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Planning, Building & Environmental Services

1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559
www.countyofnapa.org

Brian D. Bordona

Director
A Tradition of Stewardship
A Commitment to Service

TO: Application File #P21-00206-ECPA
FROM: Donald Barrella, Principal Planner
DATE: March 20, 2025

RE: Response to Comments — Chappellet Vineyard LLC.,
Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) #P21-00206-ECPA
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 032-560-022 and 032-560-033
SCH #2024110524

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum has been prepared by the County Conservation Division to respond to comments received
by the Napa County Department of Planning, Building and Environmental Services (Napa County) on the
Proposed Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Proposed IS/MND) for the Chappellet Vineyard LLC,,
Agricultural Erosion Control Plan #P21-00206-ECPA (proposed project). An IS/MND is an informational
document prepared by a Lead Agency (Napa County) that provides environmental analysis for public review.
The agency decision-maker considers it before taking discretionary actions related to any proposed project
that may have a significant effect on the environment. The Proposed IS/MND analyzed the impacts resulting
from the proposed project and where applicable, identified mitigation measures to minimize the impacts to
less-than-significant levels.

This memorandum for the Chappellet Vineyard LLC., Agricultural Erosion Control Plan #P21-00206-ECPA
Proposed IS/MND, presents the name of the persons and organizations commenting on the Proposed IS/MND
and responses to the received comments. This memorandum, in combination with the Proposed IS/MND,
completes the Final IS/MND.

CEQA PROCESS

In accordance with Section 15073 of the CEQA Guidelines, Napa County submitted the Proposed IS/MND to
the State Clearinghouse for a 30-day public review period starting March 7, 2024. In addition, Napa County
circulated a Notice of Intent to Adopt the Proposed IS/MND to interested agencies, individuals, and property
owners within 1000 feet of the subject property (Attachment 5). The public review period ended on December
17, 2024. During the public review period, Napa County received four comments on the Proposed IS/MND
that have been responded to in this memorandum. Table 1 below lists the entities that submitted comments
on the Proposed IS/MND. The comment letters are attached as identified in Table 1.
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TABLE 1
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED IS/MND

Comment From Date Received
Attachment
1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) December 13, 2024
2 Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) December 17, 2024
3 Institute for Conservation Advocacy Research and December 17, 2024
Education (ICARE)
4 City of Napa Utilities Department, Water Division December 17, 2024

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), Napa County considers the Proposed IS/MND
together with comments received, both during the public review process and before action on the project,
prior to adopting the Proposed IS/MND and rendering a decision on the project. The CEQA Guidelines do not
require the preparation of a response to comments for negative declarations; however, this memorandum
responds to comments received. Based on review of the comments received no new potentially significant
impacts beyond those identified in the Proposed IS/MND would occur, no new or additional mitigation
measures, or project revisions, must be added to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, and none of
the grounds for recirculation of the Proposed IS/MND as specified in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5
have been identified. All potential impacts identified in the Proposed IS/MND were determined to be less-
than-significant or less-than-significant with mitigation incorporated.

In response to the comments received, the applicant revised the project, increasing the setbacks from
ephemeral streams to a 50-foot minimum, rather than a 35-foot minimum pursuant to NCC Section 18.108.025.
This revision affects the eastern edge of proposed Vineyard Block E and the central portion of proposed
Vineyard Block D, reducing the overall acreage by 0.3-acres from 41.8-acres to 41.5-acres and planted acres by
0.3-acres from 33.1-acres to 32.8-acres. This project revision would provide additional vegetation to effectively
entrap and filter sediments, and degrade chemicals and nutrients, and further reduce runoff to adjacent
ephemeral streams because of the project.

This Response to Comments Memorandum will also be provided to the owner/Permittee as notice of potential
Local, State and Federal permits or agreements necessary to implement and/or operate this project, or other
CEQA requirements including filing fees, as identified within the attached agency comment letter.
Furthermore, project approval if granted shall be subject to conditions of approval requiring any and all such
permits or agreements be obtained prior to the commencement of vegetation removal and earth-disturbing
activities associated with #P21-00206-ECPA, and that the project shall be subject to any conditions and/or
specifications of such permits or agreements.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment #1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (Attachmentl)

Response to Comment 1.1:

As disclosed in the Project Description (Page 1 Proposed IS/MND) the project includes the construction and
maintenance of a new vineyard access roads encompassing approximately 1.1-acres to connect proposed
Vineyard Blocks D and E to Block C. It is further disclosed in the Background Section of the Proposed IS/MND
(at Page 4) there is an existing emergency access road from the Chappellet properties through to the
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Stagecoach Vineyards to the south/southeast that was processed under grading permit #ENG 21-00018 and is
part of the existing setting, and that this existing emergency access would also provide access between
proposed Vineyard Blocks C and E. While this access is existing, its area has been included in the overall
project acreage and description because it is proposed to be utilized for the subject vineyard development
project and subsequent operations.

