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3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.5 Geology and Soils

reduce any potential project impacts compared to existing conditions. Further,
recommendations from Gilpin Geosciences (Gilpin 2019) to avoid the rock topple hazards
downslope of the rock outcrop upslope of vineyard Blocks V2 and V3 have been incorporated
into the revised Erosion Control Plan. Therefore, the impact related to the potential for soil in the
development area to become unstable would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure: None required.

Impact 3.5-3: Construction and operation of the proposed project could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.

Geologic mapping in the Geologic Map of the Yountville 7.5-minute Quadrangle indicates that
the geology of the project site is largely of volcanic origin, with the exception of the Holocene
and Pleistocene-age landslide deposits in the southeast corner of the site.

Development of the proposed project would involve ground disturbance in the form of ripping to
till and prepare the soil for cultivation. Average ripping depth would be 42 inches, and the
maximum ripping depth would be 60 inches; this ground disturbance at this depth would only
disturb deposits with low to no paleontological sensitivity.

Impact Conclusion

Ground ripping would disturb the landslide deposits in the southeast corner of the project site.
However, because of the igneous origins of the landslide deposits, the likelihood that project
construction activities would destroy any undiscovered paleontological resources is low. Given
this low potential and the sensitivity of the andesite lava flows and the landslide deposits within
the project site, impacts of the proposed project on paleontological resources would be less
than significant.

Mitigation Measure: None required.
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4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

Projects were considered for inclusion in the cumulative impact analysis based on their potential
to affect resources in the project area that the proposed project could also affect. A list of such
reasonably foreseeable future projects was developed based on the following criteria:

(1) The project would affect a portion of the physical environment that also could be
affected by the proposed project (could interact with the proposed project on a
cumulative basis).

(2) Sufficiently detailed information about the project is available to allow meaningful
analysis without undue speculation.

(3) The project is actively under development (i.e., an identified sponsor is actively
pursuing project development or construction); a Notice of Preparation or Notice of
Intent has been released, and/or environmental clearance documentation has been
completed or substantial progress has been made toward completion; and the
project is “reasonably foreseeable” given other considerations, such as the site’s
suitability, project funding and economic viability, and regulatory limitations.

(4) The project would not be considered to be part of the proposed project.

The 3-mile radius contains approximately 22,140 acres. In 1993, approximately 1,548 acres

(7 percent) of the land within this radius were developed as vineyard. As shown in Table 4-1,
since 1993, approximately 1,619 additional acres (7 percent of the 3-mile radius) have been
developed as vineyard, for a total of 14 percent (approximately 3,167 acres) of the 3-mile radius
containing vineyard.

Based on an evaluation of Napa County’s geographic information system (GIS) layer identifying
Potentially Productive Soils within the 3-mile radius, approximately 5,113 acres (23 percent) of
the land within this radius have the potential to be developed as vineyard. This, in conjunction
with existing and approved vineyard development (approximately 3,167 acres), results in a total
potential buildout of approximately 8,280 acres, or 37 percent of the 3-mile radius. The
Potentially Productive Soils layer includes lands with characteristics that have been found to be
suitable for potential future vineyard development. However, this total does not consider other
site-specific limitations such as watercourses requiring setbacks, wetlands, other water features,
rare or special-status plants and animal species, or cultural resources. The layer also does not
take into account other factors influencing vineyard development, such as sun exposure, soil
type, water availability, or economic factors.

Other than the proposed project, nine erosion control plan (ECP) projects within the 3-mile
radius are pending (Table 4-1). The acreage and location of additional vineyard development
that property owners may propose for these drainages in the future cannot be precisely
quantified; however, it is possible to make a conservative estimate based on previous trends.
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4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

TABLE 4-1
CUMULATIVE EROSION CONTROL PLAN PROJECTS LIST WITHIN 3 MILES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT (1993-2020)
Vineyard Vineyard
Date Development Date Development
Number Approved Applicant Name Acres Number Approved Applicant Name Acres
September | Winegrowers April 21,
1993105 13, 1993 Farming Co. 3.30 2002257 2008 George Gaskins 10.40
October 8, April 29,
1993024 1993 Weitz Vineyard 8.30 200601441 | 2008 David McBride 2.90
March 24, Lake Ridge
1993403 1994 James Bushey 42.00 200700058 | July 8, 2008 | Vineyards 6.30
Silverado
September August 15, Farming Co.—
1993224 30, 1994 Charles Saunders 2.20 200800460 | 2008 Del Dotto 16.30
July 17, October 7, Stagecoach
1994364 1995 Leighton Taylor 14.50 20060042 | 2008 Vineyards 101.30
July 28, October 7, Joseph Phelps
1995012 1995 Weitz Vineyard 4.20 200800478 | 2008 Vineyards 22.98
August 16, Jan Krupp-PPI January 6,
1995024 1995 Eng. 51.50 1998581 2009 Jay Caldwell 38.30
October 14, April 14, Stagecoach
1995126 1995 Christina Vineyards 13.00 200900122 | 2009 Vineyards 17.12
October 18, April 28,
1995131 1995 Michael Neal 0.75 200900167 | 2009 Taylor Leighton 24.70
March 25, June 19, Sage Hill
1996512 1997 Patrick Kuleto 22.00 200900010 | 2009 Vineyards 2.10
David Abreu
Vineyard Mary Ann
1996121 May 8, 1997 | Management 2.70 200900161 | July 6, 2009 | Gilson 11.00
Grandview September Chappellet
1996686 July 2, 1997 | Vineyards 18.00 200900368 | 11, 2009 Vineyard 28.30
August 8, March 26, Stagecoach
1997014 1997 Davie Pine 2.18 201000113 | 2010 Vineyards 22.70
August 14, March 29,
1996665 1997 Kenneth Myers 10.60 201000112 | 2010 Jan Krupp 15.60
August 22, April 28,
1997054 1997 Chris Willis 1.00 201000152 | 2010 Timar LLC 7.40
September June 10, Sugarloaf
1997092 4, 1997 Levine 15.00 201000187 | 2010 Farming Corp. 26.90
September | Debb Family August 13, Probst Family
1997112 12, 1997 Vineyards 2410 200900226 | 2010 Vineyards 15.20
September March 22,
1997120 12, 1997 Stephen Girard 20.00 200900396 | 2011 Richard Leff 20.70
December Joseph Phelps March 23, Naoko
96681 29, 1997 Vineyards 22.98 201100093 | 2011 DallaValle 8.06
March 11, March 31, Stagecoach
1997386 1998 George Gaskins 7.10 201100114 | 2011 Vineyards 106.80
July 24, Chappellet Winery April 26, Martinez
1998008 1998 Inc. 18.45 201100104 | 2011 Vineyard 13.61
August 25, April 28, Melanson
1998042 1998 Michael Neal 3.50 201100137 | 2011 Vineyard 10.20
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4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

TABLE 4-1
CUMULATIVE EROSION CONTROL PLAN PROJECTS LIST WITHIN 3 MILES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT (1993-2020)
Vineyard Vineyard
Date Development Date Development
Number Approved Applicant Name Acres Number Approved Applicant Name Acres
August 31, Oakville Ranch July 19,
1996138 1998 Vineyards 28.00 201000203 | 2011 Davidowski 16.60
September | Dick Martin—David August 11, Montagana
1995614 29, 1998 Pirio 2.00 201100266 | 2011 Napa Valley 19.50
November Stagecoach February 14, | Rodgers Land &
1996586 9, 1998 Vineyards 116.00 200200454 | 2012 Development 157.00
February April 12, Sugarloaf
1998159 22,1999 Weitz Vineyard 1.72 201200021 | 2012 Farming Corp. 1.60
March 5, May 11, Chappellet
1997544 1999 Patrick Kuleto 19.29 201200147 | 2012 Vineyard 14.40
March 30, Colgin Family October 8, Joseph Phelps
199800129 | 1999 Partners 58.20 201200321 | 2012 Trust 2.40
April 2, May 14, Phillips
1998320 1999 Jan Krupp 28.79 201300132 | 2013 Vineyard 1.74
April 21, June 14, Mountain Peak
1998322 1999 Peter Murphy 9.70 201300144 | 2013 Vineyards 31.90
April 21, April 25,
1998280 1999 Drew Aspegren 7.10 201400075 | 2014 Krupp Brothers 31.20
Lumbert
April 22, April 28, Vineyard
1998422 1999 John Moynier 2.00 201300133 | 2014 Development 26.68
April 22, May 15, Stagecoach
1998267 1999 Beth Painter 17.00 201400142 | 2014 Vineyards 16.60
May 27, Antinori Napa
1998247 May 6, 1999 | Shafer Vineyards 14.10 201400140 | 2014 Valley 13.80
May 18, Soda Canyon Real Mountain Peak
1998201 1999 Estate Investment 23.60 201300263 | June 6, 2014 | Vineyards 4.60
May 28, September Nine Suns
1998051 1999 June Townsend 25.00 201300390 | 22, 2014 Vineyard 0.90
June 4, Jan Krupp-PPI October 22, Rodgers Land &
1995374 1999 Eng. 374.00 201400309 | 2014 Development 157.00
June 28, March 25, Arthur
1998509 1999 Gerald Warman 17.25 201000102 | 2015 Havenner 25.60
July 13, July 20,
1998563 1999 David llsley 3.29 201500066 | 2015 Gary Raugh 0.51
July 21, October 19, Bevan and
1998218 1999 Gregory Melanson 9.30 201500343 | 2015 DeCrescenzo 2.00
July 30, February 22,
1998210 1999 Robert Long 19.50 201500227 | 2016 Phillip Sunseri 3.78
August 16, March 11, Antica Napa
1998340 1999 Henry Martinez 25.00 201500320 | 2016 Valley 77.00
August 17, May 20, Fossil Partners,
1998564 1999 Drew Aspegren 15.70 201600207 | 2016 LP 2.20
August 27, Rombauer Atlas May 25, Meadowrock
1998603 1999 Peak Vineyard 27.70 201600157 | 2016 Rock Vineyard 34.60
April 11, Stagecoach
1999527 July 7, 2000 | Lyndsey Harrison 16.00 201700118 | 2017 Track Il Replant 70.30
Stagecoach North Vineyard Conversion #P18-00446-ECPA 4-6 ESA /D201900106.00

