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I.   INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT  

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Hunter Subdivision Project 
(project) (SCH# 2012032048). The Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental 
consequences associated with the implementation of the proposed project, and recom-
mends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-
significant level. This Response to Comments (RTC) Document provides responses to each 
comment received on the Draft EIR and revises the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to 
comments received or to correct or clarify material in the Draft EIR.  
 
None of the comments received on the Draft EIR constitute new information that warrants 
recirculation of the Draft EIR. Comments received do not identify new impacts, result in a 
substantial increase in the severity of impacts, nor do the comments include feasible project 
alternatives or mitigation measures that are considerably different from those analyzed in 
the Draft EIR and/or which the applicant has refused to implement. In addition, the Draft EIR 
was not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. Therefore, recirculation is not 
required pursuant to Section 15088.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
This RTC Document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed 
Hunter Subdivision project. 
 
 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having 
jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity 
to comment on the Draft EIR. 
 
The City of St. Helena prepared an Initial Study and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
that briefly described the proposed project and the topics that would be evaluated in the 
EIR: aesthetic resources; agricultural and forest resources; air quality; biological resources; 
cultural resources; geology, soils and seismicity; greenhouse gas emissions; hazards and 
public safety; hydrology and water quality; noise; public services, recreation, and utilities; 
and traffic and transportation. The Initial Study determined that the proposed project would 
not result in any significant impacts for the following topics and that no further evaluation 
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in the EIR would be necessary: land use and planning; mineral resources; and population 
and housing.  
 
The NOP was published on September 23, 2011, and public comments on the scope of this 
EIR were accepted until January 6, 2012. The NOP was sent to property owners within 300 
feet of the project site as well as to responsible and trustee agencies, organizations, and 
interested individuals. Additionally, the NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse.  
 
A public scoping session was held on December 6, 2011. NOP comments were received 
from public agencies, area property owners and concerned citizens regarding a wide range 
of issues to be addressed in this EIR. The NOP and written comments received are included 
in Appendix A. Topic areas that were most widely referenced in the NOP comments letters 
include aesthetics, hydrology and water quality, water supply and transportation and traffic. 
 
The Draft EIR was made available for public review on May 29, 2012 and distributed to 
applicable local and State agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR 
(NOA) were mailed to all individuals previously requesting to be notified of the Draft EIR, in 
addition to those agencies and individuals who received a copy of the NOP.  
 
The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on September 4, 2012. The City of St. 
Helena Planning Commission held a meeting on July 12, 2012 and August 28, 2012 in order 
to accept comments on the Draft EIR. Copies of all written comments received during the 
comment period and verbal comments provided by Commission members and members of 
the public during the meeting are included in Chapter III, Comments and Responses, of this 
document. 
 
 

C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION  

This RTC Document consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC 
Document and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the 
project. 

• Chapter II: List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals. This chapter 
contains a list of agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments 
on the Draft EIR during the public review period or verbal comments at the Planning 
Commission hearing.  

• Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all 
comment letters received on the Draft EIR. A written response for each CEQA-related 
comment received during the public review period and for verbal comments received 
during the public hearing is provided. Each response is keyed to the associated 
comment. 
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• Chapter IV: Text Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the 
comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material 
in the Draft EIR, are contained in this chapter. Text with double underline represents 
language that has been added to the Draft EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from 
the Draft EIR.  
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II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,  
ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

This chapter presents a list of written and verbal comments received during the public 
review period and describes the organization of the comments and responses that are 
included in Chapter III, Comments and Responses, of this document. 
 
 

A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

Chapter III includes a reproduction of the comment letters and emails received on the Draft 
EIR and verbal comments received at the public hearing conducted by the Planning 
Commission. The comments are grouped by the affiliation of the commentor, as follows: 
State, local and regional agencies (A); groups and organizations (B); individuals (C); and 
public hearings (D).   
 
The comment letters, emails and public hearing comments are numbered consecutively 
following the A, B, C, and D designations. Each comment within the letters and each 
speaker’s individual comments are annotated in the margin according to the following code: 
 
 State, Local, and Regional Agencies:   A1-# 
 Groups and Organizations:    B1-# 
 Individuals:      C1-# 

Public Hearings on Draft EIR:    D1-#      
 
 

B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The following comment letters were submitted to the City during the public review period. 
 

LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED 

State, Local, and Regional Agencies 

A1 FEMA June 8, 2012 

A2 Department of Transportation (CalTrans) July 12, 2012 
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Groups and Organizations 

B1 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP, for St. Helena Residents for 

Responsible Growth 
July 9, 2012 

B2 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP, for St. Helena Residents for 
Responsible Growth 

July 12, 2012 

B3 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP, for St. Helena Residents for 
Responsible Growth 

August 8, 2012 

B4 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP, for St. Helena Residents for 

Responsible Growth 
August 28, 2012 

B5 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP, for St. Helena Residents for 
Responsible Growth 

September 4, 2012 

Individuals 

C1 Ron Nunn May 31, 2012 

C2 Wendell Laidley June 5, 2012 

C3 Ron Amoroso - 1 June 18, 2012 

C4 Ron Amoroso - 2 June 18, 2012 

C5 Jan Johnson Oddy June 25, 2012 

C6 Kathy and Michael Buchanan July 5, 2012 

C7 Donna and Mike Hardy July 7, 2012 

C8 Sean Belhumeur July 9, 2012 

C9 Millicent Horne July 9, 2012 

C10 Kathleen Forni July 9, 2012 

C11 Mike Forni July 9, 2012 

C12 Anne Fisher July 10, 2012 

C13 John Milliken July 11, 2012 

C14 Ron Amoroso - 3 July 12, 2012 

C15 Fulton Mather July 12, 2012 

C16 Maxine Angell July 15, 2012 

C17 Peter Mennen - 1 July 17, 2012 

C18 Peter Mennen - 2  (retracted July 19, 2012) July 17, 2012 

C19 Peter Mennen - 3 July 20, 2012 

C20 Bobbi Monnette August 1, 2012 

C21 Bobbi Monnette August 30, 2012 
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C22 Scot Stegeman September 3, 2012 

C23 Jack Mitchell September 4, 2012 

C24 Chuck Vondra September 4, 2012 

C25 Philip Brackmann September 4, 2012 

C26 Patrick Fryer September 4, 2012 

C27 Elena Wilson September 4, 2012 

C28 Greg Pitts September 4, 2012 

July 12, 2012 Planning Commission Public Comments 

Planning Commissioner Comments 

D1 Commissioner Parker July 12, 2012 

D2 Commissioner Galbraith July 12, 2012 

D3 Commissioner Pitts July 12, 2012 

D4 Commissioner Heil July 12, 2012 

Public Hearing Verbal Comments 

D5 Fulton Mather July 12, 2012 

D6 Peter Mennen July 12, 2012 

D7 Donna Hardy July 12, 2012 

D8 Ron Sproat July 12, 2012 

D9 Bobbi Monnette July 12, 2012 

D10 George David July 12, 2012 

D11 Helesa Martinez July 12, 2012 

D12 Jesse Wincrom July 12, 2012 

D13 Mario Scallati July 12, 2012 

D14 Jesus Fernandez July 12, 2012 

D15 Keith Wagner  July 12, 2012 

D16 Kelly Franger July 12, 2012 

D17 Scott Stegman July 12, 2012 

August 28, 2012 Planning Commission Public Comments 

Planning Commissioner Comments 

D18 Commissioner Galbraith August 28, 2012 

D19 Commissioner Kistner August 28, 2012 

D20 Commissioner Heil August 28, 2012 



H U N T E R  S U B D I V I S I O N  P R O J E C T  E I R  S E P T E M B E R  2 0 1 3  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T   
I I .  L I S T  O F  C O M M E N T I N G  A G E N C I E S ,  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S ,  &  I N D I V I D U A L S  

8  

Public Hearing Verbal Comments 

D21 Chuck Vondra August 28, 2012 

D22 Keith Wagner August 28, 2012 

D23 John Milliken August 28, 2012 

D24 Scott Stegman August 28, 2012 
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III.   COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment letter and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR 
are provided in this chapter. Letters received during the public review period on the Draft 
EIR are provided in their entirety. Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to 
the specific comments. The letters and comments are grouped by the affiliation of the 
commenting entity as follows: State, local, and regional agencies and commissions (A); 
groups and organizations (B); individuals (C); and Planning Commission Public Hearing 
comments (D). 
 
MASTER RESPONSES 
 
A significant number of comments received on the Draft EIR related to five topic areas: (1) 
CEQA process, (2) land use and zoning conformance, (3) loss of agricultural land, (4) traffic 
analysis, and (5) water supply (two separate master responses are provided). A master 
response for comments related to each of these comment topics has been prepared to 
ensure the comments are comprehensively addressed. The master responses are provided 
below, followed by individual responses to the letters and verbal comments received on the 
Draft EIR. Corrections and/or clarifications to the Draft EIR are captured in the individual 
responses as well as in Chapter IV, Text Revisions. 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #1 - CEQA PROCESS  
 
Several comments were made regarding the Draft EIR review process undertaken by the City 
of St. Helena. Specifically the comments included the following: 

a) a requested renoticing of the Draft EIR comment period and lack of notice of the 
extension of the Draft EIR review period; 

b) lack of access to Draft EIR appendices and supporting project information; and 

c) rescheduling of a Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR. 
 
In response to “a,” the City of St. Helena issued a Notice of Preparation for the Hunter 
Subdivision EIR on September 23, 2011. As required by the CEQA Guidelines, the Notice was 
publicized by a mailing to land owners within a 300-foot-radius of the Hunter property, 
publication of the Notice in a display advertisement in the St. Helena Star (the local 
newspaper of general circulation in the community), and posting in the Napa County Clerk’s 
office for 30 days. Thereafter, a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR for the Hunter 
Subdivision was issued on May 29, 2012. As required by the CEQA Guidelines, this Notice 
was also publicized by a mailing to land owners within a 300-foot-radius of the Hunter 
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property, publication of the Notice in a display advertisement in the St. Helena Star (the 
local newspaper of general circulation in the community) and posting in the Napa County 
Clerk’s office for 30 days. The Notice indicated that comments would be taken until July 13, 
2012.  
 
Although not required, a public hearing to take comment on the Draft EIR was held by the 
St. Helena Planning Commission on July 12 and August 28, 2012. At the July 12 Commission 
hearing, the issue of renoticing or extending the comment period for an additional 45 days 
was raised by one speaker as well as the applicant. Although the extension was not legally 
required, City staff extended the public comment period for an additional 45 days with the 
consent of the applicant, in order to provide additional time to review background materials 
and provide comment. A new Notice of Availability was published in the St. Helena Star, 
additional mailed notices were provided to surrounding property owners and an updated 
Notice of Availability was posted with the Napa County Clerk on July 20, 2012 for 30 days, 
all identifying that the Draft EIR comment period was extended for another 45-day period 
ending on September 4, 2012. CEQA Guidelines do not require the notice to be posted on a 
Lead Agency’s website, although the Notice of Availability was, in fact, published on the St. 
Helena website on May 29, 2012. An additional public hearing to take comment on the Draft 
EIR was held on August 28, 2012. 
 
The City of St. Helena has therefore fully complied with all legal notification procedures 
included in the CEQA Guidelines and provided ample opportunity for public review and 
comment.  
 
Regarding item “b,” the allegation that commenters were not provided with all background 
materials referenced in the Draft EIR, the City of St. Helena has complied with all requests 
for materials. All Draft EIR background materials, including documents that were not 
incorporated by reference and do not have to be provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15148 and 15150(b), have been furnished to members of the public. A request for 
documents was made by the commenter on July 3, 2012 and all documents were provided 
before July 13, 2012. Any purported delay in receiving documents was more than 
adequately addressed by the extension of the public comment period. 
 
Regarding item “c,” the comment that the St. Helena Planning Commission hearing on July 
12, 2012 should have been rescheduled since the hearing would be a “waste of the Planning 
Commission’s or the public’s time,” this hearing was held as legally advertised and 
comments were taken regarding the Hunter Draft EIR. In addition, a second hearing to take 
comment on the Draft EIR was held on August 28, 2012. 
 
Based on the above, all CEQA-mandated review periods have been met, information 
provided to those requesting such information and the City has gone above and beyond 
CEQA requirements by conducting two Planning Commission public hearings and providing 
an extended public comment period. 
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MASTER RESPONSE #2- LAND USE AND ZONING CONFORMANCE 
 
Several commenters claim that the proposed project is not consistent with the St. Helena 
General Plan or the Zoning Ordinance and therefore cannot be approved by the City. The 
commenters note that a 25-unit multi-family building on proposed Lot 52 is not consistent 
with the existing Medium Density Residential (MR) General Plan land use designation and 
zoning district development standards.  
 
The City’s Housing Element, in the section entitled Housing Needs Assessment, addresses 
the project site and specifically designates it as a Housing Opportunity Site, with a unit 
range of 87 to 274 units. With the proposed 25 units on Lot 52, the Site meets the 
minimum density requirement with a total proposed 87 units. Page 116 of the Housing 
Needs Assessment states that “The parcel will not need either a General Plan Amendment or 
a rezoning to facilitate residential development.” 
 
All of the proposed lots shown on the tentative subdivision map are consistent with 
standards set forth in the MR land use district regulating minimum lot width, depth and 
area. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the purposes and intent of the Medium 
Density Residential (MR) land use classification of the St. Helena General Plan. The General 
Plan notes that the MR designation is intended to provide for “single-family detached and 
attached homes, secondary residential units, public and semi-public uses and similar and 
compatible uses.”  
 
The City’s MR district permits single-family dwellings, daycare facilities, intermediate care 
facilities, mobile homes (with limitations), one second dwelling unit and other uses found 
similar with the General Plan and the MR district on parcels of land within this district by 
right. The City of St. Helena may also allow the construction of attached duplex units, 
triplex units, condominiums and townhomes and similar uses on parcels within the MR 
zoning district with conditional use permits.  
 
The current application only includes a request to subdivide the subject property into 52 
residential lots and other non-buildable lots. No applications have been filed with the City to 
construct any dwellings on any of the proposed lots. The applicant has been made aware 
that the City’s MR district allows single-family dwellings on individual lots but that a 
conditional use permit (CUP) will be required to construct attached duplex or triplex 
dwellings, condominiums or townhomes or similar uses on proposed Lot 52. 
 
Although the current Hunter Subdivision Map does depict a preliminary, conceptual design 
of three multi-unit residential buildings and garages on proposed Lot 52, the applicant has 
been advised by the City and has acknowledged that a CUP and Design Review will need to 
be approved in order to construct any type of attached dwellings on this proposed lot. The 
applicant has also indicated that a revised plan for Lot 52 will be submitted that includes 
duplexes, triplexes and/or condominiums or townhomes, all uses that can be approved with 
a CUP and Design Review and could be deemed consistent with the General Plan and Zoning 
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Ordinance. To date, an application for a conditional use permit has not been filed with the 
City. 
 
Since the application on file with the City of St. Helena is for consideration of the proposed 
tentative subdivision map and does not include a specific development, the proposed 
subdivision map is fully consistent with the St. Helena General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
Further, as discussed above, at such time as the applicant proposes a specific development 
on Lot 52, the City could determine such use to be consistent with the General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance, as noted above.  
 
MASTER RESPONSE #3 – LOSS OF AGRICULTURAL LAND  
 
Several comments were raised regarding the impact of the proposed project on prime 
farmland. Impact AGRI-1 contained in the Draft EIR found that development of the project 
site would convert Prime Farmland to a non-agricultural use. Section B of the Draft EIR (page 
87 and following) documents that the project site has been mapped as Prime Farmland by 
the California Resources Agency, although the map does note an overlay designation for 
urban uses. 
 
The Draft EIR then concluded that even with adherence to Mitigation Measure AGRI-1 this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measure AGRI-1 would require 
the project sponsor to either fund or purchase agricultural conservation easements within 
Napa County or, purchase credits from an established agricultural mitigation bank or, 
contribute agricultural land or equivalent to a local organization that provides for the 
preservation of farmland in Napa County or participate in a agricultural land mitigation 
program adopted by Napa County that would provide equivalent agricultural land 
mitigation. The Draft EIR noted that conservation easements or similar provisions can help 
diminish local development pressures but does not actually replace land that would be 
converted to a non-agricultural use. 
 
Comments have been raised that the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR regarding the 
significant and unavoidable status of the impact is incorrect in that it primarily relies on 
mapping completed by the State of California Resources Agency and published in the Napa 
County Important Farmland Map. Other definitions of Prime Farmland exist and should have 
been considered when reaching the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion. 
 
The Draft EIR does, in fact, heavily rely on the Napa County Important Farmland Map, since 
this map identifies the project site as “area of Prime Farmland.” The impact analysis follows 
the question posed in Appendix G of the State of California CEQA Guidelines which asks 
“would a project convert prime farmland, unique farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use?”  Therefore, the 
impact analysis requires the City to rely on the mapping completed by the State of California 
Resources Agency. As the State designates the site as Prime Farmland, approval and 
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implementation of the proposed Hunter subdivision project would allow state-identified 
vacant Prime Farmland to be converted to residential uses. 
 
Although one commenter noted that the State Department of Conservation has been 
contacted with the intent of amending the Napa County Important Farmland Map, the 
Important Farmland Map for Napa County in effect as of the date the Notice of Preparation 
was published has been used in the Draft EIR analysis as required by law. 
 
Based on the above analysis, the Draft EIR concluded that even with adherence to Mitigation 
Measure AGRI-1, conversion of Prime Farmland to a non-agricultural use will be significant 
and unavoidable. No changes are proposed to this conclusion. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #4 – TRAFFIC ANALYSIS  
This master response addresses concerns about the time of year—November—that the 
traffic counts were completed. Commenters were concern that these counts did not reflect 
the high volumes typical during harvest time in October. As explained below, November 
traffic counts were seasonally adjusted upward to project harvest-time volumes.  
 
The full traffic study is provided in the Draft EIR Traffic Section. It has not been abbreviated 
or extracted from a larger study; the entire study was included in the main body of the Draft 
EIR. Appendix materials were provided, and have been supplemented in the Final EIR per 
specific requests of various commenters. Existing traffic counts and Caltrans historic count 
data are now inserted in Appendix E of the final EIR. 
 
Seasonal Adjustment  
The Draft EIR states that November counts were seasonally adjusted to the harvest (crush) 
season, as harvest (October) volumes have been shown to be higher than other times of the 
year, based upon seasonal traffic count data for S.R.29. This was based upon contact with 
Caltrans District 4 staff (Jordan Chan, Caltrans Office of Highway Operations), who provided 
seasonal data for SR 29 in St Helena, at the Adams Street intersection for 2002 through 
2011. CTG utilized the more recent 2007–2008, and 2010-2011 seasonal data, included in 
full in Appendix E. The two-way averaged data provided the basis for seasonal factors.  
 
The Caltrans 2007-2008 seasonal volumes are summarized as follows: 

 AM PM SAT 

2-Way Average November  AM: 522 PM: 607 SAT: 600 

2-Way Average August AM: 545 PM: 664 SAT: 702 

Factor AM: 1.04 PM: 1.09 SAT: 1.17 
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The Caltrans 2010-2011 seasonal volumes are summarized as follows:  

 AM PM SAT 

2-Way Average November  AM: 471 PM: 511 SAT: 557 

2-Way Average August AM: 467 PM: 648 SAT: 616 

Factor AM: 0.99 PM: 1.27 SAT: 1.11 

The average factor of the two data sets (2007-2008 and 2010-2011) was determined for 
each analysis time period: 

 AM Peak Hour – November to August – 1.02.  

 PM Peak Hour – November to August - increase by factor of 1.18.  

 Saturday Peak Hour – November to August - increase by factor of 1.14.  
 
CTG factored November 2011 volumes consistent with the Caltrans AM, PM and Saturday 
peak hour seasonal data, and adjusted volumes to reconcile volumes between intersections. 
Resultant harvest weekday AM and PM peak hour and Saturday PM peak hour volumes are 
shown in Draft EIR Figures IV.L-3, IV.L-4 and IV.L-5. 
 
As a result, the analysis included in the Draft EIR reflects the higher traffic volumes present 
during harvest season and is an appropriate existing condition from which to analyze future 
potential impacts.  
 
MASTER RESPONSE #5 – WATER SUPPLY: GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS AND AVAILABILITY 
 
Several commenters raised concerns about the project’s intended use of an existing well to 
serve the outdoor (non-potable) water demands of the project. These comments ranged 
from questioning whether the existing well was ever used for irrigation, and by extension, 
whether it should be recognized in baseline groundwater conditions, to comments noting 
an apparent downward trend in groundwater levels and even statements that wells are 
going dry. Collectively, these comments raise the question whether the groundwater 
conditions would be adversely affected by the project’s planned use of the on-site well to 
meet the approximately 25 acre-feet of projected non-potable water demands. 
 
This response is divided into two primary areas: (1) determining overall basin groundwater 
conditions, and (2) potential impacts from the project’s proposed use. 
 
Groundwater Conditions 
As detailed in the Draft EIR, the analysis of groundwater conditions relied upon readily 
available information in a detailed report prepared for the Napa County Department of 
Public Works entitled Napa County Groundwater Conditions and Groundwater Monitoring 
Recommendations (February 2011) (hereafter referred to as the “LSCE Report”). Luhdorff & 
Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE), a consulting firm specializing in groundwater 
characterization and analyses, prepared the LSCE Report. In the body and associated 
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attachments and appendices, the LSCE Report detailed the current and historic groundwater 
conditions throughout multiple groundwater basins in Napa County. The City specifically 
relied upon the analysis detailing groundwater conditions in the “St. Helena groundwater 
subarea” for determining the baseline groundwater conditions for the Draft EIR’s analysis. 
As reported in the LSCE Report (see Table 5-1 of LSCE Report), the St. Helena subarea had 
70 wells with a range of historic and current groundwater level data. Further information 
about the groundwater data availability is detailed in Figures 4-1, 4-2, 4-8, 4-9, and 5-3 of 
the LSCE Report.  
 
Given the detailed analysis in the LSCE Report and supporting statements about the St. 
Helena subarea, the City relied upon this information to formulate the baseline groundwater 
sustainability conditions. Specifically, the LSCE Report states: 
 

The hydrographs for the wells illustrated on Figure 4.2 show representative 
groundwater elevations and corresponding depth to groundwater from 1950 to present, 
as available. Groundwater levels have been generally stable over time and do not exhibit 
any long-term trends. Groundwater levels are shallow at less than ten feet below the 
ground surface in the spring. Minor seasonal declines of about 10 feet occur in the fall 
in the Calistoga and northern portion of the St. Helena Subareas. Elsewhere in the St. 
Helena Subarea, groundwater levels exhibit greater seasonal declines of about 25 feet. 
Groundwater levels near the southwestern boundary of the St. Helena Subarea with the 
Western Mountains Subarea show the greatest seasonal declines on the order of 100 
feet. (LSCE Report, page 46) 

 
And, 
 

Since the 1950s through Spring 2008, groundwater elevations have been between 300 
to 400 feet msl in the Calistoga Subarea and remained essentially unchanged over that 
60-year period (Figures 4.8 and 4.9). Slightly farther south near St. Helena, at 
Rutherford Road, groundwater elevations are at about 140 feet msl and generally have 
also remained essentially unchanged over this time period. (LSCE Report, page 51)  

 
One of the specific comments included a memo prepared by Mr. Kamman of Kamman 
Hydrology & Engineering. This memo intended to provide an independent opinion regarding 
the potential impacts of the project to the St. Helena subarea groundwater conditions. As 
contended in the memo as referenced by the commenter, groundwater elevations have 
experienced “marked declines in the groundwater table elevation over the past four 
decades.”  This reference appears to draw its conclusion from some of the wells in the LSCE 
Report that show increased seasonal drawdown over time. Upon review of the hydrographs 
referenced in the Kamman memo, it was found that only one of the hydrographs showed 
this trend (see below). It should be noted that this hydrograph represents a well 
approximately 3 miles southwest of the project. 
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The letter stated that there was a trend of “declining groundwater levels.”  The trend in the 
hydrograph does show a decline in summer groundwater levels over the last four decades 
but the yearly recovery of winter levels show no discernible change since 1964. This pattern 
shows an increase in use over the years at this location, with complete return to peak 
groundwater elevations year-after-year.  
 
As noted in the aforementioned excerpt from the LSCE Report, this seasonal variation is just 
that – seasonal. The overall groundwater levels recover each fall and, as noted by the LSCE 
Report “groundwater elevations are at about 140 feet msl and generally have also remained 
essentially unchanged over this time period.” 
 
Furthermore, the City’s own Safe Yield Committee reported that its assumptions regarding 
the City’s water supply “limits groundwater production to a long-term average not to exceed 
450 acre-feet/year.”1 This assumption took into account the City’s historic groundwater uses 
that, for the period of 2001 through 2009, ranged from 349 acre-feet to 521 acre-feet. This 
historic use is reflected in the well level data used by the LSCE Report to draw its 
conclusions about the St. Helena subarea. This is an additional reason the City is confident 
that the LSCE Report’s representation of existing groundwater conditions reflects rates of 
annual groundwater that would include the historic uses at the Property. 
 
Potential Impacts of Project use of Groundwater 
Some commenters were concerned that the project’s planned use of groundwater from the 
on-site well would be a new use of groundwater and, thus, would have an adverse impact on 
existing or future groundwater conditions. As detailed in the Draft EIR, the on-site well was 
historically used to meet water demands of the on-site vineyard. This detail is based on 
anecdotal evidence including a site visit, research of historic satellite imagery, and 
discussions with project and City representatives. The City’s primary objective was to 
understand the historic use in context of the LSCE Report’s representation of historic and 

                                               
1 Report of the Safe Yield Committee, March 17, 2011, page 2. 
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current groundwater level conditions. The resulting analysis in the Draft EIR of the project’s 
use of the on-site well demonstrated that the proposed use for non-potable landscape 
irrigation needs would not represent a noticeable change to the groundwater level 
conditions in the St. Helena groundwater subarea.  
 
In the interest of the commenters, if the existing on-site well were assumed to not have 
been used in the past and therefore not part of the LSCE Report’s baseline conditions, the 
anticipated 25 acre-feet of annual groundwater use by the project represents about 5 
percent of the City’s anticipated long-term average of 450 acre-feet of groundwater use. 
Thus, if added to the City’s historic use, the overall groundwater use would still generally be 
within the parameters defined by the City’s Safe Yield Committee that ranged from historic 
uses up to 521 acre-feet.  
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #6 - WATER SUPPLY: ADEQUACY OF WATER NEUTRALITY PERFORMANCE 

STANDARD 
 
Several commenters raised concerns about the City’s overall ability to serve the project as 
well as the project’s ability to offset its water demand as required by Mitigation Measure 
SVCS-1 (Draft EIR, page 299). This response is divided into two primary areas: (1) 
determining the City’s current water demand, as defined by the Safe Yield Committee, and 
(2) the ability to offset the project’s water demands. 
 
Determining the City’s Current Water Demand 
As detailed in the Safe Yield Report and codified in City Municipal code, the City will not 
allow additional customers unless the current City water demands are at or below the 
identified five-year average demand of 1,950 acre-feet (see Draft EIR, page 278-79). As 
indicated in the Draft EIR, the City’s five-year average water demands as of the drafting of 
the Draft EIR was 2,075 acre-feet. Projecting forward the downward trends in existing 
demand, the City anticipated that the average would reach or fall below the 1,950 acre-feet 
value in the near future. Revising the values in Table IV.K-2 (Draft EIR, page 278) with the 
City’s 2011/12 water use data, the resulting five-year average has already dropped below 
the 1,950 acre-feet threshold. Thus, the City is able to permit additional customer 
connections so long as each new connection conforms to the City’s Water Neutral ordinance 
(City Code 13.12.050). The table below demonstrates the continued trend in declining 
customer use anticipated by the City. The most recent data, provided by the City’s Public 
Works Department, showed that the City’s demand dropped to 1,736 acre-feet in the 
2011/12 water-year period. 
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TABLE IV.K-2 COMPARISON OF 5-YEAR AVERAGE USE TO THE 

SAFE YIELD 

Fiscal Year Acre Feet (AF) 

2006-2007 2,384 

2007-2008 2,228 

2008-2009 2,126 

2009-2010 1,860 

2010-2011 1,779 

2011-2012 1,736 

2006-2011 5 Year Average 2,075 (Draft EIR value) 

2007-2012 5 Year Average 1,946 (new value) 

Safe Yield 1,950 

Source: Table IV.K-2 in the Draft EIR combined with 2011-2012 data provided by the 
City, 2013. 

 

Voluntary water conservation has been helped by the City’s participation in a regional water 
conservation program utilizing Proposition 84 Integrated Resource Water Management Plan 
(IRWMP) grant funds being administered through the Bay Area Regional Conservation 
Program. Since the summer of 2011, several St. Helena customers have participated and 
received rebates from the City ranging from installing efficient toilets and clothes washers, 
to installing weather-based landscape irrigation controllers as part of the City’s Smart Yard 
program.2  In addition to voluntary conservation efforts, statewide new Green Building Code 
standards are also resulting in the installation of highly efficient water using fixtures for any 
replacement or new projects throughout the City. Continued efforts on this front will likely 
see an on-going trend downward in the water demands of existing customers. 
 
Offsetting the Project’s Water Demands 
As detailed in the Draft EIR, the City municipal code requires a conservation offset for any 
new water customer connecting to the City’s system. Per the code, a new development 
project is required to offset its water demand prior to construction through installing 
conservation devices within existing customer households and businesses. As a 
documented mitigation measure, the project will need to offset the 12 Acre Feet of added 
demand by installing City-approved Ultra-low-flush (ULF) toilets and associated water-
efficient fixtures in a sufficient number of existing homes or nonresidential properties 
having toilets that use greater than 1.6 gallons per flush (Municipal Code 13.12.050). 
 

                                               
2 See newspaper article in St. Helena Star titled “City offers ‘smart’ water controllers,” published 

September 6, 2012. 
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Some commenters expressed concern with this offset method, opining that ULF toilets do 
not save water. This was true of early low water use toilets, as stated in the City’s water 
conservation language, but technology has since vastly improved. From the City’s Indoor 
Plumbing Retrofit & Rebate Program, Section 4: “Some toilets manufactured in the early 
1990’s have to be flushed multiple times, thus negating much of the water savings benefits 
of ultra low-flush technology.”  
 
Furthermore, toilet retrofits programs are proven effective in reducing water demands. A 
number of studies have been conducted to show the water supply savings of retrofitting 
older structures with new plumbing fixtures. For instance, according to the EPA, a typical 
family can expect to save as much as 13,000 gallons per year just with low water use 
toilets.3  This savings also applies to apartments where one study demonstrated savings of 
16,000 gallons per year per unit.4  Even the Department of Energy has conducted studies 
showing water savings upon installing water efficient fixtures in other structure types 
including large facilities such as hospitals.5  Given the number of case studies and 
examples, it is expected that the project’s proponent will be able to meet the offset 
requirements within the existing City customer base. 

�
 

A. STATE, LOCAL, AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 

Letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their 
entirety. Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. 

                                               
3 EPA Water Sense: http://www.epa.gov/WaterSense/products/toilets.html 
4 Evaluation of Water Use Reduction Achieved Through Residential Toilet Fixture Replacements, 

by Koeller and Company & Veritec Consulting Inc. August 2011 (http://www.map-
testing.com/assets/files/2011-August-Mendelsohn%20Final%20report-v4.pdf) 

5 http://www1.eere.energy.gov/femp/program/waterefficiency_portland.html 
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LETTER A1 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
June 7, 2012 
 
A1-1 This introductory comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; 

no further response is necessary. 
 
A1-2 This comment explains the National Flood Insurance Program floodplain 

management building requirements and is noted. As cited in the Draft EIR, Chapter 
15.52 of the City’s Municipal Code identifies flood damage prevention 
requirements for special flood hazard areas of the City, which represent areas in 
the floodplain subject to a 1 percent or greater chance of flooding in any given 
year. Based on the current FEMA FIRM (revised by the November 2012 LOMR), the 
project site is not located within the 100 -year flood hazard area and therefore no 
impacts related to placing housing or other structures in the 100-year flood hazard 
area would occur.  

 
A1-3 This comment explains that some communities have more restrictive building 

requirements than those described in comment A1-2, and is not a comment about 
the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER A2 
Department of Transportation 
July 12, 2012 
 
A2-1 This introductory comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; 

no further response is necessary.  
 
A2-2 This comment suggests coordination with local bike trail plans and is noted. No 

further response is required given the comment does not address the adequacy of 
the EIR. 

 
A2-3 This comment explains necessary permits for project construction vehicles and is 

noted. No further response is required given the comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR. 
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B. GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their 
entirety. Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. 
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LETTER B1 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP 
July 9, 2012 
 
B1-1 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
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LETTER B2 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP 
July 12, 2012 
 
B2-1 This introductory comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; 

no further response is necessary. 
 
B2-2 See Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance.  
 
B2-3  See Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 
B2-4 See Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 
B2-5 The term “flag lot” was used to describe the general characteristics of the parcel 

and was not meant to describe the parcel according to the definition of a Flag Lot 
in the St. Helena Municipal Code. 

 
B2-6 See Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 
B2-7 Section 15161, Project EIR, of the CEQA Guidelines defines a Project EIR as the 

most common type of EIR that examines the environmental impacts of a specific 
development project. It further states that a Project EIR should focus primarily on 
the changes in the environment that would result from the development project 
and examine all phases of the project including planning, construction, and 
operation. 

 
Section 15124, Project Description, of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR 
project description shall include the following:  

1) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown on 
a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the project shall also 
appear on a regional map. 

2) A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project.  

3) A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and 
supporting public service facilities.  

4) A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR. 
 

The Project Description detailed in Chapter III of the Draft EIR provides this 
information.  
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The Draft EIR adequately describes the proposed subdivision project including the 
proposed number of units, square footage of lots and building pads, minimum 
building set-backs and maximum structure height. The assumptions made are 
based on the greatest impact—including assuming a 30-foot-high building, 
consistent with the maximum allowance in the Zoning Ordinance—to fully analyze 
potential impacts. A Tentative Subdivision and Grading Map and a Landscape Plan 
are also included. This level of information is adequate and typical of what is 
provided for a project-level analysis of a subdivision.  

 
The Draft EIR discusses the impacts and mitigations for grading and erosion 
control, street and utility design, the storm drain, water and sewer systems as well 
as the phasing and construction schedule. In addition, the City of St. Helena has 
development standards that regulate the height and bulk of buildings and the 
design of each building would be subject to design review approval.  

 
The information detailed in the Project Description provides an accurate, stable 
and finite project description that adequately informs the public and decision 
makers “what the project is” that the decision makers would consider for approval. 
Additional detail regarding the architecture and specific siting of each individual 
building is not necessary for purposes of the CEQA analysis for the Tentative Map.  

 
The City is expecting but has not received future applications to permit 
development on the proposed lots. These applications would include, but are not 
limited to, Design Review for each building and a Conditional Use Permit to 
construct attached dwellings on Lot 52.  

 
When the City considers the subsequent discretionary approvals (i.e., Design 
Review), it would need to make a determination as to whether additional CEQA 
review is necessary or if this EIR provides adequate analysis. It is anticipated that 
this EIR would provide adequate analysis.  

 
B2-8 See Response to Comments B2-7 regarding the project description.  
 
B2-9 The level of detail and analysis is sufficient to consider the proposed Tentative 

Map and the associated subsequent approvals (i.e., Design Review) relative to the 
CEQA aesthetic resources significance criteria. It is common for EIRs to make 
assumptions that are informed by local zoning and development standards and to 
assume the future building designs would conform to such standards. The cross-
sections provided are conceptual and are provided to help the document reviewers 
visualize and understand what the project would generally look like. The cross-
sections are provided for informational purposes and are in no way critical to the 
findings of the aesthetics resources section. This level of information is not 
necessary to make a determination that the development of a mix of one- and two- 
story homes and attached dwellings with a maximum height of 30 feet that is 
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located on a generally level site immediately adjacent to existing residential and 
commercial development would not: substantially effect public scenic vistas; 
damage scenic resources, or degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site. 

