic analysis and the mitigation provided to 
reduce impacts due to traffic to less-than-significant levels, General Response 17 regarding the 
mitigation measures in place to protect the safety and welfare of pedestrians in the Circle Oaks 
community, and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks 
infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment I146-184 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding statements of opinion. 
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Response to Comments I146-185 and I146-186 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-187 

As discussed further in General Response 16, the existing conditions in the vicinity of the 
project site have been updated and clarified in the Final EIR.  Existing traffic levels on SR-121 
were based on 2012 Caltrans traffic counts, and have since been updated to reflect the most 
recent 2014 traffic data.  Existing traffic levels on Circle Oaks Drive were updated based on 
Napa County published traffic counts.   
 

Response to Comment I146-188 

Refer to General Response 17 regarding consideration of an alternative entrance to the project 
site.   
 

Response to Comment I146-189 

As discussed in General Response 6, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be impacted 
by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated project, greater than 207,094 trees and 1,871 acres 
will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide ongoing wildlife habitat and 
pollination opportunities for bees. 
 

Response to Comment I146-190 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-191 

Refer to Response to Comment I037-1 regarding a moratorium on vineyard development in 
Napa County. 
 

Response to Comment I146-192 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Response to Comments I146-193 and I146-194 

Septic systems are not proposed under the project, as discussed in Appendix B of the Draft 
EIR. 
 

Response to Comment I146-195 

Refer to Response to Comment I044-11 regarding the neighboring property owner’s recourse 
in the event of damages to property. 
 

Response to Comment I146-196 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

Response to Comment I146-197 

Refer to Response to Comment I116-09 regarding the public hearing held for the Proposed 
Project as it relates to Napa County ECP processing. 
 

Response to Comment I146-198 

During development of the General Plan, the County provided opportunities for public input 
regarding land use designations and consulted with local interest group.  The Proposed Project 
is consistent with the land use designation and zoning designation for the property. 
 

Response to Comments I146-199 through I146-201 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

Response to Comment I146-202 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure.   
 

Response to Comment I146-203 

As discussed in General Response 6, over 207,094 trees and 1,793 acres will not be impacted 
by the Proposed Project (in the Mitigated Project, greater than 207,094 trees and 1,871 acres 
will not be impacted) and will remain on the property to provide ongoing wildlife habitat. 
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Response to Comments I146-204 and I146-205 

Refer to Response to Comment I029-9 regarding the fugitive dust abatement program and 
Response to Comment O21-015 regarding the enforcement of the MMRP. 
 

Response to Comment I146-206 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis.  
 

Response to Comments I146-207 through I146-209 

No further response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088. 
 

4.6 PETITIONS AND FORM LETTERS 
Petition 1 – August 3, 2014 

Response to Comment P1-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests and General Response 5 
regarding concerns related to rural way of life. 
 

Petition 2 – August 1, 2014 

Response to Comment P2-1 

Refer to General Response 3 regarding extension requests and Response to Comment I116-
09 regarding the public hearing held for the Proposed Project as it relates to Napa County ECP 
processing. 
 

Response to Comment P2-2 

As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, only three new wells are proposed under the 
project and four groundwater storage reservoirs are proposed (not tanks).  Refer to Response 
to Comment O9-10 regarding the proposed wells as they relate to the overall volume of 
groundwater extraction and Response to Comment O7-27 regarding the infeasibility of storage 
tanks on the project site.  Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for 
the groundwater analysis and Response to Comment O9-13 regarding the possibility of a 
prolonged drought as it relates to the project’s water demand analysis. 
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Response to Comment P2-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis and Response to Comment O9-9 regarding 
potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment P2-4 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the groundwater monitoring program required 
for the Proposed Project and Response to Comment O9-12 regarding the trigger points 
established in the GMMP. 
 

Response to Comment P2-5 

Refer to Response to Comment I012-5 regarding the potential impacts of blasting on 
groundwater.   
 

Response to Comment P2-6 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-12 regarding the risk of fire associated with the Proposed 
Project. 
 

Response to Comment P2-7 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss and General Response 10 regarding 
erosion. 
 

Petition 3 – October 10, 2014 

Response to Comment P3-1 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment P3-2 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.   
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Response to Comment P3-3 

Refer to Response to Comment I012-5 regarding the potential impacts of blasting on 
groundwater.   
 

Response to Comment P3-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment P3-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Petition 4 – October 10, 2014 

Response to Comment P4-1 

Refer to General Response 6 regarding tree loss. 
 

Response to Comment P4-2 

Refer to General Response 13 regarding the methodology used for the groundwater analysis 
and Response to Comment O4-1 regarding the timing of the pumping test that was conducted 
for the Proposed Project.   
 

Response to Comment P4-3 

Refer to Response to Comment I012-5 regarding the potential impacts of blasting on 
groundwater.   
 

Response to Comment P4-4 

Refer to General Response 14 regarding the combined groundwater demand of the Proposed 
Project, Circle S Ranch, and Circle Oaks neighborhood. 
 

Response to Comment P4-5 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
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Petition 5 – October 24, 2014 

Response to Comment P5-1 

As discussed in General Response 5, construction impacts may be a source of temporary 
disturbance to neighboring residents, although general impacts to rural way of life are not 
considered significant under CEQA.  However, every effort has been made to ensure that 
construction, construction traffic, and equipment deliveries do not disrupt commuter traffic 
(Mitigation Measure 4.7-1), safety for pedestrians within the community (Mitigation Measure 4.7-
3), noise and vibration nuisance at nearby residences (Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2), 
and safety due to chemical use (Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2).  After implementation of 
the mitigation measures found in the Draft EIR, all impacts are reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.   
 

Response to Comment P5-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment P5-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment P5-4 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Petition 6 – November 5, 2014 

Response to Comment P6-1 

As discussed in General Response 5, construction impacts may be a source of temporary 
disturbance to neighboring residents, although general impacts to rural way of life are not 
considered significant under CEQA.  However, every effort has been made to ensure that 
construction, construction traffic, and equipment deliveries do not disrupt commuter traffic 
(Mitigation Measure 4.7-1), safety for pedestrians within the community (Mitigation Measure 4.7-
3), noise and vibration nuisance at nearby residences (Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2), 
and safety due to chemical use (Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2).  After implementation of 
the mitigation measures found in the Draft EIR, all impacts are reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.   
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Response to Comment P6-2 

Refer to Response to Comment O9-9 regarding potential impacts to Circle Oaks infrastructure. 
 

Response to Comment P6-3 

Refer to Response to Comment O2-1 regarding consideration of COCWD water supplies 
during preparation of the groundwater analysis.   
 

Response to Comment P6-4 

Refer to General Response 1 regarding non-substantive comments. 
 

Petition 7 

Commenter is correct that the Proposed Project would result in the disturbance of over 500 
acres.  However, it is unclear how this would “adversely affect the Capell Creek and Milliken 
Creek watersheds,” as an erosion assessment prepared for the Proposed Project found that 
there would be a net decrease in sedimentation to both watersheds.  Refer to General 
Responses 6 and 10 regarding tree loss and erosion, respectively.  Refer to General 
Response 16 regarding traffic impacts, General Response 19 regarding the noise analysis 
methodology presented in the Draft EIR, Response to Comment I029-9 regarding the fugitive 
dust abatement program, and General Response 18 regarding impacts to roads.  Impacts of 
pesticide drift are analyzed in Impact 4.5-3 and reduced to less-than-significant levels through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-3; refer to Response to Comment O22-097.  Refer 
to Response to Comment A5-12 regarding the risk of fire associated with the Proposed Project 
and General Response 14 regarding water supply. 
 

4.7 EXTENSION REQUESTS 

Comment letters Extension Request (ER)-1 through ER-32 were received requesting an 
extension of the review period for the Walt Ranch Draft EIR.  As discussed further in General 
Response 3, the extension request was granted by the County and the total public review 
period was increased to 133 days.  Letters ER-1 through ER-32 did not provide any additional 
substantive comments, and so they were not bracketed and will not be responded to 
individually. 
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SECTION 5.0 
MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PLAN 

5.1  INTRODUCTION 
CEQA requires that a Lead Agency establish a program to report on and monitor measures 
adopted as part of the environmental review process to mitigate or avoid significant effects on 
the environment.  This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) is designed to ensure 
that the mitigation measures identified in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Walt 
Ranch Agricultural Erosion Control Plan Application (ECPA) #P11-00205-ECPA (Proposed 
Project) are fully implemented.  The MMRP, as presented Table 5-1, describes the timing and 
frequencies of mitigation implementation responsibilities and standards, and verification of 
compliance for the mitigation measures identified in the Proposed Project EIR. 
 
Table 5-1 presents all recommended mitigation measures and is organized by topic in the same 
order as the contents of the EIR.  Several entities have been assigned monitoring 
responsibilities under this MMRP.  All monitoring actions, once completed, will be reported (in 
writing) to Napa County, which will maintain mitigation monitoring records for the Proposed 
Project.  The MMRP will be considered by the Lead Agency in conjunction with review and 
approval of the project, and will be adopted as a condition of project approval.  The components 
of this table are as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure:  The mitigation measures are taken verbatim from the Final EIR.  
Mitigation measures are assigned the same numbers they have in the EIR. 
 
Responsible for Monitoring and/or Reporting:  Identifies the responsible party for monitoring 
the measure and, if applicable, reporting to the party responsible for verifying. 
 
Responsible for Verifying Compliance:  Identifies the responsible party for verifying that the 
measure was completed appropriately and in compliance with the performance criteria. 
 
Timing of Action:  Identifies the timing or frequency for the implementation of each action.  
 