In the image below from the project plans (Applied Civil Engineering Inc., October 31, 2024 - Exhibit A-1 of
the proposed IS/MND) the existing emergency access road that would provide access from Vineyard Block C
to Vineyard Block E is highlighted in green, the proposed access road to Vineyard Block D from Vineyard
Block E is highlighted in yellow, and stream setbacks are highlighted in blue. As shown below, there are no
proposed access roads that would cross intermittent or ephemeral streams. The proposed project has been
designed to avoid identified tributaries and any associated riparian habitat, resulting in no potentially
significant impacts to streams and riparian habitat and therefore mitigation measures are unnecessary.

CDFW’s comments will be provided to the owner/Permittee so that they are aware of the requirement if any
future work within streams or tributaries under the jurisdiction of CDFW is contemplated that Lake and
Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement Notification pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et. seq. is
required for activities affecting lakes or streams and associated riparian habitat, or other provisions of the Fish
and Game Code that afford protection to the state’s fish and wildlife trust resources.

Response to Comment 1.2:

While the biological survey did not include protocol level surveys targeted to specific special-status bat
species, as disclosed on-site trees proposed for removal were assessed for their potential to support roosting
bats, with primarily relevant characteristics including the presence of substantial cavities and hollows. The
bat habitat assessment (i.e., close inspection of trees scheduled for removal) found arboreal roosting
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substrates to be absent (WRA Environmental Consultants, February 2020 - Exhibit B-1 of the Proposed
IS/MND, at Page C-23).

Because bat habitat trees were not identified in the 1.23-acres of oak woodland being removed, no potential
impacts would be expected. To address the concerns of CDFW, the bat habitat tree measure recommended by
CDFW below will be included as a condition of approval for the project if approved.

Bat Habitat Tree — Conditions of Approval:

e Prior to any tree trimming or removal, a qualified biologist shall conduct a habitat assessment
for bats, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. The habitat assessment shall be
conducted a minimum of 30 to 90 days prior to tree trimming or removal and shall include a
visual inspection of potential roosting features of trees to be removed (e.g., cavities, crevices in
wood and bark, exfoliating bark for colonial species, suitable canopy for foliage roosting
species). If suitable habitat trees are found, they shall be flagged or otherwise clearly marked,
CDFW shall be notified immediately, and tree trimming or removal shall not proceed without
approval in writing from CDFW. If the presence of bats is presumed or documented, trees may
be removed only: a) using the two-step removal process detailed below during seasonal periods
of bat activity, from approximately March 1 through April 15 and September 1 through October
15, or b) after a qualified biologist, under prior written approval of the proposed survey
methods by CDFW, conducts night emergence surveys or completes visual examination of roost
features that establish absence of roosting bats.

e Two-step tree removal shall be conducted over two consecutive days, as follows: 1) the first day
(in the afternoon), under the direct supervision and instruction by a qualified biologist with
experience conducting two-step tree removal, limbs and branches shall be removed by a tree
cutter using chainsaws only. Limbs with cavities, crevices or deep bark fissures shall be avoided,
and 2) the second day the entire tree shall be removed.

Response to Comment 1.3:

As stated in the CEQA Process Section above, this Response to Comments Memorandum and CDFW’s
comments will be provided to the owner/Permittee and Project Biologist (WRA Environmental Consultants)
as notice of the CEQA requirements pursuant to Public Resources Code, § 21003(e) to report any special-
status species and natural communities detected during project surveys to the CNDDB.

Response to Comment 1.4: The CDFW Environmental Filing Fee for a Mitigated Negative Declaration will be
paid upon posting of the CEQA Notice of Determination for this project when acted on by the County.

Comment #2 Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) (Attachment 2)

Response to Comment 2.1:
These general comments concern the CBD’s work in Napa County protecting native species and habitat and
building a healthy climate-resilient future have been acknowledged and entered into the record.

See Responses to Comments #2.2 through #2.17 (incorporated herein by reference) for responses to EIR
(Environmental Impact Report) preparation, and potential impacts to biological resources, wildfire, water
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions.
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Also see Response to Comment #4.1 (incorporated herein by reference) regarding water quality safeguards that
reduce increases of sediment and other pollutants to surrounding tributaries and water bodies.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would permanently preserve approximately 27-acres of lands/habitat (24.5-acres
of special-status plant species habitat and 2.48-acres of developable oak woodland and associated cover
canopy) in support of Executive order N82-20.

Response to Comment 2.2:
These general comments relate to the legal standard of review and do not identify potential impacts
associated with the project.

Response to Comment 2.3:
See Attachment #1 and Responses to Comments #1.2 (incorporated herein by reference). Also see Response to
Comments #2.3 through #2.7, #2.10 and #2.17, incorporated herein by reference.