Draft Environmental Impact Report

February 2021



4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

TABLE 4-1
CUMULATIVE EROSION CONTROL PLAN PROJECTS LIST WITHIN 3 MILES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT (1993-2020)
Vineyard Vineyard
Date Development Date Development
Number Approved Applicant Name Acres Number Approved Applicant Name Acres
August 18, May 10,
2000078 2000 Chappellet Vineyard 53.00 201600059 | 2017 Antica California 53.50
June 13, Pritchard Hill
1999514 2001 J. Delong 7.90 201700228 | June 7, 2017 | Track Il ECP 4.30
August 6, July 25, Chappellet
1998330 2001 David Long 1.00 201700254 | 2017 Track Il Replant 6.10
August 16, August 15, Capra Company
1999369 2001 Dalla Valle Naoko 1.97 201700242 | 2017 Track | Replant 71.84
September August 18, Edcora Track Il
2001072 12, 2001 Jeffrey Gargiulo 16.20 201700272 | 2017 Replant 15.83
September September RUDD Track Il
1998544 14, 2001 Gary Lencioni 6.37 201700328 | 15, 2017 ECP 8.50
September | Pina Vineyard December Vangone
1999252 18, 2001 Management 3.23 201500399 | 15, 2017 Vineyards 6.20
October 4, March 29, Sweeney Track
2001108 2001 Naoko Dalla Valla 4.98 201800082 | 2018 Il Replant 8.00
October 8, March 29, Animo LP Track
2001118 2001 Douglas Shafer 6.70 201800052 | 2018 I ECP 15.60
May 29, March 29, Gallo Track Il
2002140 2002 Linda Taylor 4.90 201800062 | 2018 ECP 2.30
Promise Wine
LLC Track |
September April 20, ECP
2001238 18, 2002 Jeff Gargiulo 7.70 201700348 | 2018 (McPherson) 4.46
April 22, July 20, Sinskey Family
1998328 2003 David Long 27.70 201800261 | 2018 LLC 4.30
Continuum
January 21, | Buena Tierra November Estate Track |
2003256 2004 Vineyards 75.00 201800029 | 16, 2018 ECP 5.50
February 3, January 17, Edcora
2004064 2004 Dalla Valle Naoko 12.70 201900389 | 2019 Vineyards 73.48
Gallo/
February Alan Vincent March 25, Stagecoach
2002368 17,2004 Giacosa 2.19 201900063 | 2019 Vineyards 10.60
September May 17,
20040440 | 21, 2004 Cliff Lede 3.20 201900199 | 2019 Houyi Vineyard 26.00
May 26, May 21, Shafer Family
2002188 2005 Steven Rivera 0.99 201900222 | 2019 Vineyard 210
Hendrickson
October 11, July 10, Family
20050367 | 2005 Shafer Vineyards 24.40 201500342 | 2019 Vineyards 36.00
October 26, July 12,
2001226 2005 Codorniu Napa Inc. 76.00 201900275 | 2019 lIsley Trust et al. 21.70
June 23, September Odyssey
2000399 2006 George Noble 5.06 201900351 | 20, 2019 Vineyard LLC 20.40
Metamorphosis
June 27, November —Ovid
200601001 | 2006 Sage Hill Vineyards 15.10 201800275 | 25, 2019 Vineyards 25.60
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4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

TABLE 4-1
CUMULATIVE EROSION CONTROL PLAN PROJECTS LIST WITHIN 3 MILES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT (1993-2020)
Vineyard Vineyard

Date Development Date Development

Number Approved Applicant Name Acres Number Approved Applicant Name Acres
August 11, December 4,

200601143 | 2006 Kuleto Estates 6.50 201600323 | 2019 Bloodlines, LLC 86.20
August 17, March 11, Wappo Land

200601152 | 2006 Screaming Eagle 4.70 201900037 | 2020 Co. Track | ECP 13.10
November KJS Sorrento

1992382 9, 2006 Sam Gaskins 10.40 201700432 | Pending Track | ECP 156.80
March 8, Jacquelyn Joy

2003522 2007 Cordes 24.00 201900144 | Pending Stags Ridge 9.00
April 26, Oakville Farms

200700274 | 2007 Martinez Vineyard 3.40 201800106 | Pending Track | ECP 7.70
May 31, Colgin Family Bevan &

200601007 | 2007 Partners 58.20 201900056 | Pending DeCrescenzo 15.00
July 17, Bryant Vineyards

200700360 | 2007 Ltd. 6.10 202000205 | Pending Prichard Hill 29.10
July 24, State Farm

200700456 | 2007 Backus Ranch 3.00 201900488 | Pending Gamble Ranch 8.30
August 8, Antinori

200700508 | 2007 Poetry Vineyard 12.80 202000080 | Pending California 9.70
August 10, Chappellet

2003020 2007 Doug Hill 15.60 202000271 | Pending Vineyard 41.9
August 10, Richard & Marlene Melanson

2004086 2007 Mansfield 8.15 202000305 | Pending Vineyard 4.1
April 2,

200800227 | 2008 Diane Miller 19.90

Note: ECP = Erosion Control Plan

SOURCE: Data compiled by Napa County in 2020

The acreage of vineyard development including approved vineyard projects in the cumulative
environment (i.e., the 3-mile radius) over the last 27 years (1993-2020) was used to estimate
reasonably foreseeable vineyard development for the next three to five years. Over the past 27
years, approximately 117 acres of agriculture per year (3,167 divided by 27) were developed
within the 3-mile radius. Considering Napa County policies and other site selection factors that
limit the amount of land that can be converted to vineyard, the development of approximately
351-585 acres within the 3-mile radius over the next three to five years is considered a
reasonable estimate. Napa County Code Chapter 18.108 includes policies that require setbacks
of 35—-150 feet from watercourses (depending on slopes), and General Plan Conservation Policy
CON-24c requires that oak woodland be retained at a 2:1 ratio, which limits the acreage within
the 3-mile radius that could be converted to vineyard.

In the County’s experience, ECP projects generally encounter site-specific concerns that further
reduce the areas that can be developed to other land uses. Among these concerns are oak
woodland preservation or the presence of wetlands, other water features, special-status plant
and animal species, or cultural resources. In addition, the vineyard acreage projections for the
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4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

next three to five years do not consider environmental factors that influence vineyard site
selection, such as sun exposure, soil type, water availability, and slopes greater than 30 percent,
or economic factors such as land availability, cost of development, and investment returns.

41.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The analysis of cumulative impacts considers whether the pending ECP projects and past
vineyard conversion identified in Section 4.1.1 would have the potential to affect the same
resources as the proposed project. The cumulative impact analysis is presented by technical
issue area in the order in which these issues are analyzed in Chapter 3, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The geographic scope of the analysis of cumulative air quality impacts consists of the

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) because air quality is managed basin-wide. The
scope of the cumulative impact analysis for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is global because
such emissions cumulatively contribute to planet-wide accumulations of GHGs in the
atmosphere.

By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present,
and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single
project, by itself, is sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of air quality standards. Instead, a
project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. The project-
level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on emissions levels that would result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants if they were exceeded.

Regional air quality control plans developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) address cumulative air quality issues in the SFBAAB. Because these plans account
for project growth in the Bay Area, as embodied in the adopted general plans of the cities and
counties within the SFBAAB, they address cumulatively considerable impacts. Accordingly,
there is no need to identify every specific “probable future project” that might contribute
emissions within the air basin.

Construction of the proposed project concurrently with other projects in the air basin would emit
criteria air pollutants, including suspended and inhalable particulate matter measuring 10
microns or less in diameter (PM1o) from equipment exhaust. For construction-related impacts,
BAAQMD has developed cumulative significance thresholds of 54 pounds per day for oxides of
nitrogen (NOx), reactive organic gases (ROG), and particulate matter measuring 2.5 microns or
less in diameter (PMz5); and 82 pounds per day for PM1o. NOx emissions during project
construction would exceed BAAQMD'’s significance threshold (Table 3.2-5). In addition, to prevent
cumulatively considerable impacts, BAAQMD recommends that all projects implement the Basic
Construction Mitigation Measures, as discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas Emissions.
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4. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a would reduce NOx emissions from project construction
to below BAAQMD’s significance threshold by requiring the use of Tier 4 equipment meeting
more stringent emission standards than the average fleet. Implementing the BAAQMD-required
Basic Construction Mitigation Measures listed in Mitigation Measures 3.2-1b and 3.2-1¢ would
reduce the proposed project’s construction-related fugitive dust impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Implementing the open burning condition of approval would ensure that impacts
from open burning would be less than significant.

Operational emissions of NOx, ROG, PM; s, and PM+, would not exceed BAAQMD’s cumulative
significance thresholds, shown in Table 3.2-6.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a and 3.2-1b, the proposed project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a regional air quality impact. Similarly,
projects throughout the air basin must comply with BAAQMD requirements for reducing
emissions of criteria air pollutants.