Duration of Monitoring:  Identifies how often each measure should be monitored. 
 
Performance Criteria:  Identifies to what standard each measure must be completed. 
 
Proposed Funding: Identifies party with financial responsibility for each measure. 
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TABLE 5-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

4.1 AIR QUALITY 
4.1-1: The owner shall implement a fugitive dust abatement 
program during the construction of #P11-00205-ECPA, which 
shall include the following elements: 
 

 Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose 
materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two 
feet of freeboard; this mitigation is included in the 
BAAQMD-approved CalEEMod.   

 Cover all exposed stockpiles. 
 Sweep Circle Oaks Drive daily (with water sweepers) if 

visible soil material is carried onto adjacent streets.   
 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per 

hour (mph); this mitigation is included in the 
CalEEMod. 

 Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds 
(instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 

 Any burning of cleared vegetation shall be conducted 
according to the rules and regulations of the 
BAAQMD’s Regulation 5 (BAAQMD, 2006).  Prior 
notification to BAAQMD shall be made by submitting 
an Open Burning Prior Notification Form to BAAQMD’s 
office in San Francisco.   

Applicant Napa County 
Planning, 

Building, and 
Environmental 

Services 
Department 

(PBES) 

Bay Area Air 
Quality 

Management 
District 

(BAAQMD) 

Project 
Construction 

Project 
Construction 

through 
Operation 

County and 
BAAQMD 
Standards 

Applicant 

4.1-2: The owner shall implement the required basic 
construction mitigation measures as recommended by the 
BAAQMD and mitigation measures used in the CalEEMod 
during the construction of the Proposed Project, which shall 
include the following elements: 
 

 Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting 
equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to five minutes (as required by 
the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, 
Section 2485 of the California Code  of Regulations 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

BAAQMD 

Project 
Construction 

Project 
Construction  

County and 
BAAQMD 
Standards 

Applicant 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

[CCR]).  Clear signage shall be provided for 
construction workers at all access points.   

 All construction equipment shall be maintained and 
properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s 
specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a 
certified mechanic and determined to be running in 
proper condition prior to operation.   

 Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number 
and person to contact at Napa County regarding dust 
complaints.  This person shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours.  The Air District’s 
phone number shall also be visible to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations.   

 The owner shall equip all construction equipment with 
a horsepower rating greater than 50 with a diesel 
particulate filter; this mitigation is included in the 
CalEEMod. 

4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
4.2-1:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan): 
 
Impacts to native grasslands shall be reduced to a less-than-
significant level and result in the greatest quality of native 
grassland mitigation through a combination of avoidance, 
preservation, and enhancement.  Specifically, mitigation for the 
removal of an estimate 4.45 acres of native grassland on the 
property would be accomplished through a combination of 1) 
avoidance of high-quality native grasslands within the project 
area and the immediate vicinity; 2) preservation and 
conservation of native grasslands having the highest habitat 
value and species composition; and 3) through the restoration 
and enhancement of existing non-native grasslands 
implemented through the Walt Ranch Biological Resources 
Management Plan (BRMP). 
 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

Prior to 
Approval of 

#P11-00205-
ECPA 

Pre-
construction 

through 
Operation 

(annual for 5 
years) 

County 
Standards: 

80% Success 

Applicant 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

Avoidance 
In order to maintain biodiversity of native grasslands on the 
property, approximately 3.30 acres of native grasslands shall be 
avoided.  To the maximum extent feasible, access road 
development shall be relocated as necessary to avoid 
populations of native grasslands.  Specifically, avoidance shall 
occur at the locations detailed in Table 4.2-5 and shown on 
Figure 4.2-4 (please refer to Section 4.2).  These populations 
shall be avoided with a buffer of not less than 10 feet. 
 
The avoidance proposed in Table 4.2-5, in combination with the 
native grasslands already outside of the clearing limits, will 
result in the preservation of approximately 8.65 acres (88.3 
percent) of native grasslands mapped on the property.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project will impact 1.15 acres of native 
grasslands in the avenue around block 13, the avenue around 
blocks 16A and 16B2, and in blocks 16A, 16B1, 16B2, and 
18A5.  These impacted areas shall be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio as 
discussed below. 
 
Preservation and Enhancement 
The direct impact of 1.15 acres of native grasslands shall be 
mitigated by preserving the remainder of the native grasslands 
mapped onsite and enhancing existing non-native grassland to 
in- kind native reference grasslands at a 2:1 ratio (2.30 acres).  
The 8.65 acres of native grasslands mapped on the property 
shall be preserved in perpetuity.  All acreage designated for 
preservation shall be identified as such in a deed restriction, 
open space easement with an organization such as the Land 
Trust of Napa County as the grantee, or other means of 
permanent protection.  Land placed in protection shall be 
restricted from development and other uses that would 
potentially degrade the quality of the habitat (including, but not 
limited to, conversion to other land uses such as agriculture or 
urban development, and excessive off-road vehicle use that 
increases erosion), and should otherwise be restricted by the 
existing goals and policies of Napa County.  The areas to be 
covered by the deed restriction shall be determined by a 
qualified botanist or biologist, and submitted to Napa County for 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

review and approval.  The deed restriction shall be entered into 
and recorded with the Napa County Recorder’s office prior to 
commencement of the project in a form acceptable to County 
Counsel. 
 
Replacement of native grasslands shall occur on 2.30 acres on 
the property, and shall be designated in the Walt Ranch BRMP.  
In order to provide for habitat continuity, the 2.30 acres of native 
grassland replacement shall occur in suitable areas in proximity 
to native grassland areas to the maximum extent feasible.  This 
may include, but is not limited to, areas near vineyard blocks 
13, 16, 19, or 29.  Replacement plantings shall be consistent 
with the dominant native grassland type (blue wildrye, purple 
needle grass, and/or California fescue) that was impacted.  Any 
new transplants for replacement shall be propagated from seed 
found on site.  Replanting areas for native grasslands shall be 
protected with a buffer of not less than 10 feet. 
 
Prior to ground disturbing activities associated with the 
Proposed Project, the Walt Ranch BRMP shall be developed by 
a qualified professional biologist, and submitted to Napa County 
for review and approval.  The Walt Ranch BRMP shall cover 
multiple sensitive habitat types, sensitive or special-status 
species, and other biological considerations on the property, as 
discussed elsewhere in Section 4.2.6 of this EIR.  Required 
performance criteria for the Walt Ranch BRMP are as follows: 
 

 Management goals: Goals shall include habitat 
enhancement criteria, such as increased native grass 
cover, native plant diversity, and wildlife values.  If in 
the event that population totals of the sensitive 
resources identified within this EIR are determined to 
have changed during preconstruction surveys, the 
Applicant and/or the Applicant’s representative shall 
provide Napa County with an assessment sufficiently 
explaining the reason(s) resources are no longer 
present or are in increased or reduced numbers.  The 
assessment shall be prepared by a qualified biologist; 

 Identification of suitable habitat:  The BRMP shall 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

clearly identify sufficient areas of suitable habitat for 
each species subject for replanting.  In the event the 
property lacks adequate suitable habitat area, 
additional resources shall be avoided in order to meet 
the specified avoidance criteria; 

 Restoration and enhancement techniques: 
Identification of transplanting and mitigation planting 
techniques for various species and habitat types 
covered by the BRMP; 

 Implementation schedule: restoration, enhancement, 
and planting shall begin during the year following 
ground disturbance; 

 Planting goals: A qualified biologist shall work with 
vineyard personnel to ensure that the spacing of 
plantings and other requirements of the overall BRMP 
are met; 

 Monitoring criteria: Restoration and enhancement 
areas shall be monitored by a qualified botanist or 
biologist annually for a minimum of five years.  As part 
of the first year monitoring report, each area planted to 
offset that years’ impacts, the final replacement total, 
exact location, and size of the replacement plantings 
shall be recorded; 

 Reporting criteria: Annual monitoring reports shall be 
submitted to Napa County by January 1 of each year 
for five years after the successful completion of the 
replanting efforts and plan implementation; and 

 Success criteria: Restoration and enhancement areas 
must have at least an 80 percent success rate after 
five years. 

4.2-2:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan).  All features requiring avoidance shall be field 
verified by a qualified professional biologist prior to ground 
disturbing activities, including the placement of flagging or 
construction fencing delineating the areas to be avoided: 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

Prior to 
Approval of 

#P11-00205-
ECPA 

Pre-
construction 

through 
Operation  

County 
Standards 

Applicant 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

The Carex spp. – Juncus spp. – Wet Meadow Grasses NFD 
Super Alliance is only located in Block 16.  This habitat type 
shall be avoided in its entirety.  Therefore, the portion of Block 
16 that contains the Carex spp. – Juncus spp. – Wet Meadow 
Grasses NFD Super Alliance shall be removed from the 
Proposed Project.  This will ensure 100 percent avoidance of 
this sensitive habitat. 
 
The California Buckeye/Poison Oak/Moss Woodland Alliance is 
only located in Block 33.  This habitat type should be avoided in 
its entirety, as shown on Figure 4.2-5.  Therefore, the portion of 
Block 33 that is the California Buckeye/Poison Oak/Moss 
Woodland habitat type shall be removed from the Proposed 
Project.  This will ensure 100 percent avoidance of this sensitive 
habitat.  The total acreage of this habitat type (0.16 acres) on 
the property shall be placed in permanent protection. 
 
Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – Walnut – Ash) 
Riparian Forest NFD Association is located in select areas 
throughout the property, associated with streams and creeks.  
The portions of vineyard blocks and avenues 21B, 29A1, 29A2, 
29B2, 30A, 42, 43, 45B, 57B, and 58A that contain this 
sensitive habitat type should be removed from the Proposed 
Project, resulting in 6.3 acres of gross area removed from the 
Proposed Project.  Avoiding these areas will also protect upland 
habitat for the western pond turtle (discussed further in Impact 
4.2-10) and wildlife corridors along riparian areas.  After 
mitigation, 30.8 acres (100 percent) of this habitat type will be 
preserved on the property.  
 
Approximately 2.5 acres of Black Oak Alliance habitat will be 
avoided in the following vineyard blocks and surrounding 
avenues: 12, 15B, 16B1, 16B2, 17A, 17B, 31A, 31B, 37A, 37C, 
37D, 43, and 60A3, as shown on Figure 4.2-5.  The blocks 
chosen for avoidance will provide additional habitat continuity 
benefits and will also protect certain specimen trees, in addition 
to conserving Black Oak Alliance.  Specimen trees are also 
discussed in Impact 4.2-16 below.  After mitigation, 35.8 acres 
of this habitat type will be impacted by the project, and 281.7 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

acres (88.7 percent) will remain on the property.  These impacts 
shall be mitigated by preserving Black Oak Alliance habitat 
elsewhere on the property at a 2:1 ratio.  This will result in 71.6 
acres of Black Oak Alliance preserved in permanent protection 
on the property.   
 
Approximately 3.6 acres of Blue Oak Alliance will be avoided in 
the following vineyard blocks and surrounding avenues: 28, 
29B1, 29B2, 37A, 37D, and 47A1, as shown on Figure 4.2-5.  
Avoiding these blocks will also protect specimen trees, 
interspersed Fescue Alliance, and wildlife corridors along 
creeks and tributaries.  After mitigation, 2.6 acres of this habitat 
type will be impacted on the property.  The 2.6 acres that will be 
impacted shall be mitigated by preserving Blue Oak Alliance 
habitat elsewhere on the property at a 2:1 ratio.  This will result 
in 5.2 acres of Blue Oak Alliance preserved in permanent 
protection on the property. 
 
Approximately 1.75 acres of Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) 
Alliance will be avoided in vineyard Block 18 and surrounding 
avenues, as shown on Figure 4.2-5.  Avoiding portions of this 
block chosen for avoidance will provide additional habitat 
continuity benefits and will also protect specimen trees and 
western pond turtle habitat, in addition to conserving Coast Live 
Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance.  After mitigation, 20.1 acres of this 
habitat type will be impacted by the project, which shall be 
mitigated by preserving Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance 
habitat elsewhere on the property at a 2:1 ratio.  This will result 
in 40.2 acres of Coast Live Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance 
preserved in permanent protection on the property.   
 
Approximately 11.25 acres of Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-
(Foothill Pine) NFD Association will be avoided in the following 
vineyard blocks and surrounding avenues: 1B, 2A and 2B, 5A, 
17B, 18A, 19A, 20A, 36A and 36B, 37E and 37F, 45B, 48, 51C, 
57B, 62A, 63, 64, and 69, as shown on Figure 4.2-5.  The 
blocks chosen for avoidance will provide additional habitat 
continuity benefits and will also protect specimen trees, western 
pond turtle habitat, northern black walnut, and wildlife corridors, 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

in addition to conserving Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-(Foothill 
Pine) NFD Association.  After mitigation, 100.2 acres of this 
habitat type will be impacted by the project, which shall be 
mitigated by preserving Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-(Foothill 
Pine) NFD Association habitat elsewhere on the property at a 
2:1 ratio.  This will result in 200.4 acres of Coast Live Oak-Blue 
Oak-(Foothill Pine) NFD Association preserved in permanent 
protection on the property. 
 
Approximately 13.01 acres of Mixed Oak (Foothill 
Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance will be avoided in the following 
vineyard blocks and surrounding avenues: 1B and 1C, 12, 16A, 
16B, 16C, 19A, 24, 25A, 37D, 51C, and 55B, as shown on 
Figure 4.2-5.  The blocks chosen for avoidance will provide 
additional habitat continuity benefits and will also protect 
specimen trees, notable oak woodland stands, and interspersed 
native grasslands, in addition to conserving Mixed Oak (Foothill 
Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance.  After mitigation, 103.8 acres of 
this habitat type will be impacted by the project, which shall be 
mitigated by preserving Mixed Oak (Foothill Pine/Ponderosa 
Pine) Alliance habitat elsewhere on the property at a 2:1 ratio.  
This will result in 207.6 acres of Mixed Oak (Foothill 
Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance preserved in permanent 
protection on the property. 
 
To the maximum extent feasible, access road development 
shall be relocated as necessary to avoid sensitive habitats.  
After avoidance of the proposed vineyard blocks described 
above, the impacts to sensitive habitats are reduced to a less-
than-significant level and the Proposed Project is consistent 
with General Plan Policy CON-17 and Policy CON-24. 
4.2-4:  Project site plans will avoid or mitigate for direct impacts 
to jurisdictional waters of the U.S, as described below.   
 
A Department of the Army nationwide permit (Section 404 
permit) shall be obtained from the USACE prior to the discharge 
of any dredged or fill material within jurisdictional wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S.  If needed, a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (SAA) shall be obtained from CDFW prior to 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

U.S. Army 
Corps of 

Engineers 

Prior to 
Approval of 

#P11-00205-
ECPA 

Pre-
construction 

through 
Operation 

County 
Standards 
and Permit 
Conditions 

Applicant 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
for 

Monitoring 
and/or 

Reporting 

Responsible 
for Verifying 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Action 

Duration of 
Monitoring 

Performance 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Funding 

construction activities that impact riparian zones.  A Clean 
Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification will be 
obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) prior to any discharge into waters of the United 
States.  Direct impacts to waters of the U.S., specifically the 
0.25 acres of jurisdictional “other waters” shown in Table 4.2-6, 
shall be mitigated by creating or restoring waters of the U.S. 
onsite.  Compensatory mitigation shall occur at a minimum of 
1:1 ratio and shall be approved by the USACE prior to any 
discharge into jurisdictional features.  
 
Prior to development of Block 31 (which will result in the direct 
impact of 0.02 acres of wetland as shown in Table 4.2-6), 
necessary permits by the appropriate agencies will be obtained 
to remove the isolated wetland inside the proposed block, and 
mitigation at a minimum of 1:1 will be applied to the Capell 
Creek drainage area on the property.  To avoid indirect impacts 
to all other wetlands, avoidance buffers of 50 feet shall be 
established around each of the wetlands, which include a 24-
foot vegetated turnaround avenue and a 26-foot undisturbed 
filter strip.  Temporary orange construction fencing, or other 
method acceptable to Napa County, shall be installed around all 
wetlands and any drainage features in the vicinity of and 
outside of the construction area.  Fencing shall be located a 
minimum of 26 feet from the edges of wetlands as identified by 
a qualified biologist.  All fencing shall be installed prior to the 
commencement of any earthmoving activities and shall be field 
verified by Napa County.  The fencing shall remain in place until 
all construction activities in the vicinity have been completed.   
  
Vineyard development near streams that meet the Napa County 
definition of a stream will maintain setbacks in compliance with 
the Napa County Conservation Regulations and Code 
18.108.025 (see Table 4.2-7).  For drainages which do not 
meet the Napa County definition of a stream, 20-foot minimum 
setbacks are maintained from the top of bank.  Minimum 50-foot 
setbacks (which includes a 24-foot vegetated turnaround 
avenue and a 26-foot undisturbed filter strip) are maintained 
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CDFW 

Regional 
Water Quality 
Control Board 
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around all wetlands.  Using BMPs as proposed by the project, 
such as cover crop management and integrated pest 
management, in addition to the proposed setbacks, would 
effectively filter sediments, agricultural chemicals, and nutrients 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Additional buffers are recommended in two locations to provide 
extra protection to sensitive habitats and species.  The buffer 
around a portion of the wetland in Block 5A3 should be 
increased by 25 feet as shown on Figure 4.2-6 in order to 
provide additional protection to the wetland and the population 
of Gairdner’s yampah immediately adjacent to it.  In addition, 
the buffer surrounding the drainage in the south of Block 8 
should be expanded by 50 feet, as shown on Figure 4.2-6 
(please refer to the figure in Section 4.2). 
 
Construction activities, including, but not limited to earthmoving 
and staging activities, within 50 feet of any USACE jurisdictional 
features shall be conducted during the dry season to minimize 
impacts related to erosion, water quality, and aquatic resources, 
and activities shall be conducted consistent with Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-10 to protect western pond turtle and Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-11 for California red-legged frog (CRLF).  All 
disturbed areas shall be seeded and mulched to prevent 
erosion and sediment deposit into wetlands and waters of the 
U.S. 
 
Staging areas shall be located away from the areas of 
jurisdictional waters that are fenced off.  Temporary stockpiling 
of excavated or imported material shall occur only in approved 
construction staging areas within the gross acres allocated for 
vineyard development (i.e., approved vineyard blocks and 
associated acreage).  Excess excavated soil shall be used 
onsite or disposed of at an approved facility or site.  Stockpiles 
that are to remain on the site through the wet season shall be 
protected to prevent erosion (e.g. with tarps, silt fences, or 
straw bales). 
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Standard precautions shall be employed by the construction 
contractor to prevent the accidental release of fuel, oil, lubricant, 
or other hazardous materials associated with construction 
activities into jurisdictional features.  A contaminant program 
shall be developed and implemented in the event of release of 
hazardous materials (as detailed in Mitigation Measure 4.5-1).  
4.2-5: As part of the Walt Ranch Biological Resources 
Management Plan (BRMP) required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-
1, the following measures will be taken to ensure a less-than-
significant impact to northern California black walnut: 
 

 An untagged black walnut stump with sprouts that 
obviously was rootstock for English walnut, located 
north of the road on the eastern edge of the grassland, 
may be removed.  This tree is in poor health and was 
not producing nuts in 2009.   