 
 Having additional details such as whether a building is going to be 2,500 versus 

1,900 square feet; 20 versus 30 feet tall; or have a 25 foot versus 30 foot front 
yard would not change the findings of the EIR analysis.  

 
B2-10 See Response to Comment B2-9 regarding the information contained in the 

Tentative Map. 
 
B2-11 Identification of “Sensitive Receptors” is not a requirement for an aesthetic analysis 

under CEQA or a local requirement. However, the Draft EIR analyzed views from 
key public viewpoints surrounding the project site, as shown in Figures IV.A-1 
through IV.A-5. These locations include views from existing publicly accessible 
places towards views to the hills, vineyards, and project site. 

 
B2-12 The commenter incorrectly cites the Draft EIR with the text: The City defines 

“scenic vistas” to include views of the “surrounding agricultural open space,” 
“vineyard[s] hillsides, creeks and major landscape features.” (Draft EIR 66, citing 
1993 General Plan Policy 4.5.1.) 

 
 The Draft EIR text that the commenter references is as follows:  
 
 For purposes of this analysis, the following existing policy from the 1993 General 

Plan Community Design Element has been used to define vistas: 
  
 Policy 4.5.1 “The sense of a strong connection to the surrounding agricultural open 

space and hillsides must be preserved in the future. Views of vineyard, hillsides, 
creeks, and major landscape features should be maintained.”  

 
 The City is also considering the following draft General Plan policy: 
 
 Policy CD5.1 “Preserve the visual and physical connection to agriculture by 

protecting views from streets, parks, and open spaces to vineyards, agriculture, 
and hillsides. Where new streets are extended adjacent to agriculture, encourage 
hillside and vineyard views by maintaining agricultural activities at the road edge. 
Existing east and west entries should be maintained in their current appearance, 
protecting and improving views of vineyards and the surrounding hillsides 
wherever possible.”  

  
The policies do not constitute a threshold and also do not provide for protection of 
private views. 
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The analysis focuses on the project’s potential impact to scenic vistas from public 
locations.  Impacts to private views are not considered significant in this EIR based 
on the project’s consistency with the scale of residential development throughout 
the city and the CEQA significance criteria utilized in this section.  Moreover, no 
public scenic vistas within or immediately adjacent to the project site are identified 
in the 1993 General Plan, which represents the City’s baseline for defining public 
scenic vistas.  The Hunter site is not identified as a site providing views. 

 
Public scenic vistas are analyzed on page 80 of the Draft EIR, which analyzes the 
public scenic vistas that could be impacted, views of the distant hills from the 
residential streets around the site and from the pedestrian trail along the northern 
edge of the site.  As discussed, the project would not significantly alter views.  
Figures IV.A.2a through 2d demonstrate that the introduction of one- and two-
story dwellings would not significantly alter views and nearby hillsides would 
remain visible. 

 
B2-13  See also Response to Comments B2-15 and B2-16. General Plan Policy 4.3.27 calls 

for “large specimen street trees and generous landscaping to shade homes and the 
street and to link various neighborhoods.” Additional review will also occur 
through the design review process, which will review the placement of trees and 
distances from intersections. 

 
 As described in Response to Comment B2-12, there are no identified “public scenic 

vistas” within or immediately adjacent to the project site. For informational 
purposes and to respond to the commenter’s concern, this response also 
addresses other views. The Illustrative Landscaping Plan in Figure IIl-7 of the Draft 
EIR illustrates how street trees are placed in clusters, with openings at driveway 
curb cuts and corners. The resulting tree spacing and the type of foliage produced 
by the identified tree species will not block all light and views and will be 
consistent with tree plantings located in established St. Helena neighborhoods. No 
significant impacts under CEQA would result from landscaping.  

 
B2-14 See Response to Comment B2-9. The buildings housing the attached units would 

also be a maximum of 30 feet in height consistent with the MR District. There 
would be no available public views of the proposed units where they could 
potentially block a scenic vista. 

 
B2-15 The Draft EIR includes analysis of the impact of the project on public scenic vistas, 

resources visible within a state scenic highway, the visual quality of the site and its 
surroundings and the potential for creation of a new source of substantial light 
and glare, in accordance with CEQA Appendix G, Significance Criteria. CEQA 
separates the Significance Criteria regarding the analysis of visual quality and 
scenic vistas that are conflated by the commenter here and in Comment B2-16. 
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 As discussed on page 81 of the Draft EIR and as modified in Chapter IV: Text 
Revisions, the analysis of visual quality acknowledges the potential significant 
impact of the project on the site and its surroundings. The development of the 
Hunter property site would change the visual character of the project area, since 
currently, the project site is largely undeveloped with agricultural uses such as 
vineyards represent some of the visual character. The Draft EIR analyzes this 
potential impact using cross-sections as the basis for comparison against the 
baseline existing physical condition.  

 
 The baseline for public scenic vistas is the 1993 General Plan which does not 

identify a public scenic vista within the project site or immediately adjacent to the 
project site, nor does it identify any scenic vistas or designated parks or public 
gathering places on the site. The 1993 General Plan Community Design Element 
states that remaining views out to the vineyards and hills from Highway 29 have 
been identified in the Land Use Element to be maintained as open space. The 
Hunter site is not identified as a site providing views, nor is it designated as Open 
Space. Incidentally, it is identified in the 1993 General Plan as part of a Specific 
Plan area that includes the Hunt and Hunt Grove neighborhoods, designated 
Medium Density and Higher Density, respectively, which have since been 
developed and are adjacent to the project. Also, the Housing Element identifies the 
Hunter property as a housing site. 

 
B2-16 See Response to Comment B2-15. The site is designated for Medium Density 

Residential development in the 1993 General Plan and as such has already been 
analyzed under CEQA and approved by the City for development with medium-
density residential. Additionally, the Draft EIR for the Hunter project did not 
identify significant impacts with respect to the visual character of the project area.  

 
 The City requires all major development proposals to undergo design review by 

the Planning Commission to ensure that the overall design of proposed buildings, 
scale, massing, use of color, landscaping and similar elements are consistent with 
surrounding neighborhoods. The design review process is the mechanism by 
which visual and contextual compatibility and consistency would be achieved for 
the project. Reliance on post-approval performance standards established in the 
zoning ordinance and design guidelines is not a deferral of mitigation. 

 
B2-17 The Draft EIR analyzes a proposed tentative map for the subdivision of property on 

which buildings may reach a maximum height of 30 feet. Monte Vista Avenue, 
which is a cul de sac that directly abuts the portion of the Hunter project site 
proposed for attached dwellings, includes at least three multi-family, two-story 
complexes. Hunt’s Grove is a multi-family housing development at the intersection 
of Starr Avenue and Hunt Avenue that also directly abuts the project site. 
Therefore, given that the site is bordered by a mix of single-family and multi-family 
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housing, the project would be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and 
the Design Review process could ensure compatibility. 

 
B2-18 See Response to Comment B2-15. 
 
B2-19 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-20 As described on page 295 of the Draft EIR, the outdoor demand factors are based 

on the State of California’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) 
which has been adopted by Napa County and the City of St. Helena through its own 
ordinance. Based on the subdivision unit count, parcel size and configurations with 
or without granny units, and allowable development envelope, assumptions were 
made for building and hardscape footprints to determine a maximum landscaped 
area which was then multiplied by the MWELO maximum irrigation value. The 
resulting estimates for water use are therefore reasonable and conservative 
assumptions upon which to assess public service impacts of a proposed residential 
subdivision. City approval of a required landscape documentation package prior to 
issuance of building permits would allow the City to ensure that the project 
irrigation demands are within those estimated and analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

 
B2-21  See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-22 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-23 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-24 The analysis and conclusions of groundwater conditions in the Saint Helena sub-

basin do include the City's historic and on-going pumping. Also, see Master 
Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 

 
B2-25 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-26 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability 

and Response B2-29 regarding groundwater recharge. 
 
B2-27 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability 

and Response B2-29 regarding groundwater recharge. 
 
B2-28 This comment appears to be misplaced and does not specifically address the 

adequacy of this Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 
 
B2-29 As described in the Draft EIR (starting on page 223), the project would be required 

to comply with the current NPDES permit, which requires the use of Low Impact 
Development (LID) design techniques. The goal of LID is to, as closely as possible, 
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design a project’s on-site drainage system to cause as little change to the drainage 
patterns of the site as possible. In other words, the storm hydrograph (which is the 
plot of runoff rate or volume discharging from the site over time) for the post-
development condition should be similar to the hydrograph for the pre-
development condition. This is achieved by distributing numerous stormwater 
collection and treatment measures throughout the development. These measures 
retain and infiltrate water in features like stormwater planters, bioswales, and 
pervious pavements. The Phase II General Permit specifically requires that “Site 
Design Measures…shall be based on the objective of achieving infiltration, 
evapotranspiration and/or harvesting/reuse of the 85th percentile rainfall event” 
(page 96 of the General Permit).  

 
 The Draft EIR requires mitigation measures that go beyond what is explicitly 

required under the current Phase II General Permit (which only describes LID 
principles in general terms) and require that the project fully implement a strict LID 
program. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure HYD-2 for a 
full description of the LID requirements.  

 
 Implementation of LID measures would ensure that total net infiltration (and 

resulting groundwater recharge) would remain essentially unchanged. 
 
 Once developed, each square foot of the pervious landscaped areas of the project 

would continue to allow the absorption and deep percolation of precipitation as 
occurs under the without-project condition for those same areas. Portions of the 
project that are covered with hardscape features or by the footprint of the homes 
would not percolate precipitation any longer but LID techniques described above 
would ensure that the majority of the rainwater runoff on hardscape would be 
collected and redirected into areas that would percolate into the ground (i.e., 
adjacent stormwater basin). This reduction in pervious area from current 
conditions is minimal in relation to the extent of the St. Helena groundwater 
subarea and the primary filling of the subarea from subsurface lateral flow from 
surrounding areas (hillsides, up gradient groundwater subareas, river flows). 

 
 The impact to reduced percolation due to impermeable hardscapes associated with 

the proposed project is negligible. Using a comparative analysis of the additional 
increment of hardscape from the proposed project when added to the City’s 
current hardscape to the total area of the groundwater basin recharge area, the 
impact to recharge is less than two tenths of one percent. The table below details 
the analysis using data from the City’s General Plan Update as well as data from 
the Napa County Groundwater Study. The following data and values are used: 

 
 From Table 2.1 in the General Plan Update, the total city area is 3,023 acres with 

777 of those acres containing residential, commercial, and industrial uses. The 
remaining City area is comprised of open space, parks, and agricultural uses. It 
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should be noted that the roughly 16 acres project is included in the residential 
zoning area. Subtracting the 16 project acres, the remaining 751 acres can be 
assumed to be hardscape. 

 
 Groundwater recharge in the basin in question comes from infiltration of 

precipitation.6 Specifically: “The high permeability of the alluvium sediments 
permits precipitation and surface water to readily infiltrate and recharge 
groundwater throughout the majority of the valley.”  

 
 The groundwater basin from which the non-potable water would be pumped is a 

single alluvial plain extending from Calistoga and flowing southeast to Napa. From 
the project site it is over 10 miles to the upper reaches of the alluvium. The 
upstream groundwater basin area is about 8,000 acres. The St Helena Sub-Basin is 
about 12,000 acres. The entire basin upstream of Napa is about 38,000 acres.    

 
 The following table shows the resulting negligible effect of the Proposed Project’s 

impact to groundwater recharge (in acres and percent impact): 
 

 
 Furthermore, irrigation systems serving the proposed project’s residential 

landscaping are not expected to operate at 100 percent efficiency. Assuming that 
80 percent of the applied water is lost to plant evapotranspiration, the remaining 
20 percent would evaporate, percolate, or run off. Under landscaping ordinances, 
run off from irrigation is not allowed and evaporation is limited, thus the majority 
of the 20 percent not used by the plants would percolate into the groundwater 
basin. Since the basin is recharged from a significantly more expansive area than 
just the project site (as indicated in the table above), the additional percolation 
from landscape irrigation is considered “additional infiltration” on the project site. 

 
B2-30 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-31 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-32 Proposed pumping under the project (25 acre-feet annually) would be similar to 

estimated historic pumping rates (22 acre-feet annually) from the on-site well. 
Please refer to Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and 
Availability for a discussion of basin-wide groundwater conditions and the 
sustainability. 

                                               
6 County GW Study page 29 
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 With regard to the commenter’s claim that existing wells have been going dry, no 
evidence is provided to support this claim. The preparers of the EIR requested any 
available information about wells going dry near the project site, but the City did 
not have any information and was unable to support the claim. The Draft EIR found 
that impacts to groundwater levels to be less than significant because (1) historic 
pumping rates are similar to proposed pumping rates under the project, and (2) 
historic groundwater use at the project site was considered in the regional basin 
analysis (as described in Master Response #5).  

 
B2-33 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B2-34 The analysis and conclusions of groundwater conditions in the Saint Helena sub-

basin do include the City's historic and on-going pumping. Also, see Master 
Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 

 
B2-35 The purpose of the basin is to reduce the volume and velocity of stormwater runoff 

which can cause erosion and flooding in downstream receiving waters. It is this 
specific potential impact related to new development and redevelopment that was 
the nexus for the development of the hydrograph modification (or “hydromodifi-
cation”) prevention requirements included in the current municipal NPDES permits. 
Hydromodification is the process that the commenter is referring to (i.e., 
downstream erosion impacts related to changes in on-site drainage patterns). The 
method required by the NPDES permits to address potential hydromodification 
impacts is the incorporation of LID into new development and redevelopment 
projects. As described on page 223 of the Draft EIR: 

 
 The sustainability practice promotes LID to benefit water supply and contribute to 

water quality protection. LID has been a proven approach in other parts of the 
country and is seen in California as an alternative to conventional stormwater 
management. The Regional Water Quality Control Boards are advancing LID in 
California in various ways, including provisions for LID requirements in renewed 
Phase I municipal stormwater NPDES permits. The Phase II General Permit, a draft 
update of which is currently in review, would likely include additional LID 
requirements to achieve water quality goals and to protect against stream channel 
hydromodification. 

 
 The goal of LID is to, as closely as possible, design a project’s on-site drainage 

system to cause as little change to the drainage patterns of the site as possible. In 
other words, the storm hydrograph (which is the plot of runoff rate or volume 
discharging from the site over time) for the post-development condition should be 
similar to the hydrograph for the pre-development condition. This is achieved by 
distributing numerous stormwater collection and treatment measures throughout 
the development. These measures retain and infiltrate water in features like 
stormwater planters, bioswales, and pervious pavements.  
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 The Draft EIR-required mitigation measures go beyond what is explicitly required 
under the current Phase II General Permit (which only describes LID principles in 
general terms) and require that the project fully implement a strict LID program. 
The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure HYD-2 for a full 
description of the LID requirements. The Regional Water Quality Control Board 
considers implementation of an LID program adequate mitigation to address 
potential hydromodification impacts.  

 
 Since the Draft EIR (and the Phase II General Permit) require implementation of LID 

measures to a specific standard and an existing regulatory program is in place to 
ensure that the standard is achieved, it is not necessary to include the specific 
design of the LID measures in the Draft EIR. In fact, the design-level of detail for 
LID measures is rarely fully developed at the environmental review (i.e., CEQA) 
stage of the project.  

 
 Also see Response to Comment B2-29 regarding groundwater recharge. 
 
B2-36 Refer to Response to Comment B2-35. 
 
B2-37 Impacts to fish, including common and protected species, in the Napa River 

downstream of the project would occur only if the project was to cause some 
change that would adversely affect the water quality or flow in the Napa River. The 
Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR fully evaluated impacts of 
groundwater and runoff that would potentially result from the project. For 
groundwater, the results of the evaluation concluded that use of the on-site well 
would have a less than significant effect on groundwater because pumping would 
not exceed safe yield and LID measures required to be implemented by the project 
would effectively contribute to replenishment of groundwater. Therefore, use of 
the well would not contribute to reduced summer stream flow and also would not 
adversely affect fish.  

 
 The stormwater system for the project, which includes the existing detention basin 

that lies between the proposed project site and the Napa River, was designed and 
constructed as part of the Flood Control Project in St. Helena to limit peak runoff 
flow into the Napa River to pre-project rates. Therefore, runoff from the project 
would not increase peak flows and would not contribute to increased sediment 
loads or destruction of fish habitat or to fish species.  

 
 The evaluation found that potential impacts cause by pollutants in runoff during 

construction, including sediment and various chemical substances, would be 
reduced to a less than significant level through numerous mitigation elements 
included the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan. These elements included: Erosion Control BMPs, Sediment Control 
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BMPs, Tracking Controls, Non-Stormwater Controls, and Waste Management and 
Materials Pollution Controls.  

 
 Finally, the evaluation concluded that potential impacts of pollutants in runoff 

from the project once it was constructed would be less than significant because a 
Stormwater Management Plan prepared in accordance with State Water Resources 
Control Board LID Policy and the Phase II General Permit requirements and 
reviewed by the City would be required to be developed and implemented. The 
Stormwater Management Plan would require numerous LID elements be 
implemented by the project with annual oversight by the City.  

 
 The Draft EIR analysis did not observe any special species fish species occurring in 

the project area, nor does the comment provide any specific evidence of such 
occurrence. During consideration of potential impacts to biological resources, 
which included review of the Hydrology and Water Quality section, it was 
abundantly clear that potential impacts to aquatic resources that could potentially 
result from water quality or runoff flow caused by the project would be 
insignificant and, therefore, not a significant impact to aquatic resources on, 
adjacent to, or downstream of the project, including to fish, fish habitat, or fish 
movement. CEQA does not require elaborate review of potential impacts that are 
determined to be not significant.  

 
B2-38 Non-native annual grassland is not considered a sensitive habitat and does not 

meet the threshold for evaluating as a significant impact. Moreover, most of the 
non-native grassland, as described in the Draft EIR, is not even on native soil but is 
the result of grading and filling resulting from the recent Flood Protection Project. 

 
 Grassland habitat (all types) occupies 11 percent (53,700 acres) of Napa County, 

and non-native annual grassland occupies 10 percent (51,000 acres). 
Approximately 60 percent (12 acres) of the project site is non-native annual 
grassland, which represents 0.02 percent of the total grassland area within the 
county.  

 
 While non-native annual grassland is not considered sensitive, the occupation or 

use of this habitat by plant and wildlife sensitive species or by migratory birds and 
impacts may be considered significant. If sensitive plants are present or have a 
high or moderate probability of being present, mitigation may be appropriate. For 
this project site, the high level of disturbance from relatively recent grading and 
filling (related to the Flood Protection Project) and continuous maintenance of the 
site creates poor habitat conditions which preclude the possibility of sensitive 
plants being present. For wildlife, in practice and widely accepted by resource 
agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife), non-native annual grassland can be removed as long as no wildlife are 
harmed in the activity of removal, which can be accomplished by protecting active 
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nests from disturbance while young are present or removing the habitat at a time 
when species are not present (e.g., during the fall-winter non-breeding/nesting 
period and when not foraging). All of the standard information, evaluation, and 
mitigation measures were included in the Draft EIR evaluation. 

 
 Cumulative impacts were addressed in the pertinent section in the Draft EIR. For 

clarity, additional information is provided here. A list of past, present, or 
foreseeable future projects was prepared, which included eight projects. All eight 
projects were within areas that were already developed or as infill and would not 
impact habitat, including grasslands. Therefore, with regards to past, present, or 
foreseeable future projects, this project would not create a cumulative impact for 
habitat loss, including grasslands. 

 
 Verbal and written comments from the public and regulatory agencies were 

solicited during an extended scoping period from September 23, 2011 to January 
6, 2012 including at the Scoping Session public hearing on December 6, 2011 and 
again when the Draft EIR was circulated. There were no comments specific to 
biological resources, including no comments from plant and wildlife resource 
agencies, such as U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish 
and Game. 

 
B2-39 With regard to subsidence, the CEQA significance criteria state that a significant 

impact may exist if the project is located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site subsidence. This significance criterion does not address risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving subsidence. Subsidence is typically a very slow process 
and does not pose an injury or fatality risk. The Draft EIR found that regional 
groundwater levels are reportedly stable and no documented problems associated 
with subsidence locally have been identified.  

 
 The preparers of the Draft EIR agree with the commenter that there is a conflict in 

the Draft EIR between the geology section statement (p.180, Section F) that “Future 
water demand from the onsite well for landscaping is expected to be much less 
than the historic agricultural demand by irrigation of vineyards” and the Public 
Services, Recreation, and Utilities section statement (Section K, p. 277) that “the 
estimated demand for outdoor uses for the proposed project would be just under 
25 AF annually – a value that nearly mimics the estimated historical and 
sustainable use [of 22 AF].”  

  
The third paragraph on page 180 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
  (3)  Subsidence 

The project proposes using City of St. Helena water supply, and extracting 
groundwater from the existing on-site well only for landscape irrigation. 
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Future water demand from the onsite well for landscaping is expected to be 
25 AF annually, a value that is nearly the same as the historic agricultural 
demand of 22 AF much less than the historic agricultural demand by 
irrigation of vineyards. There are no significant agricultural or industrial 
activities proposed that would result in the substantial pumping withdrawal 
of water from the underlying aquifer that could contribute to future 
subsidence on the project site. Therefore, the potential for the project to 
result in subsidence is less than significant.  

 
 The commenter states that it is improper to use historic use as a baseline for 

determining this project’s impacts, and that the EIR must analyze impacts based 
on a comparison of the existing use of the well (0 AF per year) and post-project 
use (25 AF per year).” The commenter is referred to the Master Responses for 
Water Supply Related Comments for a complete response to this concern. In 
summary, if the existing on-site well were assumed to not have been used in the 
past and therefore was not part of the baseline conditions relied on by the City for 
this Draft EIR, the anticipated 25 AF of annual groundwater use proposed by the 
project represents about 5 percent of the City’s anticipated long-term average of 
450 acre-feet of groundwater use. Thus, if added to the City’s historic use, the 
overall groundwater use would still generally be within the parameters defined by 
the City’s Safe Yield Committee.  

 
 The Draft EIR found no significant agricultural or industrial activities proposed that 

would result in the substantial pumping withdrawal of water from the underlying 
aquifer that could contribute to future subsidence on the project site.  

 
 The potential impacts related to subsidence are considered to be less than 

significant for the following reasons: (1) future water demand from the onsite well 
for landscaping is expected to be 25 AF annually, a value that is nearly the same as 
the historic agricultural demand of 22 AF for irrigation of vineyards; (2) the 
analysis in the Draft EIR (p. 274-277) demonstrated that the proposed use would 
not represent a noticeable change to the groundwater level conditions in the St. 
Helena groundwater subarea; (3) the proposed groundwater use is within the 
parameters defined by the City’s Safe Yield Committee, and (4) regional 
groundwater levels are reportedly stable7 and no documented problems associated 
with subsidence locally have been identified.  

 
B2-40 The proposed pumping estimate of 25 AF per year would be for residential 

landscape uses; this proposed use is not considered agricultural or industrial use. 
The Draft EIR statement that there are no significant agricultural or industrial 
activities proposed [by the project] that would result in the substantial pumping 

                                               
7 Luhdorff & Scalmanini, 2011. Napa County Groundwater Conditions and Groundwater 

Monitoring Program, February. 
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withdrawal of water from the underlying aquifer on the project site does not 
conflict with the Draft EIR statement that the City pumps groundwater from wells 
in the area and the on-site well, because the former Draft EIR statement refers to 
proposed uses, and the later statement refers to existing uses.  

 
 Impacts of proposed project groundwater extraction have been evaluated in 

conjunction with the impacts of the City’s groundwater extraction. Please see 
Master Response #5 for Water Supply Comments. 

 
B2-41 The Draft EIR’s evaluation of subsidence was based on Tully & Young’s water 

supply analyses performed for this Draft EIR, and the detailed report prepared for 
the Napa County Department of Public Works entitled Napa County Groundwater 
Conditions and Groundwater Monitoring Recommendations (February 2011). Please 
see Master Response #5 for Water Supply Comments for additional facts regarding 
groundwater conditions and available supply. No additional impacts regarding 
subsidence have been identified in the Response to Comments process. As a 
result, the Draft EIR would not require recirculation based on the evaluation of 
subsidence. 

 
B2-42 The Draft EIR’s analysis of potential pesticide impacts was based on a review of 

historical land use records, which indicated that the project site was under 
agricultural cultivation by 1940. Aerial photos from 1940 and 1958 show orchards 
and what appear be field crops on the project site, and photos on and after 1965 
show rows of plants indicative of vineyards.  

 
 The classes of chemicals of potential concern, which include metals and 

organochlorine pesticides, bind to soil after application and typically do not 
migrate to groundwater. Therefore, any residues would be limited to surface soils. 
The DTSC Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third Revision), 
cited in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, notes that “Based on the extensive data DTSC 
has reviewed for agricultural properties, only surface samples [are] required for the 
screening assessment.” As groundwater and surface water are not potentially 
affected by agricultural chemicals, no further analysis of groundwater or surface 
water quality is warranted. 

 
 With regard to the potential for the presence of hazardous materials in the 

drainage adjacent to the site, this is an existing condition. The only potential for 
project activities to disturb these soils is during grading and utility placement.  

 
 To ensure that construction workers are adequately protected from exposure to 

potential contaminants in soils, the first bullet under Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 on 
page 209 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows:  
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 Shallow soil samples shall be collected by a qualified environmental 
professional within all areas of the project area proposed for residential uses 
and areas disturbed by excavation and analyzed for pesticides and herbicides 
in accordance with DTSC’s Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural 
Properties. The sampling shall be conducted prior to site grading and 
development activities. As specified in the Interim Guidance, any detected 
organic compounds or metals above naturally-occurring concentrations must 
be evaluated in a human health risk assessment as described in the DTSC 
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual or in 
comparison to California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs).  

 
B2-43 The Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis and public disclosure of the potential for 

hazardous materials to be present in project site soils. As noted above, under 
Response to Comment B2-42, the nature and extent of the potential contamination 
is known. Agricultural chemical residues have the potential to be present in 
shallow soils at concentrations that could affect the health and safety of 
construction workers and future site residents. 

 
 Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires that this potential impact be mitigated in 

accordance with performance standards contained in the DTSC Interim Guidance 
for Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third Revision). This guidance document 
includes detailed protocols for soil investigation and health risk assessment to 
evaluate this impact. As specified in the Interim Guidance, any detected organic 
compounds or metals above naturally-occurring concentrations must be evaluated 
in a human health risk assessment as described in the DTSC Preliminary 
Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual or in comparison to California 
Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs). 

 
 Should remediation such as soils removal be required, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 

includes performance standards for the remedial activity. Any potential added 
health risks to construction workers, maintenance and utility workers, site users, 
and the general public as a result of hazardous materials must be reduced to a 
cumulative risk of less than 1 × 10-6 (one in one million) for carcinogens and a 
cumulative hazard index of 1.0 for non-carcinogens, or as required by a regulatory 
oversight agency. This performance standard describes conservative risk levels 
often used by regulatory agencies to determine that a risk has been reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. Any remedial activity would be subject to active 
oversight by DTSC or other regulatory agencies, and the mitigation measure notes 
that if extensive on-site excavation and/or soil off-haul were determined to be the 
appropriate response action, additional CEQA review may be required to evaluate 
potential impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic. 
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 As the nature and extent of potential agricultural chemical residues have been 
described, and performance standards for the mitigation of this potential impact 
have been clearly defined, this analysis is technically and legally adequate. 

 
B2-44 See Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 
B2-45 See Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 
B2-46 See Master Response #2: Land Use and Zoning Conformance and refer to Response 

to Comment B2-12 to B2-16. 
 
B2-47 See Master Response #4 – Traffic Analysis. 
 
B2-48 All volumes presented in the Draft EIR and all analyses DO NOT assume this 

roadway connection. No project traffic is shown in the analysis to be distributed 
via this connection. Examinations of aerial photos show the reason for this feature 
in the graphic base of the Draft EIR. Due to the presence of a parking lot and 
alleyway, there are minor paved surfaces between Pope Street and Hunt Avenue 
south of Railroad. 

 
B2-49 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
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LETTER B3 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP 
August 8, 2012 
 
B3-1 This introductory comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; 

no further response is necessary. 
 
B3-2 See Master Response #1 - CEQA Process. 
 
B3-3 See Master Response #1 - CEQA Process. 
 
B3-4  See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 
B3-5 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 



Letter
B4

Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP www.lgwlawyers.com
Thomas N. Lippe

Brian Gaffney

Keith G. Wagner

Kelly A. Franger

SAN FRANCISCO • 329 Bryant St., Ste. 3D, San Francisco, CA 94107 • T 415.777.5600 • F 415.777.9809

S A C R A M E N T O  •  9333  S pa rks  W ay, S ac ram en to , C A  95827  •  T  916 .361 .3887  •  F  916 .361 .3897

August 28, 2012

Via Hand Delivery

Greg Desmond, Interim Planning Director 
City of St. Helena
Planning Department
480 Main Street
St. Helena CA 94574
gregd@ci.sthelena.ca. us

Re: Hunter Subdivision Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH:
2012032048). 

Dear Mr. Desmond: 

This office represents St. Helena Residents for Responsible Growth, an association dedicated
to protecting environmental values in the St. Helena area.  I am writing on behalf of St. Helena
Residents for Responsible Growth to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Hunter Subdivision Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA,” codified at Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21000, et seq.) and to object to the approval of the
Project.

I. BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS.

A. The DEIR’s Description of the Environmental Setting For Biological Impacts
Is Improperly Limited to a Description of the Project Site.

The DEIR’s description of the environmental setting is deficient because it does not describe
the environment in the vicinity of the project, from either a local and regional perspective. 

“An EIR must include a description of the environment in the vicinity of the project, as it
exists before the commencement of the project, from both a local and regional perspective.” (San
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 722,
quoting Guidelines, § 15125.)  “Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of
environmental impacts. Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare
or unique to that region and would be affected by the project.” (Id. at p. 723, quoting Guidelines,
§ 15125, subd. (a), emphasis added.)

Instead, the DEIR describes only the existing biological conditions at the project site. (DEIR
123-137.)  For instance, the DEIR states that the “[h]abitat types on the site are now limited to non-
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native grassland, agricultural land (vineyard), and a drainage ditch with limited riparian vegetation.”
(DEIR 123, emphasis added.)  Elaborating, the DEIR states:

Non-Native Grassland. The majority of the project site supports non-native
grassland and ruderal species. The grasslands are dominated by non-native annual
and perennial species, such as perennial ryegrass (Festuca perennis), wild oat (Avena
fatua), barley (Hordeum sp), and brome (Bromus sp.) A few weedy species also
occur in the grasslands, such as Fluella (Kicksia elatine), sweet fennel (Foeniculum
vulgare), redstem stork’s bill (Erodium cicutarium), wild radish (Raphanus sativus),
and bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides). Grassland habitat is not listed as a sensitive
natural community in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

The grasslands on the site are of limited value to wildlife because of their mowed and
disced condition. Species which may use this habitat include black-tailed jackrabbit
(Lepus californicus), California vole (Microtus californicus), mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura), and foraging raptors.

Agricultural Land. Agricultural land on the site consists of vineyards in the
southwestern portion of the site. This habitat is of limited value for wildlife because
of the absence of cover, and is not considered a sensitive natural community type.
Wildlife species associated with agricultural lands include small birds and mammals,
such as California vole, white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys) and
killdeer (Charadrius vociferous).

Drainage Ditch. The drainage ditch along the southeastern edge of the site
transports runoff water into the stormwater detention basin located off-site to the
southeast, via a concrete culvert. This ditch connects to a previously delineated
upstream drainage ditch verified as being jurisdictional by the Corps of Engineers
in 2008 (Corps File No. 400151N). The ditch contains sparse riparian vegetation
including valley oak (Quercus lobata), California wild rose (Rosa californica),
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), and California buckeye (Aesculus
californica).

Perimeter Trees and Shrubs. Trees and shrubs along the perimeter of the site, even
though they may or may not be within the property boundaries of the site, could
serve as roosting habitat for bats and/or nesting habitat for special-status or
migratory bird species protected under State Fish and Game Code and the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act.

 (DEIR 123-124, emphasis added.)  Nowhere does the DEIR describe the riparian and aquatic habitat
associated with the Napa River or the regional environmental setting.

The DEIR’s discussion of fish and wildlife species is likewise improperly limited to species
that nest or roost on the Project site.  It states:

2
cont.
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(2) Special-Status Species
The following provides a discussion of special-status species and conclusions
regarding occurrence on the site. 
[...]
Special-Status Animal Species. The California Natural Diversity Data Base of the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service maintain records of special-status animal species reported from the vicinity
of the project site. These species are listed in Table IV.D-1. Only two of these species
were considered moderately likely to occur onsite based on evaluation of habitats
present. No special-status species were considered highly likely to occur, and none
were observed during the site visit (see Table IV.D-2).

The two species moderately likely to occur are:

#   Western Red Bat (Lasiurus blossevili). California Species of Special Concern,
Western Bat Working Group High Priority Species. This species is typically solitary,
roosting primarily in the foliage of trees or shrubs. Its day roosts are commonly in
edge habitats adjacent to streams or open fields, in orchards or urban areas near
riparian habitat. It is moderately likely to occur in foliage along the perimeter of the
project area. Open areas, ponds, and the Napa River in the vicinity provide suitable
foraging habitat.

#   White-tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus). California Fully Protected Species. This
species resides year-round in coastal and valley lowlands, often in agricultural areas.
It preys mainly on small mammals, but will also hunt birds, insects, reptiles, and
amphibians. Nests are located atop oak, willow or other trees. It is moderately likely
to occur in the project area because suitable nesting habitat is present in oak, ash and
willow trees at the perimeter, and foraging habitat is present in the vineyards and
grassland. 

These two special-status wildlife species have legal protective status under state law.
The remaining species in Table IV.D-1 are not expected to occur on the site because
of the absence of suitable habitat. Past filling activities, agricultural disking,
construction disturbance, and development surrounding the site precludes the
occurrence of most species of concern.

(DEIR 124-125, emphasis added.)

Similarly, with respect to plant species, the DEIR states:

Special-Status Plant Species. Several special-status plant species have also been
reported from Napa County and the area of St. Helena. Special-status plant species
with potential to occur in the area are listed in Table IV.D-1. None of these species
were considered likely to occur on the site, because of recent extensive grading and

3
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the resulting absence of suitable habitat. Although systematic surveys have not been
conducted to conclusively determine the presence or absence of rare plants on the
site, the extent of past disturbance, disking and fill activities on the site likely
precludes the occurrence of populations of special-status plant species.

(DEIR 136.)

Nowhere,  in the biological impacts “setting” discussion or elsewhere, does the DEIR
identify which species occur in the region, primarily because the “project area” lacks suitable
habitat. (DEIR 123-137.)  Accordingly, the DEIR violates CEQA because it does not adequately
describe the existing  environment; and, as such, it is impossible to accurately assess the project’s
impacts or to determine appropriate mitigation measures for those impacts.

B. The DEIR Fails To Analyze Impacts To Protected Species That May Use The
Project Site For Vital Life Processes Other Than Nesting.

 
Although the DEIR acknowledges the existence of some protected species that may occur

in the “vicinity of the project area,” the DEIR does not discuss how the Project may impact any
species unless it is likely to nest or roost on the Project site.  

For example, the DEIR concludes that numerous special status species are unlikely to occur
in the Project area, despite the existence of forage habitat in the Project area, on the ground that there
is no suitable “nesting” habitat.  The DEIR reached this conclusion for Pallid bat, Townsend’s
bigeared bat, Silver-haired bat, Long-eared myotis, Fringed myotis, Golden eagle, Bald eagle, and 
Prairie falcon. (DEIR 129-131.)  

This violates CEQA because the Project may significantly impact species even if it does not
directly kill or injure an individual member of a species or destroy “nesting” habitat.  Indeed, even
the DEIR recognizes that “[h]arm” is [] defined by USFWS to include killing or harming of wildlife
by significant obstruction of essential behavior patterns (i.e., breeding, feeding, or sheltering)
through significant habitat modification or degradation.” (DEIR 125, emphasis added.)