The proposed project’s construction-related GHG emissions, as annualized over the life of the
project, combined with the project’s operational emissions (including changes to carbon
stock/storage and sequestration resulting from project-related land use changes), would not
exceed BAAQMD’s operational GHG threshold: 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents
(MTCOgze) per year for land use projects (Table 3.2-9). Therefore, the proposed project would
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to GHG emissions.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative biological resources impacts consists of a
3-mile radius around the project site, which includes the Rector Reservoir watershed.

Federal, state, and local protections for biological resources are by nature cumulative: They
prevent the incremental take of special-status species or the removal of associated habitat that
could prevent a species from thriving.

Through project design and implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1Kk,
3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5 as proposed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, the
proposed project would avoid significant impacts on biological resources. These measures
would require establishment of a 79.68-acre Preservation Area that would allow the retention of
individuals of multiple special-status plants: holly-leaved ceanothus, Franciscan onion, narrow-
flowered California brodiaea, small-flowered calycadenia, two-carpellate western flax, nodding
harmonia, Napa lomatium, and green monardella. The measures would also support the
replacement of affected special-status plants at a 1:1 ratio (mitigated:affected) and ensure the
successful establishment of the replacement plants through monitoring for five years. No net
loss of these special-status plants would occur following avoidance and replanting; therefore,
impacts regarding these special-status plants would not be cumulatively considerable.
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Preconstruction surveys would identify any nesting birds. Should any such birds be found, the
proposed project would require observation of no-disturbance zones around nest sites.
Therefore, no impacts on existing populations would occur, and impacts regarding these
species would not be cumulatively considerable.

Approximately 107.18 acres of potential holly-leaved ceanothus habitat (chaparral and scrub)
was identified on the project site, consisting of 71.58 acres of chamise alliance, 5.74 acres of
mixed manzanita, and 29.86 acres of scrub interior live oak. The proposed project would avoid
about 39 percent of this habitat with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through
3.3-1j, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5 (Table 3.3-5b). The approximately 69.62 acres of
chaparral and scrub that would be converted represent less than 0.2 percent of the total
chaparral and scrub in Napa County. To ensure no net loss, the same amount of holly-leaved
ceanothus converted would be replanted in the Preservation Area with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b.

The amount of potentially suitable habitat for holly-leaved ceanothus (chaparral and scrub)
within a 3-mile radius around the project site was calculated. This calculation excluded the
project site itself. An accurate assessment requires the exploration of soil types and other
factors key to the survival of holly-leaved ceanothus. For this reason, the total acreage of
vegetation alliances that typically exhibit conditions consistent with the habitat requirements of
holly-leaved ceanothus was assessed. Considering these factors, approximately 6,894 acres of
potentially suitable holly-leaved ceanothus habitat are present within a 3-mile radius of the
project site (excluding the 107.18 acres of suitable habitat within the project site).

To conservatively estimate the acreage of potential habitat in the cumulative setting, the
vineyard acreage developed and approved in the 3-mile radius since 1993 was assumed to
consist entirely of potential habitat that would be fully developed, leaving these areas
unavailable for propagation by holly-leaved ceanothus populations (3,167 acres of vineyard
within 3 miles of the project site). The results of the calculations indicate that approximately
3,727 acres of potential holly-leaved ceanothus habitat are present within the 3-mile radius that
constitutes the cumulative setting for the proposed project. Within the project site itself, 107.18
acres of suitable habitat are present. Approximately 65.24 of those acres are within the clearing
limits of the mitigated proposed project. Removing vegetation from within the clearing limits
would result in the loss of approximately 1.8 percent of the potentially suitable holly-leaved
ceanothus habitat within the 3-mile radius that constitutes the cumulative setting. The
percentage would be reduced further with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b in
Section 3.3, which requires replanting of the removed holly-leaved ceanothus individuals at a
1:1 ratio. Thus, a de minimis loss of potential habitat would occur with the proposed project.

Therefore, the project would not result in cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a
significant cumulative impact related to sensitive species or their habitats. The County would
similarly require future projects with potentially significant environmental impacts to comply with
federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances, further protecting biological resources.
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Because the other projects in the cumulative environment—especially those under the
jurisdiction of Napa County—are held to the same CEQA and County standards, cumulative
impacts on biological resources would be less than significant with implementation of the
mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.3.

Approximately 8.82 acres of upland annual grasslands were identified on the project site. The
proposed project would avoid about 31 percent of this acreage with implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1j, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5 (Table 3.3-5b). The
approximately 6.1 acres of upland annual grasslands that would be converted represent less
than 0.02 percent of the total upland annual grasslands in Napa County.

The proposed project would preserve the entire 0.79 acre of black oak forest on the project site,
would not affect any of the total black forest alliance in Napa County, and would comply with
General Plan Policy CON-17 by preserving the California bay forest acreage on the project site
at a 2:1 ratio. Other projects in the vicinity would also be required to avoid or preserve oak
woodland and sensitive habitats pursuant to General Plan policies, preventing the incremental
removal of protected sensitive habitats from being cumulatively considerable.

The proposed project design incorporates setbacks from all drainages on the project site, with
the exception of crossings required for access. The two ephemeral streams on the project site
that meet the County’s definition of a stream have no-touch setbacks ranging from 55 feet to
105 feet based on slope, in accordance with Section 18.108.025 of the Napa County Code;
these setbacks also apply to other projects in Napa County. The proposed project also would
maintain 50-foot buffers from other waters not defined by the County as streams. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, impacts on waters of the United States would
receive a minimum mitigation ratio of 1:1 (mitigated:affected) to comply with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ “no net loss” policy.

Local regulations require projects to maintain open space on properties proposed for
development, to provide habitat for plants and wildlife. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.3-4, the proposed project would maintain passages more than 100 feet wide to allow
for wildlife movement. In addition, vineyard blocks would be fenced in clusters; fencing on the
project site would use a design containing 6-inch-square gaps at the base (instead of the typical
3-inch by 6-inch rectangular openings) to allow small mammals to move through the fence; and
exit gates would be installed at the corners of deer fencing to allow trapped wildlife to escape.
Other projects in the project vicinity would be required to implement similar measures to comply
with local policies and regulations.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1j, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, and
3.3-5, the project would develop 90.47 gross acres of vineyard (Table 3.3-5b). This acreage
represents about 15 percent of the total expected to be developed within the 3-mile radius in the
next five years, and approximately 1.8 percent of the total potential vineyard area (5,113 acres)
within that radius.
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The proposed project and the associated watershed do not provide unique habitats that are vital
to sustaining populations of special-status species; the areas do not contain the only habitat
required for the regionally occurring species to continue to thrive. Thus, developing the
proposed project and other cumulative projects would not cause incremental impacts on
special-status species that would be cumulatively considerable to the point of resulting in the
take of special-status species and preventing a special-status species from thriving. The
proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a
significant cumulative impact on biological resources.

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts on cultural and tribal cultural
resources is the Rector Reservoir watershed because projects located within this watershed
have the potential to affect existing cultural and tribal cultural resources.

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, ground-disturbing
activities for the proposed project could affect as-yet-unidentified subsurface archaeological
resources, including those that could also be considered tribal cultural resources. Such activities
could also affect human remains. However, as stated in Section 3.4, potential impacts on
subsurface archaeological resources and human remains would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3b.
Cumulative impacts in the area would also be less than significant because each project
permitted by the County would address cultural resources by obtaining an individual site permit
and would implement mitigation measures for impacts on any unknown resources discovered
during construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact on cultural resources.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative geology and soils impacts is the Rector
Reservoir watershed.

The project site has favorable slope stability conditions, with low slope inclines, and the proposed
vineyard would not adversely affect the moderately strong to strong volcanic bedrock underlying
the site (as discussed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils). Because the proposed project would
implement controls to limit the concentration of surface runoff in areas susceptible to erosion, the
project is not anticipated to adversely affect slope stability. The project site has low potential to
contain paleontological resources. Therefore, cumulatively considerable impacts related to
geology and soils would be limited to sedimentation within the Rector Reservoir watershed.

Cumulative effects would be considered significant if cumulative sedimentation from past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects and the proposed project in the watershed is
considerable, or if the incremental impact of the proposed project within the cumulative
environment would be considerable.
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The proposed project would reduce the level of sediment delivered to the watershed by
approximately 160.01 tons (29.78 percent) compared to existing conditions. Like the proposed
project, any future development would be required to comply with General Plan Policy CON-48
for sediment. Projects must maintain pre-development sediment erosion conditions or, at
minimum, must comply with state water quality pollution control (i.e., basin plan) requirements
and protect the county’s sensitive domestic supply watersheds. Like the proposed project, other
cumulative projects with the potential to generate erosion would be required to prepare erosion
control plans and/or building plans and site-specific geotechnical, soils, and hydrologic reports.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to sedimentation in the watershed.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials
includes the Rector Reservoir watershed, because any release of improperly contained
hazardous materials into the environment could reach the surface water and/or groundwater of
this watershed.

The proposed project and the cumulative projects in the watershed would involve the storage,
use, disposal, and transport of hazardous materials to varying degrees during construction and
operation. However, the proposed project would be farmed using integrated pest management
techniques, would include stream setbacks, and would not include land uses that would use or
require substantial volumes of hazardous materials.

The potential for the proposed project and cumulative projects to result in cumulatively
considerable hazardous materials impacts on the watershed is low. The projects would comply
with the laws and regulations governing the transportation and management of hazardous
materials to reduce potential hazards. Best management practices in the conditions of approval
would limit the potential for the accidental release of hazardous materials to create hazardous
conditions (as discussed in Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials). Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant
cumulative impact related to the risk of hazardous materials.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts
consists of the Rector Reservoir watershed.