 If feasible, the three trees on the western edge of the 
grassland (tag numbers 8628, 8268, and 8795) should 
not be removed unless they are demonstrated to the 
County to be of hybrid origin.   

 If it is determined that the trees must be removed, and 
they are determined not to be of hybrid origin, walnuts 
should be collected prior to removing the trees.  
Walnuts collected from these trees should then be 
distributed randomly throughout the native walnut 
preserved area shown in Figure 4.2-7.   

 If the three trees are demonstrated to be of hybrid 
origin, no mitigation would be necessary for their 
removal.   

 No additional northern California black walnut trees 
shall be removed from the property.   

 The Applicant is encouraged to remove the grafted 
English walnut stand adjacent to the northern 
California black walnut stand to minimize hybridization.   

 Prior to construction in Block 37, temporary 
construction fencing shall be placed along the 
avoidance area shown in Figure 4.2-7 (please refer to 
the figure in Section 4.2). 
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 The area shown in Figure 4.2-7 shall be avoided in 
permanent protection in order to provide sufficient 
habitat for potential future regrowth and expansion of 
the population of northern California black walnut 
trees. 

4.2-6:  After implementation of avoidance measures required in 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, 4.2-8, and 4.2-9, 
some deer fencing proposed in #P11-00205-ECPA may not be 
necessary due to alterations in vineyard layout.  The plan shall 
be modified so that proposed vineyard blocks shall be fenced 
individually or in small clusters, with corridors of no less than 
100 feet in width. 
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4.2-7:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan): 
 
Impacts to CEPU2 would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level through a combination of avoidance, preservation, and 
replanting.  Specifically, the mitigation for the removal of an 
estimated 24.84 acres of holly-leaf ceanothus would be 
accomplished through a combination of 1) avoidance of high-
quality ceanothus populations within the project area; 2) 
preservation and conservation of CEPU2 with the highest 
density and greatest health; and 3) through the restoration and 
enhancement of CEPU2 elsewhere on the property as part of 
the Walt Ranch Biological Resources Management Plan 
(BRMP).   
 
Avoidance 
In order to maintain the health and viability of the holly-leaf 
ceanothus populations on the Walt Ranch property, 
approximately 11.94 acres of CEPU2 shall be avoided in order 
to protect 80 percent of the population on the property.  
Proposed avoidance locations are detailed in Table 4.2-8 and 
shown on Figure 4.2-8 (please refer to Section 4.2).  The 
locations shown in Figure 4.2-8 include a 25 foot buffer to 
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protect the populations.  To the maximum extent feasible, 
access road development shall be relocated as necessary to 
avoid populations of CEPU2; any acreage that is impacted in 
order to access blocks shall be mitigated in the final Walt Ranch 
BRMP. 
 
Some of the avoidance proposed in Table 4.2-8 has been 
targeted to preserve areas where holly-leaf ceanothus and 
narrow-anthered brodiaea co-occur (narrow-anthered brodiaea 
is discussed in Impact 4.2-8, below).  Therefore, some of the 
avoidance areas proposed in Table 4.2-8 are also 
recommended for avoidance in Table 4.2-9, below. 
 
The avoidance proposed in Table 4.2-8, in combination with the 
populations of CEPU2 already outside of clearing limits, will 
result in the preservation of approximately 53.35 acres (80.52 
percent) of CEPU2 on the property.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project will impact 12.90 acres of holly-leaf ceanothus, which 
shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio as discussed below. 
 
Preservation and Replanting 
The 53.35 acres of preserved CEPU2 on the property shall be 
preserved in perpetuity.  All acreage designated for 
preservation shall be identified as such in a deed restriction, 
open space easement with an organization such as the Land 
Trust of Napa County as the grantee, or other means of 
permanent protection.  Land placed in protection shall be 
restricted from development and other uses that would 
potentially degrade the quality of the habitat (including, but not 
limited to, conversion to other land uses such as agriculture or 
urban development, and excessive off-road vehicle use that 
increases erosion), and should otherwise be restricted by the 
existing goals and policies of Napa County.  The areas to be 
covered by the deed restriction shall be determined by a 
qualified botanist or biologist, and submitted to Napa County for 
review and approval.  The deed restriction shall be entered into 
and recorded with the Napa County Recorder’s office prior to 
commencement of the project in a form acceptable to County 
Counsel. 
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The direct impact of 12.90 acres of holly-leaf ceanothus should 
be mitigated by preserving the remainder of the CEPU2 
population onsite and replanting at a 1:1 ratio (12.90 acres).  
Mitigation replanting shall be designated in the Walt Ranch 
BRMP.  In order to provide for habitat continuity and population 
viability, the replanting areas shall occur within the Milliken 
Reservoir watershed within areas in close proximity to existing 
populations of holly-leaf ceanothus.  The density of mitigation 
replanting shall be determined by the qualified biologist during 
preconstruction surveys and shall be similar to the density that 
is impacted by the project after avoidance mitigation. 
 
Additional measures, specific to CEPU2, that shall be included 
in the Walt Ranch BRMP include: 
 

 Transplants shall be planted in suitable areas 
ecologically similar to the original site as determined 
by a qualified biologist and approved by Napa County. 

 A 25-foot buffer shall be established around preserved 
populations and replanting sites.  This buffer shall be 
flagged in the field by the qualified biologist and 
inspected by Napa County prior to project 
commencement. 

 A qualified biologist or botanist will monitor the BRMP 
area annually for a minimum of five years to ensure at 
least an 80 percent success rate for preservation and 
replanting of CEPU2. 

4.2-8:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan): 
 
Impacts to BRLE would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level through a combination of avoidance, preservation, and 
replanting.  Specifically, the mitigation for the removal of an 
estimated 26.4 acres of narrow-anthered brodiaea would be 
accomplished through 1) avoidance of high-quality BRLE 
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populations within the project area; 2) preservation and 
conservation of narrow-anthered brodiaea with the highest 
density and greatest health; and 3) through the restoration and 
enhancement of BRLE elsewhere on the property as part of the 
Walt Ranch Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP).   
 
Avoidance 
In order to maintain the health and viability of the narrow-
anthered brodiaea populations on the Walt Ranch property, 
approximately 17.74 acres of BRLE shall be avoided in order to 
protect approximately 80 percent of the population on the 
property.  Proposed avoidance locations are detailed in Table 
4.2-9 and shown on Figure 4.2-9 (please refer to Section 4.2).  
The locations shown in Figure 4.2-9 include a 25 foot buffer to 
protect the populations.  To the maximum extent feasible, 
access road development shall be relocated as necessary to 
avoid populations of BRLE; any acreage that is impacted in 
order to access blocks shall be mitigated in the Walt Ranch 
BRMP. 
 
Some of the avoidance proposed in Table 4.2-9 has been 
targeted to preserve areas where hollyleaf ceanothus and 
narrow-anthered brodiaea co-occur.  Therefore, some of the 
avoidance areas proposed in Table 4.2-9 are also required for 
avoidance in Table 4.2-8, above. 
 
The avoidance proposed in Table 4.2-9, in combination with the 
populations of BRLE already outside of clearing limits, will result 
in the preservation of approximately 33.2 acres (79.5 percent) 
of BRLE on the property.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will 
impact 8.63 acres of narrow-anthered brodiaea, which shall be 
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio as discussed below. 
 
Preservation and Replanting 
The 33.2 acres of preserved BRLE shall be preserved on the 
property in perpetuity.  All acreage designated for preservation 
shall be identified as such in a deed restriction, open space 
easement with an organization such as the Land Trust of Napa 
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County as the grantee, or other means of permanent protection.  
Land placed in protection shall be restricted from development 
and other uses that would potentially degrade the quality of the 
habitat (including, but not limited to, conversion to other land 
uses such as agriculture or urban development, and excessive 
off-road vehicle use that increases erosion), and should 
otherwise be restricted by the existing goals and policies of 
Napa County.  The areas to be covered by the deed restriction 
shall be determined by a qualified botanist or biologist, and 
submitted to Napa County for review and approval.  The deed 
restriction shall be entered into and recorded with the Napa 
County Recorder’s office prior to commencement of the project 
in a form acceptable to County Counsel. 
 
The direct impact of 8.63 acres of narrow-anthered brodiaea 
shall be mitigated by preserving the remainder of the BRLE 
population onsite and replanting at a 1:1 ratio (8.63 acres) in 
locations designated in the Walt Ranch BRMP.  In order to 
provide for habitat continuity and population viability, the 
replanting areas shall occur within the Milliken Creek watershed 
within areas in close proximity to existing populations of narrow-
anthered brodiaea.  The density of mitigation replanting shall be 
determined by the qualified biologist during preconstruction 
surveys and shall be similar to the density that is impacted by 
the project after avoidance mitigation. 
 
Additional measures, specific to BRLE, that shall be included in 
the Walt Ranch BRMP include: 
 

 Transplants shall be planted in suitable areas 
ecologically similar to the original site as determined 
by a qualified biologist and approved by Napa County. 

 A 25-foot buffer shall be established around preserved 
populations and replanting sites.  This buffer shall be 
flagged in the field by the qualified biologist and 
inspected by Napa County prior to project 
commencement. 

 A qualified biologist or botanist will monitor the BRMP 
area annually for a minimum of five years to ensure at 
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least an 80 percent success rate for preservation and 
replanting of BRLE. 