As disclosed in Section IV (Biological Resources) of the Proposed IS/MND, the following project specific
studies were utilized in the analysis:
¢ WRA Environmental Consultants, February 2020, Biological Resources Reconnaissance Survey
Report, Chappellet Vineyard LLC, Sage Canyon Road, Napa County, California (APN: 032-010-
076, 032-010-094) (Exhibit B-1 of the Proposed ISMND).
¢ WRA Environmental Consultants, January 26, 2021, RE: Chappellet Vineyard, Napa County ECP
— Response to Napa County Comments on Biological Resources (File #P20-00271-ECPA) (Exhibit
B-2 of the Proposed ISMND)
e Applied Civil Engineering, February 16, 2024, Vegetation Canopy Cover Exhibit, Chappellet
Vineyard LLC (Exhibit B-3 of the Proposed ISMND)
e Applied Civil Engineering Inc, Junel9, 2024, Vegetation Retention Analysis 1993 and 2016,
Chappellet Vineyard LLC (Exhibit B-4 of the Proposed ISMND)

As indicated in the project’s biological study (Exhibit B-1 of the Proposed IS/MND) and in Section IV
(Biological Resources) the conclusions reached in the Proposed IS/MND relied on five (5) separate site and
project specific investigations by qualified biologists familiar with the resources of Napa County and
surrounding counties, with the goal of identifying the presence of sensitive biological communities, the
potential for biological communities on the site to support special-status plant and wildlife species, and the
presence of any other sensitive natural resources protected by local, state, or federal laws and regulations.

Prior to conducting the biological surveys, biological information for the project site was obtained from the
following sources: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of federally listed special-status species with
the potential to occur on and near the study area; California Native Plant Society (CNPS) query of state and
federally listed special-status species known to occur in Napa County; California Natural Diversity Data Base
(CNDDB) query of state and federally listed special-status species known to occur in the St. Helena, Chiles
Valley, Lake Berryessa, Rutherford, Yountville, Capell Valley, Sonoma, Napa, and Mt. George USGS 7.5-
minute quadrangles; Soil Survey of Napa County; National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) database of wetlands
and surface waters within the project site; and other relevant materials (WRA Environmental Consultants,
February 2020).

Botanical assessments followed protocols described in the Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to
Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW, 2018), Botanical Survey
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Guidelines of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS, 2001), and The Jepson Manual (Baldwin, 2012). Wildlife
was identified by calls, scat, remains, or direct sight. On-site trees proposed for removal were assessed for
their potential to support roosting by special-status bats, with primarily relevant characteristics including the
presence of substantial cavities and hollows. Aerial imagery from Google Earth, as well as the BIOS Essential
Habitat Connectivity mapper, were reviewed to assess habitats surrounding the study area for potential
wildlife movement, wildlife corridors, or movement barriers. Field methodology included identifying
corridors for movement including searching for game trails or habitats that would favor the movement of
wildlife or potential gene flow. Existing and proposed barriers were examined to determine current
movement potential within the study area and whether the proposed project would impact movement (WRA
Environmental Consultants, February 2020).

The Proposed IS/MND adequately and appropriately disclosed and assessed potential biological impacts and
proposed mitigation measures where potentially significant impacts to biological resources were identified as
shown in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) included in this response to comment memo
as Attachment 7. The cumulative effects to special-status species and their habitat and to oak woodland were
also considered and reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 which
would: i) avoid and preserve no less than 24.5-acres of the project site’s special-status plant species habitat, ii)
avoid and preserve 70 to 80% of the project site’s special-status plant populations/individuals and habitat, iii)
result in consistency with General Plan Goal CON-3 and Policy CON-13, and Conservation Regulations (NCC
Chapter 18.108), because it would preserve special-status plants and their habitat, iv) result in consistency
with Goal CON-2 because it would assist in maintaining the existing level of biodiversity in the County, as
well as contribute to minimization of potential cumulative impacts associated with the loss of special-status
plant species and associated habitat due to agricultural conversion projects, and maintain wildlife movement
and habitat connectivity, and v) permanently preserve a minimum of 2.48-acres of developable oak woodland
(that includes a minimum of 2.46-acres of associated developable Vegetation Cover Canopy.

Regarding special-status animals, three of these species have the potential to occur within the project site and
project area: white-tailed kite, black-chinned sparrow and foothill yellow-legged frog. Mitigation Measures
BIO-2 and BIO-3 would reduce potential impacts to these species to a less than significant level. See the
MMRP at Attachment 7.

Given the extent of the project site specific evidence disclosed and utilized to establish an adequate baseline
and assess potential impacts on biological resources the Proposed IS/MND complies with disclosure
requirements, adequately mitigate impacts on special-status plant and animal species and is supported by
substantial evidence.

Response to Comment 2.4:
See Response to Comments #1.2 (incorporated herein by reference) regarding bat species.

Response to Comment 2.5:

The project’s biological study which included five (5) separate site specific (or on-site) investigations by
qualified biologists, disclosed that western pond turtles are a thoroughly aquatic turtle of ponds, marshes,
rivers, streams and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation, that require basking sites such as partially
submerged logs, vegetation mats, or open mud banks, and suitable upland habitat (sandy banks or grassy
open fields) for egg-laying. Thereby, appropriately and adequately assessing and determining/concluding
their absence within the project site and area, which predominately consists of chaparral/shrubland and
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disturbed habitat types (approximately 37.4-acres or 92% of the of the total project area of 40.7-acres) and that
the only potential habitat would be limited to the on-site ponds.