Cumulative runoff impacts could result from the proposed project combined with the cumulative
projects in the watershed if the cumulative rate and volume of runoff to receiving waters were to
increase above pre-project levels. As discussed in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality,
the proposed project’s hydrologic analysis calculated pre-project and post-project peak runoff
flows for the onsite sub-watersheds under the 2-year and 100-year storm events; no net
increases in peak runoff are expected as a result of the proposed project. The hydrologic
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analysis attributed decreases in peak discharge to increases in infiltration, vegetative cover, and
time of concentration, and to the five proposed detention basins. The decreases in peak
discharge would lead to a decrease in erosion, thereby reducing the delivery of sediment to
receiving waters and reducing the potential for flooding. Like the proposed project, other
projects in the watershed would be required to keep project impacts at pre-project levels, which
would ensure that no effects on the cumulative environment would occur.

The proposed project would be irrigated with groundwater. It is anticipated that the proposed
project would use 54.8 acre-feet of groundwater per year during the first four years, while the
vines become established, and approximately 45.7 acre-feet of groundwater per year after the
fourth year. These amounts are less than the project site’s anticipated annual groundwater
recharge rate of approximately 84.1 acre-feet per year, and the proposed project would
incorporate the County’s standard groundwater use condition (as discussed in Section 3.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality). Accordingly, groundwater use on the project site would not be
cumulatively considerable, as no net decrease in the groundwater table would occur. The Water
Availability Analysis demonstrates that under the worst-case scenario (maximum groundwater
pumping for the maximum amount of vineyard planting proposed), groundwater recharge would
be adequate to meet project demand. Therefore, the overall cumulative effect is not
considerable, and the incremental impact of the proposed project would not be significant when
considered in the context of the cumulative projects.

The proposed project would not affect surface water quality through sediment or chemical
loading or water temperature changes. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to
surface water.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative land use and planning impacts is the 3-mile
radius.

The Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element of the Napa County General Plan
describes several goals geared toward preserving agricultural land uses, planning for agriculture
as a primary land use, and supporting the economic viability of agriculture, including growing
grapes. The cumulative impact of the proposed project and other vineyard development projects
would be a net positive because the proposed project would assist the County in meeting its
agricultural preservation goals.

In addition, as discussed in Section 3.8, Land Use and Planning, no significant land use
impacts have been identified for the proposed project with implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-5. Approved and future projects would require compliance with the
General Plan, which addresses cumulative impacts of growth through land use controls. Should
a future project propose to alter land use and zoning requirements, that project would be
required to assess—and mitigate if necessary—the cumulative impacts associated with the
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requested change. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with
land use plans, policies, and regulations.

NOISE

Because of noise attenuation, the geographic scope for noise impacts is the immediate vicinity
of the project site.

Cumulative impacts from short-term construction-generated noise could result if additional
planned construction activities were to occur near the project site. The Chappellet Vineyard
project, west of the project site, is the nearest proposed development to the proposed project.
Construction noise tends to be site specific and affects those close to the construction activities.
As stated in Section 3.9, Noise, the proposed project would not expose nearby sensitive
receptors to construction noise that would exceed the County’s daytime noise standard, or to
substantial ground-borne vibration. Because of distance, topography, and attenuation, cumulative
noise impacts from both the Chappellet Vineyard project and the proposed project would not be
cumulatively considerable. In addition, operation of the proposed project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to noise.

TRANSPORTATION

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the
regional roadway network.

As discussed in Section 3.10, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would be
developed in one phase, and the largest number of vehicle trips generated during vineyard
development would be approximately 20 one-way construction worker trips and four one-way
truck trips per day during the first and last two weeks of the construction phase. During vineyard
operation, harvest is the highest traffic-generating period, with approximately 24 one-way
passenger vehicle trips and four one-way truck trips per day anticipated. Project trips would not
increase the percentage of roadway traffic volumes substantially; during both vineyard
development and the seasonal harvest, the increase in roadway traffic volumes on Soda Canyon
Road would be less than 1 percent for both study roadway segments (see Table 3.10-1).

Estimated daily traffic generation from project development and operational activities would be
within the typical daily variation in traffic levels (usually on the order of +5 percent) that might be
expected on the major roadways serving the project site. Operating conditions on area
roadways with the proposed project would remain substantially similar to current conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to area traffic.
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4.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) states that an EIR must describe the impacts
identified as significant and unavoidable should a proposed project be implemented. Impacts
are determined to be significant and unavoidable when either no mitigation, or only partial
mitigation, is feasible to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Napa County makes the
final determination of impact significance and of the feasibility of mitigation measures as part of
the certification action. The environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the
proposed project are presented in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR and summarized in the Executive
Summary. All impacts can be feasibly mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, there
would be no significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.

4.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2[d]) require an evaluation of the significant
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by a project if implemented, as
described below:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the
project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes
removal or nonuse there after unlikely. Primary impacts, and, particularly,
secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses.
Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated
with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to
assure that such current consumption is justified.

In general, the State CEQA Guidelines refer to the need to evaluate and justify the consumption
of nonrenewable resources and the extent to which a project would commit future generations
to similar uses of nonrenewable resources. In addition, CEQA requires the evaluation of
irreversible damage resulting from an environmental accident associated with the project.

Several resources, both natural and built, would be expended during construction and operation
of the proposed project. For example, the use of equipment would result in the irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of energy and material resources in the form of electricity, gasoline,
diesel fuel, and oil for equipment and transportation vehicles that would be needed for
construction and operational activities. In addition, construction materials would be used, such as
onsite rocks that would be used to construct erosion control features and provide road surfaces.

Using these nonrenewable resources is expected to account for a minimal portion of the
region’s resources and would not affect the availability of these resources for other needs in the
region. The construction contractors selected would use best available engineering techniques,
construction and design practices, and equipment operating procedures in accordance with
vineyard installation requirements, including the mitigation measures in Chapter 3 of this EIR.
Therefore, project construction activities would not result in the inefficient use of energy or
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natural resources. Furthermore, long-term project operation is not anticipated to result in
substantial long-term consumption of energy and natural resources.

The proposed project is not proposing the development of a previously inaccessible area.
Vineyard development has occurred and would continue to occur in the area with or without the
proposed project, based on development allowed by the existing Napa County Land Use Plan
and zoning. Thus, the proposed project would not commit future generations to a significant
irreversible change. Conversion to agricultural land is not considered an entirely irreversible
type of development, which is why agricultural lands are often protected to prevent conversion
to other land uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial long-term
consumption of energy and natural resources.

4.4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

The State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a
proposed project (Section 15126.2[e]). A growth-inducing impact is described by the State
CEQA Guidelines as:

[T]he way in which a proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in
the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a wastewater treatment
plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases
in the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring
construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.
Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either
individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. Direct growth inducement
would result if a project resulted in establishing a new demand for public services, facilities, or
infrastructure, such as construction of new housing. A project can have indirect or secondary
growth inducement potential if it would establish substantial new permanent employment
opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or governmental enterprises) or if it would involve a
substantial construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities and
indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new employment
demand. Similarly, as explained in the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would indirectly induce
growth if it would remove an obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing
a constraint or increasing the capacity of a required public service, such as increased water
supply capacity.

As identified in CEQA Section 15126.2(e), growth inducement is not in and of itself an
“environmental impact”; however, growth can result in adverse environmental consequences.
Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with or
accommodated by the land use plans and policies for the affected area. Local land use plans,
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typically general plans, provide for land use development patterns and growth policies that allow
for the “orderly” expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban public services,
such as water supply, sewer service, and new roadway infrastructure. A project that would
induce “disorderly” growth (i.e., a project conflicting with local land use plans) could indirectly
cause adverse environmental impacts: for example, the loss of agricultural land that has not
been addressed in the planning process. To assess whether a project with the potential to
induce growth is expected to result in significant impacts, it is important to assess the degree to
which the growth associated with a project would or would not be consistent with applicable land
use plans.

Because of the limited amount of work that would be required at any given time, and because
the proposed project would not require a substantial workforce, no new homes, businesses, or
roads would be constructed and the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the
local workforce. The proposed project also would not result in the demolition of homes or
displacement of people, necessitating replacement homes elsewhere. Population growth and
urban development in the project area are driven by local, regional, and national economic
conditions. Local land use decisions are within the jurisdiction of Napa County and the various
cities in the county. The County has an adopted general plan consistent with state law. The
General Plan provides an overall framework for growth and development in Napa County.

The proposed project would not increase the area available for development of housing and
would not result in indirect growth-inducing impacts. Further, the proposed project would not
result in the construction of new housing or any other public or private services or utilities, or in
improvements to access roads or extension of any new transportation routes that would provide
access to new locations in the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
direct growth-inducing impacts.
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CHAPTER 5
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR evaluate “a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The purpose of the alternatives analysis is
to determine whether a variation of the proposed project would reduce or eliminate significant
project impacts in the basic framework of the proposed project’s objectives. The alternatives
analysis should also discuss the comparative merits of the alternatives.

The focus and definition of the alternatives evaluated in this EIR is governed by the “rule of
reason” in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), requiring evaluation of
only those alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The feasibility of an alternative
is ultimately determined by the lead agency based on a variety of factors including but not
limited to site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility
and control (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][1]). Further, an EIR “need not consider
an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is
remote and speculative” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6][f][3]).

This chapter includes the following information:

e The objectives of the proposed project.

o The alternatives selected for evaluation, a comparison of the alternatives’ environmental
effects to the effects of the proposed project, and a discussion of the ability of the
alternatives to achieve the proposed project objectives.

e As required under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), an identified
environmentally superior alternative.

5.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The overall objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

o Develop new vineyards on those portions of the site that are suitable for the cultivation of
high-quality wine grapes, which are designed and sited to include up to approximately
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85-91 net planted acres? within an approximately 116-acre development (or cleared)
area, while ensuring the economic viability of the project.

e Expand vineyard production on an actively farmed property while ensuring the
sustainability of farming operations.