Additionally, the DEIR states that the California red-legged frog and Western pond turtle
“may be present in the Napa River or in ponds adjoining the project area,” but concludes that they
are unlikely to occur within the “Project area” because “graded and disced fields of the project area
would provide poor [nesting or aestivation] habitat for [these] species.” (DEIR 131.)  This violates
CEQA because the Project may adversely impact wildlife habitat in and near the Napa River by
increasing stormwater runoff and withdrawing groundwater from the onsite well. (See July 12, 2012
Comment Letter at pp. 18-19; Exhibit 2 thereto.)

The City must analyze whether and to what extent the Project may harm special status
species that occur in the Project area or the “vicinity,” (1) by altering or degrading habitat near the
Project site; (2) by altering or degrading habitat supporting these species’ life processes—including
foraging habitat; and (3) by disrupting behavior patterns, such as feeding.  Additionally, the DEIR’s
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cumulative impacts analysis must discuss whether and how these species may be impacted by the
combined effects of Project and other projects in the region which may modify or degrade habitat
which supports these species’ essential behavior patterns. 

C. The DEIR Fails To Analyze Potentially Significant Impacts To Migratory
Routes for Fish and Wildlife Species.

The DEIR’s failure to analyze impacts to fish species in the Napa River is discussed at length
in our July 12, 2012 letter and the attached comment of fisheries biologist Jeff Hagar. (See July 12,
2012 Comment Letter at pp. 18-19; Exhibit 2 thereto.)  The following supplements that comment.

Under CEQA, and as the DEIR recognizes, a project may have a significant environmental
impact if it could “interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites.” (DEIR 140, citing Guidelines, Appendix G.)  

The Initial Study found that the Project may cause a “potentially significant impact” under
this threshold of significance due to potential impacts to fish species in the Napa River.  It states:

Existing migratory routes for fish and wildlife species could be impacted by project
development since the site is located near the Napa River as well as adjacent open
space areas. This topic will be analyzed in the EIR. 

(DEIR, Appendix A at p. 34-35, emphasis added.)  

The DEIR, however, simply concludes that this impact will be less than significant because
of the existence of other development and the Project will not impact the flood control levee:

(4) Migratory Wildlife Corridors
The project would not substantially interfere with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors or nursery sites. The project is adjacent to already
developed areas on three two [sic] sides and is separated by a new flood control levee
from the Napa River. The flood control levee protects a new riparian zone along the
river, which provides an important migratory corridor for wildlife. The project will
not impact this migratory corridor.

(DEIR 142, emphasis added.)

Neither rationally supports the conclusion.  First, the existence of other development does
not justify additional environmental harm and the magnitude of an existing environmental problem
“cannot be used to trivialize the cumulative contributions of [the project under review].”
(Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1218.) 
If anything, the altered or degraded areas near the Project indicate the importance of maintaining the

9
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site in its undeveloped state to support sensitive species and to prevent additional degradation of the
Napa River.  Second, the fact that the Project will not impact the flood control levee or the
“migratory corridor for wildlife” that the levee “protects” says nothing of the Project’s impacts on
the Napa River and fish species therein.  

Indeed, neither comment addresses impacts to the Napa River or to fish species.  The DEIR
is plainly inadequate, as it fails to analyze a potentially significant environmental impact identified
in the Initial Study.

II. TRAFFIC IMPACTS.

As explained in our July 12, 2012 letter, the DEIR does not include the full traffic study
prepared for the Hunter Subdivision and the DEIR does not provide the data underlying its analysis
or explain many important and fundamental assumptions underlying the traffic study’s conclusions.
(Exhibit 4 [July 9, 2012 Letter of Dan Smith].)  Indeed, even the most basic data regarding the traffic
counts conducted in November 2011, the locations of those counts, and the method used to estimate
and include peak harvest season traffic was not presented in the DEIR or its appendices.  

St. Helena Residents requested a copy of the full traffic analysis conducted by Crane
Transportation Group so that the DEIR’s conclusions could be independently and meaningfully
reviewed.  Following the July 13, 2012 hearing, the City released a CD which, it claims, includes
all of the materials relied upon in the DEIR (the “administrative record”).  However, the CD
contains only one document from Crane Transportation Group’s analysis of the Project: “signal
warrant charts” for one of the 12 intersections addressed in the DEIR (Silverado Trail/Pope St).  (AR
Document 56a-Crane Trans Group, 2012, Signal Warrant Charts.pdf.)  

Nowhere in the DEIR, Appendix E (which contains some traffic data), or the recently-
released administrative record are the actual results of Crane’s traffic counts or an explanation of
how the actual traffic counts were adjusted to reflect higher “harvest season” traffic volumes. 
Similarly, as explained by traffic engineer Dan Smith, the DEIR is fatally deficient because it fails
to disclose assumptions and methods applied in its analysis, including:

• disclose the annual growth rate applied to account for regional growth from 2011 to 2020
(DEIR 321 [stating only that the applied growth rate was “small”]

• provide a fact-based justification for the 2011 to 2020 growth rate applied in the DEIR’s
traffic analysis

• provide a fact-based justification for the 2020 to 2030 “growth rate developed by the City
[of] 0.75 percent per year” to forecast 2030 traffic impacts

• disclose the number and distribution of the vehicle generated trips by the Project, as
estimated and applied in the traffic impacts analysis (see DEIR at pp. 335-336)

• explain how high pedestrian volumes at some are taken into account in the LOS
calculations, particularly for the intersections of (3) Adams Street/SR 29; (4) Adams
St./Railroad Ave.; (6) Hunt Ave./SR 29; (7) Hunt Avenue/Railroad.; and (9) Pope St./SR
29 (see Appendix E Figures IV.E-1, IV.E-2 and IV.E-3) 
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• disclose the Level of Service (LOS) calculation sheets and, where performed, queue
calculation sheets (instead, presenting only the City’s conclusions)

• disclose and explain the evidence and rationale underlying the DEIR’s conclusion that the
Project will alter the routes of some non-project traffic and thereby have beneficial effects
(instead, disclosing only the impacts at study intersections and failing to disclose the overall
flow patterns of diversions).

(July 12, 2012 Comment Letter, Exhibit 4 at pp. 3-4.) 

On the whole, the DEIR’s traffic analysis presents only conclusions and entirely omits “facts
and analysis” necessary for the public to judge whether its assumptions, figures, and analysis are
correct and reasonable. Thus, the DEIR is inadequate as an informational document under CEQA.
(Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 818, 831 [“The EIR must
contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions of a public agency”].)

1. The Crane Traffic Study Did Not Include the Pope Street/College Avenue/
Paseo Grande Intersection.

The DEIR presents conclusions regarding traffic impacts at 12 intersections. (See DEIR 303
[Figure IV.L-2].)  The DEIR cites Crane as the source for all traffic data and analysis.  However,
Crane conducted traffic counts at only 11 intersections.   (DEIR 309-310.)  Indeed, Appendix E of1

the DEIR, which contains “traffic and circulation data” prepared by Crane, includes adjusted
“harvest” pedestrian, bicycle, and ambient traffic volume data for 11 intersections.  

The intersection that Crane did not study, but which is analyzed in the DEIR, is the College
Avenue/Pope Street/Paseo Grande Intersection (No. 11 in the DEIR’s figures).  There is no
indication, whatsoever, how the City obtained the existing traffic volume data necessary to analyze
impacts at this intersection or who analyzed those impacts.  

2. The DEIR Failed to Conduct A Signal Warrant Analysis For Two Unsignalized
Intersections.

The DEIR states that Crane conducted a “signal warrant analysis” to determine whether a
traffic signal should be considered at study intersections. (DEIR 306.)  Of the 9 unsignalized
intersections discussed in the DEIR (see DEIR 303 [Figure IV.L-2]), conclusions regarding the

 See also Traffic study underway for Hunter project,  St. Helena Star, November 10, 20121

(Reporting on City’s removal of video cameras initially used for the Hunter traffic study, including
“Main/Fulton, Main/Adams, Railroad/Hunt, Main/Hunt and Hunt/Library.”  Traffic consultant
required to obtain a permit and conduct counts at 11 intersections by hand (the “old-fashioned way”)
because the cameras were illegal and “ropes that are usually used for traffic counts won’t suffice in
this case because they can’t monitor the behavior of pedestrians and bicyclists, and can’t capture
vehicles’ turning movements.”)
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signal warrant analysis are presented for only 7 intersections  (DEIR 317 [Table IV.L-6 Signal2

Warrant Evaluation: Do Volumes Meet Peak Hour Signal Warrant #3 Criteria Levels?]).  The DEIR
must conduct the signal warrant analysis for the remaining two unsignalized intersections: (7) Hunt
Avenue/Railroad Avenue (side street stop sign control) and (8) Hunt Avenue/Starr Avenue (all-way
stop sign control).

3. The DEIR Does Not Disclose the Signal Warrant Analyses and Data For Six of
the Seven Analyzed Intersections.

The DEIR states that the signal warrant charts, which present the analysis and underlying
data, are located in Appendix E. (DEIR 307.)  They are not.  The administrative record includes the
signal warrant charts for one only intersection: Silverado Trail/Pope St. (AR Document 56a-Crane
Trans Group, 2012, Signal Warrant Charts.pdf.)  

The warrant charts for all other intersections have not been released to the public.   As a3

result, there is no factual basis for the DEIR’s conclusion that increases in traffic associated with the
Project will not require traffic signals.

Additionally, and curiously, the DEIR represents that Crane determined that intersection (11)
College Avenue/Pope Street/Paseo Grande will not require a signal under the Warrant 3 analysis,
though this intersection was not analyzed in the Crane study. (DEIR 306 [Table IV.L-6], citing
“Source: Crane Transportation Group, 2012”.)  The Warrant 3 analysis requires consideration of
“criteria such as actual traffic volume, pedestrian volume, presence of school children, and accident
history.” (DEIR 306 [Table IV.L-6].)  The pedestrian and bicycle volume data collected by Crane
does not include data for this intersection. (DEIR, Appendix E.)  Nor does the Crane report include
an accident history for this intersection. (DEIR, Appendix E.)   Proper analysis of this intersection
and public disclosure of the impacts is particularly important because school children are present
at the Montessori School (which is currently expanding) on the corner of College Avenue and Pope
Street. (DEIR 322.)

4. The DEIR Failed to Analyze All Intersections that May Be Impacted By the
Project.

The DEIR failed to analyze queue length and adequacy of queue storage capacity at
numerous left turn lanes that may be impacted by increased traffic and delays associated with the
Project.  At any intersection where the Project adds traffic and increases overall delay, the Project

  Table IV.L-6 presents conclusions for: (2) Fulton Lane/Railroad Ave.; (4) Adams2

St./Railroad Ave.; (5) Adams St./Library Ave.; (6) Hunt Ave./SR 29; (10) Pope St./Starr Ave.; (11)
Pope St./College Ave./Paseo Grande; and (12) Pope St./Silverado Trail. 

  Warrant charts are missing for (2) Fulton Lane/Railroad Ave.; (4) Adams St./Railroad3

Ave.; (5) Adams St./Library Ave.; (6) Hunt Ave./SR 29; (10) Pope St./Starr Ave.; and (11) Pope
St./College Ave./Paseo Grande. 
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may cause queues on left turn storage lanes to exceed available storage lengths. (July 12, 2012
Comment Letter, Exhibit 4 at p. 2.)  Consequently, the DEIR must, but does not, analyzed the
Project’s impact on “queue storage adequacy for the northbound left at Fulton-Madrona and Main,
the northbound left at Adams and Main, and the northbound left at the compound intersection of
Pope, Mitchell and Main. (Id. at p. 3.)

5. The DEIR Failed to Analyze the Impacts of Increased Traffic on the Character
of Residential Streets.

Many of the streets that would carry Project traffic, including Hunt Ave., Starr Ave., Pope
St., and portions of Adams St. are residential in character. (DEIR 67; July 12, 2012 Comment Letter,
Exhibit 4 at p. 3.)  Although the DEIR mentions that “construction traffic impact[s] (or perceived
impact) would potentially be considered more of a problem by the residential neighborhoods,” the
DEIR fails to analyze how increased traffic (both construction-related and operational) would impact
the residential quality of life along the affected streets.  (July 12, 2012 Comment Letter, Exhibit 4
at p. 3.)  

As traffic engineer Dan Smith pointed out, the DEIR’s impact analysis applies only traffic
service metrics: congestion, delay and levels of traffic service (LOS); utterly failing to consider and
apply widely-recognized metrics for evaluating traffic impacts to residential character. (Id.)  Thus,
the DEIR is deficient in its failure to assess residential traffic impacts. (Id.)

6. The DEIR’s Failed to Analyze Delay Associated With the Napa Wine Train.

The Napa Wine Train rail line runs through St. Helena just east and parallel to SR 29. (DEIR
308.)  The current weekday Wine Train schedule and presence of the train in St. Helena consists of
a 15-minute stop from about 1:00 to 1:15 p.m. and a second 15-minute stop from about 6:30 to 6:45
p.m. (DEIR 336.)  The DEIR does not disclose the Train’s weekend schedule.

The DEIR failed, however, to analyze the impacts of increased Project traffic in conjunction
with the Wine Train.  Crane observed traffic for the Weekday AM peak period (7:00-9:00), PM peak
period (3:30-5:30), and Saturday PM peak period (3:00-6:00). (DEIR 309.)  Accordingly, delays and
queuing impacts associated with increased Project traffic and the Wine Train are not considered in
the weekday peak period analysis.  Otherwise, the DEIR considered the impact of the Train only to
the extent that it may impede emergency access.

As traffic expert Dan Smith explained, 

There is virtually no separation between the Wine Train trackway and the
intersections of Adams Street and Hunt Avenue with Railroad Avenue. The
respective queue storage distance on Adams and Hunt between their intersections
with Railroad Avenue and their intersections with Main Street is about 254 feet
(storage for 10 to 12 cars) and about 135 feet (storage for 5 to 6 cars). On Pope
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Street, the separation between the trackway and Main Street is only about 56 feet
(sufficient for storage of only a 2 to 3 car queue, even less if a large truck were in the
mix).

(July 12, 2012 Comment Letter, Exhibit 4 at p. 2.)  Delays associated with Project traffic and the
Wine Train could cause traffic to exceed the available queue storage, obstructing Main Street, and
thereby presenting a significant public safety and traffic impact. (See id.)  The DEIR’s traffic
impacts analysis is thus inadequate without consideration of train-passage related eastbound queues
on the above-named streets, with and without the Project in the current and 2030 scenarios. (Id.)

III. UTILITIES – GROUNDWATER USE.

The DEIR states that, under the Draft General Plan Update,  Implementing Action PF1.H,
the City may

Permit no new development relying on groundwater unless and until it is determined
that the incremental production of groundwater to support the development will not
adversely impact the water production capability of the aquifer supporting the City’s
wells.

(DEIR 283.)  

As explained in response to the City of Napa’s comment that “development in accordance
with the General Plan Update would increase the demand for water, creating the potential for
insufficient water supplies,” this “implementing action” is a mitigation measure adopted to “ensure
that significant impacts on groundwater resources are avoided.” (St. Helena General Plan Update
FEIR October 2010 p. 3-37, 6-14.)  The City explained that “the scope and outcome of any future
aquifer studies is beyond the scope of th[e General Plan] EIR,” but that “[t]he policies proposed for
the General Plan Update minimize production from groundwater unless and until a hydrogeologist
concludes that the City can withdraw more groundwater without harm to the aquifer.” (St. Helena
General Plan Update FEIR October 2010 p. 3-37.)

The DEIR, however, does not include any information regarding how “incremental
production of groundwater to support” the Project may impact the aquifer, much less a study of the
aquifer from which the well withdraws water conducted by a qualified hydrogeologist.  Moreover,
although the City provided data regarding the well to the Project applicant and we specifically
requested this data, the City failed to release any such data as part of the administrative record for
the Project. 
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IV. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.

1. Aesthetic Resources.

An “EIR must compare the impacts of a project with ‘the actual environment upon which
the proposal will operate’ and not with the existing general plan.” (San Joaquin Raptor, supra, 27
Cal.App.4th  p. 723, fn3, quoting Environmental Planning & Information Council v. County of El
Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 354. See 1 Practice Under CEQA, supra, § 12.26, p. 485; Guide
to CEQA, supra, at pp. 190-191.)  

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts to aesthetic resources violates this requirement
because it assumes that such impacts would be less than significant based on an assumption that this
and other projects will be consistent with the St. Helena General Plan:

The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use
designation for the site and together with reasonably foreseeable future development
projects is subject to the City’s design review process. The purpose of the design
review process is to consider the design treatment and relationship of buildings to the
surrounding built environment and ensure no significant adverse aesthetic impacts
would result. Thus, the proposed project would not combine with, or add to, any
potential adverse aesthetic impacts that may be associated with other cumulative
development.

Cumulative development in combination with the proposed project would result in
new buildings of similar size and scale being developed one vacant infill site in the
area. A consideration of reasonably foreseeable future development reveals that the
project is generally consistent with adopted plans and the overall vision for the area.
Based on the information in Section IV.A, Aesthetic Resources, of this document and
for the reasons summarized above, the project would not contribute to any significant
adverse cumulative aesthetic impacts when considered together with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future development. Therefore, the proposed project
would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on aesthetics.

(DEIR 382, emphasis added.)

Additionally, the DEIR improperly concludes cumulative aesthetic impacts are insignificant
on the ground that the other project with potential visual additive consequences is “consistent with”
development elsewhere in the City of St. Helena.  It states:

One project on the cumulative project list is in the vicinity of the project to the west
on Adams Street and could create a potential cumulative effect. However, it is
consistent with commercial and more urban uses closer to the downtown. For these
reasons, the incremental change to the visual resources associated with development
of this project would not be significant.
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(DEIR 382.)  This is utterly absurd.  The fact that the Adams Street project is “consistent with
commercial and more urban uses closer to the downtown” says nothing about how the project may,
in conjunction with the Hunter Project, impact visual resources in the project area and does not
provide any reasonable basis for finding that such impacts are less than significant. The DEIR
provides no information, whatsoever, about how or to what extent the “Adams Street” project would
impact the existing visual setting or how its impacts may combine with this Project to impact
aesthetic resources.  

2. Biological Resources.

 An EIR must “define the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect and
provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.” (Bakersfield Citizens for Local
Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1216, quoting Guidelines, § 15130,
subd. (b)(1)(B).)  The geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis “cannot be so narrowly
defined that it necessarily eliminates a portion of the affected environmental setting.” (Id.)   

The geographic area considered for the biological cumulative analysis — the “City of St. 
Helena — is impermissibly narrow because it eliminates portions of the affected environmental
setting. (DEIR 384.)  As we explained in our July 12, 2012 letter, the Project will impact sensitive
species and habitat in the Napa River in numerous ways.  The Project will also destroy grasslands
habitat, which may have a cumulatively significant regional impact.  As a result, the geographic
scope of the cumulative impacts analysis is drawn so narrowly that it eliminates consideration of
cumulative impacts to the entire affected environment.

 The DEIR states that this geographic “area was defined because it includes the project site,
the immediately surrounding neighborhoods, and the larger City context for the project.” (DEIR
384.)  This is utterly irrelevant to the biological resources at issue, including, for example, fish
species in the Napa River.  Thus, the DEIR does not provide a “reasonable explanation” for failing
to include the Napa River and other impacted regional habitat in the cumulative impacts analysis.

Additionally, the DEIR unlawfully concludes that, because the impacts of the Project alone
will be mitigated to a level of insignificance, the Project will not result in significant cumulative
biological impacts.  (DEIR 384-385.)  Under CEQA, the very purpose of cumulative impacts
analysis is to ensure that such individually “insignificant impacts” do not combine with the impacts
of other projects to cause cumulatively significant consequences. (Communities for a Better
Environment v. Ca. Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 115.)  Accordingly, it is improper
to summarily conclude with no substantive discussion or analysis that no cumulative impacts will
occur simply because the EIR has concluded that the Project’s impacts, in isolation, areless than
significant.
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3. Hydrology and Water Quality.

The DEIR improperly assumes that any cumulative impacts to water quality or hydrology
will be less than significant because (1) the Project’s individual impacts will be mitigated to a level
of insignificance and (2) other projects will be consistent with the General Plan.  (DEIR 385-386.) 
It states:

Development of the project would result in an increase in impervious surface
area and an increase in the amount of storm water generated in the project area.
Construction and operational impacts to stormwater that would result from
implementation of the proposed project would be minimized through
implementation of the SWPPP.  Existing General Plan Policy 9.4.1 and Draft
General Plan Update policies PF3.A and PF3.E require review of development
plans by the City to ensure that new development provides adequate storm
drainage infrastructure and that post-project runoff is limited to pre-project peak
flow rates for the five- and ten-year storms. Other current, pending or
foreseeable projects in St. Helena would be required to undergo the same
stormwater maintenance measures, and would not result in cumulative adverse
impacts to water quality.

(Id., emphasis added)   

As an initial matter, the cumulative impacts analysis misrepresents the requirements of the
existing General Plan.  Policy 9.4.1 provides that “[n]ew development should provide adequate
drainage improvements to handle generated storm runoff from the site to the nearest major
watershed.” (DEIR 266.)  This relates only to the way in which stormwater is moved from the
Project site to the Napa River and in no way mitigates the impacts that increased runoff will have
once it reaches the river, including  increased flooding, stream channel erosion, and habitat and
water quality degradation. 

Additionally, the unadopted policies of the  Draft General Plan Update are irrelevant to the
assessment and mitigation of the Project’s individual and cumulative impacts.  There is no way to
know whether the proposed draft policies will actually be adopted or whether they will be
considered “guidelines” or implemented as firm requirements.  As the Project applicant’s
representative explained at the July 13, 2012 Planning Commission hearing, it is plainly improper
to rely on the unadopted, Draft General Plan because it is not in effect.

Moreover, it is improper to conclude that no cumulative impacts will occur simply because
the individual impacts of a project would be “minimized” to the extent feasible or subject to General
Plan policies.  

The DEIR also improperly concludes that any cumulative impacts associated with levee
failure are insignificant because the probability of failure is low:
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The potential for the levee to fail would be considered a very low probability event
and therefore, levee failure under CEQA will be considered a less-than-significant
impact.

(DEIR 386.)  This conflicts with the DEIR’s impacts analysis, which finds that the individual impact
is significant, despite the probability of levee failure:

[E]ven though the potential for levee failure is remote, the consequences would be
significant, and therefore the potential property loss and injuries to residents related
to potential levee failure is a significant impact.

(DEIR 246.)  Either way, the City is not excused from its obligation to conduct a cumulative impacts
analysis on the basis that individual project impacts have been deemed insignificant.  The DEIR
must properly study and disclose the cumulative impacts that may result in the event of levee failure.

4. Noise and Vibration

The analysis of cumulative impacts associated with noise and vibration suffer from the same
flawed assumption that cumulative impacts will be insignificant because the Project’s individual
impacts will be mitigated.  The DEIR states:

Cumulative noise analysis considers both short-term construction related noise and
longer-term operational and traffic related noise. Short-term noise impacts are related
to the noise generated by heavy equipment operating on the site. Site preparation
phases are typically the loudest phases of construction due to the types of equipment
used.

The worst case combined noise level during this phase of construction would be
approximately 88 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from an
active construction area. The impacts from construction noise would be reduced to
less-than-significant levels with implementation of recommended mitigation
measures included in Section IV.J, Noise and Vibration. With implementation of
these mitigation measures, this cumulative impact would be considered less than
significant.

(DEIR 386.) 

Moreover, the DEIR does not even attempt to identify other sources of noise and vibration
to determine whether a cumulative impact would result in conjunction with the “unmitigated” noise
and vibration from the Project. Instead, the DEIR considers only the combined impacts of the
construction and operational phases of this Project. (DEIR 386 [“Cumulative noise analysis
considers both short-term construction related noise and longer-term operational and traffic related
noise”].)   
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5. Public Services.

With respect to water supply, the DEIR’s cumulative impacts analysis states:

The water supply analysis determined that there is adequate water supply for the
project as well as future development in St. Helena while conforming to the City’s
Safe Yield limit of 1,950 acre feet per year of available water supply.

(DEIR 387.)  This is incorrect.  Far to the contrary, an April 11, 2012 City staff report to the Mayor
and City Council that incorporates 2010 and 2011 data indicates that current demand (2,083 acre
feet per year) exceeds the Safe Yield limit of 1,950 acre feet per year. (DEIR 272, fn11.)  Although
the DEIR states that demand is “trending downward,” that too is belied by the April 11, 2012 City
staff report, which explains that demand will continue to increase and outstrip supply unless the City
takes some preventive action. (See Exhibit 2 hereto. [I’ll send this to you.].)  The City has not taken
any such action. (See id.)   

With respect to other public services, the DEIR states:

Development of the proposed project would result in a cumulative increase in the
demand for public services, parks, and recreation facilities and utilities. This
cumulative increase could result in the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times,
or other performance objectives. However, future development would occur pursuant
to General Plan policies and mitigation measures adopted for the General Plan that
reduce the potential impact on services to less-than-significant levels (including
payment of the City’s development impact fees and school fees). As a result,
development of the project together with the impact of planned and future
development would not result in significant cumulative public service impacts.

(DEIR 387.)  Again, CEQA requires consideration of facts and analysis of those facts — the bare 
assumption that future projects will be mitigated to the extent that no cumulative impacts could
occur does not suffice.

V. THE RE-NOTICED PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.

At the July 12 hearing, the Commission directed staff to “research” another 45-day period
and declined to take action on the matter.  Indeed, the last statement before the hearing adjourned
was the Commission’s clarification that, in the event that the comment period is not extended for
another 45-days, the public still had until August 20th to submit comments.

Almost inconceivably, the minutes of the July 12 Planning Commission hearing state that
the Planning Commission did, in fact, take action to re-notice the comment period on the DEIR. 
They state:
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MOTIONS: It was moved by Commissioner Galbraith, seconded by commissioner
Pitts to extend the Hunter Subdivision Project for an additional 45 days.  
Ayes: Commissioners Galbraith, Pitts, Parker & Chairperson Heil
Noes: None
Absent: Commissioner Kistner
Abstain: None

One need only review the video of the July 12 meeting, posted on the City’s website at
http://sthelena-ca.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=305, to confirm that this
motion did not, in fact, occur.

The Notice of Availability (NOA) was purportedly posted with the County, published in the
St. Helena Star, and mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the Project site on or before July
20, 2012.  The announcement in the St. Helena Star is dated July 26, 2012.  (See
http://napavalleyregister.com/star/news/local/hunter-comment-deadline-extended-to-sept/article_
97bccab4-d6b8-11e1-b1fb-0019bb2963f4.html.)  The NOA was not then posted on the City’s
website for the Hunter Project.  

This office made numerous phone calls to the City regarding whether the comment period
would be re-noticed.  We were informed by a City employee that the hearing and comment period
had not yet been formally re-noticed. 

On July 30, I left a voicemail for Mr. Desmond, requesting an update on the status of the
comment period.  On August 8, 2012, my call unreturned, I drafted a letter requesting the same. (See
Exhibit 1 hereto.) 

In response to my letter, Mr. Desmond informed me, in a telephone call on August 8th, that
the comment period had been re-noticed on July 20th.  Mr. Desmond claimed that he did not receive
my July 30 voicemail and, with respect to our discussions with other City employees, stated that he
and the City Manager were the only people in the City who could speak to such matters.  

In response to my request, the City posted the new NOA on the Hunter Project webpage on
August 8, 2012.

VI. COMMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE JULY 13, 2012 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING.

The public, the Project applicant’s representative, and even St. Helena Planning
Commissioners raised many substantial flaws in the DEIR and the Project at the July 13, 2012
Planning Commission.  We incorporate those comments herein.

Of particular note, the public and the Planning Commission expressed well-founded
skepticism that the mitigation measure for offsetting the Project’s water demand (MM SVCS-1)
would be feasible or effective.  MM SVCS-1 provides that the developer may offset the increased
demand of 12af/yr demand by installing water-efficient fixtures in existing homes or nonresidential
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properties.  (DEIR 299.)  Chairperson Matthew Heil stated that a feasibility report for this mitigation
measure, including a survey of residents who would be willing to retrofit their entire homes —
names and addresses included —  must be included in the DEIR and presented to the Commission
before it could determine that the Project’s increased water demand would be mitigated to a level
of insignificance.  

The Project applicant’s representative explained that the DEIR’s alternatives analysis is
inadequate because it does not include any data underlying its conclusions regarding the relative
environmental impacts of the alternatives and the Project as proposed.  Planning Commissioner
Parker stated that a new traffic study must be prepared, noting that the flaws in the existing study
were obvious.  Commissioner Parker further explained that the DEIR’s analysis of stormwater,
groundwater, and water supply impacts is not strong enough to withstand legal challenge.  We
strongly agree.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very Truly Yours,

/s/ Kelly Franger

Kelly A. Franger

G:\LGW \cases\Hunter\C00c - SENT Second Comment Letter on DEIR.wpd
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LETTER B4 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP 
August 28, 2012 
 
B4-1 This introductory comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR;  

no further response is necessary. 
 
B4-2 The existing setting describes the general nature and condition of the environment 

in the area of the project. The California Natural Diversity Data Base was consulted 
for special-status plant and animal species in the vicinity of the site (see Table 
IV.D-1 on page 126 of the Draft EIR. The Napa River was described as being more 
than 500 feet from the project site and separated from the project site physically 
and visually by a levee and a detention basin. The Draft EIR further describes the 
conditions of the site itself in more detail. 

 
B4-3 The Draft EIR correctly lists all of the special-status species that could occur in the 

region, including in and around the project site. It also concludes that because of 
the level of existing development and disturbance surrounding the project site, 
most of the species in the list are precluded from being on the site and in the 
surrounding area. 

 
B4-4 Comment noted. 
 
B4-5 The Draft EIR states, as the commenter noted, “Special-status plant species with 

potential to occur in the area are listed in Table IV.D-l.”. Therefore, all of the 
species listed in the table, which included 30 plants and 28 wildlife species, were 
identified as occurring in the region. 

 
B4-6 Values that habitats provide to sustain wildlife include reproduction (nesting), 

foraging/food, and shelter. These values were analyzed in the Draft EIR in 
describing and consideration of the type of habitat present. Not all habitat types or 
the condition of habitats provide suitable habitat for the various life processes. 
The habitat types and condition (non-native annual grassland, recently graded and 
filled, continuous maintenance) at the project site make it unsuitable for providing 
habitat values for most species. Nesting for some species was considered as 
possible, and the standard mitigation required by resource agencies (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife) was stated in the 
Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure BIO-1). The site may be used as foraging habitat, 
however, removal of non-native grassland foraging habitat is not considered a 
significant impact for most species, including all of the species that were identified 
as having potential for presence. 
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B4-7 The quote referenced by the commenter is specific to species listed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service as endangered or threatened with extinction. None of the 
species considered as having potential for presence are listed endangered or 
threatened species, and impacts to habitat are not held to as high a standard as 
for listed endangered and threatened species. 

 
B4-8 As indicated in the Hydrology and Water Quality Section of the Draft EIR and as 

described in the Response to Comment B2-37, the project is designed to reduce 
potential impacts related to surface water quality and peak runoff flow and 
groundwater availability to levels of less than significance. This would result in no 
impacts to aquatic resources. 

 
B4-9 Regarding special status species, see the Response to Comments B4-2, B4-6 and 

B4-7. See Response to Comment B2-38 regarding cumulative impacts. 
 
B4-10 The Initial Study identified a potentially significant impact. However it later became 

clear from Hydrology and Water Quality analyses that potential impacts to aquatic 
resources that could potentially result from ground water use and surface water 
quality or runoff flow would be insignificant because of project design and, 
therefore, not a significant impact to aquatic resources on, adjacent to, or 
downstream of the project, including to fish, fish habitat, or fish movement. This 
was stated in the Draft EIR.  

 
Because of development adjacent to and surrounding the project site including 
residential development and vineyards, it was concluded there likely was no active 
corridor movement by terrestrial wildlife through the project site perpendicular to 
the Napa River; however, the riparian habitat along the river in newly created open 
space would provide an important movement corridor. The riverside corridor, 
however, would not be impacted by the project because it was separated from the 
project both physically and visually by barrier features (detention basin and levees) 
and a distance of approximately 500 feet. The project does not add cumulatively 
to impacts to the movement corridor. 

 
B4-11 See Response to Comment B4-10 above, describing the lack of active corridor 

movement by terrestrial wildlife through the project site and explaining that the 
project would not add cumulatively to impacts to the movement of wildlife. The 
presence of other development was not used to trivialize potential impacts that 
may be caused by the project. Rather, the presence of existing urban development 
on two sides of the site was identified to demonstrate the lack of active wildlife 
movement. For information purposes, the Draft EIR identifies the new riparian 
zone along the river, protected by the flood protection project, which provides a 
migratory corridor for wildlife. The project would not significantly impact this 
migratory corridor. 
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B4-12 Stormwater runoff could potentially impact the Napa River and fish species in the 

river. This impact is identified and mitigated in the Hydrology and Water Quality 
section of the Draft EIR. The impact discussion beginning on page 235 of the Draft 
EIR addresses this potential impact and includes mitigations HYD-1 and HYD-2 for 
both construction and operational activities on the site. 

 
B4-13 See Master Response #4 –Traffic Analysis. 
 
B4-14 The full traffic study is presented in the Draft EIR. Requested background data and 

appendices are provided in Revised Appendix E of this Response to Comments 
Document.  

 
B4-15 For the 9-year period from 2011 to 2020, a small percentage of growth, 0.5 

percent per year (a total of 4.5 percent for nine years), was applied, in addition to 
traffic generated by development projected to occur in the St. Helena planning 
area by 2020. The small growth rate was projected based upon a survey of 
Caltrans traffic data along SR 29 between 2002 and 2011, when a large sampling 
of volumes were observed to remain the same or slightly decline over the 9-year 
time period. Crane Transportation Group obtained a list of planned and approved, 
but not built, projects supplied by City staff to determine anticipated build-out in 
the City of St. Helena. This list of eight projects is included in the Draft EIR 
appendix, titled Memorandum from Crane Transportation Group to Greg 
Desmond, City of St Helena, dated February 7, 2012. City staff provided a planning 
horizon date for the time of expected construction and occupancy of these 
projects. For purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that the planning horizon 
for build-out of known projects is year 2020. To project growth on the roadway 
network to 2030, City staff provided a growth rate of 0.75 percent per year for the 
St. Helena area. This rate was applied to turning movements for each time period 
analyzed.  

 
 For each project listed by the City, trip generation and distribution was determined 

and distributed to the roadway system. Trip generation was based on ITE standard 
trip rates for AM, PM and Saturday conditions, utilizing the best available ITE 
historical data for each land use. Distribution for each project was based on 
existing turning movement counts conducted in November 2011 for the Hunter 
Property project, plus knowledge of land uses served by the local and regional 
roadway system.  

 
 Project vehicle trips are shown in t he Draft EIR Table IV.L-12 and project trip 

distribution is shown in Figures IV.L-10, IV.L-11 and IV.L-12 for the AM, PM, and 
Saturday PM peak hour time periods.  
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 For many, if not most analyses, it would be considered adequate to input the 
number of pedestrians and let the software account for them. However, being 
aware of the focused concern for pedestrian movements in St. Helena, a minimum 
green time of between 18 and 27 seconds was used for all signalized intersections 
in order that the analysis software would allow plenty of time for pedestrians to 
cross on every phase. At unsignalized intersections, the number of pedestrians 
were conservatively doubled to fully account for pedestrians movements at 
intersections.  

 
 LOS calculation worksheets and queuing calculations are provided in the Revised 

Appendix E of this document.  
 
 Appendix E, Figures A-7, A-8 and A-9, provides traffic diversion turning 

movements for Existing and Year 2030 with Project conditions. The “diversion” is 
due to traffic re-routed through the project’s roadway connection between Adams 
Street and Hunt Avenue, proposed as a part of the project’s circulation system and 
consistent with the City’s General Plan for roadway connections.  