Also see Response to Comment #2.3 and CDFW comments and responses (Attachment #1 and Response to
Comments #1.2 through #1.3) incorporated herein by reference.

Response to Comment 2.6:

While the comment contains many references and citations associated with the mountain lion the comment
does not include evidence specific to this project site or project property demonstrating that mountain lions
would be present in the area. As indicated in the project’s Resources Reconnaissance Survey Report, the
special-status wildlife evaluation was based on database searches for the entirety of Napa County (CDFW
2019, Napa County 2005), finding a total of 62 special-status wildlife species documented in Napa County, of
which the mountain is not one (Appendix C of Exhibit B-1).

Five separate site specific, on-site, investigations were conducted by qualified biologists. This substantial
evidence confirms that neither the mountain lion nor its habitat is present in the project area and no evidence
has been provided to the contrary.

Also see Response to Comment #2.3 and CDFW comments and responses (Attachment #1 and Response to
Comments #1.2 through #1.3),(incorporated herein by reference).

Response to Comment 2.7:

As disclosed in the Environmental Setting Section of the Proposed IS/MND (Page 3), surrounding and
adjacent land uses consist generally of undeveloped chaparral and oak woodlands interspersed with
vineyards, agricultural processing facilities (e.g., wineries), and rural residences. The Project Biologists
reviewed aerial imagery from Google Earth, as well as the BIOS Essential Habitat Connectivity mapper, to
assess habitats surrounding the study area for potential wildlife movement, wildlife corridors, or movement
barriers, and to account for potential impacts to wildlife movement/migratory corridors, indicating that this
assessment was refined based on observations of on-site physical and/or biological conditions (WRA
Environmental Consultants, February 2020).

As shown in Table 5 of the Proposed IS/MND (Vegetation Alliance and Terrestrial Land Cover Types in the
Project Site) approximately 190-acres of the various vegetation alliances would be avoided within the project
site, accounting for existing vineyard approximately 176-acres of the various vegetation alliances would be
available for wildlife movement and use.

While the project will result in portions of the site having reduced potential for on-site wildlife movement, the
retention of other on-site areas of contiguous chaparral, grassland, and woodland, with direct connectivity
with similar habitats on neighboring properties, will allow for continued local wildlife movement. The
primary example is within the eastern parcel of the Study Area, where relatively wide areas of intact native
vegetation will remain interstitial to the blocks, allowing for movement from south and west of the parcel to
its northeast. A similarly large corridor of grassland and woodland will remain in the western parcel. The
project’s fencing plan (included in the ECP application) identifies that areas interstitial to vineyard blocks will
remain unfenced in the eastern parcel, and that new fencing in the western parcel will not restrict potential
movement relative to existing conditions (e.g., considering existing on-site and adjacent fencing).
Additionally, the on-site stream courses provide at least some corridor function for seasonal localized
movement, and these will be avoided by the project.

Chappellet Vineyard LLC., Agricultural Erosion Control Plan #P21-00206-ECPA
Responses to Comments Page 7 of 28



The Proposed IS/MND also discloses at page 21 that, ‘Given the relatively small size of the project area (relative to
the width of the corridor tract) and the lack of apparent development impacts within the more central portion of this tract,
agricultural expansion within the project area is in and of itself unlikely to result in any significant impacts to wildlife
movement or migration at the landscape linkage scale. At a more local scale, the project site provides connectivity
between a patchwork of undeveloped lands (primarily chaparral, grassland, and woodlands), and agricultural (vineyards)
and low-density, rural developments. While the proposed project (vineyard) would result in portions of the site having
reduced potential for on-site wildlife movement, the retention of other on-site areas of contiguous chaparral, grassland,
and woodland, with direct connectivity with similar habitats on neighboring properties, will allow for continued local
wildlife movement (WRA Environmental Consultants, February 2020 - Exhibit B-1).

While the comment contains many references and citations associated with wildlife movement and corridors
the comment does not include evidence specific to the project site or project property demonstrating that the
potential level of impacts to wildlife movement and corridors analyzed as a result of the proposed project
would occur beyond what was disclosed.

While the commenter’s concerns regarding edge effects is acknowledged, it should be recognized that in June
of 2024, in response to County concerns associated with oak woodland removal and avoidance, the
owner/applicant revised the ECPA to avoid additional oak woodland to increase consistency with General
Plan Conservation Policy 24.c.The avoided oak woodland reduces Vineyard Block A to approximately 6.0
gross acres (from approximately 7.2-acres) avoiding 1.1-acres of Coast Live Oak woodland and associated
cover canopy reducing overall oak woodland removal to approximately 1.23-acres from 2.33-acres: tree
removal was reduced by approximately 92 trees from 417 trees to approximately 325 trees. At that time the
owner/applicant also revised the boundaries of proposed Vineyard Block C to partially offset the avoided
acreage in Block A, that increased Vineyard Block C to 13.8 gross acres from 13.2-acres. That revision also
resulted in the removal of a special-status plant species: ten (10) Nodding harmonia individuals encompassing
approximately 0.04-acres located in the central-western portion of Block C. After considering the potential
affects this revision could have on this special-status plant species and the project, in October of 2024 the
owner/applicant reverted Vineyard Block C back to its original configuration. Overall, the revisions to the
plans reduced land disturbance to approximately 41.8-acres from approximately 42.9-acres, and reduces net
planted acreage by 1.1-acres to 33.1-acres from 34.2-acres (Exhibit A-1 through Exhibit A-3 and Table 5 of the
Proposed IS/MND).