¢ Minimize soil erosion from vineyard development and operation through vineyard design
that avoids erosion-prone areas and controls erosion within the vineyard rather than
capturing soil after it has been displaced.

¢ Minimize changes to hydrology from vineyard development.

¢ Farm vineyards in a sustainable manner that includes the use of integrated pest
management practices and participation in the Napa Sustainable Winegrowing Group
and California Sustainable Winegrowing Alliance.

e Protect water quality by protecting streams and drainages to the maximum extent
feasible through avoidance, incorporation of appropriate setbacks, and implementation
of various erosion control features.

¢ Minimize impacts on rare, endangered, and candidate plant and animal species to the
extent feasible, while providing for avoidance, preservation, and replacement in
accordance with accepted protocols, including but not limited to the Napa County
General Plan.

e Use water from existing and proposed water resources efficiently.

e Maximize the use of current vineyard employees’ skills and create efficiencies.

¢ Provide opportunities for additional vineyard employment and economic development in
Napa County.

5.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
5.3.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires consideration of a no project alternative.
The purpose of this alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving
a project with the impacts of not approving a project. Under the No Project Alternative, vineyards
would not be planted, operated, and maintained on the project parcel and no changes to the
existing network of undeveloped areas, dirt roads, and hand-cut trails would occur. Accordingly,
the development of up to 91 net acres of vineyards within approximately 116.2 gross acres and
the erosion control features associated with #P18-00446-ECPA would not occur.

The approximately 170.2-acre project site would still be accessed from Soda Canyon Road and
would continue to consist of undeveloped areas, dirt roads, and hand-cut trails. No changes
would be made to the existing 0.9 mile of dirt roads or existing wildlife exclusion fencing. Two
wells are currently located in the southeastern portion of the project site; with the No Project

Considering that the owner has the ability to further subdivide vineyard blocks within the footprint of the proposed vineyard for
irrigation and viticulture purposes, and that for the proposed vine by row spacing in areas where cross-slope exceeds 15
percent, the owner shall increase the row spacing as needed to ensure there is adequate room for equipment (PPl Engineering
2019: ECPA Narrative pages EC-5 and EC-6).
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Alternative, no additional wells would be developed in the future. Vegetation types on the project
site would remain primarily as chamise chaparral, grassland, California black oak forest,
California bay forest, mixed manzanita, and scrub oak communities.

ABILITY TO MEET THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

With the No Project Alternative, the project site’s approximately 170.2 acres would remain
undeveloped. The existing chamise chaparral, grassland, California black oak forest, California
bay forest, mixed manzanita, and scrub oak communities would not change and current
vegetative cover would remain. This alternative would not accomplish the basic objective of the
proposed project: installation and operation of a new vineyard on the project site.

COMPARISON OF THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED
PROJECT

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require construction
equipment and materials, vehicles, and crews; ground-disturbing construction activities; or
operation and maintenance activities. For this reason, the No Project Alternative would result in
less severe impacts than the proposed project related to air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, geology and soils,
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise,
and transportation. Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project also would not apply
to the No Project Alternative.

Vegetation removal, implementation of the Erosion Control Plan, and vineyard conversion would
not occur under the No Project Alternative. The environmental setting would remain identical to
conditions that existed at the time of the Notice of Preparation.

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not generate project construction
emissions or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants, and this
alternative would be consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would not require implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a through 3.2-1c or
the open burning condition of approval, as identified for the proposed project, to reduce impacts
on air quality to less-than-significant levels. The No Project Alternative would not include
activities that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result
in other emissions (such as those leading to odors), adversely affecting a substantial number of
people.

In addition, because this alternative would not involve any construction work or operation and
maintenance activities, the No Project Alternative would not generate GHG emissions that
would have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for reducing GHGs. No impacts would occur in these areas under the No
Project Alternative, compared to the less-than-significant impacts that would result from the
proposed project.
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Because ground-disturbing activities would not occur under the No Project Alternative, impacts
on biological resources, potential impacts on previously unrecorded cultural and tribal cultural
resources, and conflicts with applicable sections of the Napa County Code and Napa County
General Plan would not occur. The approximately 75.17 acres that provide habitat for
approximately 1,912 holly-leaved ceanothus individuals, consisting of chamise alliance

(48.85 acres), mixed manzanita (3.77 acres), and scrub interior live oak (22.55 acres), would
remain on the project site. Populations of Franciscan onion, narrow-flowered California
brodiaea, small-flowered calycadenia, two-carpellate western flax, nodding harmonia, Napa
lomatium, and green monardella on the project site would not be removed and/or replanted. The
31.63 acres of California bay forest and 0.75 acre of black oak forest would remain on the
project site. The approximately 2,790 total trees on the project site with a stem diameter at
breast height of 5 inches or more would remain undisturbed. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would not require implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-k,
3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, 3.3-5, 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3 as identified for the proposed
project to reduce impacts on biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, and land
use and planning to less-than-significant levels.

With the No Project Alternative, proposed erosion and runoff control measures would not be
implemented. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not cause a
reduction in soil loss of approximately 29.78 percent (160.01 tons) or a net decrease in peak-
flow rates relative to existing conditions. The No Project Alternative would not affect water
quality and groundwater supplies.

Because construction and maintenance activities for the vineyard would not occur, the No
Project Alternative would avoid potential impacts of the proposed project related to hazards and
the use of hazardous materials on the project site and temporary, less-than-significant impacts
associated with noise and transportation-related construction activities.

5.3.2 INCREASED PRESERVATION AREA ALTERNATIVE

The Increased Preservation Alternative includes the 79.68-acre Preservation Area discussed in
Section 3.3, Biological Resources, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through
3.3-1k, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5. It also would avoid impacts on an additional 6.29 acres
of biological communities identified in and near proposed vineyard Blocks V2, V3, V4, V6, W8,
X12, Z17, and Z20. As a result, less vineyard area would be developed than under the
proposed project.

The Increased Preservation Alternative consists of approximately 64.46 net acres of vineyard
within an approximately 84.18-acre cleared area (Figure 5-1). As described in Tables 5-1a and
5-1b, approximately 85.97 acres on the project site would not be converted to vineyard.

As under the proposed project, because the slopes in the Increased Preservation Area
Alternative’s proposed blocks are steeper than 5 percent, an Erosion Control Plan would be
required, and Napa County would retain approval authority.
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TABLE 5-1A
PRESERVATION AREAS, PROPOSED PROJECT VS. INCREASED PRESERVATION AREA ALTERNATIVE—SPECIAL-STATUS PLANTS

Total Acreage
(and Individuals)

Original Proposed Vineyard Blocks

Mitigated Proposed Vineyard Blocks

Increased Preservation Alternative

Special-Status on the Project Acreage | Individual Acreage Acreage | Individual Acreage Acreage | Individual | Acreage
: Count Preserved Count Preserved Count Preserved
Plants Site
Holly-leaved 109.41 acres o o 0
ceanothus (2,822 individuals) 76.97 1,912 32% 66.26 1,595 43% 60.92 1,350 52%
Franciscan onion 0.10 acres o o 0
(6 individuals) 0.1 6 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%
Narrow-flowered 0.23 acre o o o
California brodiaea (29 individuals) 0.02 2 91% 0.02 2 91% 0.02 2 91%
Small-flowered (6 individuals) . 6 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%
calycadenia
Two-carpellate 0.09 acre o o o,
western flax (12,094 individuals) 0.07 9,321 23% 0.02 2,472 80% 0.01 1,098 91%
Napa lomatium (18 individuals) * 18 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%
Green monardella 0.02 acres o o o
(2,707 individuals) 0.02 2,275 16% 0.01 1,162 57% 0.01 439 84%
Nodding harmonia (338 individuals) * 338 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%

NOTES:

GIS = geographic information system; NFD = No Formal Description

* Acres not available. Plants mapped as point locations.
1 GIS calculations do not reflect the exact acreage of the development area due to mapping platforms, spatial characteristics, and rounding.

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020
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TABLE 5-1B
PRESERVATION AREAS, PROPOSED PROJECT VS. INCREASED PRESERVATION AREA ALTERNATIVE—BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES
Total Original Proposed Mitigated Proposed Vineyard
ota Vineyard Blocks Blocks Increased Preservation Alternative
Acreage on
the Project Percent Percent Acreage Percent Acreage
Biological Communities Site Acreage | Removed | Acreage' | Removed | Preserved | Acreage’ Removed | Preserved
Black Oak Alliance (Quercus kelloggii 0.79 0.75 95 0 0 0.79 0 0% 0.79
Forest Alliance)
California Bay—Madrone—Coast Live Oak— 50.24 31.63 63 17.25 34 32.99 17.01 34% 33.23
(Black Oak, Big-Leaf Maple) NFD Super
Alliance (Umbellularia californica Forest
Alliance)
California Annual Grasslands Alliance 8.82 6.56 74 6.10 69 2.72 5.80 66% 3.02
Chamise Alliance (Adenostoma 71.58 48.85 68 43.87 61 27.71 39.16 55% 3242
fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance)
Mixed Manzanita—(Interior Live Oak— 5.74 3.77 66 2.52 44 3.22 2.23 39% 3.51
California Bay—Chamise) West County
NFD Alliance (Arcostaphylos glandulosa
and A. manzanita Provisional Shrubland
Alliance)
Scrub Interior Live Oak—Scrub Oak— 29.86 22.55 76 18.85 63 11.01 18.39 62% 11.47
(California Bay—Flowering Ash—Birch Leaf
Mountain Mahogany—Toyon—California
Buckeye) Mesic East County NFD Super
Alliance (Sclerophyllous Quercus spp.
Alliance)
Urban or Built-up (Roads and Graded 1.52 1.02 67 0.83 55 0.69 0.60 39% 0.92
Areas)
Rock Outcrop 1.60 1.09 68 1.06 66 0.54 0.98 61% 0.62
Total 170.15 116.22 90.47 79.68 84.18 85.97
NOTES:

GIS = geographic information system; NFD = No Formal Description

* Acres not available. Plants mapped as point locations.
1 GIS calculations do not reflect the exact acreage of the development area due to mapping platforms, spatial characteristics, and rounding.