 
B4-16 The traffic section of the Draft EIR contains the entire traffic analysis and does not 

omit any part of the analysis.  
 
B4-17 Crane conducted counts and analysis at all 12 intersections. As stated in the Draft 

EIR, traffic counts were conducted at 11 intersections in November 2011. The 
intersections counted were: 

 1. Fulton Lane/SR 29 (signal control) 

 2. Fulton Lane/Railroad Avenue (side street stop sign control) 

 3. Adams Street/SR 29 (signal control) 

 4. Adams Street/Railroad Avenue (all-way stop control) 

 5. Adams Street/Library Avenue (side street stop sign control) 

 6. Hunt Avenue/SR 29 (side street stop sign control) 

 7. Hunt Avenue/Railroad Avenue (side street stop sign control) 

 8. Hunt Avenue/Starr Avenue (all-way stop sign control) 

 9. Pope Street/SR 29 (signal control) 

 10. Pope Street/Starr Avenue (side street stop sign control) 

 11. Pope Street/Silverado Trail (side street stop sign control) 
 
B4-18 The Draft EIR Appendix provided warrant charts for locations where the project 

would have a significant impact that would require mitigation. Thus, the warrant 
charts for the Pope Street/Silverado Trail intersection were provided. The Revised 
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Appendix E of this Response to Comments Document includes all signal warrants 
in response to this comment. Table IV.L-6 Signal Warrant Evaluation required 
footnotes to correspond to the warrant charts provided in the Revised Appendix E. 
The footnotes address two locations: Adams St/Railroad Avenue and Hunt 
Street/Main Street. The Adams St/Railroad Avenue intersection is shown in the 
Draft EIR graphics as having single lane approaches, but for signal warrant analysis 
purposes, the westbound intersection approach is observed to accommodate 
westbound vehicle right turns separating from through movements or left turns. 
As the intersection is not striped (i.e., painted, defining the lanes), the Warrant #3 
analysis must show this observed condition, which affects the warrant evaluation. 
The footnote in the table describes this observed condition. The Hunt Street/Main 
Street signal warrant analysis is a borderline condition, thus, this is called out in 
the footnote to Table IV.L-6.  

 
B4-19 Warrant charts for all unsignalized intersections are provided in this Response to 

Comments Document Revised Appendix E.  
 
B4-20 Warrant charts for all unsignalized intersections are provided in this Response to 

Comments Document Revised Appendix E. 
 
B4-21 The intersection was analyzed in the Draft EIR for all-way stop control, but was 

determined not to meet the all-way stop warrant. Neither does the intersection 
meet Warrant #3 (the peak hour traffic volume signal warrant) for any time period. 
This is shown in the signal warrant charts in this Response to Comments 
Document Revised Appendix E. As requested, pedestrian and bicycle volumes for 
this intersection were counted during February, 2013, and are shown on Figure A-
10 for the weekday AM and PM peak hours, and Saturday PM peak hour time 
periods. The commenter also requested accident data for this intersection which 
was obtained from the St. Helena Police Department. St. Helena Police Chief Rubin 
responded that for the 14 month-period that data is currently accessible through 
the City’s computer system for this intersection, there are no recorded accidents 
(e-mail from Chief Jackie Rubin to Crane Transportation Group, February 15, 
2013).  

 
B4-22 The Draft EIR analyzed vehicle queuing storage for all locations where project 

traffic might result in a measurable impact. Thus, intersections along S.R 29 where 
project traffic would create several through or turn movements were analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. In addition, the commenter has requested analysis for turning 
movements where project traffic has very minor effects (i.e., SR 29 [Main Street] 
northbound left turns at Fulton-Madrona, Adams Street and Pope-Mitchell. Project 
turning movements occur southbound at these intersections, but would not be 
expected to occur northbound at these intersections during peak hour traffic 
periods. However, the requested queuing analyses are supplied in the Response to 
Comment Document Revised Appendix E as a summary table, and queue lengths 
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are also shown in appendix worksheets. The referenced northbound left turn 
queues would not result in significant project impacts per the City’s impact 
criteria.  

 
B4-23 Quality of life issues can be very subjective, and the City does not have impact 

threshold criteria that address this category of impact.  
 
 The Draft EIR describes and utilizes standard methods for measuring traffic 

impacts for CEQA purposes. This methodology includes standards stated in the 
Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual and Caltrans’ Guide for 
the Preparation of Traffic Impacts Studies, intended to provide a consistent basis 
for evaluating traffic impacts to State facilities. 

 
 In addition, the quantitative analysis for this project exceeded typical traffic 

studies by providing traffic volumes for three peak time periods, and for two time 
horizons, as the basis for the traffic evaluation. This approach to traffic impact 
analysis has been previously utilized in evaluation of projects in the City of St. 
Helena, and is considered to meet or exceed the standard of evaluation for prior 
EIRs conducted in the City. To minimize disturbance from construction vehicles 
and construction activity, the following traffic control plan measures could be 
incorporated into the Conditions of Approval by the City: 

 Construction delivery routes shall be approved by the City of St. Helena.  

 Construction schedules (deliveries, worker hours) shall be set to avoid the 
weekday commute peak hours. 

 Delivery of construction materials shall be consolidated to the extent possible, 
with trips confined to non-peak hours.  

 Construction worker parking and construction staging areas shall be located 
within the boundaries of the project.  

 Heavy truck trips shall be restricted to weekdays between the hours of 9:30 AM 
and 4:00 PM. 

 
 The City of St. Helena shall agree to a before and after evaluation program of the 

pavement along affected streets in order to determine if project-generated truck 
traffic causes any additional pavement deterioration. The applicant shall be 
responsible for repairing any deteriorated pavement. 

 
B4-24 Please refer to response to comment B4-23. 
 
B4-25 The weekend Napa Valley Wine Train schedule, active from March 1 through 

December, includes a lunch-time stop and an evening stop (within a 7:45 – 8:15 
PM timeframe). During both time periods the train is in St. Helena for about 30 
minutes (Napa Wine Train receptionist, telephone conversation with the EIR traffic 
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analyst, February, 2013). The train is not allowed to obstruct intersections (i.e., it 
cannot stop in a roadway intersection), thus, the obstruction is as described in the 
Draft EIR: the train passes through intersections in St. Helena, backing up traffic 
for the time it takes to pass through the intersection. There is no weekend Wine 
Train or evening service during the months of January and February. (Napa Valley 
Wine Train receptionist, telephone conversation with the EIR traffic analyst, 
February, 2013).  

 
B4-26 The Draft EIR analyzes existing and long-term conditions for weekday and 

weekend peak time periods. As stated in the Draft EIR, the current weekday Wine 
Train schedule and presence of the train in St. Helena consists of a 15-minute stop 
from about 1:00 to 1:15 p.m., and a second 15-minute stop from about 6:30 to 
6:45 p.m. As stated in the Response to Comment B4-25, the weekend service also 
does not operate in St. Helena during the traffic peak time periods studied in the 
EIR analysis. These peak time periods reflect the standard approach to roadway 
analysis and design in St. Helena and in the majority of other jurisdictions. 

  
 It is noted that the Napa Valley Wine Train is also discussed in the Draft EIR in 

relation to emergency access, as this is of concern at any time, and not only during 
peak traffic periods.  

 
B4-27 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B4-28 See Master Response #1- CEQA Process. It is also noted that city water well 

information is provided to anyone requesting the data. 
 
B4-29 See Response to Comment B2-15. The actual environment with regard to aesthetics 

and community character and reasonably foreseeable future development is found 
in the General Plan. The commenter suggests that land use, which dictates future 
uses and parameters of development is not the basis for determining the nature of 
future development in St. Helena. Only in the absence of General Plan guidance 
would there be a reason to rely on information other than the General Plan. This is 
not the case in St. Helena.  

 
 In assessing the cumulative aesthetic impacts of the project, the Draft EIR 

methodology follows the analysis prescribed by CEQA by evaluating reasonable 
foreseeable development identified by the City. The aesthetic impact of the project 
was determined to be less-than-significant because it is consistent with the scale 
and density of residential uses, both single-family and multi-family, located 
adjacent to the proposed project along the southern and western boundary of the 
project site and could not contribute to future development to the north and east 
where the land is either designated parks and recreation or is beyond the urban 
limit line. 
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B4-30 See Response to Comment B4-29 regarding the cumulative aesthetic impacts. 
 
B4-31 See Response to Comment B4-29 regarding the cumulative aesthetic impacts. 
 
B4-32 The geographic area considered for biological cumulative analysis was the entire 

City of St. Helena. As described in Section IV.D, Biological Resources, the project 
would have a less-than-significant impact on riparian habitats, sensitive plans and 
vegetative communities. Potentially significant impacts on biological resources 
include impacts on nesting special-status birds like raptors, including the white-
tailed kite as well as impacts on wetlands. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, potential impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 

 
B4-33 See Response to Comments B2-38 regarding the cumulative biological impacts. 
 
B4-34 See Response to Comments B2-38 regarding the cumulative biological impacts. 
 
B4-35 The storm drain infrastructure includes a detention basin which is drained by a 

levee culvert that is designed, under low-to-moderate-flow conditions, to discharge 
storm water by gravity flow into the Napa River. During flood events, the water 
level in the detention pond is discharged via pumps to the Napa River.  

 
As described in Section I, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project proposes 
activities that could cause impacts related to hydrology and water quality, 
including discharges of water that could contain pollutants and impacts related to 
flooding. Other ongoing and future projects that include ground disturbance 
and/or operational discharges of water potentially containing pollutants could 
cause impacts to surface water quality, including water quality within local creeks. 
The potential impacts to surface water quality associated with the proposed 
project (e.g., discharges of stormwater) and the cumulative projects could be 
cumulatively significant. The significant flooding impact discussed in the Draft EIR 
(Impact HYD-4), related to levee breech or overtopping, is a project-level impact 
that would affect only the new homes proposed by the project (and therefore 
would not contribute to cumulative effects).  

 
 With implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2, which require 

compliance with existing NPDES regulations and additional measures, the project’s 
contribution to any localized cumulative impacts related to degradation of surface 
water quality would not be cumulatively considerable. The State Water Board and 
the Regional Boards have developed the NPDES program to address the cumulative 
impacts to water quality and stream hydromodification, and have determined that 
if a development project fully complies with these programs, that impacts to water 
quality are less than significant.  
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B4-36 The preparers of the Draft EIR agree that, by itself, General Plan Policy 9.4.1 does 

not adequately mitigate the potential for water quality degradation and stream 
hydromodification. However the Draft EIR does not rely solely on this policy. Refer 
to Response to Comment B4-35 for additional discussion of cumulative water 
quality impacts. 

 
B4-37 Sections of the General Plan and Draft General Plan were cited in the Draft EIR to 

illustrate the consistencies between the two documents as they relate to the 
project should the General Plan be adopted. The cumulative analysis did not rely 
upon the General Plan (see cumulative analysis methodology on page 380 of the 
Draft EIR). 

 
B4-38 The prescribed mitigation measures would result in a less-than-significant impact; 

therefore it was determined that the cumulative impacts of the project as they 
relate to hydrology would be minimal. 

 
B4-39 Impact HYD-3, referred to by the commenter, which addresses potential impacts 

related to placing housing in the 100-year flood hazard area, has been modified 
(i.e., changed from a significant impact to a less-than-significant impact) because 
no portion of the project site is now located within the 100-year flood hazard area. 
FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection Project and has officially revised the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map. 

 
B4-40 Although the chances of a levee failure were found to be low in the Draft EIR, 

implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-4 would ensure potential project 
impacts from a levee failure would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

 
 Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential 

environmental impacts when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects. The cumulative impacts analysis for hydrology did not identify any 
additional sources of flooding hazards in the project vicinity that would compound 
or exacerbate this impact. Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis did not identify any 
significant cumulative impacts related to levee failure. CEQA Guidelines section 
15130, related to cumulative impact analysis, states that “An EIR should not 
discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.” 

 
B4-41 The cumulative impact analysis for noise and vibration was based on scientific 

studies, including a traffic study. It was determined that short-term noise and 
vibration from construction activities could be sufficiently mitigated and long term 
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noise (modeled for the existing conditions and the year 2030) from cumulative 
development in the area would not increase the noise level over 5dBA. 

 
B4-42 The cumulative impacts of long-term noise for the vicinity were analyzed in the 

Draft EIR and based on modeling of noise for existing conditions as well as for the 
year 2030 based on the cumulative projects considered in the traffic analysis (see 
Table IV.L-10, Planned and Approved Development Trip Generation, on page 323 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
B4-43 See Master Response #5 –Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
B4-44 As listed on pages 282-284 of the Draft EIR, General Plan policies require the 

provision of necessary infrastructure to accommodate new growth and maintain 
adequate levels of service. Conclusions as to the impacts on each service area, 
including parks and recreation facilities, and water supply, are described in the 
Draft EIR. The conclusions regarding the cumulative increase in demand for public 
services are based on the fact that the City has requirements for impacts fees that 
are in proportion to the demand created by individual projects.  

 
 The City of St. Helena collects impact fees on new development or conversions to 

pay for improvements related to civic projects, public safety, sewer projects, water 
projects, traffic mitigation, and storm drainage. Civic Improvement fees are 
collected to provide funds for the acquisition, construction, and reconstruction of 
city hall, the St. Helena library, public parks, playgrounds, open spaces, community 
facilities, recreation facilities and equipment and other capital purposes needed for 
providing civic services. The public safety impact fund is used for capital purposes 
needed for the City’s fire and police department in providing police and fire 
protection services. 

 
B4-45 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 
B4-46 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 
B4-47 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 
B4-48 See Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 
B4-49 Please see Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality 

Performance Standard. 
 
 CEQA Alternatives Analysis do not require a quantitative analysis. Please see 

Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability, 
Master Response #4 – Traffic Analysis and Responses to Comments B2-35 and 
C13-6 regarding stormwater.  
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LETTER B5 
Lippe Gaffney Wagner LLP 
September 4, 2012 
 
 
B5-1 This is an introductory comment. The general objection to the Draft EIR is noted. 

No further response is necessary. 
 
B5-2 The City did not see merit in the arguments for revising or re-circulating the Draft 

EIR. Further, the City is not accountable for statements made by the project 
applicant or its representative. 

 
B5-3 This comment is a general objection to the Draft EIR. The general objection is 

noted and responses to the specific comments regarding the Draft EIR sections 
listed in this comment are addressed in previous and subsequent responses. 

 
B5-4 No significant new information has been provided in response to comments that 

requires recirculation. 
 
B5-5 The commenter’s support for Mr. Milliken’s testimony is noted. 
 
B5-6 The commenter’s objection to the approval of the Hunter project is so noted. See 

response B5-4. 
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C. INDIVIDUALS 

Letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their 
entirety. Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. 
 



Letter
C1

1

Ruchita Kadakia

From: Greg Desmond <GregD@cityofsthelena.org>
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 11:15 AM
To: Lynette Dias
Cc: Jerry Haag
Subject: FW: Hunter Project

Comment #3. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ron Nunn [mailto:rhnunn@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 8:16 AM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Subject: Hunter Project 
 
Greg, 
WE QUESTION THAT WATER AND SEWER ISSUES HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED! 
 
Ron Nunn / Architect 
rhnunn@ aol.com 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 

1
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LETTER C1 
Ron Nunn 
May 31, 2012 
 
C1-1 This comment is incomplete and does not raise a specific question or issue 

regarding water and/or sewer issues in the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required.  



Letter
C2

1

Ruchita Kadakia

From: Greg Desmond <GregD@cityofsthelena.org>
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2012 11:49 AM
To: Lynette Dias
Cc: Jerry Haag
Subject: FW: City Policies cited in Hunter project EIR
Attachments: 511_USACE_citation_page_226_Draft_EIR_052912.pdf

Comment #1.  

From: Wendell Laidley [mailto:wlaidley3@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 4:21 PM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Subject: City Policies cited in Hunter project EIR

Greg:

I left a message on your phone about who is responsible for supervising/enforcing City policies, and particularly 
if you have anything to do with the policy cited as 9.4.4 on page 226 of the Hunter EIR (copy attached).  The 
EIR cites that as a "Policy" but is it from the '93 General Plan or the Municipal Code, and who is responsible for 
its enforcement?  I'd appreciate if you could enlighten me and will hope to see you at the PC tonight. 

Wendell

Wendell Laidley 
Home (707) 968-9594 
Mobile (707) 815-7721 
email: wlaidley3@gmail.com

1
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b. Regulatory Setting 

Applicable policies related to hydrology and water quality are described below.  
 

(1) Existing 1993 General Plan 
The existing 1993 General Plan contains the following policies that apply to the 
project: 
 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Flood Hazards 

POLICY 8.6.1 Prohibit the introduction of intensive urban development into designated Flood Hazard 
Areas. 

POLICY 8.6.3 Prohibit the construction of structures or flood barriers which would unnaturally divert 
flood waters or would increase flood hazards in other areas. 

POLICY 8.6.4 Require a grading permit for any filling, grading, or dredging that may increase potential 
for flood damage. 

POLICY 8.6.7 Encourage the use of Flood Hazard Areas within new development areas for open space 
and recreation uses, including parks and greenbelts. 

POLICY 8.6.8 Ensure that any new development that is allowed within the floodplain is constructed so 
that the lowest floor elevation is at least one foot above the 100-year flood level. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Storm Drainage/Flooding 

POLICY 9.4.1 New development should provide adequate drainage improvements to handle generated 
storm runoff from the site to the nearest major watershed. The watersheds include York Creek, 
Sulphur Creek and the Napa River.  

POLICY 9.4.2 If a City storm drain is available, the developer should participate in the funding to the 
extent it benefits the development.  

POLICY 9.4.3 Extension of existing downstream drains which have adequate capacity should be 
completed at the developer's expense with future reimbursement for oversizing costs at the time of 
connection by others.  

POLICY 9.4.4 Grading and earth filling within the designated 100-year floodway should not be 
permitted except for public streets or bridges.  

POLICY 9.4.5 Encroachments into the 100-year floodway should not result in any increase in flood 
levels during the occurrence of the base flood discharge. 

POLICY 9.4.6 Standards for subdivisions should include the following:  

 All preliminary subdivision proposals shall identify the flood hazard area and the elevation of the 
base flood.  

 All final subdivision plans will provide the elevation of proposed structure(s) and pads. If the site is 
filled above the base flood, the final pad elevation shall be certified by a registered civil engineer or 
surveyor and provided to the floodplain administrator.  

 All subdivision proposals shall be consistent with the need to minimize flood damage.  

 All subdivision proposals shall have public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical and 
water systems located and constructed to minimize flood damage.  

 All subdivisions shall provide adequate drainage to reduce exposure to flood hazards. 

 



H U N T E R  S U B D I V I S I O N  P R O J E C T  E I R  S E P T E M B E R  2 0 1 3  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

252    

LETTER C2 
Wendell Laidley 
June 5, 2012 
 
 
C2-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 

is necessary. 



Letter
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1

Ruchita Kadakia

From: Greg Desmond <GregD@cityofsthelena.org>
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 11:13 AM
To: Lynette Dias
Cc: Jerry Haag
Subject: Hunter Subdivision Project EIR - Comment #2
Attachments: Hunter Project EIR.doc

Comment #2. 

From: Ron Amoroso [mailto:RJAmoroso@myastound.net]
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 12:37 AM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Subject: Hunter Project EIR

Mr. Desmond: 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit my views and comments   
regarding the Hunter project EIR. With very nearly four decades of   
construction experience, I have read and understood many Construction   
Specification documents but this is my first EIR. So far, I have read   
through 53 pages and find many un-answered questions within the   
stated "mitigations". I am surprised with how the document, at least   
to this point, seems to devote three sentences toward identifying a   
"EIR", then devotes a page or three toward showing how this concern   
can become "less than significant". With the number of questions that   
have arisen within 50+ pages, I felt it might it might make good   
sense to submit comments/questions "in sections" as the review   
progresses. As stated earlier, these comments cover the first 53 pages. 

Since 2006 I have had a home at 1365 Grove Court in St. Helena. 

Attached please find my questions/comments to date on the first 53   
pages of the EIR. 

Thank you, 

Ron Amoroso 
   
             

1
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Hunter Project EIR 
Pages 1-53 

 
C. AIR QUALITY 
 
AIR-1 #2    My first question pertains #2 of this section 
that calls for constructions areas and roadways being 
"watered down" twice daily.  
Question: Where does this “wash down” water come from and 
how much will be used??  
 
AIR-2, AIR-2a, AIR- 2b  
Question: Who will police and enforce these functions and 
who will bear the cost?? Will there be a “on-site” person 
who will report directly to the city building department??  
 
E. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
B-3  “West of Star Ave, current project plans call for 
lowering the current grade by 1 foot (plus trenching for 
utilities and excavating for road base, foundations, etc.  
 
Question: Who will monitor work for archeological 
discoveries?? Who bears the cost of this person?? The 
document appears to indicate that part of this area (CA-
NAP-406) is already identified as a arch. Site.  
 
CULURAL- 2b Construction worker training + intermittent 
construction monitoring by a qualified archeologist.  
 
Question: Documented and enforced by who?? A city employee 
that already exists or a new position paid by the 
developer??  
 
HYD-1 Construction vehicle/equip “washing schedule”, 
“Washing Stations”, “Fueling Stations”, “Tire Wash 
Stations”.  
 
Question: Once again, policed and enforced by who and at a 
cost the expense of who??? Is there going to be a “on-site” 

2

3

4
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authority who directly reports to the city building 
department?? Does the city currently employ this person or 
will a new position need to be established??  
The “street sweeping” provision within this item conflict 
appears to prohibit washing the streets to clean them. As 
such, it appears to conflict with AIR-1 #2.  
 
As a possible mitigation to runoff/storm-water pollution, 
this document proposes the possibility of narrower than 
“standard” streets with sub-standard parking provisions, 
elimination of sidewalks and driveways. Even with this 
level of mitigation, this document continues to list this 
concern as “Less Than Significant”.  
 
HYD-3  This section completely “side-steps” the REAL threat 
of elevated flood damage due to the “improvements” making 
16+ acres (some of which are already within the 100 year 
flood plane) less absorbent due to hard surfaces such as 
house foot-prints, streets, driveways, walkways, etc.  
 
HYD-4 #1, #2, “In Addition” (Page 34)  
 
Maybe most important toward city liability by allowing 
building behind “flood protection”. The city needs to have 
approval authority over the wording of the disclosure that 
will be provided to potential buyers and/or tenants who 
will own/occupy these properties. If we have learned 
anything since the creation of this new levee, it is that 
given time, ALL levees eventually get breached via 
overtopping, erosion, or ??? The misleading term “100 year 
flood” needs to be simply explained and the potential and 
frequency of flooding needs to be illustrated so it can 
easily be understood.  
Even after all of the above is considered, this 
concern/impact is rated “Less Than Significant”???  
 
J-Noise and Vibration 
d- I and II  
 

4
cont.

5

6

7

8



Letter
C3

Cont.

The “normal” work week should be “Monday through Friday” 
between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM. None of us living within the 
“Noise” range want to be listening to construction on 
Saturday while we are trying to entertain guests on our 
patio’s. A “normal” CONSTRUCTION work is a 40 hour week and 
does not include Saturday.  
 
K- Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities 
SVCS-1 
 
This one is the “best” one so far. If it wasn’t so 
important, it might be comical. Ultra Low Flush toilets are 
one of those things that give people the opportunity to 
“lie” and “Mislead” using numbers. Any of us who have any 
experience with these plumbing fixtures very quickly learn 
that to avoid frequent stoppages, one need to “multiple 
flush” these toilets. In order for the fixture to operate 
properly with only 1.6 gallons of water, the traps need to 
be reduced in size. Even the units with the larger traps 
need to be flushed once for solids (before adding any 
paper) and again for the paper to avoid frequent stoppages. 
Now your 1.6 gallon toilet is using 3.2 gallons.  
 
Any case, my suggestion would be to only allow this (water 
neutral) theory to prevail once it has “proven” to have 
saved 12 AF of water through the retrofit of the ULF 
toilets throughout the city. Secondly, how do we know these 
87 units will not use more than 12 acre feet of water. 
Especially since 25 units might be tenants who typically 
have water included in their rent.  
 
This section goes on to say that “all water for outdoor 
use” will be supplied via a existing well. Sorry, but this 
is simply “too simple” to be accurate. “ALL WATER FOR 
OUTDOOR USE” would include private landscape, pools, car 
wash. Is this developer planning to run two water systems 
to each property??? Water from a utility/water from the 
aquifer, it all has a limit. To protect the aquifer, I 
cannot add a well for my landscape/garden needs. Why is 
this different to provide a “LTS” rating??  

9
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III Project Description 
 
To page 53 there is no mention of the condition contained 
within the proposition that funded the construction of the 
flood control project. That is would not be used as a tool 
toward developing land “newly protected” by the levee. In 
this case, if these units are approved, it should be as 
though there was no levee in place since no-one is willing 
to guarantee they will “never” be subject to flooding.  
 
 
Again, thank you for allowing the input. 
 
Ron Amoroso 

13
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LETTER C3 
Ron Amoroso 
June 18, 2012 
 
 
C3-1 This is an introductory comment. See Responses to Comments C3-2 through 

C3-13 that address the specific comments detailed in Mr. Amoroso’s letter. 
 
C3-2 St Helena has a “Raw Water Permit” for non-potable water from the Elmhurst Pump 

Station from the Lower Reservoir that is required to be used for dust control.  
 
 During grading or other large earth moving activities, watering down could 

require 10,000 gallons per day. After earth moving is complete, 1,000 gallons per 
day is estimated for dust suppression on roadways until they are paved.  

 
C3-3 The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted with this EIR 

details the implementation and monitoring responsibilities associated with the 
mitigations mentioned in this comment, which typically assign responsibility for 
implementation to the developer and contractor, while City staff such as building 
inspectors and planners are assigned monitoring responsibilities. The project 
applicant will be required to reimburse the City for all costs associated with 
monitoring and enforcing EIR mitigation measures.  

 
C3-4 The applicant/contractor would be responsible for the costs associated with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1, and all other mitigation measures. 
The applicant will have to have a qualified archeologist prepare a monitoring plan 
that details who will conduct the monitoring. The plan will be submitted to the 
City for review and approval prior to the issuance of a grading permit, as detailed 
in the MMRP. The City has to adopt a MMRP for the project if it approves the 
project. See Response to Comment C3-3. 

 
C3-5 Page 26 of the Draft EIR describes Mitigation Measure HYD-1, which includes 

street sweeping and vacuuming the construction site daily, but it does not 
explicitly prohibit the use of water. As described in AIR-1, dust would be removed 
by wet power vacuuming. As a result, most of the water would be vacuumed up 
with the dust and sediment and would not result in significant run-off into the 
storm drains. 

 
C3-6 The Mitigation Measure for HYD-2 on page 32 of the Draft EIR includes reducing 

impervious area by reduction of street width to the minimum possible while still 
allowing ample room for emergency vehicles and traffic flow. It does not prescribe 
the reduction in street width to such an extent that traffic congestion or road 
hazards would occur, nor does it call for narrowing that would prevent emergency 
vehicle access. Mitigation Measure HYD-2 does not prescribe eliminating all 
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sidewalks, but rather it calls for limiting unnecessary sidewalks and driveways. 
Mitigation Measure HYD-2 also proposes limiting parking with the goal of 
increasing transit use, but does not propose a sub-standard parking plan. 

 
C3-7 Impact HYD-3, referred to by the commenter, which addresses potential impacts 

related to placing housing in the 100-year flood hazard area, has been modified 
(i.e., changed from a significant impact to a less-than-significant impact) because 
no portion of the project site is now located within the 100-year flood hazard 
area. FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection Project and has officially revised the 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map. With regard to 
the creation of new impervious surfaces (e.g., houses, streets and driveways), 
please refer to Response to Comment B2-35. 

 
C3-8 As is outlined on page 217 of the Draft EIR, the recently completed Flood 

Projection Project includes infrastructure and design standards that provide flood 
protection from a 200-year flood event. Based on the current FEMA FIRM (revised 
by the November 2012 LOMR), the project site is not located within the 100-year 
flood hazard area and therefore no impacts related to placing housing or other 
structures in the 100-year flood hazard area would occur. At the time of this 
writing, the real estate disclosures have not been written. Prior to issuance of a 
building permit, the project sponsor will have to submit a draft of the real estate 
disclosures to the City’s Planning Department for review and approval in 
accordance with adopted City standards. 

 
C3-9 As is explained on page 36 of the Draft EIR, delivery of materials and equipment 

to the site and truck traffic would be limited to Monday through Friday. This 
would prevent excess noise from heavy machinery and large vehicle traffic around 
the site during the weekend. Normal construction activities would be allowed on 
Saturday in order to expedite the completion of the project, thereby decreasing 
the total number of days that surrounding residents would hear noise from the 
construction site. St. Helena Municipal Code, Section 8.29.010, governs hours of 
construction and limits days of construction from Monday through Saturday, 
excluding holidays.   

 
C3-10 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality 

Performance Standard. 
 
C3-11 The estimated indoor water use for the 87 single-family dwelling units is based on 

a meter analysis of existing similar single-family residences. This historic indoor 
use data provides a reasonably basis for expectations for the new dwelling units. 
Outdoor use was determined through a comprehensive analysis of potential 
landscape area, local evapotranspiration data, and formulas dictated as part of 
the State of California’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, which was 
adopted by the City. 
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 Furthermore, as stated in City Municipal Code 13.04.050 Water service 

connections—Installation generally, the project would be required to provide an 
individual meter to each of the 25 attached units. The Codes states: 

 
 C. Multiple Connections Prohibited Generally. No one service connection shall 

supply water to more than one premises. 
 
 D. Exceptions to Multiple Connection Requirements. If under particular 

circumstances it be determined by the city council that it be impracticable to 
install one service connection for every premises and advantageous to the 
department to furnish water to more than one premises through one service 
connection, then water may be so furnished by the department. After any such 
installation of water service for more than one premises through one service 
connection, the city council may, if it determines that by reason of changed 
circumstances, it has become practicable to install one service connection for 
each of the premises, then the city council may elect to install a separate service 
connection and meter for each of such premises at the cost and expense of the 
owner of the premises, to be paid for by the owner of the premises. 

 
 E. Service to More Than One Consumer Through One Connection and Meter. 

Where there is more than one consumer supplied through one service connection 
and one meter, the department shall hold the applicant or other person agreed 
upon responsible for payment of all water furnished through the one service 
connection or one meter; provided, that where practicable to serve each consumer 
through a separate service connection, the city council may at its election install a 
separate service connection and meter for each such consumer at the cost and 
expense of the property owner or consumer, to be paid for by the property owner 
or consumer, and thereafter collected at the established meter rates for water 
supplied through each meter. 

 
C3-12 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
 Furthermore, the project would install a dual-plumbed water system for potable 

and non-potable uses. 
 
C3-13 As is outlined on page 217 of the Draft EIR, the City’s Flood Projection Project 

includes a new levee, floodwall, a storm drainage system—all of which are 
currently complete and in place—and design standards that provide flood 
protection from the 200-year flood event. CEQA requires the environmental 
analysis to utilize a baseline of existing conditions of the site and its surrounding 
environment as well as any applicable regulations that existed or were in place at 
the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued (September 23, 2011). The 
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levee was in place at that time, therefore it would conflict with CEQA to assume 
no levee in place.  

 
 This analysis respectfully disagrees with the commenter; the flood protection 

project is not being used to increase new developable land. The project site has 
been planned for urban uses and residential development at least since the 
adoption of the 1975 General Plan and before Measure A was adopted. 
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Ruchita Kadakia

From: Greg Desmond <GregD@cityofsthelena.org>
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 1:29 PM
To: Lynette Dias
Cc: Jerry Haag
Subject: FW: Hunter Proj. EIR
Attachments: HUNTER PROJECT EIR.doc

Comment #4. 

From: Ron Amoroso [mailto:rjamoroso@myastound.net]
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 1:24 PM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Subject: Hunter Proj. EIR

Hi Greg: 

As you know, one of the major concerns regarding the approval of this   
project is what it might mean to the health of the City of St. Helena   
in the event that the Napa River water somehow gets on the "wrong"   
side of the levee after these units are constructed, sold, and   
inhabited. As such, I would pose the following concern and ask the   
consultant how they would rate this concern and what abatement   
strategies they would bring to bear in an effort to make the risk   
"sensible".

Thank you, 

Ron Amoroso 

1
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HUNTER PROJECT EIR 
Prior to reading further into the EIR, I would like to pose 
this question. At this time, I do not know if it is already 
addressed within the report. Since I may not get all the 
way through the report, I would like to ensure this concern  
gets address. That concern being the potential liability 
upon the city of St. Helena in the event it approves the 
building of these housing units and the levee gets “over-
topped” at some point in the future.  
 
 
In my mind, the reason the over-topping might render the 
City responsible (even though it is an act of nature) is 
that the City did NOT have to grant permanent building of 
homes where they KNOW (as stated by FEMA, Army Corps and 
DWR) that NO levee can guarantee protection from flooding. 
 
Since this exact spot HAS flooded 3 times in the last 25 
years, and protection from that happening again is a City 
built levee that is supposed to function a certain way, and 
the City knows it can fail - then granting ADDITIOANL homes 
on that site would certainly seem make the city responsible 
via “reckless/negligent behavior/decisions.  
 
 
 

2
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LETTER C4 
Ron Amoroso 
June 18, 2012 
 
 
C4-1 This is an introductory comment. See Response to Comment C4-2 addressing the 

specific comments detailed in Mr. Amoroso’s letter. 
 
C4-2 While liability issues are not a subject that CEQA addresses, the Draft EIR does go 

into considerable detail regarding the potential for the levee to be overtopped or 
fail (see Draft EIR Impact HYD-4 starting on page 242).  

 
 With the acceptance of the Flood Protection Project and the revision of the Flood 

Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map, FEMA has indicated that 
the project site has an acceptable level of protection from the 100-year flood 
event. This 100-year level of protection is the standard of significance that is 
specified by the CEQA Guidelines to determine if a potential flooding impact is 
significant or less than significant. In this case, the potential flooding impact, 
under CEQA, is less than significant.  

 
 As described in the Draft EIR (page 243), levees reduce the risk of flooding. They 

do not eliminate it. It is up to the decision-makers to determine if the CEQA 
standard is appropriate in this case. 

 
 The commenter also indicates that the project site has flooded three times in the 

last 25 years. It should be noted that these floods occurred before completion of 
the Flood Protection Project which created a new levee and flood wall that 
effectively removed the project site from the FEMA 100-year flood hazard area.  
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LETTER C5 
Jan Johnson Oddy 
Received June 25, 2012 
 
 
C5-1 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C5-2 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C5-3 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
 Also, please see page 211 of the Draft EIR that addresses hydrology and water 

quality, as well as Title 13 of the St. Helena Municipal Code (Public Services). 
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From: Michael Buchanan [mailto:buchanan147@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2012 11:56 AM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Cc: Council 
Subject: Adams Street Hunter project. 
 
  
  
Dear Mr. Desmond, 
  
Of my many concerns with regard the related Environmental Impact Report we 
feel that it should be rejected based simply on the fact 
that the material for this report was gathered in the month of November. It is 
absurb to consider that the data therein reflects the traffic  
conditions that prevail in St. Helena at the height of the tourist season which, of 
course, occurs in our summer months. 
  
Further to that it clearly seems that violent and unpredictable (world-wide) 
weather patterns are now the norm. From levee breaches in  
St. Orleans and Dakota to the current extended heat wave that is devastating 
agricultural crops throughout the central / mid west of  
America (the media focus on property destruction in Colarado). With these grim 
precedents how can it be argued that it is responsible  
to build behind the recently constructed Napa river levee. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Kathy and Michael Buchanan 
709 Hunt Avenue 
St. Helena. 
  
  
 

1
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LETTER C6 
Michael Buchanan 
July 5, 2012 
 
 
C6-1 See Master Response # 4 –Traffic Analysis and Response to Comment B4-15. 
 