For these reasons the Proposed IS/MND appropriately and adequately assesses and discloses potential
impacts to wildlife movement and found them to be less than significant on both a project and cumulative
level. Also see Response to Comment #2.3 and CDFW comments and responses (Attachment #1 and Response to
Comments #1.2 through #1.3) (incorporated herein by reference).

Response to Comment 2.8: The owner/permittee revised the project, increasing the setbacks from ephemeral
streams to a 50-foot minimum, rather than a 35-foot minimum pursuant to NCC Section 18.108.025. This
affected the eastern edge of proposed Vineyard Block E and the central portion of proposed Vineyard Block D,
reducing the overall acreage by 0.5-acers from 41.8-acres to 41.3-acres and planted acres by 0.5-acres from
33.1-acres to 32.6-acres.

This project revision/adjustment provides for wider vegetative buffers between the vineyard blocks and
adjacent ephemeral streams consistent with the National Resource Conservation Service recommended
minimum 50-foot-wide vegetated buffer from aquatic resources (such as streams, ephemeral drainages, and
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wetlands), because under most conditions it is generally an adequate buffer width to provide enough
vegetation to effectively entrap and filter chemicals, nutrients, and sediment thereby, facilitating degradation
within buffer soils and vegetation (USDA 2000). Thereby, further reducing the less than significant impact to
water quality disclosed and assessed in the Proposed IS/MND.

Also see Response to Comment #2.7, and the City of Napa Water Division comments and responses (Attachment
#4 and Response to Comments #4.1 and #4.3 (incorporated herein by reference).

With respect to commentor’s assertion regarding the history of the failure of mitigation measure like those
proposed in the IS/MND, the commenter does not provide any documentation or other evidence to support its
assertion. In addition, no mitigation is required for erosion sedimentation or other water quality impacts
because these impacts would be less than significant.

Commentor contends that County’s reliance on site and project specific studies is paper mitigation, yet it is
these site and project specific studies that determined erosional and water quality impacts are less than
significant and therefore, do not necessitate the implementation of mitigation measures.

The commentor also cites a reference that vineyard conversions are associated with more severe erosion and
runoff than other types of agricultural use (Cossart et al., 2020) (Spatial Patters of Vineyard Landscape
Evolution and their Impacts on Erosion Susceptibility: RUSLE Simulation in Mercurey (Burgandy France)
Since the Mid-20t Century) to support their claims. In the paper, Cossart et al. apply the RUSLE (Revised
Universal Soil Loss Equation) model to assess erosion susceptibility through time in a Burgundy vineyard.
This study/paper has no direct relevance to this project, the site, or the project specific analysis that was
prepared to assess potential erosion and runoff impacts of the proposed project in Napa County.

Site review and analyses were conducted during the preparation of hydrologic and soil loss modeling for the
ECPA, which were then peer-reviewed and found to be technically adequate by Napa County Engineering
Division staff (Attachment 6). Summaries of the results of these analyses are presented in Section VII
(Geology and Soils) and Section X (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Proposed IS/MND, and the entire
soil loss analysis and hydrologic analysis reports are included as Exhibit E and Exhibit G, respectively. While
the Proposed IS/MND is not an EIR this approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15147
(Technical Detail) which allows for technical details in appendices and summarization of the methodology
and results in the body of the EIR: ‘The information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data,
maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant
environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public. Placement of highly technical and specialized
analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as
appendices to the main body of the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15147.

Soil loss calculations were prepared using the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) and the hydrologic
analysis utilized the TR-55 model to evaluate and analyze pre- and post-project development conditions, and
the potential effects of the proposed project. While computer modeling was used, as is industry standard, the
model inputs were based on existing conditions that were ground-truthed by David Steiner (CPESC, CPSWQ)
the Project Engineer (Michael Muelrath RPE #67435, Applied Civil Engineering Incorporated) and the Napa
County Engineering Division staff. Based on the existing conditions and staff’s review, revisions were made to
the project modeling for estimating a site’s runoff and soil loss conditions including soil types, precipitation
data, watershed boundaries, and land use/vegetation. Soil data were obtained from the NRCS’s Web Soil
Survey for Napa County. Precipitation data were obtained from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
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Administration data. Watershed boundaries were delineated using aerial topographic mapping and then
adjusted as needed to account for existing or proposed infrastructure that was designed by Applied Civil
Engineering Incorporated. Existing vegetation and land uses were first delineated via recent aerial
photography and then adjusted based on subsequent field review and inspection by the plan preparers.
Therefore, the existing conditions were fully documented.