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

ABILITY TO MEET THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Increased Preservation Area Alternative would partially meet the project objectives because
it would allow for conversion of a portion of the project site (84.18 gross acres) to vineyard;
minimize soil erosion; protect water quality; minimize impacts on rare, endangered, and
candidate plant and animal species to the extent feasible; and develop a vineyard on portions of
the project site suitable for the cultivation of high-quality wine grapes. This alternative would
provide opportunities for vineyard employment and economic development in Napa County.

However, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative would not meet all project objectives,
specifically the goal to develop up to approximately 85-91 net planted acres of vineyards within
an approximately 116-acre cleared area on the portions of the site that are suitable for
cultivation of high-quality wine grapes. The alternative would avoid an additional 6.29 acres
within the project site compared to the mitigated proposed project to further minimize impacts on
biological resources to less-than-significant levels. The Increased Preservation Area Alternative
would develop approximately 64.46 net acres of vineyard within an approximately 84.18-acre
cleared area.

COMPARISON OF THE INCREASED PRESERVATION AREA ALTERNATIVE TO
THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The Increased Preservation Area Alternative would include construction and operation and
maintenance activities similar to those of the proposed project, although the acreage developed
would be less (approximately 64.46 net acres of vineyard within an approximately 84.18-acre
cleared area). Therefore, this alternative would result in impacts on cultural and tribal cultural
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and transportation similar to those
identified for the proposed project.

Construction equipment, ground-disturbing activities, and commutes by construction workers
under the Increased Preservation Area Alternative and the proposed project would generally be
similar. As under the proposed project, the potential exists for cultural or tribal cultural resources
to be uncovered during construction under the Increased Preservation Area Alternative.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3, as identified for the
proposed project, would minimize potential impacts of the Increased Preservation Area
Alternative on cultural and tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level.

The Increased Preservation Area Alternative would comply with laws and regulations governing
the transportation and management of hazardous materials to reduce potential hazards, and
with best management practices in the conditions of approval identified for the proposed project
in Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials. \With this alternative, noise from construction and
operation and maintenance activities and vehicles on local roadways would generally be similar
to the proposed project because activities would be similar (though potentially less, given the
reduced project footprint).
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The Increased Preservation Area Alternative would include development of a smaller vineyard

and clearing-limits area (32.04 acres less than under the proposed project). Therefore, impacts
on air quality and GHG emissions, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water
quality, and land use and planning would be less than impacts identified for the proposed project.

Like the proposed project, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants and may not be consistent with the
2017 Clean Air Plan; however, project construction emissions would be less than under the
proposed project because this alternative would have a smaller project footprint. Implementation
of Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a through 3.2-1c and the open burning condition of approval, as
identified for the proposed project, would reduce air quality impacts of the Increased Preservation
Area Alternative to a less-than-significant level.

In addition, similar to the proposed project, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative would
not include activities that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations or result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors), adversely affecting
a substantial number of people. Like the proposed project, this alternative also would not
generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment or conflict
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for reducing GHGs.

Compared to the mitigated proposed project, the acreages of vineyard Blocks V2, V2, V4, V6,
W8, X12, Z17, and Z20 would be reduced by an additional 4.54 total net acres under the
Increased Preservation Area Alternative (Table 5-2). Because the Increased Preservation Area
Alternative would remove less habitat than the proposed project, fewer impacts on special-
status species and their habitats would occur. The Increased Preservation Area Alternative
would preserve an additional 723 green monardella individuals, 245 holly-leafed ceanothus
shrubs, and 1,374 two-carpellate western flax individuals compared to the mitigated proposed
project. Like the proposed project, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative would construct
three rocked water crossings, and impacts on waters of the United States, waters of the state,
and areas within California Department of Fish and Wildlife jurisdiction would be the same as
under the proposed project.

The Increased Preservation Area Alternative would provide the same wildlife movement corridors
as the mitigated proposed project. Fewer trees would be removed under this alternative than
under the proposed project, given the reduced project footprint. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1k, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5, as identified for the proposed
project (with replanting scaled down based on the additional preservation of green monardella,
holly-leafed ceanothus, and two-carpellate western flax described in the paragraph above) would
reduce impacts of the Increased Preservation Area Alternative on biological resources to a less-
than-significant level. The Increased Preservation Area Alternative also would not conflict with
applicable sections of the Napa County Code and Napa County General Plan with implementation
of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. Impacts on biological resources and
land use and planning would be less than those identified for the proposed project.
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-2
ACREAGES OF BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES BY VINEYARD BLOCK UNDER THE INCREASED PRESERVATION AREA ALTERNATIVE
Blocks ;
Biological Communities CII_?;';';;Q Total
V1 V2 V3 V4 V6 | W8 | X10 | X11 | X12 | Y14 | Y15 | Y16 | Z17 | Z18 | Z20 | Total
California Annual Grasslands
Alliance 0.18 | 0.69 |0.28 | 0.55 | 0.21 1.09 0.56 0.68 0.02 | 0.01 [0.11 | 0.05 | 4.43 1.37 5.80
California Bay—Madrone—Coast Live
Oak—(Black Oak Big-Leaf Maple)
NFD Super Alliance 434 | 053 |0.23 0.57 | 0.05 | 0.15 | 0.03 | 2.14 0.16 | 3.58 0.31 | 1.46 | 13.55 3.47 17.01
Chamise Alliance 098 | 248 | 270 |1.16 |1.40 [1.90 |1.29 | 0.50 | 4.86 4.98 1.89 | 0.25 | 297 | 2.39 | 29.74 9.43 39.16
Mixed Manzanita—(Interior Live Oak
—California Bay—Chamise) West
County NFD Alliance 0.01 0.50 1.03 0.03 0.08 1.65 0.58 2.23
Scrub Interior Live Oak—Scrub Oak
—(California Bay—Flowering Ash—
Birch Leaf Mountain Mahogany—
Toyon-California Buckeye) Mesic
East County NFD Super Alliance 183 | 153 [ 153 [ 053 | 1.28 | 1.46 1.59 2.91 0.90 0.34 | 0.38 | 14.26 412 18.39
Rock Outcrop 0.05 | 0.12 | 0.13 | 0.03 | 0.02 0.04 0.22 0.06 | 0.00 | 0.06 | 0.08 | 0.80 0.18 0.98
Urban or Built-up 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.56 0.60
Total | 7.38 | 5.27 | 4.86 | 2.86 | 3.49 | 3.42 | 2.53 | 0.53 | 10.21 | 8.94 | 3.58 | 2.89 | 0.26 | 3.86 | 4.36 | 64.46 19.71 84.18

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Like the proposed project, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative would be designed to
reduce annual soil loss from the development area; however, because this alternative would
include less acreage than the proposed project, the reduction in annual soil loss would likely
be less than under the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, no net increases in
peak runoff would be anticipated with this alternative. Because the Increased Preservation
Area Alternative would develop a smaller vineyard than the proposed project, annual
groundwater demand would also be less. The Increased Preservation Area Alternative would
require implementation of the water quality and groundwater management conditions of
approval identified for the proposed project in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, to
reduce the potential for construction-related sedimentation from the transport of construction
equipment across stream crossings, and for monitoring of groundwater use. Therefore,
impacts on geology and soils and hydrology and water quality would be less than those
identified for the proposed project.

Although construction and operation and maintenance activities would be similar to those for the
proposed project, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative would develop fewer vineyard
acres than the proposed project. (This alternative would involve construction of approximately
64.46 net acres of vineyard within an approximately 84.18-acre cleared area and approximately
85.97 acres of avoided areas.) Because of the smaller project footprint, the Increased
Preservation Area Alternative would result in less severe impacts than identified for the
proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

5.3.3 INCREASED WATERCOURSE SETBACKS ALTERNATIVE

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative includes the 79.68-acre Preservation Area
discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, with implementation of Mitigation Measures
3.3-1a through 3.3-1k, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5. It also would increase setbacks from
onsite watercourses to between 55 and 65 feet, thereby avoiding impacts on an additional 6.21
acres of biological communities identified in and near proposed vineyard Blocks V1, V2, V3, V4,
V6, W8, X11, X12, Y4, Y15, Z17, Z18, and Z20. As a result, less vineyard would be developed
than under the proposed project.

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative consists of approximately 63.36 net acres of
vineyard within an approximately 84.26-acre cleared area (Figure 5-2). As described in
Tables 5-3a and 5-3b, approximately 85.89 acres on the project site would not be converted to
vineyard.