4.2-9:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan): 
 
For all of the species discussed below, buffers of no less than 
25 feet shall be established around any preserved or replanted 
areas.  All preserved areas shall be added to the deed 
restriction, conservation easement, or other means of 
permanent protection established on the property.  All mitigation 
plantings shall conform to the same five year annual monitoring 
and 80 percent success criteria standards found in the Walt 
Ranch BRMP.  To the maximum extent feasible, access road 
development shall be relocated as necessary to avoid impacts 
to sensitive plant species. 
 
Prior to development of the Proposed Project, a botanical 
survey for narrow-leaved daisy shall be conducted to re-locate 
the identified plants on the property.  Any plants that are not 
relocated by the qualified biologist or botanist do not require 
further mitigation.  For any of the six narrow-leaved daisies that 
are relocated, seeds shall be collected in the fall, between 
August and September, and a test transplant shall be 
conducted in winter.  Provided that the plant survives after one 
year of monitoring by a qualified biologist or botanist, the 
Applicant may proceed with mitigation replanting for narrow-
leaved daisy.  If the mitigation transplant does not survive, the 
Applicant shall protect the three isolated populations in Block 
16. 
 
Provided that mitigation is successful, the one isolated 
population of narrow-leaved daisy that occurs in Block 16 may 
be removed for vineyard development under the Proposed 
Project without impacting overall population viability.  The five 
populations outside of vineyard blocks (located north of Block 
10, just east of Block 16B2, east of Block 1A, within a portion of 
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2A2 avoided per WPT mitigation, and just south of Block 16A2) 
shall be preserved.  The three impacted populations shall be 
mitigated through replanting and seed collection in a protected 
and appropriate habitat elsewhere on the property, as 
determined by a qualified botanist.  The replanting areas shall 
be designated in the Walt Ranch BRMP.   
 
Additional measures, specific to narrow-leaved daisy, that shall 
be included in the Walt Ranch BRMP include: 
 

 Transplants shall be planted in suitable areas 
ecologically similar to the original site as determined 
by a qualified biologist and approved by Napa County. 

 A 25-foot buffer shall be established around preserved 
populations and replanting sites.  This buffer shall be 
flagged in the field by the qualified biologist and 
inspected by Napa County prior to project 
commencement. 

 A minimum of approximately a two-foot diameter by 
one foot deep plug of soil should be transported intact 
with the plant. 

 Transplanting of narrow-leaved daisy shall occur 
between November and January. 

 A qualified biologist or botanist will monitor the BRMP 
area annually for a minimum of five years to ensure at 
least an 80 percent success rate for preservation and 
replanting of narrow-leaved daisy. 

 
All populations of Jepson’s leptosiphon shall be preserved by 
removing portions of the following vineyard blocks from the 
Proposed Project: 20A, 48, 55B, and the avenue surrounding 
55B.  The populations shall be protected with a 50 foot buffer.  
These areas provide additional benefits by preserving western 
pond turtle upland habitat (discussed further in Impact 4.2-10) 
and Gairdner’s yampah habitat.  Therefore, 0.8 acres of 
vineyard will be required to be removed from the Proposed 
Project to protect Jepson’s leptosiphon, which will result in 100 
percent avoidance on the property.   
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Approximately 1.54 acres of Napa bluecurls occurs in one 
isolated wetland near Block 16.  The other isolated population is 
located outside of the proposed clearing limits.  The Proposed 
Project would impact 0.3 acres (16.5 percent) of the Napa 
bluecurls on the property.  Due to the rarity and extremely 
limited range of this species, Napa bluecurls shall be avoided in 
their entirety.  Preserving the 0.3-acre population by removing 
this portion of Block 16 shall result in 100 percent avoidance of 
this species.   
 
Populations of Gairdner’s yampah occur throughout the 
property and within several proposed vineyard areas (see 
Figure 4.2-3).  Not all populations on the property were 
mapped.  Populations shall be preserved in vineyard blocks 
51C; 5A1, 5A3, and 8A (will also provide for additional stream 
and wetland buffers, as well as brodiaea and ceanothus 
protection); 16A and 16C1 (will also protect Napa bluecurls); 
17B (will protect specimen trees); 20A (will protect Jepson’s 
leptosiphon); 36A, 37F, and 37G (will also protect black walnut 
habitat); and 2A, 34A1, 34A2, 43, 45A, and 49 (will also protect 
western pond turtle upland habitat).  Therefore, approximately 
1.10 acres of vineyard have been removed from the Proposed 
Project to protect Gairdner’s yampah, and a total of 6.85 acres 
(76.1 percent) will be preserved on the property.  As stated 
above, this plant occurs throughout the property, and mapping 
focused predominantly within proposed vineyard blocks; 
therefore, it is likely that additional populations exist outside of 
the clearing limits and greater than 80 percent avoidance has 
been achieved.  Preservation of existing appropriate habitats for 
natural regeneration and persistence of existing perennial 
populations is sufficient to maintain this species on site. 
 
There are five populations of redwood lily on the property.  All 
populations shall be avoided with a 25 foot buffer and preserved 
in the deed restriction or conservation easement on the 
property. 
 
Green monardella occurs in Blocks 16A, 16B1, and 16B2, as 
well as areas outside of clearing limits just northwest of Block 
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16A.  The green monardella that overlaps with native grassland 
in Block 16B1, 16B2, and the avenues outside these blocks 
shall be avoided.  Therefore, approximately 1.11 acres of 
vineyard has been removed from the Proposed Project to 
protect this species.  This will result in a total of 2.20 acres (48.8 
percent) of green monardella preserved on the property.  
Preservation of existing appropriate habitats for natural 
regeneration and persistence of existing perennial populations 
is sufficient to maintain this species on site, and replanting is 
not required. 
4.2-10:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan): 
 
Impacts to western pond turtle would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through a combination of avoidance and 
preservation of prime nesting and upland habitat.  This is 
accomplished in through the stream setbacks provided in the 
project design and in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4, as well as the 
additional avoidance measures discussed below. 
 
Avoidance and Preservation 
In order to maintain sufficient nesting habitat for western pond 
turtle populations on the Walt Ranch property, approximately 
4.07 acres of nesting habitat shall be avoided in Blocks 18A1, 
18A2, 18A3, 18A5, 19B, 21B, 42, 45A, 45B, and 69, as well as 
in the vineyard avenues surrounding those blocks.  These 
avoidance locations shall occur at the locations shown on 
Figure 4.2-10.  This avoidance, in combination with other 
nesting habitat outside of clearing limits, will result in the 
preservation of approximately 20.27 acres (97.93 percent) of 
the western pond turtle nesting habitat on the property. 
 
Upland habitat is also important for natural species behaviors.  
Portions of vineyard blocks 29B2, 30A, 42, 43, 45B, 57B, and 
58A shall be removed from the Proposed Project in order to 
provide continuous tracts of western pond turtle upland habitat 
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in the Capell Creek watershed.  These areas will also protect 
the sensitive Valley Oak (California Bay – Coast Live Oak – 
Walnut – Ash) Riparian Forest NFD habitat type.  In the central 
portion of the property, portions of Block 18A3, 18A5, 34A2, 48, 
52, and 69 will be avoided in order to provide a larger corridor of 
unbroken upland habitat.  Block 34A2 will also protect 
Gairdner’s yampah, while Block 48 will also protect populations 
of Jepson’s leptosiphon.  In the Milliken Creek watershed, 
portions of blocks 1B, 1C, 2A1, 2A2, 2B1, 2B2, 8C, 9A4, and 24 
will be removed.  Approximately 16.9 acres of western pond 
turtle upland habitat has been removed from the Proposed 
Project.  The avoidance shown in Figure 4.2-10, in combination 
with the other upland habitat outside of clearing limits, will result 
in the preservation of 486.56 acres (95.44 percent) of western 
pond turtle upland habitat on the property. 
 
Other Protective Measures 
In addition to avoiding sensitive habitats as discussed above, 
various additional mitigation measures will ensure a less-than-
significant impact to this species: 
 

 A preconstruction survey shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist within two weeks prior to 
commencement of any groundbreaking activities within 
100 feet of Capell and Milliken Creeks and their 
tributaries. 

 Prior to groundbreaking activities, all construction 
personnel will receive training on western pond turtle.  
During the training, the biologist shall designate a 
representative to check for presence of western pond 
turtle beneath all construction equipment prior to daily 
construction activities.  The representative shall be 
informed as to the location that any western pond turtle 
be relocated should one be observed.   

 Construction and vineyard activities involving loud 
equipment should be minimized to the extent feasible 
from February through November within 100 feet of 
aquatic habitat where the turtles are found.  Some 
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habituation to noise is more likely if the noise is 
sustained (background) rather than in irregular bursts.   

 Human disturbance within potential habitat should be 
minimized late afternoon through early evening from 
May through July to avoid disturbing egg laying 
activities.  

 The use of BMPs as required in Mitigation Measures 
4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4, as well as the use of 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM), will minimize 
agrichemical drift into turtle habitat.   

 Turtle exclusion fencing will be installed from May 
through July around all grading and construction 
activities within or bordering nesting habitat to prevent 
impacts.  From October through March, a turtle 
exclusion fence shall be installed around all activities 
within or bordering overwintering habitat to prevent 
impacts and the fencing shall be field verified by Napa 
County annually throughout the construction period.  
The fence shall be constructed from silt fencing to 
avoid turtle injury and entrapment.   