The models used in this analysis incorporated data particular to the region in which the project is located and
site-specific data, such as vegetative types, rainfall rates for design storms, the delineation of project
watersheds, and descriptions project site soils, as well as verification of the various modeling inputs by the
County Engineering Division; therefore, site-specific and project-specific modeling inputs that are reflective of
pre and post-project conditions ensure the results are specific to the impact analysis for the proposed project
and adequate for CEQA purposes.

The following conditions of approval would be incorporated to ensure that erosion and runoff control
measures are installed and maintained according to plan specifications.

Erosion and Runoff Control (i.e., Hydromodification) Installation and Operation — Conditions of
Approval: The following conditions shall be incorporated by referenced into Erosion Control Plan
#P21-00206-ECPA pursuant to NCC Chapter 18.108 (Conservation Regulations):

e Permanent Erosion and Runoff Control Measures: Pursuant to NCC Section 18.108.070(L)
installation of runoff and sediment attenuation devices and hydromodification facilities
including, but not limited to, rock filled avenues and permanent no-till cover crop (or adequate
mulch cover applied annually), shall be installed no later than September 15 during the same
year that initial vineyard development occurs. This requirement shall be clearly stated on the
final Erosion Control Plan. Additionally, pursuant to NCC Section 18.108.135 “Oversight and
Operation” the qualified professional that has prepared this erosion control plan (#P21-00206-
ECPA) shall oversee its implementation throughout the duration of the proposed project, and
that installation of erosion control measures, sediment retention devices, and hydromodification
facilities specified for the vineyard have been installed and are functioning correctly. Prior to the
first winter rains after construction begins, and each year thereafter until the proposed project
has received a final inspection from the county or its agent and been found complete, the
qualified professional shall inspect the site and certify in writing to the planning director,
through an inspection report or formal letter of completion verifying that all of the erosion
control measures, sediment retention devices, and hydromodification facilities required at that
stage of development have been installed in conformance with the plan and related
specifications, and are functioning correctly.

e Cover Crop Management/Practice: The permanent vineyard cover crop shall not be tilled (i.e.,
shall be managed as a no-till cover crop) for the life of the vineyard and the owner/permittee
shall maintain a plant residue density of 70% for proposed Block D, 80% for proposed Blocks A
and B, and 85% for proposed Blocks C and E. Cover crop may be disked between rows and
sprayed under vines or otherwise cultivated after April 1; after three years a permanent, no-till
cover shall be established. Should the permanent no-till cover crop need to be
replanted/renewed during the life of the vineyard, cover crop renewal efforts shall follow the
County “Protocol for Replanting/Renewal of Approved Non-Tilled Vineyard Cover Crops” July
19, 2004, or as amended.
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Regarding the storage values required to reduce increases in peak flow resulting in no net increase as
compared to existing conditions, the project engineer (Michael Muelrath RPE #67435, Applied Civil
Engineering Incorporated) disclosed both the volume of the outsloped vineyard avenues with rock bench and
the required volume to reduce anticipated peak flow increases on Pages C3 and C4 of the ECPA (Exhibit A-1
of the Proposed IS/MND) identified as ‘Hydromodification Note’. Those calculations show that the specified
outsloped vineyard avenues with rock benches have more than adequate capacity to offset anticipated
increases as described and shown below.

The Hydromodification Notes for each outsloped vineyard avenues with rock bench are as follows: Block A
minimum keyway retention volume 261 cubic feet, keyway retention volume as designed 1,667 cubic feet;
Block B minimum keyway retention volume 305 cubic feet, keyway retention volume as designed 1,333 cubic
feet; Block C minimum keyway retention volume 0 cubic feet, keyway retention volume as designed 1,600
cubic feet; Block D east minimum keyway retention volume 318 cubic feet, keyway retention volume as
designed 1,667 cubic feet, Block D south minimum keyway retention volume 83 cubic feet, keyway retention
volume as designed 1,1867 cubic feet; and Block E minimum keyway retention volume 2,020 cubic feet,
keyway retention volume as designed 3,167 cubic feet.

Remainder of page intentionally left blank
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For all of these reasons the County has appropriately disclosed and determined pursuant to CEQA that the
proposed project as designed would have a less than significant impact on soil loss, erosion, runoff,
sedimentation, and water quality. Furthermore, the commenter has not identified the specific measures that
are alleged to be ineffective or failed on other projects.

Also see Response to Comments #2.1, #2.2, #2.9 and #2.10 and the City of Napa Water Division comments and
responses (Attachment #4 and Response to Comments #4.1 and #4.3), (incorporated herein by reference).