C6-2 The preparers of the Draft EIR agree with the commenter that it is possible that 

weather patterns could change in the future. Climate scientists predict that 
portions of North America may experience more severe winter storms (while they 
also predict that some areas may receive less precipitation). For example, the 
International Panel on Climate Change states that: 

• Annual-mean precipitation is projected to decrease in the southwest of the U.S. 
but increase over the rest of the continent (California is included in the 
Southwest area, as defined by the IPCC). 

• In general, projected changes in precipitation extremes are larger than changes 
in mean precipitation. 

• Recent analyses indicate no consistent future trends in El Niño amplitude or 
frequency. 8 

 
 Also, according to the US EPA, the most likely climate effect in California is 

increasing temperatures and more frequent and severe droughts.9 The level of 
precision of the output from current climate models regarding which areas are 
most likely to experience more severe storms vs. those areas likely to experience 
more droughts is not high. Any kind of quantitative evaluation of the potential for 
these potentially changed future climate conditions to cause flooding at the 
proposed project is not feasible at this time. Further, any qualitative evaluation 
would be speculative.  

 
 The purpose of the Draft EIR is to determine the impacts of the specific proposed 

project on the environment. The effects of climate change on the region is beyond 
the scope of the Draft EIR; studies such as greenhouse gas emission analysis 
(Appendix C) were performed to calculate the impact of the project on the 
environment.  

                                               
8  Field, C.B., L.D. Mortsch,, M. Brklacich, D.L. Forbes, P. Kovacs, J.A. Patz, S.W. Running and M.J. 

Scott, 2007: North America. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability. 
Contribution of Working Group II to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P. Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson, Eds., 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 617-652. 

9 USEPA, 2013, Southwest Impacts & Adaptation website accessed 1/25/13: 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation/southwest.html. 
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Respectfully submitted by: 
Donna & Mike Hardy 
620 Harvest Lane 
Saint Helena, CA 94574 
(707) 963-2928 
mhardysh@att.net 
 
After reviewing the Hunter Project’s EIR we have several concerns which need to be 
addressed: 

1) Water Use-Per the EIR page 47-“The Project must be water-neutral through any 
combination of on-site water conservation system and/or off site retrofitting 
and/or well water.”  It is an unwise precedent to use an existing Agriculture well 
for residential outdoor watering and requiring a developer to retrofit existing high 
water use toilets in town to compensate for interior water use to make the Hunter 
Project “water neutral”.  Eight other projects are presently planned and in the 
approval process by the City of Saint Helena, three hotels with 125 rooms, one 
housing development with 45 homes and apt units, and 163,954 s.f. of 
commercial and Retail space.  These projects were mentioned in the EIR with 
their impact on circulation and transportation but not with water usage.  Saint 
Helena has wells that are used as back-up to the city’s reservoir supplies or for 
park irrigation.  At a time when the city is trying to control the drilling of new 
household wells and preserving the aquifer for agricultural use, it is a bad 
precedent to allow a new housing project to use an existing agricultural well for 
residential exterior watering.  The EIR states that the homes should not require 
more water than the grapes that are presently planted on the land.   If the exterior 
water is not metered and if homeowners are not charged for the quantity of water 
used, they will use more.  Is the water output from the well and the aquifer that it 
draws from sufficient to accommodate the project?  Specifics on the well were not 
addressed in the EIR.   

 
  Interior water use is to be water neutral by retrofitting existing toilets in town and 
 on site water conservation system (page 47).  If an old toilet uses 3.6 gallons of 
 water and a new one uses 1.25-1.6 gallons, how many toilets would need to be 
 retrofitted to save water for showers, baths, cleaning, cooking, dish washing, 
 clothes washing, and all the other usage of interior water in 87 homes?  Once new 
 homes are built all homeowners in the city could be affected in dry years.  

 
2)  Circulation and Transportation- primarily, the impact of added traffic on Starr 

Ave, Pope St East of Starr to the Silverado Trail, and the Pope/Silverado Trail 
intersection has not been properly addressed .  The EIR stresses that the Hunter 
Project is in accordance with the land use stated in the 1993 General Plan and that 
the extension of Starr Ave and Adams St. are also listed to be extended in that 
plan. The Hunter EIR did not mention that Adams St was also slated to be 
connected to the Silverado Trail in the 1993 General Plan, which is not proposed 
to be done at this time.  If  Adams street does not go through to the Silverado 
Trail, traffic from the Hunter project  to the trail would most likely go south on 

1
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Starr to Pope St., East on Pope to the Trail.  If Adams Street were extended to the 
Trail many vehicles now using the narrow Pope Street Bridge would take a more 
direct route to downtown or to Safeway on Adams Street.  This would alleviate 
some of the back-up at peak commute hours on Pope St.  With two large parcels 
of agricultural land presently for sale on Pope Street, both zoned for Medium 
density development, it is just a matter of time before a bad traffic situation 
becomes even worse. Even before the Hunter Project traffic impact is considered 
the Pope Street/Silverado Trail intersection has a level of service AM Peak rating 
of D and PM peak hour rating of F.  Per the Hunter Project EIR the additional 
traffic added at these peak times could be mitigated by the developer paying his 
fair share cost to extend the striping on the NB left hand turn lane on the 
Silverado Trl at Pope Street.  Since the south bound traffic turning right from the 
trail onto Pope would also be affected, the developed would make his fair share 
contribution to stripe a right turn lane at that intersection.  The developer would 
also contribute a fair share toward the signalization of the intersection.   Per the 
1993 General Plan, Transportation Policy 5.10.2 “The city desires that the Adams 
St. extension to Silverado Trail be completed in an expeditious manner.  The city 
will work with potential developers to acquire the needed combination of public 
and private financing required to implement this project.”  In fairness to the 
existing homeowners in the area surrounding the proposed Hunter parcel, if 
Adams Street is not extended to the Silverado Trail the Hunter Project should not 
be developed. 

 
 3)  Possible violation of Measure A fund use- If Hunter Project homes are 
 constructed on land considered to be in the 100 year flood plain prior to the levee, 
 and allowed to be built to standards as if they are outside the 100 year flood plain 
 once the land is recertified by FEMA in November 2012, this could be construed 
 as using the levee to increase population and promote growth which is in violation 
 of Measure A.   Money used for Measure A is not to be used to benefit 
 commercial or development, only to protect existing residences from flooding.  

 
 4)  Multi-family Project and Granny Units- Per page 68 of the EIR, “The city of 
 St. Helena has carry-over residential units available to residential projects that 
 consist of a unit count that is at least 40% affordable.  The proposed project meets 
 this criteria and the applicant intend to apply for a portion of these carry-over 
 allocation.”  Also stated is:  “The multi-family portion of the project could be 
 constructed and managed by an affordable housing non-profit organization” 
 which indicates that Hunter may not develop this less profitable part of the project 
 himself.  Only the land is being set aside for the multi-family units.  Per the EIR 
 page 66, the Granny units “may be” income-restricted.  Even if the Granny units 
 were low cost  restricted on the deed it would be hard to enforce. Both the multi-
 family units and the granny units are considered together when figuring the 
 project is 40% or more low cost to qualify the project for extra building permits 
 saved by the city.  Does this project really qualify as 40% or more affordable or is 
 it just presented to appear so to qualify for the carry-over building permit 
 allocation? If the project is approved and the market rate homes are built first, 

4
cont.
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 there is no assurance that the Multi-family low cost homes will be any more than 
 the 3.4 acres set aside for that multi-family portion of the project.  There is also no 
 assurance that  owners of the Granny Units will rent them at a reasonable rate 
 unless it is restricted on the deed.  How will that be enforced?   In an effort to 
 increase the number of low cost and working class homes the city may end up   
 with only additional market rate homes.  Does St. Helena need more market rate 
 housing for part-time residents?       
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LETTER C7 
Donna & Mike Hardy 
NO DATE 
 
 
C7-1 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C7-2 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C7-3 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C7-4 According to CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR must compare the project to existing 

conditions. Although the Adams Street extension to Silverado Trail is illustrated 
and identified as a new street in the City’s General Plan, it does not currently exist, 
and therefore is not part of the existing street network. Page 53 of the Draft EIR 
discusses the details of the proposed Adams Street and Starr Avenue extensions, 
as outlined in the General Plan. However, the street extension of Adam Street 
through to the Silverado Trail is not part of the proposed project as defined in the 
project description, though it is planned in the General Plan.  

 
 The future Adams Street extension is currently owned by the City in fee. This road 

extension has been shown on the St. Helena General Plan and the City has 
therefore acknowledged that this road extension will eventually occur. However, 
only a small portion of the road extension is shown on the Tentative Map, with 
most of the street being a local, in-tract Street.   

 
 As a result, comments regarding the potential Adams Street extension to Silverado 

Trail and potential future development on Pope Street are not relevant to the 
adequacy of this Draft EIR. The comment regarding project approval and the 
extension of Adams Street does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, but the City 
may consider this item during the review of the project merits. 

 
 The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR for existing and future traffic 

conditions on the surrounding roadway networks. This includes volumes, delay, 
and level of services on Pope Street, Starr Avenue, Hunt Avenue, and other nearby 
segments. The Draft EIR found that the project would add more than five seconds 
average delay at the unsignalized Pope Street/Silverado Trail intersection, which 
already operates at LOS F. Even with mitigation measures, the impact could not be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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C7-5 As discussed in the Response to Comment C3-7, the property is no longer within 
the 100-year flood plain. FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection Project and 
revised the Flood Plain map so that the project site is no longer in the 100-year 
flood hazard area.  

 
 The project site has been planned for urban uses and residential development at 

least since the adoption of the 1975 General Plan and before Measure A was 
adopted. Therefore, the City respectfully disagrees with the commenter; the 
additional housing units and population accommodated by this project are not a 
result of flood protection funds and not in violation of Measure A.  

 
C7-6 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City may 

consider these issues as part of the project merits during the project approval 
process. As the commenter describes, granny units are discussed in the Project 
Description and topical sections of the Draft EIR. Granny units are planned on 11 
of the single-family lots, resulting in two units per lot. These units may be income 
restricted, but given their size—smaller than 850 square feet—even market rates 
may be affordable for moderate or lower income levels.  

 
C7-7 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City may 

consider these issues as part of the project merits during the project approval 
process. Also see Response to Comment C7-6. 

 
C7-8 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City may 

consider these issues as part of the project merits during the project approval 
process. Also see Response to Comment C7-6. 
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LETTER C8 
Sean Belhumeur 
June 30, 2012 
 
 
C8-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City may 

consider these issues as part of the project merits during the project approval 
process. No further response is necessary. The Draft EIR analyzes recreational 
impacts on page 291. 

 
C8-2 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City may 

consider these issues as part of the project merits during the project approval 
process. No further response is necessary. 

 
C8-3 The Draft EIR analyzes recreational impacts on page 291. The levee wall and land 

between the project site and the Napa River would remain passive recreational 
open space. This area has been identified by the City as a future park site. The 
project would be subject to a Civic Improvement Fund impact fee which provides 
funding for parks and other community infrastructure. 

 
C8-4 The Draft EIR addresses the impacts of the project on the physical environment, 

which is what is required by CEQA, and discusses possible mitigation measures to 
decrease those impacts. 
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LETTER C9 
Millicent Home 
June 26, 2012 
 
 
C9-1 The City of St. Helena implemented the Flood Protection Project. As is outlined on 

page 217 of the Draft EIR, the City’s Flood Projection Project includes building a 
new levee and floodwall, a new storm drainage system (all currently complete and 
in place) and design standards that provide flood protection from the 200 year 
flood event. The Flood Protection Project seeks to protect the project site as well 
as the Vineyard Valley mobile home from a 200-year flood event. As described in 
the Draft EIR and shown in Figure IV-I.4, Vineyard Valley is also identified to be 
outside the revised Flood Hazard Area. 

 
C9-2 See Response to Comment B2-35. 
 
C9-3 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
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LETTER C10 
Kathleen Forni 
June 27, 2012 
 
 
C10-1 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C10-2 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C10-3 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C10-4 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
C10-5 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
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LETTER C11 
Mike Forni 
June 29, 2012 
 
 
C11-1 See Master Response #4 -Traffic Analysis. 
 
C11-2 Sight lines were field checked from the eastbound Harvest approach to Starr 

Avenue by the City’s traffic consultant for this EIR. As measured from a vehicle 
stopped on Harvest, pulled forward even with the curb line, the sight line to the 
left (north) is 200 feet, and to the right (south) is over 300 feet. At the posted 25 
mph speed limit, the required stopping sight distance per AASHTO guidelines is 
155 feet (distances are interpolated from design speeds provided in Exhibit 3-1. 
Stopping Sight Distance, from A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO), Fifth Edition, 2004). Thus, the existing sight distance is considered 
adequate per standard engineering evaluation methods.  

 
      



Letter
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From: Anne Fisher [mailto:afisherassoc@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 10:07 PM 
To: Council 
Cc: Greg Desmond 
Subject: Public Comment on Hunter Development EIR 
 
Dear Mr Desmond, 
 
My husband and I have owned a house at 681 McCorkle, St Helena, for 12 years. 
We plan on retiring to St Helena in the next few years. As property owners and future 
residents, we are concerned that the Hunter EIR proposes information that is either 
not accurate or is seriously un-supported. The conclusions of the EIR are erroneous 
and should be scrutinized further with regard to:  
 
1. Additional liability of the residents of the City of St Helena to Hunter homesites when 
the levee fails 
2. Water shortage issues are not adequately represented 
3. Traffic issues are unresolved regarding any feasible connection to The Silverado 
 
I encourage the Planning Commission to reject the EIR, as submitted, and request 
a more thorough assessment of the negative impact of the proposed Hunter Development  
on these extremely critical issues. 
 
Thank you 
 
Anne Fisher  
 
--  
Anne Fisher Associates 
1914 Bigelow Ave N 
Seattle, WA 98109 
Phone: 206-328-1400 
afisherassoc@gmail.com 
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LETTER C12 
Anne Fisher Associates 
NO DATE 
 
 
C12-1 This is an introductory comment. The general objection to the Draft EIR is noted. 

See responses to comments C12-2 through C12-5 that address the specific 
comments detailed in Ms. Fisher’s letter. 

 
C12-2 See Response C3-7. 
 
C12-3 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C12-4 A potential future connection to the Silverado Trail is not a part of this project. 
 
C12-5 This comment is a general objection to the Draft EIR and does not address a 

specific issue upon which a response can be generated. 



Letter
C13

From: John Milliken [mailto:jmzin@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 11, 2012 7:52 AM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Subject: Comments On Hunter DEIR 
 
Greg, 
 
Please make the following available to the Planning Commission. 
 
Before I begin to comment on the inadequacy of the DEIR in Section I: Hydrology and Water Quality, I 
would like to provide my thoughts on the DEIR in general.  I found the ponderous document overly 
 concerned with the impacts of the construction phase and less concerned with the long lasting impacts 
that this project will have on our community.  At a scoping meeting, I proposed an analogy of this 
project as being like a large rock thrown into a small pond. The DEIR somewhat describes the size of the 
rock, but did a very poor job of identifying the impacts and mitigations for  the waves that will spread 
over the pond. For example, the traffic portion of the report devolved into complicated speculation on 
intersection wait times instead of stating the obvious, that the character of the neighborhood for 
residents who live on Starr Avenue will never be the same if the Adams – Starr extensions are built. 
 
Much of the DEIR had a similar tone. There seems to be very little advocacy for the concerns  of 
residents who want  preserve the rural, small town character of their community.  Instead, we are 
presented with an incomplete analysis that seemingly serves the interests of the out of town developer 
and exhibits a “check the box” mentality on the DEIR submission indicating that most impacts are 
summarily dismissed  as less than significant after incomplete analysis. 
 
As stated previously, I have serious concerns about the impact of this project on the water quality of run 
off into the Napa River.  This proximity of this project to the river leaves very little room for treating run 
off before it empties into the river. I see no mention of the Federal designation of the Napa River as an 
Impaired Waterway. As an Impaired Waterway, there must be particular attention paid to reducing 
human-caused sediment sources from entering the river in order to enhance fish habitat. The DEIR goes 
to great lengths to state how a SWPP will be in place for the construction phase of the project, but 
virtually ignores the pollutants that will necessarily emanate from the development in perpetuity after 
construction.  
 
The only mitigations suggested are that the size of sidewalks, driveways, roads and other impervious 
surfaces be reduced, and that the storm water capacity built by the City would be sufficient.  There was 
no data provided on potential amounts or types of pollutants.  No mention of human-caused sediment, 
runoff from roads, fertilizers, insecticides, herbicides, or all of the other pollutants that would 
accompany an 86-unit development located primarily in the flood plain of the Napa River. And, there 
was no mention of the impacts these pollutants would have on a designated Impaired Waterway. 
 
The DEIR also seems to imply that there will be treatment of storm water by the storm water detention 
facilities built for the flood project. It should be understood that these facilities provide no treatment; 
rather, they are sufficient for handling flow. The storm water detention basin is a gravity flow system 
backed up by a pumping system that kicks in during a flood event when the gravity flow outlet is 
overwhelmed. Storm waters simply flow through the detention basin and exit almost directly into the 
river. Being a gravity flow system, the word detention is a misnomer.  
 
Thank you for attention in this matter and the opportunity to comment, 
 
John Milliken 
1256 Hudson 
St. Helena, CA 94754 
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LETTER C13 
John Milliken 
NO DATE 
 
 
C13-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C13-4 

through C13-7 that address the specific issues raised in Mr. Miliken’s letter. 
 
C13-2 The commenter’s general comment is noted. With regard to traffic, the task of the 

EIR is to conduct a quantitative analysis of potential impacts, the net change that 
would result from implementation of the proposed project, not a qualitative 
analysis as the commenter suggests. The traffic section was prepared by a 
professional firm hired by the City that specializes in technical analysis, Crane 
Transportation Group. Traffic modeling of vehicle trips is necessary to contrast the 
current traffic levels with those predicted for a new development and predict the 
net change in conditions. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, this EIR 
analyzes physical changes to the environment. Physical impacts of the proposed 
project, as well as consistency of the proposed project with all City development 
policies and regulations, will be considered by the St. Helena Planning Commission 
and City Council as part of the project approval process. 

 
C13-3 The Draft EIR was prepared by a well-qualified planning firm, Urban Planning 

Partners, which specializes in preparing EIRs. They were selected and hired by the 
City, not the developer. The EIR was prepared consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA, which dictates the content of a Draft EIR, and requires an independent 
analysis of potential physical changes of the project. It is not intended to be an 
advocacy document, but to provide an unbiased, thorough, and informational 
analysis of the potential physical impacts associated with the project. 

 
C13-4 As described in Draft EIR in Impact and Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2 

(starting on page 235), the project would be required to comply with both the 
NPDES Construction General Permit to ensure that construction-period erosion 
does not affect the Napa River and the current Phase II General Permit to ensure 
that the operation period of the project includes best management practices and a 
maintenance plan to ensure that receiving water quality is protected during the life 
of the project. 

 
C13-5 The Draft EIR discusses the current status of the Napa River as a water quality 

limited segment “due to impairment from nutrients, pathogens, and 
sediment/siltation” starting on page 223.  

 
 The Draft EIR goes on to discuss the current status of the Total Maximum Daily 

Load (TMDL) development process for each pollutant. As described in Response to 
Comment C13-4, compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-1 and HYD-2 and 
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existing NPDES regulations would ensure that the project’s operation includes best 
management practices and a maintenance plan to protect receiving water quality 
over the long-term life of the project, and that erosion and sedimentation in the 
Napa River resulting from the project would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level.    

 
C13-6 The Draft EIR discusses potential pollutant sources both during construction (Draft 

EIR page 235) and operation (Draft EIR page 240). Specifically, the Draft EIR 
discusses the potential sources and types of pollutants that would be associated 
with the proposed project, including: roadways, driveways, and landscaping, which 
are potential sources of various stormwater pollutants, such as sediment, metals, 
pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, nutrients, and trash and debris. This 
statement addresses the potential sediment, runoff, and other pollutants that 
would be potential impacts of the proposed project. To address these potential 
pollutants, Mitigation Measure HYD-2 calls for a Storm Water Management Plan and 
describes all the requirements that the project would be subject to (both existing 
regulations and Draft EIR-imposed mitigation) related to treatment of runoff prior 
to discharge. These include an inventory of potential contaminant sources and 
strategies for the protection of storm water quality to the maximum extent 
practicable.  

 
C13-7 The purpose of the stormwater detention facility is to catch and temporarily store 

stormwater, as described in the Draft EIR. The existing stormwater detention 
facility is not a part of the proposed project. The proposed project is anticipated to 
have less-than-significant impacts related to runoff water and the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater systems. Additionally, the proposed project would 
be subject to Mitigation Measure HYD-1, which requires consistency with the 
statewide Construction General Permit and City Stormwater Management 
Standards, and would be required to prepare and implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the construction period and a Storm Water 
Management Plan during the project’s operation. 



Letter
C14

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ron Amoroso [mailto:RJAmoroso@myastound.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2012 2:25 AM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Cc: Council 
Subject: Hunter Development 
 
Commissioners and Council members: 
 
With great respect and humility, I would offer the following input   
for your careful consideration on the above referenced subject. 
 
The first +- 40 pages of the Draft EIR for the Hunter Project rather   
matter of fact and routinely "mitigate" all manner of concerns   
resulting or potentially resulting from the creation of the Hunter   
Development. Throughout all this "mitigation", the EIR makes no   
mention as to who will be responsible for monitoring, policing, or   
enforcing the stated actions that would mitigate the identified   
concerns. In addition, the report neglects to point out who would   
bear the cost of those same (monitoring, policing, or enforcing)   
activities. 
 
The "elephant in the room" however (and there could very likely be   
more than one) may well be the issue of water. Both the uncontrolled   
abundance of water (commonly known as a "flood") and the lack of   
potable water (known as the water supply). Only Mother Nature can   
mitigate either of these conditions. Certainly "Ultra Low Flush"   
toilets ARE NOT GOING TO PROVIDE THE ANSWER to the water supply   
issue. As evidenced by what has taken place in St. Helena regarding   
drinking/potable water over the past +- year between studies and   
water rates, it would be difficult at best to not conclude that St.   
Helena is already "out of available water". Even considering the   
construction of 87 additional units, of which roughly 30% of the   
residents will not even be directly paying for the water they use, is   
beyond reason or logic. Traditional building methods typically   
involve installing one water meter on multi-family buildings so that   
all of the water being used by the occupants of the building goes   
through one meter and is paid for by the building owner. Expecting   
Mr. Hunter will not voluntarily add to the cost of his development by   
installing separate water meters for each unit in each of the multi-  
family properties, approximately 30% of the new occupants will be   
using water coming through a "common" water meter shared with other   
users so water use will not be paid for or accountable to   
individuals. This condition typically leads these individuals to be   
less than concerned with their level of consumption of the less than   
abundant water. 
 
The "Water Neutral" theory, through the "projected" water savings   
that would result by the installation of some number of Ultra Low   
Flush toilets is stretching the limits of our gullibility. Anyone who   
has experienced the operation of these fixtures knows first hand that   
they get flushed many times more than their higher capacity   
counterparts in order to perform their primary function. San   
Francisco has mandated the installation of these fixtures whenever   
any new or replacement toilets get installed. That policy is having   
some very negative consequences that are causing the utility to spend   
additional money and do things that many experts are certainly not   
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happy about. It's hard to imagine these fixtures could conceivably   
save enough water to offset the entire (sewage, shower, laundry,   
etc.) water use of hundreds of new occupants. This water issue brings   
to mind three questions: 
 
1- How much TOTAL WATER would the entire population of this new   
development (X number of "tenants", who are not directly paying the   
water bills, plus 
    the additional folks who are paying for their own water   
consumption) use? 
 
2- Demonstrate a equal or higher reduction in water consumption   
through the use of the "water neutral" plan/theory that is being   
proposed prior to 
    approving any permits for new construction on this proposed   
development. 
 
3- Assuming you succeed in saving enough water to make the "water   
neutral" theory real, you will be increasing the volume of waste by   
300 - 400 
    additional occupants (whatever the projected number is) and   
attempting to float it to the treatment plant using the same amount   
of water you 
    currently are using. This hasn't worked well in San Francisco. Is   
there any reason to believe it will work any better in St. Helena??   
San Francisco 
    runs their storm water through their sewer system so there is at   
least enough water flow during the rainy season. Not so, in St.   
Helena so St. 
    Helena might not even fare as well as SF. 
 
There are so many other concerns and questions with regard to safety,   
expense, quality of life, legal liability, lasting effect on a rural   
setting, etc.  I will defer to others, hopefully, to address those   
concerns and concentrate my comments here to what I feel is the most   
overwhelming and least controllable issue. 
 
Thank you for considering my input. 
 
Ron Amoroso 
 
St. Helena 
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LETTER C14 
Ron Amoroso 
July 12, 2012 
 
 
C14-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C14-3 

through C14-8 that address the specific issues raised in Mr. Amoroso’s letter. 
 
C14-2 The contractor would be responsible for implementing. City staff would monitor as 

part of the building permit process. The City will be required to adopt a MMRP if it 
approves the project that details the implementation and monitoring 
responsibilities associated with each mitigation measure detailed in the EIR, which 
typically assign responsibility for implementation to the developer and contractor, 
while City staff such as building inspectors and planners are assigned monitoring 
responsibilities. It is common for infill projects similar to this one, where the site is 
adjacent to existing development and the proposal is consistent with existing 
zoning requirements and the City’s General Plan, to utilize typical or “routine” 
Mitigation Measures. 

 
C14-3 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. Additionally, please see Response to Comment C3-11 for a discussion of 
City Municipal Code 13.04.050 Water service connections—Installation. 

 
C14-4 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C14-5 The analysis in the Draft EIR on pages 292 through 298 provides detailed analysis 

of estimated project water demands. 
 
C14-6 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C14-7 The sewer infrastructure design would recognize the anticipated indoor water use 

rates estimated for the project, including water conservation methods, and design 
the system accordingly to ensure full system operations. 

 
 Additionally, see Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality 

Performance Standard, which describes the water neutrality standard, and 
recognizes that current ultra-low-flush (ULF) model toilets have proven more 
effective than past models. 

  
 
C14-8 This is a general comment. Please see previous responses to comments for letter 

C14 that address the specific issues raised in Mr. Amoroso’s letter. 
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LETTER C15 
Fulton Mather 
July 12, 2012 
 
 
C15-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C15-2 

through C15-5 for responses to the specific issues raised in Mr. Mather’s letter. 
 
C15-2 The subdivider will need to request a right of entry and/or an encroachment 

permit from the City. Both road extensions (Adams and Starr) can then be 
constructed. The project approval will require the subdivider to request these 
approvals from the City. Please see Responses to Comments C15-3 through C15-8 
for responses to the specific issues raised in Mr. Mather’s letter.  

 
C15-3 The project would not encroach on Mr. Fulton’s property located at 825 Fulton 

Lane, to the north of the Hunter project. The developer would stay within the 
properties that are owned by the developer or the City. The proposed site 
boundary is shown on the Tentative Subdivision Map on page 51 of the Draft EIR. 

 
 The City recommends the following condition of approval be placed on the 

subdivision map: “Future property owners within the proposed subdivision shall 
recognize that there exists a right to farm on nearby properties. There is a good 
faith expectation that no complaints will occur regarding the legal, normal 
agricultural operations on properties near the subdivision. Such activities may 
include day and night disbursement of chemicals (spraying), and creation of dust, 
noise, or fumes.” 

 
C15-4 Eminent domain is not proposed, nor would it be necessary as part of the project. 
 
C15-5 The City of St. Helena implemented a Flood Protection Project which included 

building a levee and a floodwall between the Napa River and the Hunter project 
site. The levee was built to withstand the 200-year flood event (under CEQA, the 
criteria for flood protection is the 100-year event). FEMA has accepted the Flood 
Protection Project and has officially revised the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or 
Flood Hazard Boundary Map. Impact HYD-3, which addresses potential impacts 
related to placing housing in the 100-year flood hazard area, has been modified 
(i.e., changed from a significant impact to a less-than-significant impact) because 
no portion of the project site is now located within the 100-year flood hazard area. 

 



Letter
C16From: Maxine Angell [mailto:maxlangell@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2012 11:31 AM 
To: Greg Desmond 
Subject: Hunter project EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Desmond; 
 
    I am writing to list my reasons for my opposition to the Hunter project and the 
inadequacy of the  EIR. I have owned my home and lived in St. Helena for twenty 
years.  
 
1. A  EIR study of circulation issues  in November is not representative of St. 
Helena's traffic. The studies should include  a summer month or  the harvest 
season or a period that accurately reflects the traffic patterns.  
 
2. EIR failed to address Adams extension. Who is paying for it?  Land cannot be 
"donated" to a developer.  
 
3. There has been a water shortage for years. The EIR says the aquifer is 
replenishing itself. Where is the data to back up the assertion? It is contrary to 
what the City has said.   
 
4. EIR does not address issue of flood risk  adequately. What is the burden to the 
tax payer for problems with the levee?  
 
5. Regarding commitments to affordable housing, they must be affiliated and 
managed by a public agency.  
 
In summary, the EIR has not adequately addressed the primary concerns with 
this project: traffic,  no water, flood risk, as well as the  cost to the tax payer. The 
matters needing the most specificity are the most vague. Who is paying for these 
things the developer, the City, the taxpayer ?;  if so, how much?   
 
I am  concerned about how much money is depleted from the city with lawyers, 
consultants,  
etc. on the Hunter  project. What is the cost to the City and taxpayers so far? 
 
As we have seen with the Magnolia Oaks  subdivision, the developer  is now 
asking for more concessions and wanting to limit affordable housing years after 
the contract was made. As with any  contract, costs need to be  made clear in 
advance, not after the fact.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Maxine L. Angell 
2101 Spring Street 
St. Helena 
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LETTER C16 
Maxine Angell 
NO DATE 
 
 
C16-1 This is an introductory comment. The general objection to the Draft EIR is noted. 

See responses to comments C16-2 through C16-8 that address the specific 
comments detailed in Ms. Angell’s letter. 

 
C16-2 Please see Response to Comment B4-15, where seasonal factoring of the 

November traffic counts is explained. 
 
C16-3 Page 53 of the Draft EIR discusses the details of the proposed Adams and Starr 

Street extensions. See Response to Comment C7-4.  
 
C16-4 See Master Response #1 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
C16-5 The Draft EIR discusses the potential of flooding of the project site (by levee failure 

or overtopping) in considerable detail starting on page 242 and finishing on page 
247. The issue of burden to the taxpayer is not a CEQA issue and is not addressed 
in this Draft EIR.  

 
 Additionally, FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection Project and has officially 

revised the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map. 
Impact HYD-3, which addresses potential impacts related to placing housing in the 
100-year flood hazard area, has been modified (i.e., changed from a significant 
impact to a less-than-significant impact) because no portion of the project site is 
now located within the 100-year flood hazard area. 

 
C16-6 The commenter’s concern related to the affiliation and management of 

commitments related to affordable housing is noted. This comment does not 
pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is necessary. 

 
C16-7 The cost of the Hunter project is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 
 
 CEQA general does not consider economics and fiscal effects unless such effects 

would result in adverse physical impacts to the environment. 
 
 For informational purposes, the City has not incurred any direct costs associated 

with processing this development application as the City has a reimbursement 
agreement that requires the applicant to reimburse the City for all costs associated 
with processing the application and preparing the EIR. 
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C16-8 The developer’s agreement with the City regarding the affordable housing 
component of the project is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER C17 
Peter Mennen 
July 17, 2012 
 
 
C17-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C17-4 

through C17-13 for specific responses to Mr. Mennen’s letter. 
 
C17-2 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C17-4 

through C17-13 for specific responses to Mr. Mennen’s letter. 
 
C17-3 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C17-4 

through C17-13 for specific responses to Mr. Mennen’s letter. 
 
C17-4 The St. Helena Star Editorial Board comments are beyond the scope of the Draft 

EIR. Please see Response to Comment C9-1 regarding the City’s Flood Protection 
Program. 

 
C17-5 Please see Response to Comment C9-1 regarding the City’s Flood Protection Plan. 
 
C17-6 See Response to Comment C6-2. 
 
C17-7 The commenter does not provide any factual evidence supporting the claim that 

“continuing deforestation/vineyard conversion in the mountains above the Upper 
Valley would worsen flash flood problems here in heavy storms.” In fact, recent 
studies conducted by the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) indicated the land 
use trend in reduction in forest cover from predevelopments times (the 1820s) 
until the present has been relatively modest in the Napa Watershed (on the order 
of six percent).10  

 
 Even closer to the project site, similar mapping in the Sulphur Creek sub-

watershed shows that between the 1940s through about 2004, there was actually 
a slight increase in forest/woodland cover. This same effect is documented in the 
lower watershed in the Carneros Creek sub-watershed, where vegetation cover 
types were mapped on time-sequential aerial photographs. 

 
 Based on this land use mapping data, the commenter’s claim that continuing 

deforestation on a level that would significantly affect flooding at the project site is 
not substantiated.  

 

                                               
10 SFEI, 2012, Napa River Watershed Profile: Past and Present Characteristics with Implications 

for Future Management of the Changing Napa River Valley, Appendix II, Table 3,  
http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/NapaReportComplete_HiRes-web-web.pdf 
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 While new vineyards have been planted in the watershed and are likely to continue 
to be planted, this does not represent a dramatic change in land use from a 
hydrologic perspective relative to a widespread conversion to impervious cover. 
However, it is possible that new vineyards, particularly on previously forested 
slopes, could result in an increase in runoff. It is for this reason that any new 
vineyard (or any other agricultural projects involving grading or earthmoving) on 
slopes greater than five percent and more than 1 acre must apply for an Erosion 
Control Plan permit. As part of this permit process, the applicant must include a 
hydrological analysis that demonstrates no increase in peak flow as compared to 
pre-vineyard conditions. Therefore, it is unlikely that new vineyards would have a 
substantial effect on flooding at the project site.  

 
C17-8 The Flood Protection Project was designed based on best available hydrology and 

hydraulic information, including how flood waters move through the valley. FEMA 
reviewed and accepted the Letter of Map Revision which updates the current Flood 
Insurance Rate Map. With regard to the effects of climate change on extreme 
weather events and how this could affect the project, please refer to Response to 
Comment C6-2. 

 
C17-9 The commenter does not provide any substantiation or project-specific information 

that current hydraulic modeling (in the terms of the comment – the 100 year flood 
model) that was used to design the Flood Protection Project is obsolete or that 
100-year floods would occur more frequently at the site in the future. With regard 
to the effects of climate change on extreme weather events and how this could 
affect the project, please refer to Response to Comment C6-2. 

 
C17-10 For the portion of the comment that asserts flooding conditions at the project site 

are likely to become more severe in the future, please refer to Responses to 
Comments C6-2 and C17-7. With regard to whether best management practices 
(BMPs) designed to minimize erosion and off-site sedimentation during the 
construction period would be sized adequately, sizing of BMPs is regulated by the 
NPDES Construction General Permit. The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) has determined the appropriate BMP sizing to capture the compliance 
storm event and that this would minimize erosion and sedimentation impacts to 
the maximum extent practicable. These types of BMPs are temporary (i.e., in-place 
only for the construction period) and are not designed to treat runoff associated 
with the very large storms because very large storms are infrequent (and not likely 
to occur during the project construction period) and not the type of storms that 
most contribute to water quality impacts or receiving water channel erosion. The 
SWRCB has determined that it is the smaller, more frequent storms that cause 
most of the stormwater runoff-related water quality degradation. In California, 
NPDES permits have been established that require that new development and 
redevelopment appropriately size BMPs for both the construction and operation 
period to treat these frequent smaller storms. 
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C17-11 Please refer to Response to Comment C17-10. 
 
C17-12 Please refer to Response to Comment C17-8. 
 
C17-13 This is a general comment that reflects Mr. Mennen’s feelings and does not 

discuss any portion of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER C18 
Peter Mennen 
July 17, 2012 
 
 
Retracted. 
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LETTER C19 
Barbara Monnette 
July 20, 2012 
 
 
C19-1 Page 53 of the Draft EIR discusses the details of the proposed  Adams Street and 

Starr Avenue extensions, as outlined in the General Plan. The road extension to 
Silverado Trail is not included as part of the proposed project. Please see 
Responses to Comments C19-2 through C19-13 for responses to the specific 
issues raised in Mr. Mennen’s letter #3. 