4.2-11: The wetland and stream setbacks and mitigation 
provided in Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 and Mitigation Measure 
4.2-10, in combination with the overall avoidance in the project 
design, will reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  In 
addition, the applicant shall implement the following measures 
to ensure that bullfrogs do not become established in the four 
proposed groundwater reservoirs: 
 

 Project applicant shall conduct appropriately timed 
surveys each year to determine if bullfrogs have 
become established in any of the onsite reservoirs.  
If any bullfrog adults, eggs, and/or tadpoles are 
detected at any time, they shall be managed 
promptly as to prevent colonization.  All surveys and 
direct removal efforts must be made by a person 
knowledgeable in species identification using a 
method approved by CDFW.   

 If bullfrogs are detected, the applicant shall 
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implement direct removal efforts until adults and/or 
sub-adults can no longer be detected and are 
believed to be gone for the season.  Bullfrog 
management efforts shall target the bullfrog’s life 
history stage: 1) egg mass removal, 2) larval 
removal, and 3) adult and juvenile frog.  These 
bullfrog control methods remove individuals and 
break the reproductive cycle.  Removal methods 
include manual take of adults and sub-adults, 
collecting egg masses, capturing larvae, and 
draining ponds to strand larvae.   

 Removal efforts shall occur during the 
active/breeding season occurring (April – July) with 
at least three efforts done a few days apart and 
another two efforts separated by two weeks.  Direct 
removal efforts should be completed with at least two 
people using a small boat, spotlights, and 
appropriate tools to capture and contain the 
bullfrogs.  Capture and disposal shall be done in 
compliance with CDFW codes and regulations using 
appropriate gear.  Bullfrog egg mass removal efforts 
shall occur late June through August.   

 Bullfrogs may be taken under the authority of a sport 
fishing license (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14 (T-14) section 5.05(a)(28)).  There is no daily bag 
limit, possession limit or hour restriction, but bullfrogs 
can only be taken by hand, hand-held dip net, hook 
and line, lights, spears, gigs, grabs, paddles, bow 
and arrow, or hook and line fishing tackle.  
Alternatively, California Fish and Game Code 
Section 5501 allows CDFW to issue a permit to 
destroy fish that are harmful to other wildlife.  The 
regulations have addressed this under Section CCR 
T-14 226.5 Issuance of Permits to Destroy Harmful 
Species of Fish in Private Waters for Management 
Purposes.  This allows the CDFW to issue free 
permits to destroy harmful aquatic species. 

4.2-13:  The Applicant shall implement the following measures 
to avoid disturbing any special status species nesting above 

Applicant Napa County Pre-
construction 

Pre-
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ground.  Vegetation removal conducted during the nesting 
period shall require a pre-construction survey for active bird 
nests, conducted by a qualified biologist.  No known active 
nests shall be disturbed without a permit or other authorization 
from USFWS and/or CDFW.  
 

 For earth-disturbing activities occurring during the 
breeding season (March 1 through September 1), a 
qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction 
surveys of all potential nesting habitat for all birds 
within 500 feet of earthmoving activities. 

 If active special status bird nests are found during pre-
construction surveys 1) a 500-foot no-disturbance 
buffer will be created around active raptor nests during 
the breeding season or until it is determined that all 
young have fledged, and 2) a 250-foot buffer zone will 
be created around the nests of other special status 
birds and all other birds that are protected by California 
Fish and Game Code 3503.  These buffer zones are 
consistent with CDFW avoidance guidelines and 
CDFW buffers required on other similar ECPA 
projects; however, they may be modified in 
coordination with CDFW based on existing conditions 
at the project site. 

 If pre-construction surveys indicate that nests are 
inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied during the 
construction period, no further mitigation is required.  
Shrubs and trees that have been determined to be 
unoccupied by special status birds or that are located 
500 feet from active nests may be removed. 

 If vegetation removal activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than two weeks after the pre-
construction survey, the areas shall be resurveyed. 

PBES 

CDFW 

Standards 

4.2-14:  Implementation of the following mitigation measures 
would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 
 

 For earth-disturbing activities occurring during the 
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breeding season (March 1 through August 31), a 
qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct pre-
construction surveys of all potential bat-roosting 
habitat for special status bats within 200 feet of 
earthmoving activities.  Roosting habitat surveys shall 
focus on a) trees slated for removal that have loose 
bark, or holes/crevices in the trunk and b) rock piles 
slated for removal that contain crevices. 

 If active special status bat roosts are found during pre-
construction surveys, the biologists shall submit an 
avoidance plan to CDFW for review and acceptance.  
A no-disturbance buffer (acceptable in size to CDFW) 
will be created around active bat roosts during the 
breeding season or until it is determined that all young 
have become sufficiently volant to change roosts.  The 
avoidance plan shall evaluate the length of time of 
disturbance, equipment noise, and type of habitat 
present at the project site. 

 If pre-construction surveys indicate that roosts are 
inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied during the 
construction period, no further mitigation is required.  
Trees that have been determined to be unoccupied by 
special status bats may be removed. 

 If vegetation removal activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than two weeks after the pre-
construction survey, the areas shall be resurveyed. 

4.2-16:  Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan 
shall be modified to include the following (any associated 
project features that become unnecessary as a result of the 
avoidance, such as proposed roads, shall also be reflected in 
the revised plan): 
 
As discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 above, oak 
woodlands [Black Oak Alliance, Blue Oak Alliance, Coast Live 
Oak (Foothill Pine) Alliance, Coast Live Oak-Blue Oak-(Foothill 
Pine) NFD Association, and Mixed Oak (Foothill 
Pine/Ponderosa Pine) Alliance] and other sensitive woodlands 
[Valley Oak (California Bay-Coast Live Oak-Walnut-Ash) 
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Riparian Forest NFD Association] will be preserved in 
permanent protection.  This will result in a total of 524.8 acres of 
woodland in permanent protection.  In addition, as part of the 
Walt Ranch Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP) 
required in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, the following measures 
will be taken to ensure a less-than-significant impact as a result 
of tree removal: 
 

 Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 will 
ensure that woodlands shall be preserved at greater 
than a 1:1 ratio on the property.   

 Blocks 12 and 19A contain notable oak woodland 
stands that shall be avoided (Figure 4.2-2).   

 Parts of Block 37 shall be avoided to protect a very 
rare stand of Northern California black walnut, as 
shown in Figure 4.2-7 (see Mitigation Measure 4.2-
6).  To the degree feasible, individual specimen trees 
(36 inch dbh or above) shall be avoided in the areas 
adjacent to block boundaries or vineyard avenues.   

 Seventy-four specimen trees shall be avoided as 
shown on Figure 4.2-5.  These specimen trees have 
been chosen for preservation because they may be 
preserved compatibly with vineyard development due 
to their location on the edge of blocks or adjacent to 
vineyard avenues.  Included in these 74 trees are 
tagged valley oak specimen trees numbered 28403 
and 25644 that occur in Valley Oak (California 
Bay/Coast Live Oak/Walnut/Ash) Riparian Forest NFD 
Association, a biotic community that Napa County has 
identified as particularly rare on the project site, shall 
be avoided. 

 Thirty-four specimen trees that will be removed for 
vineyard development shall be mitigated by 
compensation at a 5:1 ratio (5 replanted seeds or 
saplings per every 1 specimen tree removed) of the 
same species, with the ultimate goal of an 80 percent 
success rate after the end of 5 years of monitoring.  In 
the event it is determined that the site lacks sufficient 
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suitable habitat acreage for replanting, the project area 
shall be reduced to meet the avoidance criteria.  

4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
4.3-1:  The following measures will all be taken to minimize 
impacts to cultural resources: 
 

 WR-2, WR-3, WR-4, and CA-NAP-867 shall be 
avoided.  All ground disturbing activities during project 
implementation and operation shall avoid mapped 
boundaries of the resource.  A permanent 16-foot 
buffer around the perimeters (including vineyard 
avenues) shall be established.  No grading or 
disturbance shall occur within these buffers. 

 WR-5 (rock wall) shall be avoided by all ground 
disturbing activities during project implementation and 
operation with a permanent 10-foot buffer around the 
perimeter (including vineyard avenues), with the 
exception of the three areas identified in  
Figure 4.3-1 where rock walls would be opened.  The 
openings shall be limited to 20 feet each and shall 
provide necessary access consistent with General 
Plan Policy CC-21.  Aside from these three 20-foot 
openings, the rock wall shall not be disturbed.  Prior to 
the approval of Erosion Control Plan P11-00205-
ECPA, the applicant shall revise the plan to clearly 
delineate the 10-foot buffer around the perimeter of the 
rock wall. 

 Prior to construction of vineyard blocks in the vicinity of 
CA-NAP-257, a presence and absence test shall be 
conducted by a qualified archeologist to determine the 
boundaries of the historical resource.  If a proposed 
vineyard block will impact CA-NAP-257, the block’s 
boundaries will be redrawn to avoid the historic 
resource.  If no vineyard blocks will impact CA-NAP-
257, the resource will be fenced off and avoided with a 
permanent 16-foot buffer. 

 The Applicant shall install and maintain protective 
fencing along the outside of the buffers to ensure 
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protection during construction, project implementation, 
and operation.  The precise locations of protective 
fencing shall be inspected and approved by the County 
prior to the commencement of any earthmoving 
activities and shall be maintained and remain in place 
until all grading, earthmoving, and vineyard 
development activities are completed. 