Additionally, in July 2018 the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board (“Water Board”) adopted a water
quality control permit (or General Permit) for vineyard properties in the Napa River and Sonoma Creek
watersheds (Order #R2-2017-0033). The General Permit regulates parcels (including contiguous parcels under
common ownership) developed with five or more acres of vineyard located in either of these watersheds. The
Napa River and Sonoma Creek TMDLs adopted by the Water Board have established performance standards
for sediment discharge and storm runoff to protect and restore water quality. The General Permit would
require actions to control pollutant discharges including sediment and storm runoff from vineyards and
unpaved roads, which are located throughout vineyard properties, and pesticides and nutrients from
vineyards. The General Permit would require vineyard owners or operators of parcels that meet the
enrollment criteria to do the following: develop and certify a “farm plan!”; implement the farm plan to
achieve discharge performance standards; submit an annual report regarding plan implementation and
attainment of performance standards; and participate in group or individual water quality monitoring
programs.

In the General Permit, the Water Board identified four significant sediment sources that are associated with
vineyard properties: i) vineyard soil erosion; ii) offsite erosion caused by vineyard storm runoff increases; iii)
road-related sediment delivery; and iv) channel incision. Napa County ECPA requirements and standards
primarily address and control two of these sources, vineyard soil erosion and vineyard storm runoff. The
General Permit will fill gaps in local regulation so that all four sediment sources are effectively controlled to
reduce fine sediment deposition in stream channels that provide habitat for native fish species in these
watersheds. Additional details on the Vineyard Properties General Permit can be obtained from the Regional
Water Board?.

This order will further reduce past, current and future cumulative impacts associated with vineyard
operations and water quality in the Napa Valley Watershed.

Response to Comment 2.9:
See Response to Comments #2.3 through #2.8, #2.10 and the City of Napa Water Division comments and
responses (Attachment #4 and Response to Comments #4.1 and #4.3)(incorporated herein by reference).

The comment utilizes a reference/citation to a study that adverse respiratory symptoms increase in children
that lived up to 1 kilometer (+0.62 miles) away from where sulfur spraying had occurred (Raanan et al., 2017).
This reference is not specific to vineyards but is the first report of the association between agricultural use of
elemental sulfur and both respiratory symptoms and lung function in children living in and agricultural
community, the Salinas Valley California (Raanan et al., 2017). As indicated in Section III (Air Quality) of the

1 A farm plan documents a vineyard property’s natural features, developed areas, and BMPs. Under the General Permit, a “certified” farm plan
would mean that upon its full implementation of the plan, that the vineyard property is expected to achieve the performance standards for
discharge. The Water Board’s Executive Officer would approve third-party programs or certify a farm plan.

2 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/agriculture/vineyard/
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Proposed IS/MND the closest schools are located over 6.5 miles (+10.5-miles) to the west/northwest of the
project site within the City of St. Helena (Napa County GIS, Schools Layer).

While the Proposed IS/MND does not specifically list the quantities of fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides
that will be used, the types, frequency and general application methods are disclosed in Section IX (Hazards
and Hazardous Materials) at page 33, paragraph 3, of the Proposed IS/MND as follows: Fertilizers (i.e.,
nitrogen, magnesium, boron, and zinc) would be distributed through the drip system/foliar up to three times a year.
Mildewcides (i.e., Sonata, paraffinic oil, wetable sulfur, and sulfur dust) would be applied up to six times a year. Pre-
emergent herbicides (i.e., Weed Slayer or equivalent) would be sprayed for weed management up to two times a year. The
listing of agricultural chemicals utilized for ongoing operations does not include 1,3-dichloropropene (1,3-D),
paraquat dichloride, simazine or imidacloprid.

As disclosed within the Supplemental Project Information forms on file at the Planning Department, which
are also available on the County’s Current Project Explorer® include application amounts and total anticipated
use: also see the listing of agricultural chemicals provided by the applicant/permittee below.

3 Current Projects Explorer | Napa County, CA (countyofnapa.org): https://pbes.cloud/index.php/s/mzQ7Pc9PzrJ4eag

Chappellet Vineyard LLC., Agricultural Erosion Control Plan #P21-00206-ECPA
Responses to Comments Page 17 of 28


https://www.countyofnapa.org/2876/Current-Projects-Explorer

Current vineyard operations are covered by Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) DHD* Permit #3839
(CERS ID #10170729: DHD Establishment #4303), and winery operations at 1687 Sage Canyon Road are
covered by HMBP DHD Permit #4422 (CERS ID #10170731: DHD Establishment #4302) with the Napa County
Division of Environmental Health. The division began countywide implementation of this program in 1989,
which requires businesses to have an HMBP if they store hazardous materials at levels exceeding the
minimum reportable quantities (a total weight of 500 pounds for solids, a total volume of 55 gallons for
liquids, and 200 cubic feet for compressed gases). The HMBP consists of owner/operator information, an
inventory of chemicals, and an emergency response plan and maps. The HMBP is reviewed by the Napa
County Division of Environmental Health and kept on file with the Napa County Division of Environmental
Health and the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS).