 
C19-2 See Response to Comment C7-4. Page 53 of the Draft EIR discusses the details of 

the proposed Adams Street and Starr Avenue extensions, as outlined in the 
General Plan. The City decision makers may consider the street extension issues as 
part of the project merits when considering approval of the project. The General 
Plan guidance to extend Adams Street through to Silverado Trail is not a 
requirement at any point in time. The volumes of traffic generated by this 
proposed project together with other traffic assumed under the cumulative 
condition would not require a connection between Adams Street and the Silverado 
Trail; a number of other environmental constraints related to crossing of the river 
may constrain development of such a crossing.  

 
C19-3 The commenter’s statement regarding the Adams Street extension is noted. The 

City decision makers may consider the street extension issues as part of the 
project merits when considering approval of the project. Please see Response to 
Comment C19-2 regarding the proposed street extensions. 

 
C19-4 Page 301 of the Draft EIR begins the chapter on traffic and transportation. Detailed 

analysis is provided for both existing conditions and conditions that are modeled 
for the year 2030. Adams Street is included in the analysis. The Adams and Starr 
Street extensions would each have a width of 60 feet, as shown in Figure III-5 on 
page 54 of the Draft EIR. Each street would include parking on both sides and 4-
foot wide sidewalks. The project would provide adequate access for pedestrian and 
bicycle movement within and through the project and would support subsequent 
extensions to provide non-vehicular access, such as the Vine Trail, as per the 
General Plan. The extension of Adams Street through to the Silverado Trail (and 
over the Napa River) is not proposed as part of this project, nor would the project 
result in an increase in traffic great enough to require such an extension. The fact 
that the General Plan shows Adams Street ultimately connecting to the Silverado 
Trail does not require this project to implement such improvement. See Response 
to Comment C19-2.   
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C19-5 A detailed analysis and modeling of traffic patterns was performed for existing 
conditions as well as for the year 2030, per CEQA requirements. The Draft EIR 
contains this analysis in the Traffic and Transportation chapter, beginning on page 
301 as well as in Appendix E: Traffic and Circulation.  

 
 The Draft EIR found that the project would have significant impacts at the Silverado 

Trail/Pope Street intersection due to the increase in average delay at this 
intersection, and the contribution of increases in traffic to the intersection, where 
Rural Sign Warrant #3 criteria levels are currently met during weekday AM and PM 
and Saturday peak traffic hours. While the Draft EIR found these impacts would be 
mitigated with the implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure TRAF-2, described on page 349 of the Draft EIR, the analysis found that 
even with mitigation these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 
C19-6 Please see Response to Comment C19-5 regarding the scope of the traffic analysis 

performed in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted, and the transportation and 
traffic conditions commented upon here contribute to the Draft EIR’s finding of 
significant and unavoidable impacts. 

 
C19-7 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding traffic and circulation 

issues and is noted. 
 
C19-8 Please see Response to Comment C19-5 regarding the scope of the traffic analysis 

performed in the Draft EIR. Potential impacts of a future expansion of Adams 
Street to connect to the Silverado Trail are not within the scope of this EIR. This EIR 
does, however, provide a wide-ranging, complete and thorough analysis of the 
traffic impacts that could result from the proposed project. 

 
C19-9 The proposed project does not include an elevated road extension over the Napa 

River. Please see Response to Comment and C9-1 regarding the City’s 
Comprehensive Flood Protection Program.      

 
C19-10 The proposed project does not include an elevated road extension over the Napa 

River. Please see Response to Comment C9-1 regarding the City’s Comprehensive 
Flood Protection Program. 

 
C19-11  The commenter is correct that the typical hydrologic and hydraulic analyses that 

are used to determine the extent of the FEMA flood hazard areas do not take into 
account debris jams or other types of blockages that could occur at bridges. 
FEMA’s expectation is that municipal and/or resource agencies would conduct 
appropriate maintenance of the channels to reduce this potential.  

 
 However, as described in the Draft EIR, the Flood Protection Project included a 

levee and floodwall with a 200-year level of flood protection and 3.0 feet of 
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freeboard above the 100-year flood level. This additional level of protection 
(beyond the 100-year flood) is specifically designed and included into these types 
of projects to account for potential real world variations that may occur in flood 
levels, including the type of scenario described by the commenter. Consistent with 
the CEQA standard, the project is protected by the 100-year flood event. 

 
C19-12 This comment reflects the opinion of the commenter, and is noted. No further 

response is necessary. 
 
C19-13 This comment reflects the opinion of the commenter, and is noted. No further 

response is necessary. 
 
C19-14 This comment reflects the opinion of the commenter, and is noted. No further 

response is necessary. 
 
C19-15 This comment discusses the Adams Street roadway extension to the Silverado Trail 

and potential environmental issues that should be considered. This roadway 
extension to the Silverado Trail is not part of the project. Therefore, this comment 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further response is 
necessary. 

 
C19-16 This comment discusses the Adams Street roadway extension and potential public 

safety and hazardous issues that should be considered. This roadway extension is 
not part of the project. Therefore, this comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the EIR; no further response is necessary. 

 
C19-17 The vulnerability of the mobile home park east of the project site was significantly 

reduced with the completion of the levee and floodwall associated with the Flood 
Protection Project. With FEMA’s acceptance of the LOMR, the mobile home park is 
no longer in the FEMA 100-year flood hazard area (it was before). That the City 
would document localized flooding and detail the vulnerable land uses in its 
application for a flood control project is appropriate. But now that the Flood 
Control project is complete, the Draft EIR appropriately describes the current flood 
vulnerability of the project site as less than significant. 



Letter
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From: Bobbi Monnette [mailto:matildabologne@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 8:58 AM
To: Mayor Offsite; xPeter White; Sharon Crull; Catarina Sanchez; Greg Desmond
Subject: Fw: Flood Project O & M Manual

Council Members, Mayor, and Interim City Planner,

I just read the attachment below regarding levee maintenance. It is detailed and 
daunting. Pages 9 and 10 and appendix B are especially noteworthy. I, as a St. Helena 
citizen, am commenting on the EIR for the Hunter Project, and request that the EIR 
recognize the need for the City of Saint Helena to demonstrate that there are adequately 
trained personnel, adequate funds set aside to pay these trained personnel, availability of 
this trained personnel during potential flood events, and a detailed protocol to maintain 
the levee appropriately, and to respond appropriately during high river events, before 
determining that the threat from the levee is less than significant.

I am 

Sincerely yours,

Barbara (Bobbi) Monnette
(707) 963-2840

1
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LETTER C20 
Barbara Monnette 
August 1, 2012 
 
 
C20-1 The Flood Protection Project was designed based on best available hydrology and 

hydraulic information, including how flood waters move through the valley. FEMA 
reviewed and accepted the Letter of Map Revision which updates the current Flood 
Insurance Rate Map. The City has prepared an Operation and Maintenance Manual 
to provide guidance on required maintenance.11 This manual is available for review 
at St. Helena City Hall during normal business hours.  

  

                                               
11 City of St. Helena, 2011. Operations and Maintenance Manual for the St. Helena 

Comprehensive Flood Protection Project, June.  
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LETTER C21  
Bobbi Monnette 
August 30, 2012 
 
 
C21-1 Please see Master Response #1: CEQA Process. 
 
C21-2 Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
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September 3, 2012 

 

Planning Department 

City of St Helena 

St Helena CA 

Attn: Jerry Haag 

 

The following are comments upon the Draft EIR for the Hunter Project and 
submitted on their behalf. Various documents are referenced in this comment.  
Documents already in the possession of the City are so identified.  In cases where it 
is unclear that the City already has a document, it will be separately submitted. 

 

Comment 1 

The current General Plan description of the MR land use category indicates that both 
detached and attached single-family housing is allowed. Consistent with that, the 
current Zoning Code standards for the Medium Density District allows 
condominiums, town homes, duplexes, and triplexes, subject to stated design 
standards and a Use Permit.  The Tentative Subdivision Map clearly indicates that 
the affordable housing component to be on Lot 52 is not determined at this time.  
While the TM does show one configuration relying upon apartments, the TM clearly 
states this is a “conceptual” layout.  Moreover, the Project description as submitted 
by the Applicant clearly states that the nature of the affordable units had yet to be 
determined. 

Comment 2 

The Lipee letter also addresses and challenges other potential scenarios, such as a 
“Flag Lot” project to buttress their claim of Zoning inconsistency, but these are both 
premature and irrelevant.   

Comment 3 

The DEIR makes frequent reference to the pending General Plan Update and its 
associated EIR.  In some cases, policies of the pending General Plan are used to 
assess both General Plan consistency as well as potential impacts under CEQA.  Any 
reference to or reliance upon that document is inappropriate and should be 
removed.  There is only one General Plan in force as a basis for CEQA review.  It 
would be speculative to assume that the pending document will reflect any final 
version.  The City Council has repeatedly considered significant changes in the 
current pending version of the General Plan Update. 

1
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Comment 4 

In contrast, the adopted Housing Element is given minimal review for the purposes 
of assessing General Plan consistency and Project impacts.  The fact that the 
“housing” issues per se were screened out during the scoping process does not 
mean that the Housing Element has no bearing on impact assessment under CEQA. 
Furthermore, there are many policies within the Housing Element that apply to the 
processing and approval of affordable housing projects.   

A stated Project Objective is to support implementation of the programs and policies 
of the Housing Element.  Pertinent policies include the encouragement of affordable 
housing, providing workforce housing, providing second units, ensuring the 
minimum anticipated densities are met with buildout of Housing Opportunity Sites, 
provision special housing and Granny units, etc. 

Furthering existing Housing policies is a stated Project Objective, and provides both 
a basis for making Findings of Overriding Public Benefit and a basis for identifying 
and assessing Project Alternatives.  

One significant and pertinent Housing Element policy   that requires that the MR 
District Zoning Code requires that no Use Permit be required for multi-unit housing 
(Condominiums, townhomes, duplexes, and triplexes) after June of 2012. HCD 
required this deadline as a condition of  approving the Housing Element. 

Comment 5 

The DEIR does not distinguish which City policies and Code apply to the Project. 

The City Letter confirming Application Completeness serves to establish what 
policies are applicable to the Project.  Thus any Municipal Code changes made 
subsequent to the Completion Date would not be applicable to the Project.  The City 
has previously considered various policy and or Code changes to restrict or 
preclude the Project, subsequent to issuance of the Completeness Letter.  Contract 
legal Counsel to the City advised the City that any after the fact General Plan or 
Municipal Code changes could not be applied to the Project or serve as a basis for 
denial.  (Meyers Nave letter in City records)  Give that critical timing aspect, the 
DEIR should focus on Code provisions and policies in force prior to issuance of the 
Completion Letter.  

 

Comment s regarding Unmitigated Significant Impacts 

Comment 6 

The DEIR identifies three Significant Unmitigated Impacts resulting from the Project 
and Cumulative Impact assessments.  The applicant believes these three issues can 
be reduce to less-than-significant impacts, based upon additional information not 

5
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reflected in the DEIR, prior CEQA actions taken by the City with respect to this 
parcel, and Conditions or further mitigations proposed by the applicant. 

 

Comment 7 

The DEIR identifies a significant impact with respect to the Loss of Prime 
Agricultural land.  The DEIR appears to have exclusively relied upon the California 
Department of Conservation Important Farmland Mapping Program.  Impact AGRI-1 
states the Project would “convert Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use” (DEIR pg 
10).  This is incorrect.  Prime Farmland must exhibit certain soil types and character, 
but also must have been under agricultural irrigation for at least four years “prior to 
the Important Farmland Map date”(attached).  The Project site has not had 
agricultural irrigation since FILL, as confirmed by the vineyard manager and the 
City (Attached). The site well is used, but only for the purpose of irrigating the biotic 
portion of the St Helena  flood control project to the east of the Project.  The 
applicant has filed a formal request with the Department of Conservation to correct 
this designation. The EIR should take notice of the incorrect mapping of the Project 
site with respect to impacts under CEQA. 

 

Comment 8 

The DEIR also notes that the Project site has been designated for Medium Density 
housing in the 1993 General Plan now in force, and prior to then was designated as 
Urban Reserve (DEIR pg 95). The DEIR then offers up Mitigation Measure AGRI-1 
that requires the applicant to replace acre for acre the current Prime Farmland that 
would be loss through some combination of conservation easements, farmland 
banking credits or other offsets. But concludes that while these measures will help 
minimize the project’s 

Significant environmental effects associated with the conversion of Prime 
Farmland, but not to a less-than-significant level. When farmland is converted 
to urban use, a requirement that conservation easements be obtained on 
other land does not replace the converted land, but such an easement can 
help diminish the development pressures created by the conversion of 
farmland. As a result, the City finds this impact significant and unavoidable. 

This fails to differentiate between a “significant impact” versus a “less than 
significant impact”.  The implications of an absolute impact threshold is that a 
Project that converts one square foot of Prime Farmland would constitute a  
Significant Unmitigated  Impact, thus triggering an EIR.   impact, .  This is not and 
never was the intent of the Department of Conservation  mapping program.  The 
purpose of the mapping is not  to address CEQA compliance, but one of disclosure 
only.   

Comment 9 

7
cont.
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Public  comment in the Planning Commission hearing questioned how the Wine 
Train would affect traffic and safety.  The Public Utilities Commission addressed this 
issue in their approval of Wine Train operations by assigning the responsibility to 
the Wine Train in consultation with the City (attached). 

The CEQA checklist makes no differentiation between significant impact as opposed 
to a less than significant impact.  Under that circumstance, it becomes appropriate to 
rely on local application and interpretation of “significance” and “mitigation”.   

Comment 10 

The City of St Helena has already made a determination through the Housing 
Element Mitigated Negative Declaration that the loss of farmland on the Project site 
has been addressed both in the 1993 General Plan and the 2009 Housing Element 
Update.( in which the City designated the Project site as a “Housing Opportunity 
Site” as submitted to and approved by  HCD. 

 

The EIR for the 1993 General Plan discusses agricultural resources on pages II.A-3 and 4. Impact 
II.A.4 (found on page II.A-19), states that development consistent with the proposed General Plan 
Update’s land use designations could lead to the conversion of prime agricultural land to urban use 
or the impairment of the productivity of prime agricultural land.
The Housing Element does not include any goals, policies, or actions that would result in impacts 
to agricultural resources above those previously identified in the General Plan EIR. No impacts to 
agricultural resources will result from the adoption of this update to the Housing Element.
 

Comment 11 

The Housing Element MND also includes a mandatory Policy that states : 

HE1.H Amend zoning for the Vidovich site (APN 009-180-034) from High 
Density Residential to Agricultural Use. 

The Housing Element MND  notes this would offset land lost toward Housing 
Opportunity sites. 

Comment 12 

In summary,  

the Project sites does not qualify as Prime Farmland ,  

the City has previously determined both in 1993 and 2009 that the site is designated 
for housing,  

that both those determinations were made concluding that no significant  impacts 
would result, with no legal challenge to either determination, 

10
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that the CEQA determinations made for the 1993 General Plan and the Draft EIR 
provides no substantial evidence that the loss of any amount of Prime Farmlands 
results in a significant unmitigated impact,   

and the Hunter Project DEIR provides no new information that would run counter to 
the prior CEQA determinations made regarding this parcel. 

  

The Unmitigated traffic impacts  are mitigatable and  do not accurately reflect the 
Project 

Comment 13 

The DEIR notes that the only Significant Unmitigated impacts  are associated with 
the intersection of Pope Street and Silverado Trail as stated in Mitigation Measure 
TRAF-2  3, 4, 5,  and 6.  All of these reflect the need for signalization and extra lane 
capacity on Silverado Trail  . 

But after identifying the mitigations in items TRAF 2-6, the DEIR states that the 
impacts remain significant and unmitigated.  No evidence is included that explains 
why the mitigations are insufficient. 

Comment 14 

The DEIR traffic section also is unclear whether the proposed signal at 
Pope/Silverado Trail was factored into the Project and Cumulative traffic analysis, 
including the potential that the  Signal in and of itself, would reduce the impact  to 
less than significant. .   

 

Comment 15 

Some of the traffic mitigations suggest that the additional lane capacity on Silverado 
Trail will be a function of the signalization.  The DEIR should clearly describe the 
degree of mitigation offered by signalization, and then describe what remaining 
mitigation is required to address Silverado lane capacity both north and south. 

Comment 16 

The potential significance of the Pope Street bridge was reflected in public 
comments during the first Planning Commission in which speakers noted the 
current bridge as a traffic problem that was both unsafe and restricting traffic flow. 
The EIR should assess whether the Pope Street bridge affects local traffic flow. 

Comment 17  

The DEIR must also clarify the controlling jurisdiction for the proposed traffic signal 
at Pope Street and Silverado Trail, as well as the lane configuration for both north-
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bound and south-bound traffic. While the DEIR does not discuss City versus County 
jurisdiction with respect to mitigation feasibility , the City Staff report dated for the 
first Planning Commission hearing stated, 

Although Mitigation Measures TRAF-1, TRAF-2 and TRAF-3 recommends that the project sponsor provide 
a fair share contribution to improve this intersection, the intersection is largely out of City jurisdiction and 
this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

The staff report does not elaborate further on the statement that the intersection is 
primarily n the County.  The General Plan map indicates the intersection is in City 
jurisdiction with respect to the  potential signalization site, and that a significant stretch 
of Silverado Trail near that intersection is also in the City control.   This is further 
reinforced by the parcel- specific map prepared by the local LAFCO agency also  shows
that the intersection and associated approaches are in City control. (attached ).

Comment 18
The  EIR should also address the scenario where the necessary improvements to the 
Pope/Silverado that Trail  lie within City jurisdiction would satisfactorily address the 
potential for the Applicant to resolve the SU impacts.  

Comment 19

If the EIR  determines that the “fair-share” funding by the applicant would not reduce the 
Pope/Silverado intersection significant impacts, than the EIR must examine the potential 
for the applicant to front additional funds under the terms of a reimbursement agreement 
that would accelerate some additional portion of the stated improvements.

Comment 20 

Lastly, the Project objectives  3 and 4 specifically cite the intent to provide “work 
force” housing, consistent with local and regional policies, providing the potential to 
greatly  reduce greenhouse gas emission, reduce traffic noise, support City stated 
policies for economic sustainability, and reduce traffic volumes  to below current 
levels.  The applicant further elaborated the proposal at the first Planning 
Commission hearing, specifically stating they were receptive to offering  all market-
rate and affordable units to households where the individuals presently live in the 
immediate area of Napa while commuting  to St Helena.  First priority could be given 
to qualifying public safety employees, followed by other public employees , such as 
City  infrastructure positions (water and wastewater), local hospital staff, and local 
teachers.  The common thread is to provide an opportunity for residents on Napa to 
relocate into the community in which they work on a daily basis(attached) 

Comment 21 

The DEIR  must validate the assumption that new traffic associated with the Project 
would follow the same traffic distribution pattern as exists at present.  There is no 
consideration that the affordable housing units or second units might not mimic the 
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generic flow distribution of present day. This becomes a critical issue when 
considered in the context of stated Project Objectives and adopted Housing Element 
policies. 

The Air Quality analysis has a number of issues that must be corrected before any 
determination can be made  with respect to  potentially significant impacts and 
associated mitigations and determinations..  The Applicant believes that the 
conclusions reflected in the DEIR are not consistent with Project Objectives, are not 
consistent with Bay Area Air Quality Management District standards, does not apply 
the appropriate CEQA thresholds, and does not address the air pollutant reductions 
associated with Tier 4  technology already in common use at construction sites. 

Comment 22 

The DEIR does not appear to address the seasonal air movements along the Napa 
from the Bay to the upper valley.  Studies show a significant pattern where not only 
is air movement reversed seasonally, but that the pollutants of concern vary 
consistently between summer and winter.  This suggests the ability to craft a 
grading schedule that would further reduce impacts upon adjacent residents. 

Comment 23 

The DEIR also assumes a construction schedule and duration substantially  longer 
that predicted by the Applicant .  While the DEIR speaks of an 18-month period of 
rough grading and infrastructure, which  is the primary contributor to the 
contaminants of concern, the Applicant has proposed a shorter timetable  of three to 
six months, thus reducing the volume of contaminants of concern, and reducing the 
total annual production of contaminants of concern. 

Comment 24 

The DEIR Air Quality Analysis relies exclusively upon the 2010 CEQA Thresholds 
adopted by the BAAQMD  for assessing air quality impacts, their significance, and 
potential mitigations.  The Air Quality portion of the DEIR repeatedly cites the 2010 
CEQA Guidelines and makes no reference to any other guiding documents or 
policies. 

This becomes a critical issue since the BAAQMD has been ordered  by the  County of 
Alameda Superior Court to withdraw the 2010 CEQA Guidelines until those very 
Guidelines are assessed under CEQA. While an Alameda County Superior Court 
order outside of Sonoma County might not apply in Napa County, the BAAQMD took 
the practical approach to direct all local jurisdictions  in their  District to cease any 
use of the 2010 CEQA Thresholds document and revert to the prior  version; 

 

…the Air District has been ordered to set aside the Thresholds and is no longer 
recommending that these Thresholds be used as a general measure of a 
project’s significant air quality impacts. Lead agencies may continue to rely
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on the Air District’s 1999 Thresholds of Significance and they may continue to 
make determinations regarding the significance of an individual project’s air 
quality impacts based on the substantial evidence in the record for that project.
(attached) 

Comment 25 

The DEIR acknowledges the retraction of the current CEQA threshholds on page 106 
of the DEIR, and then asserts: 

The City of St. Helena Planning 
Department, as the lead agency, has determined that BAAQMD’s adopted Air 
Quality thresholds are appropriate for determining air quality impact significance 
for the proposed project 

Comment 26 

This is contrary to the guidance issued  by the BAAQMD, as well as being 
inconsistent with the procedures for adoption of local  CEQA  Guidelines. The 
BAAQMD  advisory specifically  states that while the CEQA  documentation can be 
used for technical functions(such as pollutant level calculation), the Thresholds 
portion should not be used for assessing the significance of impacts. 

Comment 27 

 The City of St Helena cannot adopt the proposed Air Quality Thresholds without 
conditioning its own CEQA review of the BAAQMD  policy.    The BAAQMD did not 
conduct any CEQA review of the 2010 CEQA Guidelines, which means the City must 
conduct its own CEQA review for applying the 2010 rules, even if only to declare 
that adoption of the BAAQMD CEQA Thresholds of 2010.  Since St Helena has not 
made its own determination with regard to adopting the 2010 rules as there own, 
they cannot be used for this EIR process.   The default option is to use the prior 
BAAQMD 1999 Thresholds .(attached) 

 

Comment 28 

The inherent problem that resulted in the adverse Superior Court decision also 
applies in this case.  Opponents to the proposed Thresholds noted that the 
Thresholds would work at cross-purposes with State objectives of encouraging 
more compact development and increased reliance on public transportation.  This 
same issue applies to the proposed Project, with the disputed Thresholds running 
counter to various Housing Element policies.  If the City is going to rely upon those 
Thresholds, they must demonstrate that there is substantial evidence to support 
using those Thresholds rather than the pre-existing 1999 Thresholds as 
recommended by the BAAQMD. 
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Comment 29 

Nor can the City adopt City-wide air quality Thresholds without going through 
Public Notice process and potentially a public hearing.  Regardless of whether the 
City adopts Thresholds by Ordinance, Resolution, or other means, some minimal 
level of discussion and disclosure must occur (attached) 

Another issue with local reliance upon the BAAQMD withdrawn  CEQA Thresholds is 
that CEQA provides for a very specific process to adopt Threshholds  for a specific 
community.   These include public notice and a public hearing prior to adopting 
community-specific thresholds. No such public process has been used to legitimize 
using Thresholds now withdrawn by the sponsoring Agency and overturned by a 
Court. 

Comment 30 

Lastly, even if the City went through the public process of adopting local air quality 
CEQA Thresholds, they would not be applicable to this Project, which obtained a 
Letter of Completion prior to the new CEQA rule.  (see Meyers Nave letter attached) 

Comment 31 

Another issue to be clarified is the assumptions with respect to the degree of 
pollution controls on diesel equipment.  The DEIR apparently did the bulk of its 
emission assumptions based upon Tier 2 equipment, while noting that  Tier 3 would 
FILL.  Contact with contractors in the North Bay indicates that larger construction 
firms have already upgraded to Tier 4 standards for diesel construction equipment. 
The Applicant is committed to using Tier 4 Equipment and will provide 
documentation and a complete analysis of pollutant reduction. That being the case, 
the air quality analysis should be examined in light of greater emission controls  
over diesel emissions than assumed in the DEIR Air Quality assessment. The 
applicant is committed to complete site preparation within 3 to 6 months using Tier 
4 equipment. 

Comment 32 

The Air Quality analysis should also distinguish between Project  impacts upon 
current residents, as opposed to impacts upon the residents residing in the Hunter 
Project.  Several CEQA Appellate Court decisions have reinforced the premise that  
CEQA is focused on the environment as it existing prior to the Project This is 
consistent with the fundamental premise that  impacts are measured against the 
“baseline” condition,in this case, the  residences in the existing neighborhood to the 
south of the Project site. 
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The DEIR has some areas of internal inconsistency that should by reconciled. 

Comment 33 
The discussion of the levee and flooding boundaries is addressed in two locations in 
the DEIR and produce two different mitigations.  Impact HYD-3 states that  
 
The proposed project could result in  development within the 100-year flood hazard 
zone and increase flood inundation depths at and away from the site. 
 

The proposed Mitigation is to rely upon Code Section 15-52 that requires specific 
floor heights within a “FEMA 100-year flood hazard Zone” with respect to “current “ 
FEMA base map elevations. While the compliance occurs prior to occupancy, the 
word “current” can be interpreted to mean current as per the FEMA mapping  at the 
time the EIR was initiated or the FEMA Map in force at the time of applying  for 
Occupancy Permits. 

Comment 34 

Contrary to that approach ,Impact HYD 4 notes potential impacts associated with 
levee failure, and the associated mitigation requires all floor elevations be based 
upon the pre-levee flood mapping,  in spite of the  flood control project.  The flood 
control project is accepted as providing control over a 200-year flood event, which 
is comparable to the high standards required by California law and policy for the 
Central Valley (documents previously submitted). 

Comment 35 

HYD-4 then addresses levee failure by stating that a study must be done to 
determine that “portions of the site within the pre-Flood Control Project floodplain 
would not be inundated during a worst-case levee failure scenario”.  No definition is 
provided for the legal or engineering definition of inundation. Finally, the Mitigation 
states that only those portions of the prior flood zone “that are not at risk of damage 
from a levee failure may be issued building permits. 

Comment 36 

This has several flaws.  The first is that the DEIR already relies upon City Code 
provisions with respect to floor height over 100-year flood levels. There is not clear 
impact shown that should bind the Project engineering to an outdated flood zone 
boundary.  Secondly the mitigation introduces undefined and ambiguous terms such 
as “inundated” and “damage”.  The blanket damage rule as described would negate 
the purpose of having an established and accepted design standard in the City Code.   

Third, much of the levee failure discussion on DEIR page 242-246 consist of an 
extended discussion of the very low probability of levee failure, as well as providing 
qualitative references to FEMA information.  The striking omission is that at no time 
does the DEIR attempt to determine the relative risk of levee failure within the 
stated 2030 cumulative impact time horizon. As described in the DEIR, it would take 
a sequence of unlikely occurrences to occur simultaneously to result in the 
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inundation  outcome. Even when tested against the FEMA guidelines for levee risk  
(Previously submitted), the DEIR sets all of that aside and proposes a mitigation that 
bars  any residences in the current 100-year zone  if they might suffer (undefined) 
damage in an inundation (also undefined)  generated  by an extreme storm  event 
(also undefined).  The result is a determination of a significant impact without 
references to the probability of an adverse event, the scope of acceptable risk,  and 
applicability of standards and thresholds from the two controlling agencies of FEMA 
and the Department of Water  Resources.  The Applicant has previously submitted a 
levee failure report into the Record based upon the engineering data of the St 
Helena levee and agency standards. 

 

Comment 37 

The impact analysis with regards to flooding and levee failure should be revised to 
first identify applicable thresholds or standards, then integrate the FEMA 
remapping  with respect to capacity and safety under FEMA standards,  then 
determine the scope of unacceptable risk factors or events,  then determine the 
probability of  such events in the context of site-specific data within by 2030, and 
finally apply City Codes and policies to the extent they predate the Letter of 
Completion. 

The Public Services portion of the DEIR contains incorrect information and 
incomplete information with respect to Project site well usage. 

Comment 38 

The DEIR incorrectly states the Project site well has historically used for vineyard 
irrigation.  As noted above,  the well has not been used for agricultural irrigation for 
over a decade.  Its present use is limited to providing water to landscaping 
associated with the St Helena Flood Control Project habitat restoration. 

Comment 39 

At the first public DEIR hearing before the Planning Commission, two residents 
stated that there are groundwater problems since their own wells have periodically 
gone dry in the summer.  This is not substantial evidence under CEQA since there 
are too many unknown variables , such as depth of well, water usage levels, 
drawdown recovery  time, static level, etc.  The information previously provided by 
the Applicant show fluctuation between years and seasons, but no evidence of 
overdrafting  as a continuing trend.  Well data  submitted by City. County, and State 
agencies  do not reflect any significant  overdrafting , and show drawdown only in 
the immediate vicinity of wells. 
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Comment 40 

The DEIR discussion of City ordinances and policies should not reflect any  material 
or actions that were subsequent to the Letter of Completion for the Project 
submittal.  

Comment 42 

The DEIR must acknowledge with respect to water supply and allocation that the 
City is required to  and address the  Government Code Section 65589.7(a) and 
Housing Element Policy  HE.1.D with respect to the City providing  priority access to 
water or sewer capacity ahead of other new projects.  The applicant has previously 
submitted an estimate of Project water demand to the City Public Works 
Department, so as to preserve that allocation (previously provided). 

Comment 42 

Setting aside the No Project Alternative, the two other Alternatives both rely upon 
reducing Project unit count.  The current Project is already at the minimum yield 
under the current General Plan Land Use Category and the MR Zoning District.  The 
DEIR acknowledges this conflict but resolves it by proposing  changing  the Land 
Use Designation to  Low Density and rezoning to the  Low Density Residential 
District.  But the DEIR fails to examine these changes any further.   

43 

The DEIR also fails to address consistency  of the two Reduced Unit alternatives  
with the current Housing Element.  The site is designated as a Housing Opportunity 
Site with a stated minimum yield.  As noted above, the significant reduction in units 
is contrary to the Housing Element as certified by HCD. 

Comment 44 

The Reduced Unit alternatives are not consistently assessed against   multiple 
Project Objectives.  The DEIR incorrectly states that the only Project Objective not 
satisfied by the Reduced Unit Alternatives is Objective 1 that calls site development 
consistent with the General Plan.  

Comment 45 

The Applicant is proposing one additional Alternative.  This is the Traffic Mitigation 
Workforce Alternative.  This alternative is identical to the Project as proposed, with 
one significant difference. The Applicant has previously indicated their intent to 
provide a significant workforce housing component, as stated to the Planning 
Commission and reflected in Project Objectives and the current Housing Element.  
This alternative would provide a number of workforce housing (market and 
affordable) to target public employees who work in St Helena and presently live  in 
southern Napa County.  The specific number of such units would be capped at the 
point that the reduced traffic flow eliminates the Significant Unmitigated Impacts at 
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the intersection of Pope Street and Silverado Trail as associated with the Project as 
submitted. As stated previously, the Applicant is willing to work with City staff to 
ensure the completion of the workforce component, as reflected in either EIR 
mitigations or Conditions of Approval.  

Thank you for your efforts, and we look forward to ending with a robust and helpful 
EIR.  If you need to have any documents resubmitted, please feel free to let me 
know. 

 

Scot Stegeman 
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LETTER C22 
Scot Stegeman 
September 3, 2012    
 
 
C22-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C22-2 

through C22-30 for responses to the specific issues raised in Mr. Stegeman’s 
letter. 

 
C22-2 This is a clarification of the conceptual proposal for attached units and is not a 

comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 
 
C22-3 Please see Response to Comment B2-5. The term “Flag Lot” on page 50 of the Draft 

EIR was used only for description purposes and was not intended to mean Flag Lot 
as it is defined in the City’s Municipal Code.  

 
C22-4 The Draft General Plan was used for illustrative purposes only to show the 

potential similarities and differences between the current General Plan and the 
Draft General Plan. 

 
C22-5 The Draft EIR discusses the City’s Housing Element and its relationship to the 

project on page 46. Under the discussion of the General Plan Update, the Draft EIR 
explains that the Hunter property is one of 15 Key Opportunity Sites listed in the 
Housing Element. The Staff Reports prepared for the Planning Commission and 
City Council public hearings will contain a thorough and complete analysis of the 
proposed project in light of the City’s Housing Element and other General Plan 
Elements.  

  
 
C22-6 This is a clarification of the applicable policies regulating the project and is not a 

comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
C22-7 This comment is noted. See individual responses below. 
 
C22-8 See Master Response #3 – Loss of Agricultural Land. 
 
C22-9 See Master Response #3 – Loss of Agricultural Land. 
 
C22-10 This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further 

response is necessary. 
  
C22-11 See Master Response #3 – Loss of Agricultural Land. 
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C22-12 The mitigations would be sufficient to address the identified impact. The impact is 
only considered significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not 
entirely within the City of St. Helena, and accomplishing the improvements (i.e., 
mitigating the impact) would require participation with the County of Napa. The 
Draft EIR cannot assume mitigation without working with the County first, thus, 
the mitigation is considered significant and unavoidable as determined by the City 
of St. Helena. Additionally, numerous complications would make improvements to 
the Silverado Trail/Pope Street intersection economically infeasible, including the 
close proximity of the Napa River, the presence of a historic bridge, and the 
current narrowness of Pope Street on the bridge. 

 
C22-13 The signal and turn lane improvements shown in the Draft EIR as mitigation 

measures for the Pope Street /Silverado Trail intersection are required to mitigate 
project traffic impacts. 

 
C22-14 The northbound left turn lane improvement (lengthening) and southbound right 

turn lane improvement (add a formal southbound right turn lane), in combination 
with signalization of the intersection, would provide the needed mitigation for the 
impact identified at the Pope/Silverado Trail intersection. The project would be 
required to contribute its fair share to these improvements. 

 
C22-15 The Pope Street Bridge restricts traffic flow over the bridge to one-lane each 

direction. It has the effect of slowing traffic speeds. At existing traffic levels, the 
flow of traffic is acceptable at this location. 

 
C22-16 Over one-half of the Pope Street/Silverado Trail intersection is within the 

unincorporated portion of Napa County. The City of St. Helena has no authority to 
approve improvement plans for this intersection and has no legal authority to 
require Napa County to approve such plans. The City would work in cooperation 
with the County of Napa to make all improvements to this intersection, but the 
impact remains potentially significant and unavoidable since this improvement 
cannot be guaranteed. 

 
C22-17 Cities and counties regularly work together to accomplish roadway and 

intersection improvements. There is no reason to assume that this cannot be done. 
However, since the mitigation requires cooperation between jurisdictions, the EIR 
cannot assume this mitigation, and for legal reasons, must consider the impact 
Significant and Unavoidable.  

 
C22-18 This comment regarding the applicant’s potential funding of intersection 

improvements is not an issue for the EIR, but could be addressed as a Condition of 
Approval during the City review process.   
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C22-19 This comment deals with the potential unit mix (affordable and market rate) and 
the City’s housing policy as it relates to the Hunter development and its future 
residents, which is outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 

 
C22-20 It is necessary to have a factual basis for determining traffic distribution, and 

observed traffic patterns are often the best indicators. There is no reason to 
assume that attached units or lower cost housing would have a different 
distribution pattern than that of single family housing, however, the trip rates for 
these land uses are different, as shown in Table IV.L-12, Project Trip Generation. 
For the Hunter Subdivision project traffic, the proposed new roadway connection 
(extension of Starr Avenue) between Hunt Avenue and Adams Street creates 
localized redistribution of ambient and project-generated traffic. This 
redistribution is shown in detail in Appendix Figures A-7, A-8 and A-9. 