 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would eliminate the 
potential impacts or reduce them to less-than-significant levels.  
In particular, the implementation of this measure would result in 
avoiding the identified resources, and would establish a buffer 
to ensure that the resources are not disturbed during project 
construction and operation.  There is one resource that would 
be disturbed, WR-5 (rock wall).  The implementation of this 
measure, however would limit the impact to the wall to three 20-
foot openings.  This alteration would not materially alter the 
historic integrity of the remaining wall.  For this reason, the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would avoid 
significant impacts to WR-5. 
4.3-2: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5, subd. 
(f), should any previously unknown historical or unique 
archeological resources, such as, but not limited to, obsidian 
and chert flaked-stone tools or toolmaking debris; shellfish 
remains, stone milling equipment, concrete, or adobe footings, 
walls, filled wells or privies, deposits of metal, glass, and/or 
ceramic refuse be encountered during onsite construction 
activities, earthwork within 100 feet of these materials shall be 
stopped and the owner shall consult with a professional 
archaeologist.  Once the archaeologist has had the opportunity 
to evaluate the significance of the find and suggest appropriate 
mitigation measures, as necessary, said measures shall be 
carried out prior to any resumption of related ceased earthwork.  
All significant cultural resource materials recovered shall be 
subject to scientific analysis, professional museum curation, 
and a report prepared by the qualified archaeologist according 
to current professional standards. 
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If an unanticipated discovery is found to meet the eligibility 
criteria for listing on the CRHR, then the resource must either 
be protected in place and the project altered to preserve the 
resource, or data recovery excavations must be conducted to 
mitigate the impact of the resource.  The professional 
archeologist shall prepare a Historic Properties Treatment Plan 
(HPTP) for submittal to the County for approval.  The HPTP 
shall detail how much excavation is required and what 
excavation methods and other analytical tests would be 
required to mitigate the impact on the resource if avoidance or 
preservation in place is not feasible.  The HPTP shall provide 
for reasonable efforts to be made to permit the resource to be 
preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state.  Methods of 
accomplishing this may include capping or covering the 
resource with a layer of soil.  To the extent that resource cannot 
feasibly be preserved in place or not left in an undisturbed state, 
excavation as mitigation shall be restricted to those parts of the 
resource that would be damaged or destroyed by the project.  
Excavation as mitigation shall not be required for a unique 
archaeological resource if the treatment plan determines that 
testing or studies already completed have adequately recovered 
the scientifically consequential information from and about the 
resource.  After data recovery excavations are complete, a 
technical report detailing the results of the excavation and 
analysis of results shall be prepared by the cultural resources 
consultant.  All artifacts and documentation pertaining to the 
data recovery effort shall be cleaned, cataloged, analyzed, and 
curated at an approved repository. 
4.3-3: If human remains are encountered, Health & Safety Code 
§ 7050.5 and CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5, subd. (e) state that 
no further disturbance can occur within the vicinity of the 
discovery until the county coroner has made a determination of 
origin and disposition pursuant to Pub. Resources Code § 
5097.98.  In the event that human remains are discovered, 
earthwork within 100 feet of the find shall be stopped and the 
provisions of the California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 (b) shall be followed.  The construction contractor shall 
protect discovered human remains remaining in the ground 
from additional disturbance.  The Napa County Coroner shall be 
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contacted within 24 hours of the find.  Upon recognizing the 
remains as being Native American in origin, the Coroner shall 
be responsible for contacting the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours so that a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) can be identified, as required under 
California Pub. Resources Code § 5097.98.  The NAHC has 
various powers and duties to provide for the ultimate disposition 
of any Native American remains, as does the assigned MLD.   
 
If the county coroner determines that the human remains are 
not Native American and not evidence of a crime, project 
personnel shall coordinate with a qualified archeologist to 
develop an appropriate treatment plan.  This shall include 
contacting the next-of-kin to solicit input on subsequent disposal 
of the remains.  If there is no next-of-kin, or recommendations 
by the next-of-kin are considered unacceptable by the property 
owner, the property owner shall work with the county coroner to 
reinter the remains in a location outside the project area and 
where they would be unlikely to be disturbed in the future. 
 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the 
impact to a less-than-significant level.   

4.3-4: In the event that any paleontological resources are 
discovered during construction-related earth-moving activities, 
all work within 50 feet of the resources shall be halted and a 
qualified paleontologist shall be consulted to assess the 
significance of the find.  If any find is determined to be 
significant by the qualified professional under the criteria of the 
SVP, then appropriate agency and project representatives and 
the qualified paleontologist shall meet to determine the 
appropriate course of action.  All significant cultural or 
paleontological materials recovered shall be subject to scientific 
analysis, professional museum curation, and a report prepared 
by the qualified paleontologist according to current professional 
standards. 
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4.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
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4.4-2:  During construction of the Proposed Project, to avoid 
potential slope instability impacts associated with adverse 
construction vibrations, blasting shall be limited to only areas of 
volcanic rock (Gilpin Geosciences, 2013b).  No blasting shall 
occur in Blocks 15, 16, and 68. 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

Construction Construction State 
Standards 

Applicant 

4.4-3: Prior to approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan shall be 
modified to include the following measures to avoid potential 
slope instability and associated sedimentation impacts, per 
Gilpin Geoscience’s recommendations in Table 1 of  
Appendix F: 

1. For Blocks 20-22, 28-30, 31B, 34, 36, 37D, 37E, 40, 
45, 51B, 52, 55D, and 56-58, grading shall not exceed 
a depth of 24 inches in order to maintain the current 
level of stability on the east-facing slopes of the site, 
and trees on the steeper (greater than 30 percent) 
slopes of the site shall be left in place where possible. 

2. Rock repositories shall be prepared by grubbing and 
excavating a keyway at the toe of the proposed 
storage area on areas with slopes greater than 4:1 
(horizontal:vertical).  The keyway shall extend two feet 
into firm soil or bedrock at the downslope edge of the 
keyway.   

3. Two depressions within Blocks 31B and 37C are 
proposed as potential rock storage sites, and further 
subsurface exploration and geotechnical analysis shall 
be performed to determine the feasibility of these two 
rock storage areas from a slope stability standpoint.  

4. For Blocks 5B, 5C, 25, 27, 40, 45A, 45B, 46, 57, and 
58, subdrains shall be constructed to reduce saturated 
conditions that could trigger rockfalls. 

5. For Blocks 18A-18D and 28, headcut repair and rock-
line channel shall be implemented to prevent further 
channel bank erosion and to repair active slumps. 

6. For Block 20, the surface/subsurface drain shall be 
directed to drain to the east. 

7. For Block 22A, there shall be a setback from the active 
landslide and the surface/subsurface drain shall be 
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directed to drain to the northeast. 
8. For Blocks 29, 45A, 45B, and 49, the slope shall be 

buttressed from toe to mid-slope.  A grading permit 
shall be obtained from Napa County prior to this work. 

9. For Blocks 55A-55D, 59, 60A, and 60N, drainage shall 
be directed away from the active landslide or scarp. 

10. For Block 65, the poor road drainage shall be 
improved by relocating the road and directing drainage 
to a protected outlet. 

11. Should unstable landslide deposits be encountered 
and/or localized slope failures occur during 
construction, the slope shall be restored to a stable 
configuration using specifications provided by the 
project’s engineering geologist.  Napa County approval 
and/or grading permits will be obtained as necessary. 

4.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
4.5-1: Prior to the development of the Proposed Project, the 
property owner shall prepare and submit a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP) to the PBES Division of Environmental 
Health and CERS.  The HMBP will document all proposed 
hazardous materials to be used onsite during construction and 
operation.  If storage amounts or the use of hazardous 
materials change during project operation, the project owner 
shall update, as necessary, the HMBP.  The plan will be on file 
with the PBES Division of Environmental Health and with 
CERS.  The PBES Division of Environmental Health will review 
the plan and may conduct inspections to ensure that the HMBP 
is being followed during project operations.  Updates to the 
HMBP, if warranted, would be made through CERS.  The 
HMBP shall be prepared in accordance with County standards 
and California 40 CFR, Part 355, Appendix A. 
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4.5-2: Vineyard personnel shall follow written SOPs for filling 
and servicing construction equipment and vehicles.  The SOPs, 
which are designed to reduce the potential for incidents 
involving hazardous materials, shall include: 
 

 Refueling shall be conducted only with approved 
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pumps, hoses, and nozzles. 
 Catch-pans shall be placed under equipment to catch 

potential spills during servicing. 
 All disconnected hoses shall be placed in containers to 

collect residual fuel from the hose. 
 Vehicle engines shall be shut down during refueling. 
 No smoking, open flames, or welding shall be allowed 

in refueling or service areas. 
 Refueling and all construction work shall be performed 

outside of the stream buffer zones to prevent 
contamination of water in the event of a leak or spill.   

 Service trucks shall be provided with fire extinguishers 
and spill containment equipment, such as absorbents. 

 A spill containment kit that is recommended by the 
Napa County PBES or local fire department shall be 
onsite and available to staff if a spill occurs.   

 
In the event that contaminated soil and/or groundwater or other 
hazardous materials are generated or encountered during 
construction, all work shall be halted in the affected area and 
the type and extent of the contamination shall be determined.  
Should a spill contaminate soil, the soil shall be put into 
containers and disposed of in accordance with appropriate 
regulations, including Title 22 of the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) (66262.34(f)).  If the size of the spill and 
containment is beyond the scope of the contractor, proper 
authorities shall be notified.   
4.5-3: Chemical mixing and loading areas shall be established 
outside the proposed stream setbacks and wetland areas and 
away from any areas that could potentially drain off site or 
potentially affect surface and groundwater quality.  When 
equipment is cleaned at the existing facility, only rinse water 
that is free of gasoline residues, pesticides and other chemicals, 
and waste oils shall be allowed to diffuse back into vineyard 
areas.  Contaminated rinse water will be collected and properly 
disposed of off-site through methods similar to waste oil 
management standards provided under Mitigation Measure 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

Construction 
through 

Operation 
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4.5-5.   
4.5-4: The owner shall apply for a private applicator certificate 
and a restricted materials permit from the Napa County 
Agricultural Commissioner.  The owner would comply with the 
Napa County Agricultural Commissioner’s regulations, such as 
renewing the private applicator certificate every three years and 
restricted materials permits annually, reporting pesticides use to 
the Agricultural Commissioner by the 10th of every month 
following application.  All vineyard employees shall be trained 
annually in the proper use of pesticides. 
 