As under the proposed project, because the slopes in the Increased Preservation Area
Alternative’s proposed blocks are steeper than 5 percent, an Erosion Control Plan would be
required, and Napa County would retain approval authority.
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SOURCE: USDA, 2016; PPI Engineering, 2019; LSA, 2019; ESA, 2020
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Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative




5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-3A

PRESERVATION AREAS, PROPOSED PROJECT VS. INCREASED WATERCOURSE SETBACKS ALTERNATIVE—SPECIAL-STATUS PLANTS

Total A Mitigated Proposed Vineyard
ota (a:crleage Original Proposed Vineyard Blocks Blocks Increased Watercourse Alternative
Individuals) on | Acreage | Individual | Acreage | Acreage | Individual | Acreage | Acreage | Individual | Acreage
Special-Status Plants | the Project Site Count Preserved Count Preserved Count Preserved
Holly-leaved ceanothus 109.41 acres 76.97 1,912 32% 66.26 1,595 43% 66.26 1,595 43%
(2,822 individuals) ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Franciscan onion 010 acres 0.1 6 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%
(6 individuals)
Narrow-flowered California 0.23 acre o o o
brodiaea (29 individuals) 0.02 2 91% 0.02 2 91% 0.02 2 91%
Small-flowered calycadenia (6 individuals) * 6 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%
Two-carpellate western flax 0.09 acre o o o
(12,094 individuals) 0.07 9,321 23% 0.02 2,472 80% 0.02 2,426 80%
Napa lomatium (18 individuals) * 18 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%
Green monardella 0.02 acres o o o
(2,707 individuals) 0.02 2,275 16% 0.01 1,162 57% 0.01 228 92%
Nodding harmonia (338 individuals) * 338 0% 0 0 100% 0 0 100%

NOTES:

GIS = geographic information system; NFD = No Formal Description
* Acres not available. Plants mapped as point locations.
1 GIS calculations do not reflect the exact acreage of the development area due to mapping platforms, spatial characteristics, and rounding.

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-3B
PRESERVATION AREAS, PROPOSED PROJECT VS. INCREASED WATERCOURSE SETBACKS ALTERNATIVE—BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES

Original Proposed

Total Vineyard Blocks Mitigated Proposed Vineyard Blocks Increased Watercourse Alternative

Acreage on
the Project Percent Percent Acreage Percent Acreage
Biological Communities Site Acreage Removed Acreage'’ Removed | Preserved | Acreage’ Removed | Preserved

Black Oak Alliance (Quercus 0.79 0.75 95 0 0 0.79 0 0% 0.79
kelloggii Forest Alliance)

California Bay—Madrone—Coast 50.24 31.63 63 17.25 34 32.99 16.70 33.24% 33.54
Live Oak—(Black Oak, Big-Leaf
Maple) NFD Super Alliance
(Umbellularia californica Forest
Alliance)

California Annual Grasslands 8.82 6.56 74 6.10 69 2.72 5.70 64.63% 3.12
Alliance

Chamise Alliance (Adenostoma 71.58 48.85 68 43.87 61 27.71 40.09 56.01% 31.49
fasciculatum Shrubland Alliance)

Mixed Manzanita—(Interior Live 5.74 3.77 66 2.52 44 3.22 2.40 41.81% 3.34
Oak—California Bay—Chamise)
West County NFD Alliance
(Arcostaphylos glandulosa and

A. manzanita Provisional Shrubland
Alliance)

Scrub Interior Live Oak—Scrub 29.86 22.55 76 18.85 63 11.01 17.65 59.11% 12.21
Oak—(California Bay—Flowering
Ash-Birch Leaf Mountain
Mahogany—Toyon—California
Buckeye) Mesic East County NFD
Super Alliance (Sclerophyllous
Quercus spp. Alliance)

Urban or Built-up (Roads and 1.52 1.02 67 0.83 55 0.69 0.71 46.71% 0.81
Graded Areas)

Rock Outcrop 1.60 1.09 68 1.06 66 0.54 1.02 63.75% 0.58
Total 170.15 116.22 90.47 79.68 84.26 85.89

NOTES:
GIS = geographic information system; NFD = No Formal Description

* Acres not available. Plants mapped as point locations.
1 GIS calculations do not reflect the exact acreage of the development area due to mapping platforms, spatial characteristics, and rounding.

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

ABILITY TO MEET THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would partially meet the project objectives,

as it would allow conversion of a portion of the project site (84.26 gross acres) to vineyard;
minimize soil erosion; protect water quality; minimize impacts on rare, endangered, and
candidate plant and animal species to the extent feasible; and develop a vineyard on portions of
the project site suitable for the cultivation of high-quality wine grapes. This alternative would
provide opportunities for vineyard employment and economic development in Napa County.

However, the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would not meet all project objectives,
specifically the goal to develop up to approximately 85—-91 net planted acres of vineyards within
an approximately 116-acre cleared area on the portions of the site that are suitable for the
cultivation of high-quality wine grapes. This alternative would avoid an additional 6.21 acres within
the project site compared to the mitigated proposed project to further minimize impacts on
biological resources to less-than-significant levels. The alternative would include the development
of approximately 63.36 net acres of vineyard within an approximately 84.26-acre cleared area.

COMPARISON OF THE INCREASED WATERCOURSE SETBACKS ALTERNATIVE
TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would include construction and operation and
maintenance activities similar to those of the proposed project, although the acreage developed
would be less (approximately 63.36 net acres of vineyard within an approximately 84.26-acre
cleared area). Therefore, this alternative would result in impacts on cultural and tribal cultural
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and transportation similar to those
identified for the proposed project.

Construction equipment, ground-disturbing activities, and commutes by construction workers
under the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative and the proposed project would generally
be similar. As under the proposed project, the potential exists for cultural or tribal cultural
resources to be uncovered during construction under the Increased Watercourse Setbacks
Alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3, as identified
for the proposed project, would minimize potential impacts of the Increased Watercourse
Setbacks Alternative on cultural and tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level.

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would comply with laws and regulations
governing the transportation and management of hazardous materials to reduce potential
hazards, and with best management practices in the conditions of approval identified for the
proposed project in Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials. With this alternative, noise from
construction and operation and maintenance activities and vehicles on the local roadways would
generally be similar to the proposed project because activities would be similar (though
potentially less, given the reduced project footprint).

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would include the development of a smaller
vineyard and clearing-limits area (31.96 acres less than under the proposed project). Therefore,
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

impacts on air quality and GHG emissions, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology
and water quality, and land use and planning would be less than impacts identified for the
proposed project.

Like the proposed project, the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants and may not be consistent with the
2017 Clean Air Plan; however, project construction emissions would be less than under the
proposed project because this alternative would have a smaller project footprint. Implementation
of Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a through 3.2-1¢ and the open burning condition of approval, as
identified for the proposed project, would reduce air quality impacts of the Increased
Watercourse Setbacks Alternative to a less-than-significant level.

In addition, similar to the proposed project, the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative
would not include activities that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations or result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors), adversely affecting
a substantial number of people. Like the proposed project, this alternative also would not
generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment or conflict
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for reducing GHGs.

Compared to the mitigated proposed project, the acreages of vineyard Blocks V1, V2, V3, V4,
V6, W8, X11, X12, Y4, Y15, Z17, Z18, and Z20 would be reduced by an additional 5.64 total net
acres under the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative (Table 5-4) to increase setbacks
from onsite watercourses to between 55 and 65 feet. Because the Increased Watercourse
Setbacks Alternative would remove less habitat than the proposed project, fewer impacts on
special-status species and their habitats would occur. The Increased Watercourse Setbacks
Alternative would preserve an additional 934 green monardella individuals and 46 two-carpellate
western flax individuals compared to the mitigated proposed project. Like the proposed project,
the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would construct three rocked water crossings,
and impacts on waters of the United States, waters of the state, and areas within California
Department of Fish and Wildlife jurisdiction would be the same as under the proposed project.

The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would provide increased wildlife movement
corridors along the watercourses compared to the proposed project and mitigated proposed
project. Fewer trees would be removed under this alternative than under the proposed project,
given the reduced project footprint. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-
1k, 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-4, 3.3-5, as identified for the proposed project (with replanting scaled
down based on the additional preservation of green monardella and two-carpellate western flax
described in the paragraph above), would reduce impacts of the Increased Watercourse
Setbacks Alternative on biological resources to a less-than-significant level. The Increased
Watercourse Setbacks Alternative also would not conflict with applicable sections of the Napa
County Code and Napa County General Plan with implementation of the mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project. Impacts on biological resources and land use and planning
would be less than those identified for the proposed project.
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TABLE 5-4
ACREAGES OF BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES BY VINEYARD BLOCK UNDER THE INCREASED WATERCOURSE SETBACKS ALTERNATIVE
Blocks ;
Biological Communities CII_?::?:;Q Total
V1 V2 V3 V4 V6 | W8 | X10 | X11 | X12 | Y14 | Y15 | Y16 | Z17 | Z18 | Z20 | Total

California Annual Grasslands 0.18 | 0.67| 0.25| 0.51 | 0.21 1.09 0.54 | 0.68 0.02 | 0.01| 0.07| 0.04 4.28 1.43 5.70
Alliance
California Bay—Madrone—Coast 424 | 054 0.23 0.57 | 0.02| 0.15| 0.03| 218 | 0.15| 3.52 0.20 | 1.23| 13.07 3.63 16.70
Live Oak—(Black Oak Big-Leaf
Maple) NFD Super Alliance
Chamise Alliance 092 | 343 | 251 | 137 | 139 | 158 | 129 | 041 | 529 | 4.95 189 010 | 221 | 2.31 | 29.65 10.44 40.09
Mixed Manzanita—(Interior Live 0.01 0.49 1.24 0.03 0.02 1.79 0.61 2.40
Oak-California Bay—Chamise)
West County NFD Alliance
Scrub Interior Live Oak—Scrub 163 | 151 | 1.34 | 047 | 1.24 | 1.54 159 | 2.67 0.90 0.19| 0.62| 13.70 3.95 17.65
Oak—(California Bay—Flowering
Ash-Birch Leaf Mountain
Mahogany-Toyon—California
Buckeye) Mesic East County NFD
Super Alliance
Rock Outcrop 0.05| 0.12| 0.07 | 0.03 | 0.03 0.04 | 0.22 0.06 | 0.00| 0.05| 0.11 0.78 0.24 1.02
Urban or Built-up 0.04 | 0.05| 0.00| 0.00 0.09 0.61 0.71

Total | 7.02 | 6.26 | 444 | 291 | 3.44 | 3.17 | 253 | 0.44 | 1089 | 8.67 | 3.52 | 2.89 | 0.11 | 2.74 | 4.32 | 63.36 20.90 84.26

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Like the proposed project, the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would be designed
to reduce annual soil loss from the development area; however, because this alternative would
include less acreage than the proposed project, the reduction in annual soil loss would likely be
less than under the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, no net increases in peak
runoff would be anticipated with this alternative. Because the Increased Watercourse Setbacks
Alternative would develop a smaller the vineyard than the proposed project, annual groundwater
demand would also be less. The Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would require
implementation of the water quality and groundwater management conditions of approval
identified for the proposed project in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, to reduce the
potential for construction-related sedimentation from the transport of construction equipment
across stream crossings, and for monitoring of groundwater use. Therefore, impacts on geology
and soils and hydrology and water quality would be less than those identified for the proposed
project.