 
C22-21 See Responses to Comments C22-22, C-23 and C-24 below. 
 
C22-22 The commenter refers to studies that show seasonal patterns of wind flow and 

pollutants of concern. Since the commenter did not provide reference to any 
specific studies, it is not possible to evaluate whether these studies are relevant. 
However, air quality impacts are evaluated based on the project’s potential to 
impact both regional and local air quality. To evaluate the impact on regional air 
quality, the emissions from construction were quantified and compared against the 
thresholds of significance in units of pounds per day, which do not consider 
prevailing wind directions. An evaluation of the localized impact may be performed 
with consideration of meteorological conditions, including seasonal variations of 
prevailing wind direction; however, such an evaluation could not be performed for 
this project since a detailed construction schedule had not been determined at the 
time the analysis was conducted. 

 
C22-23 The air quality impact from construction was evaluated based on the schedule as 

stated in Section 4 (Phasing and Construction Schedule) of the Draft EIR, “the 
applicant anticipates that the site improvements (including but not limited to 
overall grading and installation of roads, water, sewer, telecommunication, 
electrical and natural gas lines) for the project would be completed within 18 
months.” It should be noted however, that reducing the period of construction 
would not reduce the amount of pollutants emitted during construction. 

 
C22-24 The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the lead agency involved, 
based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data. As the Lead Agency for 
the project, the City of St. Helena has the authority to determine the appropriate 
thresholds of significance for air quality impacts.  
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 The use of the BAAQMD's CEQA Guidelines 2011 was consistent with the 
methodology used for evaluation of the St. Helena General Plan update 2010. 
Substantial evidence supporting the BAAQMD's CEQA Guidelines 2011 thresholds 
of significance for air quality impacts can be found in BAAQMD, Revised Draft 
Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds 
of Significance, October 2009. 

 
 BAAQMD’s adoption of the thresholds was called into question by an order issued 

March 5, 2012, in California Building Industry Association v. BAAQMD (Alameda 
Superior Court Case No. RGI0548693). The order required BAAQMD to set aside its 
approval of the thresholds until it has conducted environmental review under 
CEQA. The final decision on the case has not yet been made. 

 
 The claims made in the case concerned the environmental impacts of adopting the 

thresholds, that is, how the thresholds would indirectly affect land use 
development patterns. Those issues are not relevant to the scientific basis of 
BAAQMD’s analysis of what levels of pollutants should be deemed significant. This 
analysis considers the science informing the thresholds as being supported by 
substantial evidence. Scientific information supporting the thresholds was 
documented in BAAQMD’s proposed thresholds of significance analysis.12 This 
analysis herein uses the thresholds and methodologies from BAAQMD’s May 2011 
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines to determine the potential impacts of the project on 
the existing environment. 

 
C22-25 Please see Response to Comment C22-24. 
  
C22-26 Please see Response to Comment C22-24. 
 
C22-27 Please see Response to Comment C22-24. 
 
C22-28 Please see Response to Comment C22-24. 
 
C22-29 Please see Response to Comment C22-24. 
 
C22-30 Emission standards for diesel construction equipment are based on the 

manufacture year of the engine. The quantification of emissions from construction 
was performed using the most current version of Urban Emissions (URBEMIS) 
model in accordance with BAAQMD guidelines. The model uses the California Air 
Resources Board's OFFROAD2007 model for off-road vehicle emissions. The 
emissions from construction equipment are County specific and based on the 
estimated population of specific types of construction equipment and the year 

                                               
12 BAAQMD. 2009. California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update Proposed Thresholds 

of Significance. December. 
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manufactured. In other words, the emissions used are an average for Napa County, 
based on prediction of the type of construction equipment operating in Napa 
County and the varying ages of that equipment. Since the project, as defined, does 
not restrict the use of older construction equipment this is a reasonable and 
conservative assumption. 

 
 As stated in the Draft EIR, California Air Resources Board’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 

Vehicle and Large Spark Ignition Fleet Regulations would require construction 
equipment fleet operators to upgrade to newer equipment or retrofit older 
equipment to meet specified fleet averages. At the time the Draft EIR was 
prepared, the schedule for implementing and enforcing the In-Use Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle and Large Spark Ignition Fleet Regulations was uncertain. The current 
schedule for construction equipment operators to meet the requirements is: 
January 1, 2014, for large fleets, January 1, 2017, for medium fleets, and January 
1, 2019, for small fleets. Therefore, there is no regulatory requirement that any or 
all of the equipment would meet Tier 4 emission standards. 

 
 In addition, the requirement that construction equipment manufacturers produce 

equipment meeting Tier 4 emission standards did not begin until this year – 
2013.Some construction equipment manufactured in 2013, although not all, are 
required to meet Interim Tier 4 standards. The requirement to meet Tier 4 
emission standards in 2013 only applies to equipment with 25 to 49 horsepower 
engines. Equipment with 175 to 750 horsepower engines would not be required 
meet Tier 4 emission standards until 2014; all equipment would be required to 
meet Tier 4 standards by 2015. Therefore, to assume that all the equipment used 
in the project’s construction phase would be equipped with Tier 4 would not be 
realistic. 

 
 To reduce the potential localized air quality impact from construction on the 

nearby residences, Mitigation Measure Air-2b requires the use of construction 
equipment with Tier 3 or retrofitted older equipment to meet Tier 3 emission 
standards. It is expected that Tier 3 engines or retrofitted older equipment would 
be readily available for use during construction. 

 
C22-31 The air quality analysis provides potential criteria pollutant concentrations for 

construction and operational impacts as well as exposure to Toxic Air 
Contaminants by sensitive receptors. These analyses apply to both current 
residents (construction analysis) and future residents (operational analysis). 

 
C22-32 Impact and Mitigation Measure HYD-3, referred to by the commenter, which 

addresses potential impacts related to placing housing in the 100-year flood 
hazard area, has been modified (i.e., changed from a significant impact to a less-
than-significant impact) because no portion of the project site is now located 
within the 100-year flood hazard area. FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection 
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Project and has officially revised the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood 
Hazard Boundary Map. Since the project site is no longer in the 100-year flood 
hazard area, placement of fill would not raise flood inundation depths at or away 
from the project site. This mitigation measure is no longer necessary (and has 
been deleted from the EIR). 

 
C22-33 The City continues to support this mitigation to provide an additional level of 

protection for the residences constructed behind the levee in the remote chance of 
levee breech or overtopping. 

 
The third full paragraph on page 245 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
The Flood Protection Project levee system is designed to provide protection for the 
200-year flood event (under CEQA, the criteria for flood protection is the 100-year 
event) with 3 feet of freeboard. By approving the current FIRM, FEMA has 
recognized the levee. Recognition of the levee system by FEMA is a critical step in 
the process of risk evaluation. FEMA has indicated that the City has adequately 
addressed all the levee safety criteria described above.  

 
C22-34 The preparers of the Draft EIR agree with the commenter that the mitigation 

measure was not adequately specific with regard to the definition of “inundation.” 
Notably, FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection Project and has officially revised 
the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map and the 
project site is no longer located within the 100-year flood hazard area. The Draft 
EIR text has been modified to clarify that inundation refers to flood water levels 
exceeding the lowest finished floor elevation. 

 
 The Mitigation Measure on page 246 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

 
 Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Based on consultation with the City and to 

provide an additional level of protection for the residences constructed 
behind the levee: 

 
1) All residences located within the existing formerexisting FEMA 100-year 

flood hazard zone (the pre-Flood Protection Project floodplain) shall be 
constructed so that the lowest floor elevation is a minimum of 18 
inches above the pre-Flood Protection Project base flood elevations. The 
applicant shall prepare grading plans and construction specifications 
that demonstrate that any homes proposed to be constructed within the 
pre-Flood Protection Project 100-year hazard zone are elevated so that 
the lowest floor is 18 inches above the base flood elevation (i.e., the 
elevation of the 100-year flood). During construction, these elevations 
shall be confirmed by a licensed land surveyor and documentation, 
signed and stamped by the land surveyor, submitted to the City prior to 
issuance of occupancy permits.  



S E P T E M B E R  2 0 1 3  H U N T E R  S U B D I V I S I O N  P R O J E C T  E I R  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  

 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 339  

 
1) To address levee failure, an engineering analysis performed by a 

qualified professional engineer shall be prepared that demonstrates that 
those portions of the project site within the pre-Flood Protection Project 
floodplain would not be inundated during a worst-case levee failure 
scenario (inundation refers to flood water levels exceeding the lowest 
finished floor elevation). The analysis shall be reviewed by the City and 
only those portions of the pre-Flood Control project floodplain that are 
not at risk of damage from a levee failure may be issued building 
permits. 

 
 In addition, the project sponsor . . .  
 
 The preparers of the Draft EIR do not agree that the analysis and 

requirement for mitigation must be limited or tied to existing City Code 
requirements.  

 
 Regarding submission of a levee failure report, the comment is noted and 

no further discussion is required.   
 
C22-35 Please refer to Response to Comment C22-34 for a discussion of the 2030 

planning horizon and the use of City Codes in development of mitigation 
measures. The City continues to support this mitigation to provide an additional 
level of protection for the residences constructed behind the levee. 

 
C22-36 Please see Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and 

Availability. 
 
C22-37 Please see Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and 

Availability. 
 
C22-38 Unclear as to what policies or ordinances the commenter is referring to. 
 
C22-39 The referenced policy has been added to the Draft General Plan discussion on page 

283 of the Draft EIR. 
 

The existing General Plan policy table on page 283 is revised as follows: 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

POLICY 10.3.5 Encourage developers to provide open space and recreational facilities as part of new 
residential developments. The City may consider density bonuses for the inclusion of significant 
public recreational facilities in new development 

POLICY 10.3.6 Assess park development fees on all new commercial, industrial, and residential 
development sufficient to fund City-wide park improvements. 
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HOUSING 

POLICY 1.D Give projects that include affordable housing units priority access to 
water and sewer resources over other new projects should the capacity of the 
local water or sewer systems become inadequate to meet the full demand for 
new connections. 

 
C22-40 The Residential/Agricultural Preserve Alternative assumes the minimum density 

permitted in the MR Zoning District—5.1 dwelling units/acre—on the portion of 
the site designated as residential. The reminder of the site would be need to be 
redesignated and rezoned for Agriculture purposes. The Reduced Density 
Alternative assumes a density less than the minimum required in the MR Zoning 
District and therefore would require redesignation and rezoning to Low Density as 
noted by the commenter. If one of these alternatives were selected, the City would 
have to identify additional sites, as per Government Code Section 65863(b), to 
meet the no net loss in residential unit capacity. The 2009 Housing Element 
identifies a surplus of sites to meet the Regional Housing Needs Allocation, across 
all income levels. 

 
C22-41 See Response to Comment C22-40. 
 
C22-42 The Residential/Agricultural Preserve and Reduced Density alternatives both satisfy 

each of the project objectives, except for Objective 1, as stated in the Draft EIR. 
Although each of these alternatives reduces the total number of units, each still 
provides a range of housing types as supported in Objective 2 and documented in 
Tables V-1 and V-2. These alternatives also support Objective 3 by contributing 
housing which could be developed at workforce or affordable housing levels. 
Moreover, these alternatives do not preclude meeting the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation as described in Comment C22-40. 

 
C22-43 The Reduced Density Alternative and the Residential/ Agricultural Preserve 

Alternative both reduced the total units from 87 to 50. According to preliminary 
testing by the EIR traffic consultant, to reduce traffic impacts from the project over 
existing conditions, traffic from existing development and the project would need 
to decline by 55 percent to address the Level of Service issue, by 17 percent to 
address the signal warrant issue, and by 40 percent to address the westbound left 
turn queue issue. Traffic from future conditions in 2030, including the project, 
would need to be reduced by 75-80 percent to address the Level of Service issue, 
by 9% to address the signal warrant issue, and by 40% to address the westbound 
left turn queue issue to reduce traffic impacts to a less than significant level.  

 
C22-44 Comment noted. 
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LETTER C23 
Jack Mitchell 
NO DATE 
 
 
C23-1 The rear yard of homes at the terminus of Grove Court and Monte Vista Avenue 

would remain immediately adjacent to vineyards as the right-of-way for Adams 
Street is located approximately 50 feet beyond the rear property line of the 
existing residential properties and the existing vineyards on that 50-foot wide 
piece of the property would remain. The rear yards of the multi-family (primarily 
two-story) residential located on the north side of Monte Vista Avenue would be 
adjacent to the proposed attached-unit residential development. Pages 259-261 of 
the Draft EIR discusses the noise and vibration impacts from traffic on Adams and 
Starr Avenues. The noise study indicated that noise levels, after the project is 
complete, would not increase over 5dBA , which is categorized as a less-than-
significant impact according to established standards. The noise levels on the 
existing portion of Adams Street are projected to be less than 52dBA at 50 feet 
from the center of the road. Traffic volumes on the new extension of Adam Street 
would be lower than the existing segment. As a result, the noise levels would be 
incrementally lower. As shown in Table IV.J-3, noise levels less than 55dBA are 
identified as completely compatible with all land use types including residential, 
according to the City’s 1993 General Plan. Please see Table IV. J-6 on page 261 of 
the Draft EIR for the data on Adams Street and Starr Avenue. Light and glare 
impacts are addressed by AES-1 on page 86 of the Draft EIR. 

 
C23-2 Traffic levels would be increased by the volumes disclosed in the Draft EIR. Project 

volumes for peak traffic time periods are shown on Starr Avenue in Figures IV.L-14, 
IV.L-15 and IV.L-16 for Existing with Project traffic, and Figures IV.L-17, IV.L -18, 
and IV.L -19 for year 2030 with Project traffic. Appendix Figures A-7, A-8 and A-9 
show the details of redistributed traffic which includes some increase in trips from 
west to east side. The analysis does not indicate that any of the intersections along 
Starr Avenue would be significantly impacted either in the project or cumulative 
conditions. As a result, no mitigation is required. Based on the traffic analysis the 
increase on Starr Avenue would not be great enough to result in unsafe conditions. 
The increase would likely be noticeable and could incrementally affect the existing 
environment, but the increase would not trigger any significant impacts under 
CEQA related to people’s peace, safety or security. 
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LETTER C24 
Chuck Vondra 
August 29, 2012 
 
 
C24-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C24-2 

through C24-5 for responses to the specific issues raised in Mr. Vondra’s letter. 
 
C24-2 The project would have a maximum of 87 new housing units and up to 211 new 

residents. The number of residents were calculated based on the City’s most 
recently used generation factor of 2.4 for the General Plan Draft EIR. The number 
of affordable units has yet to be determined and is outside the scope of the Draft 
EIR. 

 
C24-3 The St. Helena Police Chief determined that current staffing levels and facilities 

would be adequate for the increase in population from the project (page 288, 
footnote 39 of the Draft EIR). As a result, no mitigation is necessary. Additionally, 
it is noted that the CEQA threshold for determining that a service impact is 
significant under CEQA is quite high and is restated below: 

 
• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the 
following public services: fire protection; police protection; schools; or other 
public facilities; 

 
C24-4 Page 291 of the Draft EIR analyzes the impact of the project on parks and 

recreation. The city has identified three potential future park sites totaling 42.25 
acres, one of which is adjacent to the project site. In addition, the civic 
improvement impact fee of $2.25 per square foot of new construction would be 
directed to the Civic Improvement Fund which includes improvements to parks and 
recreation that would be developed independent of the proposed project. The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would increase the use of parks 
and recreation areas. However, the incremental increase is not expected to result 
in substantial or accelerated physical deterioration and would not require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. 

 
C24-5 The CEQA Guidelines do not require calculations of classroom size increases from 

a project and the City of St. Helena General Plan does not have a specific policy 
related to school service levels.  
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 Additionally, California Government Code Section 65995(3)(h) states that the 
payment of statutory school fees is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of 
the impacts of any development. As stated on page 290 of the Draft EIR, the 
applicant would pay $2.97 per square foot of new construction. 

 



Letter
C25

1

2

3



Letter
C25

Cont.

4

5

6

7

8



S E P T E M B E R  2 0 1 3  H U N T E R  S U B D I V I S I O N  P R O J E C T  E I R  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  

 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 349  

LETTER C25 
Philip Brackmann 
September 4, 2013 
 
 
C25-1 This is an introductory comment. Please see Responses to Comments C25-C-28 for 

responses to the specific issues raised in Mr. Brackmann’s letter. 
 
C25-2 Please see Response to Comment B4-15 for an explanation of the seasonal 

factoring provided in the Draft EIR traffic analysis; based upon Caltrans data, 
Saturday PM peak hour is equal to or greater than that for Sunday. Thus, the 
Saturday PM peak traffic period is considered to present a peak weekend analysis. 
Lunchtime Friday, Saturday and Sunday has not been identified as representing the 
traffic peak time period in St. Helena, thus analysis focuses on weekday AM and 
PM peak traffic hours, and the Saturday PM peak traffic hours. 

 
C25-3 Trip generation for the proposed project is shown in Table IV.L-12 on page 338 of 

the Draft EIR. The trip rates used for the apartments and multi-family units employ 
the most conservative (e.g., largest) standard traffic engineering (ITE) trip rates. 

 
C25-4 Being aware of the focused concern for pedestrian movements in St. Helena, a 

minimum green time of between 18 and 27 seconds was used for all signalized 
intersections, in order that the analysis software would allow plenty of time for 
pedestrian-actuated crossing signals to operate for every signal phase. At 
unsignalized intersections, the number of pedestrians were conservatively doubled 
to fully account for pedestrian movements at intersections.  

 
 LOS calculation worksheets and queuing calculations are provided in the Final EIR 

Revised Appendix E.  
 
C25-5 For the nine-year period from 2011 to 2020, a small percentage of growth, 0.5 

percent per year (a total of 4.5 percent for the nine years), was applied, in addition 
to traffic generated by development projected to occur in the St. Helena planning 
area by 2020. The small growth rate was projected based upon a survey of 
Caltrans traffic data along SR 29 between 2002 and 2011, when a large sampling 
of volumes in St. Helena were observed to remain the same or slightly decline over 
the 9-year time period. Crane Transportation Group obtained a list of planned and 
approved, but not built, projects supplied by City staff to determine anticipated 
build-out in the City of St. Helena. This list of eight projects is included in the EIR 
appendix, titled Memorandum from Crane Transportation Group to Greg 
Desmond, City of St Helena, dated February 7, 2012. City staff provided a planning 
horizon date for the time of expected construction and occupancy of these 
projects. For purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that the planning horizon 
for build-out of known projects is year 2020. To project growth on the roadway 
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network to 2030, City staff provided a growth rate of 0.75 percent per year for the 
St. Helena area. The draft General Plan Update anticipates a growth rate of 
approximately 15 percent from adoption of the updated General Plan to 2030. 

 
 This rate was applied to turning movements for each time period analyzed.  
 
C25-6 The Draft EIR included eight projects expected to be built by the 2020 planning 

horizon. These are listed, along with trip generation for each project, for each 
analyzed time period, in Table IV.L-10. The table does not include projects in 
Calistoga, however, growth in through-traffic generated outside the City of St. 
Helena was accounted for by the addition of a growth rate to existing and long-
term traffic volumes. See also Response to Comment C25-5. 

 
C25-7 The proposed project accomplishes one link in a system of links shown in the 

City’s General Plan: the extension of Starr to Adams Street. This is consistent with 
the 1993 General Plan and the (unadopted) current General Plan Update. 

 
C25-8 The City does not have plans at this time to extend Adams Street to the Silverado 

Trail. The extension of Adams Street is not part of the Hunter Subdivision Project. 
Therefore this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, but the City 
may consider this item during the review of the project merits. 
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LETTER C26 
Patrick Fryer 
NO DATE 
 
 
C26-1 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C26-2 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
C26-3 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
 
C26-4 See Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and Availability.  
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LETTER C27 
Elena Wilson 
NO DATE 
 
 
C27-1 The design of the floodwall that is part of the project is substantially different from 

the floodwalls that failed in New Orleans during Katrina. In New Orleans, the levees 
and floodwalls were subject to a massive storm surge, which increased pressure on 
the bottom of canals and on levees and floodwalls (this type of hurricane storm 
surge could not happen in St. Helena). Also, some of the New Orleans levees and 
floodwalls were older and built prior to current standards. They were underlain by 
weak materials such as peat and weak clay layers (not the case in St. Helena). 

 
 The hydrologic and hydraulic analyses completed for the Flood Protection Project 

indicate that the project site is no longer in the 100-year flood hazard area. The 
comment offers no substantive evidence that contradicts this. 

 
C27-2 The preparers of the Draft EIR agree that levees reduce flood risks, but do not 

eliminate them. As stated by FEMA and restated in the Draft EIR (page 243):  
 
 Levees reduce the risk of flooding. They do not eliminate it. For example, if a flood 

larger than the designed level of risk reduction occurs, there will likely be 
widespread flooding. Over time if levees are not maintained properly, their ability 
to reduce risk decreases due to deterioration. Improper drainage, erosion, 
seepage, subsidence, and even earthquakes can cause levees to fail and result in 
catastrophic flooding. In fact, the flood damage can be greater than if the levee 
had not been built. 

 
 The Draft EIR goes on to explain the design and maintenance measures that have 

been implemented related to the Flood Protection Project and how the potential for 
levee failure has been reduced. In accordance with the CEQA Significance Criteria, 
the Draft EIR appropriately found the impact related to levee failure to be less than 
significant. 

 
 



Commissioner Pitts Hunter EIR Comments - 9/4/12 

Aesthetic Resources 

This study does not appear to contemplate the impact on residents in the Big Rock area, which is part of 
St Helena – they currently and will continue to have a view shed that includes this site. 

Additional ambient light will also impact ability to see stars in St Helena. 

This cannot be considered LTS and sufficient mitigation to avoid these effects does not appear to be 
possible. 

Why is a 4 foot retaining wall being utilized?  Can the site be sloped instead as the wall may be 
unappealing aesthetically. 

The project does not appear to encourage diversity and protect St Helena’s small town charm. 

Additionally, Policy 4.3.25 encourages varying lot size –the majority of the lots appear to be similarly 
sized and shaped which is inconsistent with this policy. 

Policy 4.3.26 and 4.4.3 also restricts the location of driveways and garages to minimize visual impact on 
street  and shows a preference of garages on the backside of properties– it appears as though all 
garages are located on the street frontage per the landscaping plan on page 58 of the EIR. 

Policy 4.7.3 suggests generous setbacks and sufficient lot depth to maximize open space and vineyard 
views…is 20 feet sufficient. 

The report needs an overlay map of surrounding neighborhoods and density, lots sizes, etc to compare 
to what is proposed to ensure that this development conforms with existing character. 

Will utilities be undergrounded? This is not addressed. 

Will there be a set of CC&R’s to ensure quality development of the community? This is not addressed. 

Agricultural & Forest Resources 

Conservation easements and credits in Napa are not a substitute for Prime Farmland in St Helena.  This 
does not mitigate the impact and reduce to LTS. 

CEQA indicates the preferred mitigation is AVOIDANCE as this is Prime Farmland.  Why is CEQA’s 
preferred mitigation being ignored? Does CEQA overrule the General Plan.  This cannot be mitigated. 

Air Quality 

Air monitoring data is based on a CARB station in Napa – can we assume St Helena is the same (page 
104) – seems that inversion could be worse in St Helena due to tighter pinch in the valley. 

Also (page 114) – the modeling done used 76, not 87 units which is inaccurate. 
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AIR-2 – how often is equipment checked to ensure that equipment has not fallen out of proper 
condition during the previous day/days? 

AIR-2b – this provides the Sponsor the ability to convince the city that compliance is not feasible and 
therefore render the mitigation moot and useless.  If the mitigation measure is not possible, it should 
not be included as a mitigation measure and we certainly cannot rely on it. 

Also, the EIR indicates that the project sponsors shall ensure the above– we need to ensure that if the 
project is sold, future owners will be forced to hold to the same standards and create some recourse to 
current owner if they sell to someone who does not hold up to the same standards. 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1 – Discusses defining a suitable buffer if a nest is found during development during survey prior to 
development – “suitable” should be more specifically defined – to what standards? 

One reconnaissance day was performed – is that sufficient? 

Also, certain species of fish were deemed not present but they exist in the nearby Napa River…that must 
be considered as well given proximity to the Napa River and being within the watershed. 

Cultural Resources 

We know that several hundred bodies were found adjacent to this site and the EIR concludes that since 
nothing has been found on this site, there is no knowledge of existence of any burial ground.  This is an 
irresponsible approach and the discovery work should be conducted prior to approving and issuing any 
permit as the project may need to change drastically if such remains are discovered. 

We know Wappos lived here and have a reason to believe they may have also buried their dead here.  
We need to approach this project and site with a higher level of caution and care and respect and 
protect this potential cultural resource. 

CULT-1 – if items are found we create a 100 ft. barrier – is this adequate and who mandates this set 
back.  Work could continue at 101 ft and cultural resources could be destroyed. 

We also need to see a map indicating where the previously discovered sites are located in proximity to 
the site – within ¼ mile is not specific enough to make an informed decision.  While there are only 2 
sites within the project area, if others are nearby, this would serve as an indicator as to the potential for 
additional sites within the project site. 

The EIR also indicates that certain areas have already been filled and therefore the earth underneath is 
“protected”.  I thought that fill was inadequate and need to be fixed – does this entail removing that fill 
that is supposed to be “protection”?? 

Also, we need to ask ourselves, is it an impact to the environment if we knowingly and potentially build 
over an ancient burial ground or culturally significant area?  For example, Site CA-NAP-406 was recently 
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The engineering hydraulic analysis that contemplates ensuring that placing fill (which we know must be 
done to satisfy the 18 inch increased home pad requirement) in the flood plain area will not increase 
flood inundation depths at or away from the project  must be submitted prior to issuance of grading or 
building permits – WHICH grading or building permits.  This analysis should be done NOW and prior to 
any approval of any project, period. 

Is the city liable for Measure A funds being misused by approving this project? Perhaps this is out of the 
scope of CEQA, like the potential liability to the City if flood damage ever occurred but it is certainly 
relevant to me as if there were a flood and there were damages it would be a hazard, aesthetic impact 
and safety issue, period. 

How do we define Flood Hazard Areas? 

Page 246, how can only a small number of homes be impacted in the event of a breach an 5 feet of 
water coming through? 

By creating a 4 ft wall around Vineyard Valley are we increasing risk of turning that area into a swimming 
pool if the levy is breached. 

Noise 

No comments 

Public Services, Recreation and Utilities 

No Parks are contemplated at all which is an issue given we are below our goal on a per capita basis. 

How does this integrate with the St Helena Bike Plan and is Class II acceptable (versus Class I)? 

Traffic 

This was zoned medium density assuming Adams Street would connect to the Silverado Trail.  This has 
not happened and perhaps the Medium Density needs to be revisited as a result. 

The traffic impacts to certain intersections becoming C, D and E ratings are simply unacceptable and 
cannot be mitigated. 

The traffic study was done during crush but not during the HIGH season – traffic impact study needs to 
be conducted in June/July. 

Does this plan leave the ability to connect Adams Street to the Silverado trail in the future? 

Water  

Theoretical offsets, savings issue:  What if new projects do not comply with caps and people use more 
water than expected.  We have set a Safe Yield target and are making policy decisions based on 
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covered with fill.  Why such mitigations as mentioned may not disturb the cultural resources are we 
inherently impacting the cultural resources, short of destroying them, by building in top of the them and 
essentially removing them from potential discovery forever – this is fairly close to destruction in my 
book.  We should hold ourselves to a higher level of standard when it comes to embracing the history 
and prior inhabitants of Napa Valley.  Don’t we want to learn and document who lived here, how they 
lived and when.  To turn our back on this cultural resource and history is a mistake. 

What does “Data Recovery” mean and how does it mitigate the adverse effects to the site? 

Reporting on CA-NAP-406 “data recovery” is not even completed yet and the report has not been 
deposited yet with the CA Historical Resources Regional Information Center.  We are making a 
determination when we have incomplete information and lack very important facts. 

CULT-2 Mitigation measure contemplates the fact that works who are supposed to be trained may fail to 
report an artifact find in a timely manner and comments on the failure thereof…what are the 
consequences and how does this provide any comfort that such mitigation measure is of value and will 
work. 

CEQA indicates that avoidance of historic sites if the preferable mitigation – page 161 – states that 
avoidance is not feasible based on the current plan…perhaps the plan should be reconsidered to make it 
feasible. 

Geology, Soils, Seismicity 

No comments 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

How is it possible that an additional 87 homes will result in no “significant impact” on GHG emissions.  
This is not credible. 

Hazards and Public Safety 

No Comments 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Given flood concerns we are told the site is designed to let water out. 

How does this mesh with ensuring that contaminated water does not enter the Napa River? 

Concrete washout is to occur 50 feet away from storm drain inlets – how do we know that this distance 
is adequate?  It is not very far for contaminated water to flow. 

FEMA has not approved the flood plain map.  How can we be taking steps on this project prior to this 
being done. 
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theoretical water usage studies but have not had an adequate period of time to determine if this 
approach works in reality. 
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LETTER C28 
Greg Pitts 
NO DATE 
 
 
C28-1 For a residential project of this scale, a CEQA analysis for aesthetics does not 

analyze views to the project from a distance beyond immediate surrounding 
neighborhoods. If for example, the project proposed a feature of a height and 
mass severely out of scale with other architectural features in the City, such as a 
visible tower structure, the CEQA analysis would include public views to the site 
from a distance. In this case, where the project is consistent with the scale of 
residential development throughout the City, distant, private views are not taken 
into account. 

 
C28-2 Page 86 of the Draft EIR describes the mitigation measures that would reduce the 

light and glare from the proposed project to a less-than-significant impact. These 
mitigation measures include lighting design approval from the City design review 
committee, the use of shielded and outdoor lights, as well as the use of non-
mirrored glass to reduce glare. 

 
 The addition of more development in St. Helena in an area that is already 

developed may incrementally increase ambient night lighting but such an 
incremental change would not be great enough to trigger a significant impact 
under CEQA. 

 
C28-3 The retaining wall is specified to be two to four feet in height (see tentative 

subdivision map). This comment does not specifically address an inadequacy in 
the Draft EIR. The City may consider these comments as part of its review of the 
project merits. 

 
C28-4  All aspects of the project design would go through the City’s design review 

process. The developer has proposed a workforce housing component of the 
project, which would help to fulfill the demand for affordable housing in St. Helena 
and provide a more diverse housing supply. The type of land use and the proposed 
density are consistent with the land uses envisioned for the property in the St. 
Helena General Plan. This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of 
the EIR; no further response is necessary. 

 
C28-5 Policy 4.3.25 encourages within the primary urban area of St. Helena a variety of 

housing types, densities, and varying lot widths and configurations. It does not 
specifically address lot sizes. As described on page 50 of the Draft EIR, the single-
family parcels would be typically rectangular and range in size between 7,000 and 
8,000 square feet. A number of irregular shaped parcels are also proposed which 
are larger. The minimum single-family parcel size is 7,000 square feet and some of 
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the larger parcels are over 12,000 square feet. The majority of the parcels are 70 
to 75 feet wide. It is necessary to have some uniformity and organization in lot 
size and placement within a development in order to facilitate efficient use of the 
streets and access to utilities as well as to conform to the City’s set-back 
requirements. However, as part of the City’s review of the project’s merits, the City 
may request the applicant to more significantly vary the width of the parcels if it 
desires. This comment and response to do not specifically address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 

 
C28-6 Figure III-7 is an illustrative landscape plan for the subdivision and does not depict 

proposed configurations for individual lots. The location of garages and driveways 
associated with future dwellings are subject to future Design Review as part of the 
City’s project approval process. 

 
C28-7 Each lot would have setbacks that conform to the zoning and design review 

standards. Additionally, these factors are subject to future Design Review as part 
of the City’s project approval process. 

 
C28-8 The surrounding neighborhood of single and multi-family homes is described on 

page 45 and page 81 of the Draft EIR. Additionally, these factors are subject to 
future Design Review as part of the City’s project approval process. 

 
C28-9 Utilities would be undergrounded. 
 
 This text revision has been added to the Final EIR as shown in Chapter 4 Text 

Revisions. Additionally, these factors are subject to future Design Review as part of 
the City’s project approval process.  

 
C28-10 The question of whether or not the project would have covenants, conditions and 

restrictions, is outside the scope of the Draft EIR and would be addressed when the 
applicant completes entitlements and goes through the design review process. 

 
C28-11 See Master Response #3- Loss of Agricultural Land. 
 
C28-12 The air monitoring station in the City of Napa is the closest BAAQMD monitoring 

station to the proposed project. The data was provided for informational purposes 
to provide context and may not represent the actual conditions in St. Helena. The 
evaluation of air quality impact does not rely on the data provided by the City of 
Napa air monitoring station. 

 
C28-13 The quantification of emissions used 51 single family parcels and 25 apartments in 

the URBEMIS model. There is no standard land use within the URBEMIS model for 
detached units on a single family lot. Therefore, only 76 units were used in the 
emission quantification. 
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 However, to provide a conservative estimate of the potential emissions, the 
URBEMIS model was re-run using 51 single family parcels and 36 apartments to 
account for the 25 low-income housing and 11 accessory/granny units. The total 
emissions went up slightly but remained below the thresholds of significance for 
criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
C28-14 As stated in Mitigation AIR-2a, the equipment would be required to meet the 

maintenance schedule recommended by the manufacturer. The monitoring and 
inspection frequency of this mitigation measure would be specified in the MMRP. 

 
C28-15 This mitigation measure, AIR-2b, describes the construction contract specifications 

that must be required to the fullest extent feasible as determined by the City. 
 
C28-16 The EIR and its mitigation measures would apply to this project regardless of 

project ownership. 
 
C28-17 Suitable buffer distances that need to be established around an active nest are 

species dependent. That is, species have different levels of tolerance of 
disturbance and what is suitable for one species may not be suitable to another. 
Therefore, a wildlife biologist would determine the species at the time of the 
survey and determine the suitable buffer distance for that species based on buffer 
distances commonly known to provide effective protection. 

 
C28-18 One reconnaissance day survey was considered sufficient based on review of 

available information (maps, species lists, aerial photographs, site history) prior to 
the survey, the habitat types and condition that were observed during the survey, 
and later evaluation. If an element had been identified during the preview, during 
the survey, or in later evaluation that warranted additional field study, it would 
have been conducted. 

 
C28-19 Special-status fish species in the Napa River were acknowledged and evaluated; see 

Response to Comment B2-38. 
 
C28-20 As reported in Table IV.E-2 human remains have been recovered from two sites 

within ¼-mile of the project area (CA-NAP-399 and 683), but none have been 
recovered from either of the two sites within the project area (CA-NAP-406 and -
1008) as reported in Table IV.E-1. The entire project area has been surveyed by 
qualified professional archaeologists and evidence of two sites has been found 
within the project area. Both sites within the project area have been the subject of 
subsurface testing that did not locate any human remains. Mitigation measure 
CULT-2 addresses the possibility that human remains could be encountered during 
project construction and the steps that would be taken in that event. 
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C28-21 The entire project area has been surveyed by qualified professional archaeologists 
and evidence of two sites has been found within the project area as reported in 
Table IV.E-1. Both sites within the project area have been the subject of subsurface 
testing that did not locate any human remains. One site in the project area, CA-
NAP-1008, has failed to meet the requirements of eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), a determination that the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
concurred with (in December 2006). Therefore, it does not have to be taken into 
consideration under CEQA. CA-NAP-406 was determined to be eligible for the 
NRHP and CRHR by the SHPO (also in December 2006). Therefore, it does have to 
be taken into consideration under CEQA. Mitigation Measure CULT-1 addresses the 
potential project impacts to the site and the measures that are recommended to 
mitigate those potential impacts. Mitigation Measure CULT-2 addresses the 
possibility that human remains could be encountered during project construction 
and the steps that would be taken in that event. 