In addition, personnel shall follow SOPs when applying 
pesticides to the vineyard.  SOPs for pesticide use include the 
following: 
 

 Purchase only enough pesticide that would be used 
per season.   

 Utilize IPM techniques where feasible, such as for 
fungicides, the use of a permanent cover crop, 
beneficial insects, and minimal to no use of pesticides 
except when found necessary from monitoring.   

 Store all pesticides in their original containers.  Do not 
remove labels on the containers.   

 Keep pesticides in a well-ventilated locked area.   
 The best way to dispose of a small amount of pesticide 

is to use it.  If a pesticide must be disposed of, contact 
the Napa County Agricultural Commissioner to locate a 
hazardous waste facility for proper disposal.   

 Never pour pesticides down the sink, toilet, or stream.   
 Utilize proper personal protection equipment when 

working with pesticides. 
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4.5-5: Waste oil containers should be stored in secondary 
containment that includes an oil-impervious bermed area or 
liner, retaining wall, and/or an impervious concrete floor.  The 
waste oil containers should be covered during rain events and 
not be stored within the setbacks described in Impact 4.5-3 
above.  Waste oil containers should be labeled “waste oil”.  The 
containers should also be labeled with the following information: 
accumulation start date; the hazardous properties of the waste 
(i.e. flammable, corrosive, reactive, toxic, etc.); and the name 
and address of the facility generating the waste.  All waste oil 
containers should be transported offsite by a licensed 
transporter and taken to a waste oil recycling facility.   
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4.6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
4.6-1: Prior to approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, the plan shall be 
modified to include the following measures to avoid potential 
runoff increases and associated sedimentation impacts, per 
RiverSmith Engineering’s recommendations in Appendix F of 
Appendix G: 
 

1. For Blocks 1, 3, 17, 19-20, 24, 26, 30, 33-36, 38, 42, 
43, 46, 53-63, and 65-68 install a gravel berm on the 
downslope edge of the turnaround avenue; 

2. For Blocks 31, 40 and 60 install a small detention 
structure or gravel berm on downslope edge of the 
turnaround avenue;   

3. For Block 37, install a gravel berm on the downslope 
edge of the turnaround avenue, or reduce the area of 
forest removed; 

4. For Blocks 48-52, install a localized detention structure 
of appropriate size to reduce predicted increases in 
runoff to pre-project levels;  

5. For Block 69, install a gravel berm on the downslope 
edge of the turnaround avenue or install rock checks in 
the drainage swales. 

 
Prior to the approval of #P11-00205-ECPA, RiverSmith 
Engineering shall provide specifications of the above measures 
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to the Applicant for inclusion in the ECP. 
 
Potential impacts to flooding hazard could result from increases 
in peak flow and volume of runoff from implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  However, with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, potential impacts to flooding 
hazards and drainage system capacity would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.   
4.6-2:  There are 21 existing stream crossings, listed in Table 3-
4 and shown on Figure 3-11 of this Draft EIR that will be 
upgraded to rocked water crossings under the Proposed 
Project.  The Applicant shall not use any of these crossings to 
transport construction equipment prior to completion of the 
proposed upgrades. 

Applicant Napa County 
PBES 

Pre-
construction 

Construction County 
Standards 

Applicant 

4.6-4: The Applicant shall be required (at the Applicant’s 
expense) to provide well monitoring data and analyses of the 
collected data from a qualified professional Geologist or a 
Certified Hydrogeologist on a seasonal basis to Napa County 
PBES Department.  Such data shall include, but not be limited 
to, static water levels, pumping water levels, instantaneous flow 
rates, and cumulative pumped volumes for each of the three 
existing onsite wells and any wells that may be developed in the 
future on the Walt Ranch property.  These wells are each 
located in separate geographic areas of the project site (Figure 
4.6-2); therefore, monitoring of these wells would help to 
provide data on groundwater conditions generally 
representative of the entire project site.  In addition, the 
Applicant shall work with COCWD to provide time-dependent 
flow rate data and water quality data from the COCWD 
Horizontal Well.  Pumping rates and volumes shall be 
monitored by the use of a totalizer flow dial (or similar 
technology) and water levels shall be monitored by the use of 
an automatically recording pressure transducer (or similar 
technology).  The automatic recorder shall be set to collect data 
approximately every 60 minutes for the first year to provide 
sufficient data for the purpose of operational monitoring; the 
frequency between data recording by the transducer may be 
increased in the future.  These data shall be downloaded every 
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two to three months.  This will help to provide a quantity of data 
that is reasonable to review, as well as account for variations in 
seasonal groundwater conditions. 
 
Water usage shall be minimized by use of best available control 
technology and best management conservation practices.  In 
the event that changed circumstances, or significant new 
information, or the results of the monitoring data, provide 
substantial evidence that use of the onsite wells and the 
groundwater systems referenced in the ECP would significantly 
affect the groundwater basin, the Director of Environmental 
Management shall be authorized to require additional 
reasonable conditions on the Applicant, or revocation of this 
permit, as necessary to meet the requirements of the Napa 
County Groundwater Ordinance and protect public health, 
safety and welfare.  Such additional mitigation might include 
shifting of groundwater production to other onsite wells for a 
period of time.  That recommendation shall not become final 
unless and until the Director has provided notice and the 
opportunity for a hearing in compliance with County Code 
Section 13.15.070 (G)-(K). 
4.6-5: In order to ensure preservation of regional water quality 
and local stream conditions, prior to installation of irrigation 
infrastructure, the Irrigation Plans for the Proposed Project shall 
be provided to the County for review and approval and shall 
include the following measure: 
 

• The construction of irrigation pipeline stream crossings 
shall only occur within roadways or vineyard avenues.  
No irrigation pipelines shall cross a stream or creek 
outside of roadways or vineyard avenues designated 
in the ECP (Appendix A).  The necessary permits by 
the appropriate agencies will be obtained prior to 
construction of proposed underground or aboveground 
pipelines where there will be disturbance to the bed 
and bank of any onsite drainages or streams. 
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4.7 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
4.7-1: All construction trips (both equipment and worker trips) 
shall be scheduled outside of the daily AM and PM peak hours. 
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4.7-2: Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would reduce 
operations related traffic impacts by scheduling worker trips 
outside of the peak AM and PM hours. 
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4.7-3: Advance warning signs (e.g., “Intersection Ahead” and/or 
“Truck Crossing Ahead”) shall be posted on Circle Oaks Drive 
and Country Club Lane consistent with Napa County sign 
placement standards to alert motorists of an intersection ahead 
with turning vehicles.   
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4.7-4: The following measures shall be followed during 
construction activities: 

 Heavy truck construction traffic shall comply with the 
CVC sections related to vehicle weight and width.  Any 
extra legal loads needed for specialized deliveries 
shall be subject to special permit requirements from 
Napa County.  Project applicant shall obtain any 
necessary Caltrans traffic permits for movement of 
equipment. 

 Circle Oaks Drive shall be assessed by an 
independent third party consultant prior to the start of 
construction and following the completion of 
construction.  If the third party determines that 
roadway deterioration, or deterioration of infrastructure 
located underneath Circle Oaks Drive, has occurred as 
a result of construction traffic, the applicant shall pay to 
have the roadway resurfaced to restore the pavement 
to at least pre-construction condition, unless the 
resurfacing is already expected to occur within a year 
or sooner in conjunction with other planned or 
proposed roadway improvements, and shall repair the 
identified damage to sub-surface infrastructure.   
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4.8 NOISE 
4.8-1:  The following measures shall be enacted during 
construction of the Proposed Project to minimize noise impacts 
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to all nearby sensitive receptors: 
 

 Stationary equipment and staging areas shall be 
located as far as practical from noise-sensitive 
receptors. 

 All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, 
shall be equipped with properly operating and 
maintained mufflers and acoustical shields or shrouds, 
in accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations. 

 Construction shall occur only between the hours of 7 
a.m. to 7 p.m. 

 For construction occurring less than 150 feet from 
sensitive receptors, temporary sound walls should be 
constructed to shield residents from construction 
noise.  No temporary sound walls are necessary for 
construction occurring greater than 150 feet from 
sensitive receptors. 

 Applicant shall install mufflers on any wind machines 
located less than 150 feet from existing residences. 

4.8-2: Blasting within 775 feet of a residence exceeds Caltrans 
significance thresholds for vibration.  Therefore, no blasting 
shall occur within vineyard blocks 15, 16, and 68.   

Applicant Napa County 
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Standards 
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6.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
6-1: In order to offset the construction emissions from 
development of the Proposed Project, the Applicant shall place 
in permanent protection no less than 248 acres of woodland 
habitat.  All acreage designated for preservation shall be 
identified as such in a deed restriction, open space easement 
with an organization such as the Land Trust of Napa County as 
the grantee, or other means of permanent protection.  Land 
placed in protection shall be restricted from development and 
other uses that would potentially degrade the quality of the 
habitat (including, but not limited to, conversion to other land 
uses such as agriculture or urban development, and excessive 
off-road vehicle use that increases erosion), and should 
otherwise be restricted by the existing goals and policies of 
Napa County.   
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