Although construction and operation and maintenance activities would be similar to those for the
proposed project, the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would develop fewer
vineyard acres than the proposed project. (This alternative would involve construction of
approximately 63.36 net acres of vineyard within an approximately 84.26-acre cleared area and
approximately 85.89 acres of avoided areas.) Because of the smaller project footprint, the
Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative would result in less severe impacts than identified
for the proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

5.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires identification of an environmentally
superior alternative—the alternative that has the least significant impacts on the environment. If
the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, identification of an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives considered in the EIR is
required. Table 5-5 presents a comparison of impacts by resource topic addressed in

Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of this EIR for the
proposed project and each alternative.

The proposed project would involve the development of approximately 91.3 net acres of
vineyards within an approximately 116.2-acre cleared area on the project site.

The No Project Alternative would not accomplish the basic objective of the proposed project:
installation and operation of a new vineyard on the project site. Because the No Project
Alternative would not include any construction or operation and maintenance activities, it would
not result in the impacts on air quality and GHG emissions, biological resources, cultural and tribal
cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, land use and planning, noise, and transportation identified for the proposed project.
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SUMMARY OF KEY IMPACTS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 5-5

Resource Topic and Impact

Significance Before
Mitigation:
Proposed Project

Significance Before
Mitigation: No
Project Alternative

Significance Before Significance Before
Mitigation: Increased = Mitigation: Increased
Preservation Area Watercourse Setbacks
Alternative Alternative

3.2 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.2-1: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could conflict with or
obstruct implementation of BAAQMD’s 2017
Clean Air Plan.

3.2-2: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of a
criteria air pollutant for which the Bay Area is
nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state air quality standard.

3.2-3: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

3.2-4: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could result in other
emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of
people.

3.2-5: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could generate GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the
environment.

3.2-6: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs.

3.3 Biological Resources

3.3-1: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on a species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS.

3.3-2: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could have a substantial
adverse effect on riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, and regulations or
by CDFW or USFWS.

3.3-3: Construction and operation of the
proposed project could have a substantial
adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means.

LSM

LSM

LS

LS

LS

LS

LSM

LSM

LSM

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

LSM- LSM-

LSM- LSM-

LS- LS-

LS- LS-

LS- LS-

LSM- LSM-

LSM- LSM-

LSM LSM
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-5
SUMMARY OF KEY IMPACTS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES

Significance Before Significance Before
Significance Before  Significance Before =~ Mitigation: Increased ~ Mitigation: Increased
Mitigation: Mitigation: No Preservation Area Watercourse Setbacks
Resource Topic and Impact Proposed Project  Project Alternative Alternative Alternative

3.3-4: Construction and operation of the LSM NI LSM LSM-
proposed project could interfere substantially

with the movement of native resident or

migratory fish or wildlife species or with

established native resident or migratory

wildlife corridors, or could impede the use of

native wildlife nursery sites.

3.3-5: Construction and operation of the LSM NI LSM- LSM-
proposed project could conflict with local

policies or ordinances protecting biological

resources, such as a tree preservation policy

or ordinance.

3.4 Cultural and Tribal Resources

3.4-1: Construction and operation of the LSM NI LSM LSM
proposed project could cause a substantial

adverse change in the significance of an

archaeological resource pursuant to State

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

3.4-2: Construction and operation of the LSM NI LSM LSM
proposed project could disturb human

remains, including those interred outside of

formal cemeteries.

3.4-3: Construction and operation of the LSM NI LSM LSM
proposed project could cause a substantial

adverse change in the significance of a tribal

cultural resource as defined in Public

Resources Code Section 21074.

3.5 Geology and Soils

3.5-1: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS+ LS+
proposed project could result in substantial
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

3.5-2: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS- LS-
proposed project could occur on a geologic

unit or soil that is unstable, or that would

become unstable as a result of the project.

3.5-3: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS- LS-
proposed project could directly or indirectly

destroy a unique paleontological resource or

site or unique geologic feature.

3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

3.6-1: Construction and operation of the LS NI
proposed project could create a significant

hazard to the public or the environment

through the routine transport, use, or disposal

of hazardous materials or through reasonably

foreseeable upset and accident conditions

involving the release of hazardous materials

into the environment.
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-5
SUMMARY OF KEY IMPACTS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES

Significance Before Significance Before
Significance Before  Significance Before =~ Mitigation: Increased ~ Mitigation: Increased
Mitigation: Mitigation: No Preservation Area Watercourse Setbacks
Resource Topic and Impact Proposed Project  Project Alternative Alternative Alternative

3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality

3.7-1: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS- LS-
proposed project could violate water quality

standards or waste discharge requirements or

otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

3.7-2: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS- LS-
proposed project could substantially decrease

groundwater supplies or interfere substantially

with groundwater recharge such that the

project may impede sustainable groundwater

management of the basin.

3.7-3: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS LS
proposed project could 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, substantially increase the rate or

amount of surface runoff in a manner that

would result in flooding on- or offsite, or

impede or redirect flood flows.

3.7-4: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS- LS-
proposed project could 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.

3.8 Land Use and Planning

3.8-1: Construction and operation of the LSM NI LSM- LSM-
proposed project could cause a significant

environmental impact due to a conflict with

any land use plan, policy, or regulation

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect.

3.9 Noise

3.9-1: Construction of the proposed project LS NI LS LS
could generate a substantial temporary

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity

of the project in excess of standards

established in the local general plan or noise

ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies.

3.9-2: Operation of the proposed project LS NI LS LS
could generate a substantial permanent

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity

of the project in excess of standards

established in the local general plan or noise

ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies.

3.9-3: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS LS
proposed project could result in the

generation of excessive groundborne

vibration or groundborne noise levels.

Stagecoach North Vineyard Conversion #P18-00446-ECPA  5-21 ESA /D201900106.00
Draft Environmental Impact Report February 2021



5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-5
SUMMARY OF KEY IMPACTS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES

Significance Before Significance Before
Significance Before  Significance Before =~ Mitigation: Increased ~ Mitigation: Increased
Mitigation: Mitigation: No Preservation Area Watercourse Setbacks
Resource Topic and Impact Proposed Project  Project Alternative Alternative Alternative

3.10 Transportation

3.10-1: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS LS
proposed project could conflict with a

program, plan, ordinance, or policy

addressing the circulation system, including

transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian

facilities, such as General Plan Policy CIR-38,

which seeks to maintain an adequate level of

service at signalized and unsignalized

intersections.

3.10-2: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS LS
proposed project could conflict or be

inconsistent with State CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.3(b).

3.10-3: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS LS
proposed project could substantially increase

hazards due to a geometric design feature

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment).

3.10-4: Construction and operation of the LS NI LS LS
proposed project could result in inadequate
emergency access.

Notes: NI=No Impact; LS=Less than significant; LSM=Less than significant after application of feasible mitigation measure(s);
- = Impact is less severe than under the proposed project; + = Impact is more severe than under the proposed project

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020

The Increased Preservation Area Alternative and Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative
would partially meet the project objectives, though not the main objective: to develop
approximately 85-91 net planted acres? within an approximately 116-acre development area.
Both alternatives would include development of approximately 32 acres less than the proposed
project; therefore, both alternatives would result in less severe impacts on air quality and GHG
emissions, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and land use
and planning than the impacts identified for the proposed project. The alternatives would result
in impacts on cultural and tribal cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and
transportation similar to those identified for the proposed project because they would include
construction and operation and maintenance activities similar to those of the proposed project.
Noise and transportation impacts could potentially be less with the two alternatives, given the
reduced project footprint.

2 Considering that the owner has the ability to further subdivide vineyard blocks within the footprint of the proposed vineyard for
irrigation and viticulture purposes, and that for the proposed vine by row spacing in areas where cross-slope exceeds
15 percent, the owner shall increase the row spacing as needed to ensure there is adequate room for equipment (PPI
Engineering 2019: ECPA Narrative pages EC-5 and EC-6).
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None of the alternatives would fully achieve the project objectives. The No Project Alternative
would not involve any project construction or operation and maintenance activities and would
result in no adverse environmental effects; however, identification of an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives considered in the EIR is required. Both the
Increased Preservation Area Alternative and the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative
would reduce the severity of some environmental impacts, as indicated in Table 5-5. However,
the Increased Preservation Area Alternative would preserve more individuals and habitats of
special-status plant species than the Increased Watercourse Setbacks Alternative and the
proposed project. Therefore, the Increased Preservation Area Alternative is identified as the
environmentally superior alternative.
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