 
C28-22 A 100-foot radius around a discovery is generally considered to be sufficient to 

protect the discovery and the archaeologists evaluating it. Most Native American 
sites in California are small in comparison to modern settlements and may well be 
encompassed within the 100 ft. radius. However, CULT-1 also applies if work 
continues at a distance of 101 ft. from the find and another discovery (or a 
continuation of the first discovery) is made in that location, work would be halted 
in a 100 foot radius around that location also. 

 
C28-23 Archaeological site locations are confidential and WSA is not permitted to disclose 

site locations to individuals who do not qualify for access to such information, as 
specified in Section III (A-E) of the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) Information Center Rules of Operation Manual, or in publicly 
distributed documents without written consent of the Information Center 
Coordinator. To do so would be grounds for denial of WSA’s access to CHRIS 
information. Table IV.E-2 provides information on sites with ¼-mile of the project 
area. WSA took into consideration the locations of these, and other nearby sites 
outside the ¼-mile radius, as well as other factors in evaluating the potential for 
cultural resources within the project area. 

 
C28-24 Some of the fill may need to be moved or re-compacted. As detailed in MM GEO-1, 

a design-level geotechnical study would be required prior to issuance of a grading 
or building permit. All design criteria and specifications set forth in the design-
level geotechnical report would be required to be implemented into the project’s 
final design. 

 
C28-25 According to CEQA Section 15126.4, avoidance of sites is the preferred mitigation. 

Avoidance can include, but is not limited to capping the archaeological site with a 
layer of chemically stable soil before construction. Site CA-NAP-406 was recently 
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covered with a layer of fill from the St. Helena Flood Protection Project and current 
plans for the project area do not include excavation below the fill layer covering 
the site. Therefore, from the CEQA perspective the site is being avoided, which is 
the preferred mitigation for it. 

 
C28-26 Impact and Mitigation Measure HYD-3, referred to by the commenter, which 

addresses potential impacts related to placing housing in the 100-year flood 
hazard area, has been modified (i.e., changed from a significant impact to a less-
than-significant impact) because no portion of the project site is now located 
within the 100-year flood hazard area. FEMA has accepted the Flood Protection 
Project and has officially revised the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood 
Hazard Boundary Map. Since the project site is no longer in the 100-year flood 
hazard area, placement of fill would not raise flood inundation depths at or away 
from the project site. This mitigation measure is no longer necessary (and has 
been deleted from the EIR). 

 
C28-27 The liability of the City for using Measure A funds is beyond the scope of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement. This comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the EIR; no further response is necessary. 

 
C28-28 Flood areas or flood zones are geographic areas that the FEMA has defined 

according to varying levels of flood risk. These zones are depicted on a 
community's Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map. Each 
zone reflects the severity or type of flooding in the area. The 100-year flood 
hazard area has a one percent (1 in 100) chance of being flooded in any given 
year. 

 
C28-29 It appears the commenter is referring to the following from page 246 of the Draft 

EIR: 
 
 For the proposed project, only a relatively small number of residences would be 

impacted; no businesses or critical infrastructure would be affected. Nonetheless, 
even though the potential for levee failure is remote, the consequences would be 
significant, and therefore the potential property loss and injuries to residents 
related to potential levee failure is a significant impact. 

 
 The Draft EIR further explains that: 
 
 If released during a levee failure, this water would have potentially destructive 

power and could damage homes at the project site, particularly on proposed 
building lots 22 through 29. On the project site, flood water that breaches the 
levee would spread out quickly after passing this first row of building lots and 
crossing over the proposed street. In summary, a catastrophic levee failure could 
cause property loss and potentially injuries for the first row of homes, and 
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additional property loss (but no injuries likely) for the remaining portions of the 
proposed development, as the areas away from the location of the levee failure 
inundation depths would likely be shallow and eventually dissipate completely. 

 
 These excerpts from the Draft EIR indicate that catastrophic failure of the levee 

would damage some homes, and further indicates that those homes on lots 22 
through 29 would be particularly vulnerable. As the flood waters spread out, they 
would become shallower and slower moving. Since the homes at the project site 
would be constructed on elevated building pads, damage away from the breach is 
expected to be substantially reduced. 

 
C28-30 The “4 ft wall around Vineyard Valley” was constructed as part of the Flood 

Protection Project and represents an existing condition, not a component of the 
proposed project. 

 
C28-31 The project would be assessed for park development fees to address provision of 

additional parks in the City. 
 
C28-32 The project would provide adequate access for bicycle movement, including a 

Class II extension of the Vine Trail, as per the General Plan. 
 
C28-33 This comment proposes that the City’s zoning for the site be reconsidered and 

does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further response is 
necessary. 

 
C28-34 This comment addresses the project’s merits and may be considered by the City as 

it considers approval of the project. 
 
C28-35 Seasonal Adjustment:  
 
 The Draft EIR states that November counts were seasonally adjusted to the harvest 

(crush) season, as harvest (October) volumes have been shown to be higher than 
other times of the year, based upon seasonal traffic count data for SR 29. This was 
based upon contact with Caltrans District 4 staff (Jordan Chan, Caltrans Office of 
Highway Operations), who provided seasonal data for SR 29 in St Helena, at the 
Adams Street intersection for 2002 through 2011. CTG utilized the more recent 
2007–2008, and 2010-2011 seasonal data, included in full in the Final EIR Revised 
Appendix E. The two-way averaged data provided the basis for seasonal factors. 
See also Response to Comment B4-15. 

 
C28-36 The proposed project would not adversely impact the City’s ability to connect 

Adams Street to the Silverado Trail in the future. 
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C28-37 See Master Response #6 – Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 
Standard. 

 
C28-38 Data recovery means the scientific archaeological excavation of the site to recover 

the important archaeological information that it contains. CEQA defines significant 
historical resources as “resources listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)” (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1). 
There are four criteria under which a resource may be considered historically 
significant, but most archaeological sites, including CA-NAP-406, are found to be 
significant under criteria 4: it has yielded or is likely to yield information important 
in prehistory or history (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1). By 
archaeologically recovering the data contained in the site, the important 
information it contains has been saved. Thus, the impact to the site has been 
mitigated as there would be no loss of important information through adverse 
effects to the site. 

 
C28-39 While the report on the data recovery conducted at CA-NAP-406 has not been 

completed and deposited at the information center, the excavations have been 
completed and Pacific Legacy, Inc., who carried out the excavations, have shared 
with WSA the draft report sections discussing CA-NAP-406. This information was 
taken into consideration by WSA in evaluating the cultural resources within the 
project area. 

 
C28-40 Mitigation Measure CULT-2 addresses human remains and requires that the 

provisions of Section 7050.5(b) of the California Health and Safety Code be 
followed. Section 7050.5. (a) states that every person who knowingly mutilates or 
disinters, wantonly disturbs, or willfully removes any human remains in or from 
any location other than a dedicated cemetery without authority of law is guilty of a 
misdemeanor, except as provided in Section 5097.99 of the Public Resources 
Code. According to Section 7051 every person who removes any part of any 
human remains from any place where it has been interred, …with intent to sell it 
without authority of law, or written permission of the person or persons having the 
right to control the remains under Section 7100, or with malice or wantonness, has 
committed a public offense that is punishable by imprisonment pursuant to 
subdivision (h) of Section 1170 of the Penal Code. 

 
C28-41 Mitigation Measure CULT-1, referred to on page 161 of the Draft EIR, details the 

measures that govern the site if testing determines that the resource is potentially 
eligible to the CRHR, including if avoidance is not feasible. 

 
C28-42 Global climate change is representative of a cumulative impact; that is to say, no 

individual project by itself could result in global climate change. BAAQMD’s 
approach to developing the greenhouse gas (GHG) emission threshold of 
significance used for the proposed project was to identify the emissions level for 
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which a project would not be expected to substantially conflict with existing 
California legislation adopted to reduce statewide GHG emissions. If a project 
would not generate GHG emissions above the significance threshold level, it would 
not contribute substantially to a cumulative impact and would not be considered 
significant. 

 
C28-43 The project site is no longer in the 100-year flood hazard zone, and therefore 

(barring a catastrophic levee failure) the potential for flooding on-site, and any 
related release of contamination, is considered a less-than-significant impact. 
Further, the proposed project would not introduce particularly large quantities of 
hazardous materials or materials that are particularly toxic (relative to any other 
urban or suburban land use in the area). In the unlikely event of project site 
flooding, any water quality impacts related to the release of small quantities of 
hazardous materials to flood waters would not be significant.  

 
C28-44 Concrete wash out pits or bermed areas tend to be self-sealing, in that the 

concrete residuals seal the pore spaces of the soil so that water would no longer 
infiltrate. Most of the water is lost to evaporation and then the solidified concrete 
is removed for disposal.  

 
 The Qualified SWPPP inspector would be on-site to ensure that the washout areas 

are properly sized and used. 
 
C28-45 FEMA has approved the flood plain map and the project site is no longer in the 

100-year flood hazard zone. Therefore (barring a catastrophic levee failure) the 
potential for flooding on-site, and any related release of contamination, is 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

 
C28-46 See Master Response #5 – Groundwater Conditions and Availability. 
 
 Also, see Master Response #6 – Adequacy of Water Neutrality Performance 

Standard. 
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D. PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

Public hearings were held on the Draft EIR at the City of St. Helena Planning Commission 
meeting held on July 12, 2012 and August 28, 2012. Comments were heard from 
Commissioners and from members of the public. In general, the issues that were verbally 
expressed at the public hearings were repeated in the written comments received, and thus 
the responses presented in this section refer to responses provided for the written 
comments in sections A and B of this chapter.  
 
Letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their 
entirety. Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. 
  
Planning Commissioner Questions/Comments (July 12, 2012) 

 
D1 Commissioner Parker 

 We need to take into consideration the people who work here but don’t live here. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Traffic study should be more thorough. 

Response: Please see Master Response #4 – Traffic Analysis. 

 Well water and public utilities needs to be stronger. 

Response: The commenter can refer to Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater 
Conditions and Availability, Master Response #6 –Water Supply: Adequacy of Water 
Neutrality Performance Standard and Response to Comment C24-4. 

 Stormwater and flood risk. 

Response: Please see Response to Comments B2-35, C3-7 and C4-4 
 
D2 Commissioner Galbraith 

 Concerned about the 45 day period. 

Response: Please see Master Response #1-CEQA Process 

 Not going to give comments since the hearing period needs to be restarted. 

Response: Please see Master Response #1-CEQA Process 

 PW weekly report heard that FEMA going to support CLOMR. 

Response:  Please see Response to Comment C3-7 
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D3 Commissioner Pitts 

 Agrees with Commissioner Galbraith. 

Response: This comment is noted; no further response is necessary. 
 

D4 Commissioner Heil 

 Full disclosure; re-start 45 days before comments made. 

Response: Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 

 Hydrology—documentation in EIR for HYD-3 and 4. 

Response: Please see Response to Comments C3-7 and C4-4.  

 Feasibility of 12-acre feet offset (Impact SVCS-1). 

Response: The commenter can refer to Master Response #5 – Water Supply: Groundwater 
Conditions and Availability, Master Response #6 –Water Supply: Adequacy of Water 
Neutrality Performance Standard 

 
Public Comments/Planning Commission (July 12, 2012) 

 
D5 Fulton Mather 

 Not supportive of the project. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Concerned about the project’s impact on prescriptive rights (meaning mutually shared) 
since his property, Fulton Vineyard, abuts the project. He lives at 825 Fulton Lane. 

Response: Please see Responses to Comment Letter C15. 

 Concerned with the ambiguity in the EIR with regard to agricultural protection. 

Response: Please see Master Response #3 – Loss of Agricultural Land 

 Wants to diminish impact on his property. 

Response: Please see Responses to Comment Letter C15 

 Concerned with traffic congestion and potential expansion of Adams Street. 

Response: A detailed analysis and modeling of traffic patterns was performed for existing 
conditions as well as for the year 2030, per CEQA requirements. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Report contains this analysis in the Traffic and Transportation chapter, beginning on 
page 301 as well as in Appendix E: Traffic and Circulation. See Response to Comments 
C19-4. 
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 Creating more housing in the floodplain increases liability of people and liability of the 
levee.  

Response: Please see Response to Comments C3-7 and C4-4. 
 

D6 Peter Mennen 

 Napa River and its environmental factors will play havoc with developments along this 
river. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 References Measure A, which attempted to do flood control in a new way: expanding the 
floodplain and enhancing the river. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 City settled on a flood protection plan that avoided levees and housing in the floodplain; 
it’s happening anyway. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Encourages everyone to say no to this project. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Adams Street extension will present a problem because of incoming traffic. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment C19-4. 

 EIR suggests that aquifer is adequate. 

Response:  Please see Master Response #5-Water Supply: Groundwater Conditions and 
Availability. 

 Questions the idea that 100 low flush toilets will make the water neutral. 

Response: Please see Master Response #6-Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality 
Performance Standard 

 References Calistoga properties. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 
 

D7 Donna Hardy 

 Submitted a letter. 

Response: Please see responses to Letter C7. 

 Water use issue related to replacing toilets does not seem reasonable. 
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Response: Please see Master Response #6-Water Supply: Adequacy of Water Neutrality 
Performance Standard 

 Agriculture well for residential use is a bad precedent. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Concerned about circulation and transportation, and she is supportive of Adams Street 
extension because it would give relief to Pope Street. 

Response: A detailed analysis and modeling of traffic patterns was performed for existing 
conditions as well as for the year 2030, per CEQA requirements. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Report contains this analysis in the Traffic and Transportation chapter, beginning on 
page 301 as well as in Appendix E: Traffic and Circulation. 

 Says the extension is in accordance with the 1993 Plan, which also says that the City 
must work with developers to finance projects. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Hunter project should not be developed without Adams Street extension. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Concerned that affordable housing really will be constructed. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Please consider the impact of a large project on a small town. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 
 

D8 Ron Sproat 

 Building in the floodplain is not a good idea. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 City needs to act on fact and experience (references Vineyard Valley). 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Hunter Property is subject to the same inundations as Vineyard Valley. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 100-year flood is 25% in a 30-year mortgage. 
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Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 FEMA recently said they don’t certify levees anymore because it is “not responsible” 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Association of State Floodplain Managers said “Levees the Double Edged Sword” 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Concerned about the City taking on the liability of the levees. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment C4-4. 

 Elevation of foundation is not adequate. 

Response: See Response to Comment C28-46. 
 

D9 Bobbi Monnette 

 What is the Maintenance Plan for the levee? Is expertise available to City to test the levee 
every year? Is money set aside for upkeep? 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 In the scoping session, she asked that the EIR address east-west divide in City because 
another large development is being planned for east of Highway 29. Requests that the 
east-west divide be looked at again. 

Response: The issue raised by the commenter is not a CEQA issue, therefore the comment 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further response is necessary. 

 Who decides not significant? 

Response: The preparers of the EIR analyze the project against the CEQA “Thresholds of 
Significance” established under each topic to determine whether an impact is significant or 
not. 
 

D10 George David 

 November is not a good time to measure traffic; therefore the traffic assumptions are 
faulty. Need a new study representing traffic at its worst. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment B4-15. 

 Traffic toward Main Street, Alice, and Oak are not considered and need to be. 

Response: Please see Master Response #4 – Traffic Analysis 

 Traffic signal at Pope is not a good idea. 
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Response:  Comment noted. 

 “Mitigation” does not solve problems; it relieves impact on community. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Affordable housing: on this site they would be deed restricted granny units “maybe.” 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 There is no conclusive definition provided for workforce housing, but it’s not low-
income. 

Response: The City’s Housing Element provides the following definition of workforce 
housing: Housing for households with incomes above 120 percent of AMI, but unable to 
afford market rate housing. 
 

D11 Helesa Martinez 

 Need affordable housing, and this is a good opportunity for lots of families to buy a 
house. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 
 

D12 Jesse Wincrom 

 Experienced flooding at Hunts Grove Apartments. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Interested in affordable housing. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
D13 Mario Scallati 

 The need for affordable housing is real, but it should not be built behind a levee. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 Does not like that they have to pay 30m for a levee that will break. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 1993 General Plan designated for MR if Adams Street is extended with a bridge to 
Siliver; No Bridge/No Med Density. 

Response: The Adams Street extension to the Silverado Trail is not a part of this project. The 
Medium Density Residential designation is not predicated on the extension. 
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 Concerned about loss of life. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment C17-10. 
 
D14 Jesus Fernandez 

 Vineyard manager aware of the water shortage issue. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Believes the Pope Street/Silverado approach is awful. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 July is better than November for measuring traffic.  

Response: Please see Response to Comment B4-15. 

 Low-income housing is a necessity—for ownership as well as for renting. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 If you care about service workers, you need to create ownership housing (which would 
be a better solution to the project). 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 
 

D15 Keith Wagner w. Lippe Gaffe Wagner 

 Speaking from a letter. 

Response: See Responses to Letter B2. 

Contacted staff on July 3 to get reference documents and staff did not know where they 
were (See page 26 of letter).  

Response: Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process 

 Requests that the comment period be re-noticed since reference materials were not 
available for the entirety of the period. 

Response: Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process 

 Project is inconsistent with GP and MDR zoning that “generally” calls for SFR. Project and 
EIR are impossibilities as they cannot be authorized under current GP and zoning. 

Response: Please see Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance 

 Higher density than what GP allows.  

Response: Please see Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance 
Not enough construction information  
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 Not enough construction information (see page 3 of letter). No info about where 
buildings will be located assumes consistency with plans and policies. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment B2-7. 

 Aesthetic resources analysis based on conceptual renderings, which does not consider 
sensitive receptors to visual impacts. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment B2-11. 

 Bio—grasslands: LTS fails to look at cumulative impacts and grasslands of CA, which 
have been devastated. 

Response: See Response to Comment B2-38. 

 Mentions Geology, Hazards, and Traffic: what were adjustment factors? 

Response: Please see Response to Comment B4-15. 
 

D16 Kelly Franger 

 There on behalf of Citizens for Responsible Development. Read from letter. 

Response:  Comment noted. Please Responses to Letters B1 and B2. 
 

D17 Scott Stegman 

 Suggests complete re-notice and 45 days as information was not available. 

Response: Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process 

 Technical analyses for alternatives are not available. 

Response: CEQA Alternatives Analysis do not require a quantitative analysis. 

 No reason to have included the pending GP in EIR; only current GP. 

Response: Please see Response to Comment B4-37. 

 Thinks the body of the EIR does not flow. 

Response: Comment noted. This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
EIR; no further response is necessary. 

 Housing Element is not in EIR and associated negative effects; this is a key policy issue 
that should be added. 

Response: Please see the Housing Element policies have been added to Chapter 4, Text 
Revisions. 

 Ambiguities regarding affordable housing do not exist; City should make affordability 
COA. The applicant is committed to affordable housing. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 
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 City has definition of workforce housing in Housing Element. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Find a way to support the needs and desires of the people already living there, not 
outside developers. 

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 
 
Planning Commissioner Questions/Comments (August 28, 2012) 

D18 Commissioner Galbraith 

 Need a response from the City Attorney and the applicant’s attorney regarding the 
assertion that the application does not conform to the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

Response: Please see Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 

 Draft EIR should disclose traffic methodology.  

Response: Please see Master Response #4 –Traffic Analysis.  

 Draft EIR is just a draft statement. The City’s environmental consultant will address 
these comments in the final EIR.  

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

 What is prime farmland?  

Response: Prime Farmland is defined and discussed on page 89 of the Draft EIR. Also see 
Master Response #4 – Loss of Agricultural Land. 

 Are the alternatives identified in the Draft EIR lawful alternatives for us to consider under 
the Housing Accountability Act?  

Response: The alternatives set forth in the Draft EIR meet the requirements of CEQA review 
of alternatives. The possibility of approval will take place through the project review 
process. 
 

D19 Commissioner Kistner 

 Agrees with Commissioner Galbraith that a legal opinion is needed regarding whether 
the application conforms to the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

Response: Please see Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 

D20 Commissioner Heil 

 Reiterates comments provided at July 12, 2012 hearing regarding HYD-3, HYD-4, and 
SVCS-1. 

Response: See response to comments at July 12, 2012 hearing. 
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 Agrees with Commissioner Galbraith that a legal opinion is needed regarding whether 
the application conforms to the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

Response: Please see Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 

 Final EIR will respond to comments. Two comment periods have been sufficient.  

Response: This comment is noted; no further response is necessary. 

 
Public Comments/Planning Commission (August 28, 2012) 

D21 Chuck Vondra 

 Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the effect of the proposed project and the flood 
project on potential flooding of neighboring homes.  

Response: Based on the current FEMA FIRM (revised by the November 2012 Letter of Map 
Revision), the project site is not located within the 100-year flood hazard area and therefore 
no impacts related to placing housing or other structures in the 100-year flood hazard area 
would occur. Also see responses to comments C3-8, C4-2, and C9-1, regarding flood 
potential in the project site and surrounding sites.  

 Concern that the road proposed for the project is the same levee maintenance and 
emergency access road for City staff  

Response: The extension of Adams Street is not part of the Hunter Subdivision Project. 
Therefore this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR. 

 Concern that the proposed project is using infrastructure provided by Measure A funds 
for the benefit of the development. 

Response: This analysis respectfully disagrees with the commenter; the flood protection 
project and Measure A funds are not being used to increase new developable land. The 
project site has been planned for urban uses at least since the adoption of the 1975 General 
Plan and before Measure A was adopted. 
 

D22 Keith Wagner w. Lippe Gaffe Wagner 

 Speaker raises a number of issues previously stated in Lippe Gaffe Wagner letters B1, B2, 
B3, B4, and B5. 

Response: Please refer to responses to comments on Letters B1, B2, B3, B4, and B5. 

 Seeks clarification about the motion at previous public hearing regarding next steps for 
the CEQA process.  

Response: Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 
 

D23 John Milliken 

 Speaker raises water quality issues previously stated in speaker’s letter C13. 
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Response: Please refer to responses to comments on Letter C13. 

 FEMA insurance mapping does not take into account endangered species.  

Response: This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR. For 
informational purposes, with the acceptance of the Flood Protection Project and the revision 
of the FIRM, FEMA has indicated that the project site is no longer within the 100-year 
floodplain. As described in the Draft EIR (p. 124), the Federal Endangered Species Act 
declares that all federal departments and agencies shall use their authority to conserve 
endangered threatened plant and animal species. 

 Concern that Draft EIR should be redone if it does not meet CEQA standards.  

Response: Please see Master Response #1 – CEQA Process. 

 Concern about project’s consistency with the Zoning Ordinance.  

Response: Please see Master Response #2 – Land Use and Zoning Conformance. 
 

D24 Scott Stegman  

 Purpose of the response to comments/Final EIR is to comment on the Draft EIR.  

Response: Comment noted. 

 Several items claimed to be missing, including water reliability analysis, are included as 
appendices to the Draft EIR or are referenced as sources in the Draft EIR. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Cumulative impacts can be defined in different ways and are included in the Draft EIR.  

Response: Comment noted. 
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IV.   TEXT REVISIONS 

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in 
response to comments, or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to 
the main text are called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the 
appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with double underlined text. Deletions to text 
in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeout. Page numbers correspond to the page numbers of 
the Draft EIR. The revisions to the Draft EIR derive from two sources: (1) comments raised in 
one or more of the comment letters received by the City of St. Helena on the Draft EIR; and 
(2) staff-initiated changes that correct minor inaccuracies, typographical errors or to clarify 
material found in the Draft EIR subsequent to its publication and circulation. None of the 
changes or clarifications presented in this chapter significantly alters the conclusions or 
findings of the Draft EIR. 
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On page 1, the fifth sentence in the last paragraph, the following text is edited as 
follows: “The multi-family parcel is anticipated to accommodate up to 25 income-restricted, 
workforce housing apartment units.” 

 
On page 7, the second bullet following the second paragraph, is edited as follows: “One 
approximately 3.4-acre parcel that would accommodate up to 25 income-restricted 
apartment units; and...” 

 
On page 41, the first sentence of the last paragraph is edited as follows: “The eastern 
portion of the site is currently located within a 100-year Flood Hazard area as mapped by 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). In November 2012, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) accepted the Flood Protection Project and revised 
the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), such that the project site is no longer located within a 
100-year flood zone.”    
 
On page 45, the third sentence in the last paragraph is edited as follows: “The district 
provides for single-family detached homes, accessory dwelling units, limited agricultural 
uses and compatible uses, as well as attached duplex and triplex units, condominiums, and 
townhouses, and similar uses with a conditional use permit.” 

 
On page 47, the following Housing Element text and policies are added after the first 
paragraph: 

The following Housing Element policies are relevant to the project: 
HE1.2 Focus on key opportunity sites and work with property owners and developers to 
facilitate development of new affordable housing.  
HE1.3 Ensure that affordable housing gets built. 
HE1.4 Address workforce housing needs by supporting an improved jobs/housing “match.” 
HE2.4 Promote second unit production more aggressively. 
HE2.6 Promote a balance of types of housing throughout the whole community. 
 
On page 57, the following is added to the third paragraph: “The 25 multi-family units are 
anticipated to be duplexes, triplexes, and/or condominiums/townhomes. A conditional use 
permit will be required for the construction of these attached units.” 

 
On page 60, the following bullet is added to Table III-1below “discretionary” permits and 
approvals required by the City of St. Helena:  

Obtain Conditional Use Permit to construct attached dwellings on Lot 52 
Site Development Plan 
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The second paragraph on page 81 would be revised as follows:  

(4) Visual Character 
The development of the Hunter property site would change the visual character of the 
project area. Implementation of the proposed project would ultimately result in the 
development of single-family and multi-family residences on the project site; similar in scale 
and form to the residential development around the site and in St. Helena. However, the 
project site is largely undeveloped, with agricultural uses such as vineyards composing 
some of the current visual character. As a result, there wcould be a potentially significant 
impact on the visual character of the site.  
 
The second paragraph on page 142 would be revised as follows:  

The project would not substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors or nursery sites. The project is adjacent to already developed areas on three two 
sides and is separated by a new flood control levee from the Napa River. The flood control 
levee protects a new riparian zone along the river, which provides an important migratory 
corridor for wildlife. The project will not impact this migratory corridor. 
 
The fourth paragraph on page 85 would be revised as follows:  

The proposed project would involve the construction of single- and multi-family residences 
of one- or two-story height, a maximum of 30 feet in height, on the project site, consistent 
with the location’s identification as one of the key housing opportunity sites in the 2007-
2014 Housing Element. Additionally, urban development of similar types and densities are 
located east and south of the project site.  
 
The third paragraph on page 180 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

 (3)  Subsidence 
The project proposes using City of St. Helena water supply, and extracting groundwater 
from the existing on-site well only for landscape irrigation. Future water demand from the 
onsite well for landscaping is expected to be 25 AF annually, a value that is nearly the same 
as the historic agricultural demand of 22 AF much less than the historic agricultural demand 
by irrigation of vineyards. There are no significant agricultural or industrial activities 
proposed that would result in the substantial pumping withdrawal of water from the 
underlying aquifer that could contribute to future subsidence on the project site. Therefore, 
the potential for the project to result in subsidence is less than significant.  
 
The first paragraph on page 209 of the Draft EIR, part of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, is 
revised as follows:  

Shallow soil samples shall be collected by a qualified environmental professional within all 
areas of the project area proposed for residential uses and areas disturbed by excavation 
and analyzed for pesticides and herbicides in accordance with DTSC’s Interim Guidance for 
Sampling Agricultural Properties. The sampling shall be conducted prior to site grading and 
development activities. As specified in the Interim Guidance, any detected organic 
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compounds or metals above naturally-occurring concentrations must be evaluated in a 
human health risk assessment as described in the DTSC Preliminary Endangerment 
Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual or in comparison to California Human Health Screening 
Levels (CHHSLs). 
 
The second paragraph on page 218 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

The major structural components of the Flood Protection Project were completed in April 
2011. In December 2011, the City submitted an application for a Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR) from FEMA. A LOMR is FEMA's modification to an effective FIRM, or Flood Boundary 
and Floodway Map, or both. LOMRs are generally based on the implementation of physical 
measures that affect the hydrologic or hydraulic characteristics of a flooding source and 
thus result in the modification of the existing regulatory floodway, the effective BFEs, or the 
SFHA. A LOMR officially revises the FIRM or Flood Boundary and Floodway Map, and 
sometimes the Flood Insurance Study report, and when appropriate, includes a description 
of the modifications. Once a complete LOMR application is submitted, FEMA has 90 days to 
review the application and issue the LOMR. FEMA completed its review of the LOMR and 
officially revised the FIRM that covers the project site.  The effective date of the revised FIRM 
is November 5, 2012. As of the date of preparation of this DEIR, the LOMR for the Flood 
Protection Project had not been issued by FEMA. 
 
The first full paragraph on page 220 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Based on the implementation of the Flood Protection Project and the data included in the 
CLOMR and the LOMR application, the configuration of the 100-year flood hazard zone in 
the vicinity of the project site has been effectively modified so that the project site is no 
longer in the FEMA flood hazard zone (Figure IV.I-4). Upon FEMA’s issuance of the Since the 
FIRM has been officially revised by the adopted LOMR, the project site will is not  be subject 
to any floodplain development restrictions. Those restrictions are codified in the City’s 
Municipal Ordinance (Chapter 15.52, Flood Damage prevention), described below under 
Regulatory Setting. However, it is not assured that FEMA will issue the LOMR. Therefore, 
until the LOMR is issued, the floodplain must be managed in accordance with the Municipal 
Ordinance.   
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Table IV.I-1 Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Summary on page 231 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows: 
 

CEQA Significance Criteria EIR Findings 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

LTS with Mitigation  

(see Impact HYD-1 on page 235 
and Impact HYD-2 on page 239) 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or proposed uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

LTS  
(see page 233) 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-site? 

LTS  
(see page 233) 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on-or off-site? 

LTS  
(see page 233) 

 Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

LTS  
(see page 234) 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? LTS with Mitigation  
(see Impact HYD-1 on page 235, 
and Impact HYD-2 on page 239.) 

 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

LTS with Mitigation  
(see Impact HYD-3 on page 386) 

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

LTS with Mitigation  
(see Impact HYD-3 on page 386) 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

LTS with Mitigation  
(see Impact HYD-4 on page 242) 

 Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? Focused out in Initial Study  
(see page 232.) 

 
The first full paragraph on page 235 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

(5) Place Housing or Other Structures in the 100-Year Floodplain 
Based on the current FEMA FIRM (revised by the November 2012 LOMR), the project site is 
not located within the 100-year flood hazard area and therefore no impacts related to 
placing housing or other structures in the 100-year flood hazard area would occur.   
 



H U N T E R  S U B D I V I S I O N  P R O J E C T  E I R  S E P T E M B E R  2 0 1 3  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
I V .  T E X T  R E V I S I O N S  

386  

The third paragraph on page 180 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

(3)  Subsidence 
The project proposes using City of St. Helena water supply, and extracting groundwater 
from the existing on-site well only for landscape irrigation. Future water demand from the 
onsite well for landscaping is expected to be 25 AF annually, a value that is nearly the same 
as the historic agricultural demand of 22 AF much less than the historic agricultural demand 
by irrigation of vineyards. There are no significant agricultural or industrial activities 
proposed that would result in the substantial pumping withdrawal of water from the 
underlying aquifer that could contribute to future subsidence on the project site. Therefore, 
the potential for the project to result in subsidence is less than significant.  
 
The first six paragraphs on page 242 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:  

Impact HYD-3: The proposed project could result in development within the 100-year 
flood hazard zone and increase flood inundation depths at and away from the site. (S)  

 
Based on the current FEMA FIRM, the eastern portion of the project site is located within the 
100-year flood hazard area. The project proposes to construct housing within this area. In 
accordance with the requirements of Municipal Code Chapter 15.52, any homes built within 
a FEMA 100-year flood hazard zone shall be constructed so that the lowest floor elevation is 
a minimum of 18 inches above the current FEMA base flood elevations.  

 
FEMA has already issued a conditional letter stating that the Flood Protection Project, as 
designed, would meet the minimum floodplain management criteria (i.e., the Flood 
Protection Project design is acceptable to FEMA). As such, FEMA’s issuance of a revised 
FIRM, which may remove the project site from the 100-year flood hazard area, is expected 
to be completed in the near future. However, FEMA has not yet issued a final Letter of Map 
Revision and so the eastern portion of the project remains within the 100-year flood hazard 
zone. If fill is placed within this area, it could displace floodplain storage capacity and 
increase flooding hazards at and away from the site. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.     
 

Mitigation Measure HYD-3: In accordance with the requirements of Municipal Code 
Chapter 15.52, any homes built within a FEMA 100-year flood hazard zone shall be 
constructed so that the lowest floor elevation is a minimum of 18 inches above the 
current FEMA base flood elevations. The applicant shall prepare grading plans and 
construction specifications that demonstrate that any homes proposed to be 
constructed within the current FEMA 100-year hazard zone are elevated so that the 
lowest floor is 18 inches above the base flood elevation (i.e., the elevation of the 100-
year flood). During construction, these elevations shall be confirmed by a licensed land 
surveyor and documentation, signed and stamped by the land surveyor, submitted to 
the City prior to issuance of occupancy permits.  
 
In addition, if the project places fill within a FEMA 100-year flood hazard area, 
engineering hydraulic analysis must be completed that demonstrates that placement of 
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fill would not increase flood inundation depths at or away from the project site. 
Documentation of this analysis shall be submitted to the City for review and approval 
prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits. (LTS) 
 
Impact HYD-34: Flooding associated with a levee breech or overtopping could 
endanger residents and improvements. (S)  
 

The third full paragraph on page 245 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

The Flood Protection Project levee system is designed to provide protection for the 200-year 
flood event (under CEQA, the criteria for flood protection is the 100-year event) with 3 feet 
of freeboard. However, By approving the current FIRM, FEMA has, which is currently 
reviewing the final submittal of as-built specifications, has not yet recognized the levee. 
Recognition of the levee system by FEMA is a critical step in the process of risk evaluation. 
Without FEMA recognition, it cannot be ascertained with certainty has indicated that the City 
has adequately addressed all the levee safety criteria described above. Therefore, placement 
of homes in an area that is “protected” by a levee not yet recognized by FEMA represents a 
substantial risk and is a significant impact.   

 
The Mitigation Measure on page 246 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Mitigation Measure HYD-34: Based on consultation with the City and to provide an 
additional level of protection for the residences constructed behind the levee:  

 
1) All residences located within the existing formerexisting FEMA 100-year flood hazard 

zone (the pre-Flood Control Protection Project floodplain) shall be constructed so that 
the lowest floor elevation is a minimum of 18 inches above the pre-Flood Control 
Protection Project base flood elevations. The applicant shall prepare grading plans and 
construction specifications that demonstrate that any homes proposed to be 
constructed within the pre-Flood Control Protection Project 100-year hazard zone are 
elevated so that the lowest floor is 18 inches above the base flood elevation (i.e., the 
elevation of the 100-year flood). During construction, these elevations shall be 
confirmed by a licensed land surveyor and documentation, signed and stamped by the 
land surveyor, submitted to the City prior to issuance of occupancy permits.  

 
2) To address levee failure, an engineering analysis performed by a qualified professional 

engineer shall be prepared that demonstrates that those portions of the project site 
within the pre-Flood Control Protection Project floodplain would not be inundated during 
a worst-case levee failure scenario (inundation refers to flood water levels exceeding the 
lowest finished floor elevation). The analysis shall be reviewed by the City and only 
those portions of the pre-Flood Control project floodplain that are not at risk of damage 
from a levee failure may be issued building permits.  

 
In addition, the project sponsor . . .  
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The existing General Plan policy table on page 283 is revised as follows: 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

POLICY 10.3.5 Encourage developers to provide open space and recreational facilities as 
part of new residential developments. The City may consider density bonuses for the 
inclusion of significant public recreational facilities in new development 

POLICY 10.3.6 Assess park development fees on all new commercial, industrial, and 
residential development sufficient to fund City-wide park improvements. 

HOUSING 

POLICY 1.D Give projects that include affordable housing units priority access to water and 
sewer resources over other new projects should the capacity of the local water or sewer 
systems become inadequate to meet the full demand for new connections. 
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