Impacts related to hazardous materials (including fuels, pesticides, and fertilizers) are discussed in Section IX
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Proposed IS/MND, and while the analysis determined these
impacts to be less than significant, the proposed project, as adjusted by the permittee, includes buffers of at
least 50 feet from aquatic resources. The National Resource Conservation Service recommends a minimum 50-
foot-wide vegetated buffer from aquatic resources (such as streams, ephemeral drainages, and wetlands)
because under most conditions it is generally an adequate buffer width to provide enough vegetation to
effectively entrap and filter chemicals, nutrients, and sediment thereby, facilitating degradation within buffer
soils and vegetation (USDA 2000). Therefore, the increased buffers further reduce the already less than
significant impacts associated with use of hazardous materials on water quality.

Therefore, the risk of potentially hazardous materials reaching or affecting adjacent water courses or other
aquatic resources is significantly reduced because: i) there are no wetlands located within 50 feet of the
development area; ii) the proposed project as adjusted would provide minimum setbacks buffers of 50 feet
from ephemeral streams in conformance with code provisions; and iii) only federal and/or California
approved chemicals would be applied to the vineyard in strict compliance with applicable state and federal
law. Project approval, if granted, would also be subject to the following standard conditions of approval that
would further avoid and/or reduce potential less than significant impacts associated with routine transport
and use of hazardous materials during project implementation and ongoing vineyard operations and
maintenance.

Hazardous Materials — Conditions of Approval: The owner/operator shall implement the following

BMPs during construction activities and vineyard maintenance and operations:

e  Workers shall follow manufacturer’s recommendations on use, storage and disposal of chemical
products.

o Workers shall avoid overtopping fuel gas tanks and use automatic shutoff nozzles where
available.

¢ During routine maintenance of equipment, properly contain and remove grease and oils.

e Discarded containers of fuel and other chemicals shall be properly disposed of.

e Spill containment features shall be installed at the project site wherever chemicals are stored
overnight.

e All refueling, maintenance of vehicles and other equipment, handling of hazardous materials, and
staging areas shall occur at least 100 feet from watercourses, existing groundwater well, and any
other water resource to avoid the potential for risk of surface and groundwater contamination.

4 Digital Health Department (DHD) is the software that the Napa County Division of Environmental Health uses to administer the HMBP Program.
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e To prevent the accidental discharge of fuel or other fluids associated with vehicles and other
equipment, all workers shall be informed of the importance of preventing spills and of the
appropriate measures to take should a spill occur.

Response to Comment 2.10:

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, adequately analyzed cumulative impacts to wildlife movement and
habitat connectivity. Also see Response to Comments #2.3 through #2.9 and the City of Napa Water Division
comments and responses (Attachment #4 and Response to Comments #4.1 and #4.3) incorporated herein by
reference.

The project site is located predominately in the in the Lake Hennessey and Rector Reservoir watersheds,
which both flow into Napa River and San Pablo Bay. The Lake Hennessey Drainage area contains
approximately 5,165-acres. In 1993, vineyard acreage within this drainage was approximately 318-acres, or
6.2% of the drainage. Since 1993 approximately 149-acres of additional vineyard (or 2.9% of the drainage) have
been developed to vineyard, resulting in approximately 9% of the drainage (or approximately 467-acres)
containing vineyard. The Rector Reservoir Drainage area contains approximately 6,972-acres. In 1993,
vineyard acreage within this drainage was approximately 335-acres, or 4.8% of the drainage. Since 1993
approximately 1,218-acres of additional vineyard (or 17.5% of the drainage) have been developed to vineyard,
resulting in approximately 22.3% of the drainage (or approximately 1,553-acres) containing vineyard.

It is estimated, based on evaluation of the County’s GIS layer identifying Potentially Productive Soils within
the Lake Hennessey Drainage, that there are approximately 1,027-acres (19.9% of the drainage) having the
potential to be developed to vineyard. This, in conjunction with existing and approved vineyard development
(approximately 467-acres), results in a total potential build out of approximately 1,494-acres or approximately
28.9% of the drainage. It is estimated, based on evaluation of the County’s GIS layer identifying Potentially
Productive Soils within the Rector Reservoir Drainage, that there are approximately 2,270-acres (32.6% of the
drainage) having the potential to be developed to vineyard. This, in conjunction with existing and approved
vineyard development (approximately 1,553-acres), results in a total potential build out of approximately
3,823-acres or approximately 54.8% of the drainage. 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 take into consideration other site-specific limitations such as water courses requiring setbacks,
wetlands, other water features, rare or special-status plants and animal species, or cultural resources, nor does
the layer take into account other factors influencing vineyard development, such as sun exposure, soil type,
water availability, or economic factors.

While it is not possible to precisely quantify the acreage and location of additional vineyard development that
may be proposed by property owners in these drainages in the future, it is possible to make a conservative
estimate based on previous trends. To estimate the amount reasonably foreseeable vineyard that may be
developed over time, the acreage of vineyard development including approved vineyard projects in the
cumulative environment (i.e., Lake Hennessey and Rector Reservoir watersheds) over the last 28 years (1993-
2021) were used to project an estimation of vineyard development for the next three to five years. Over the
past 28 years within the Lake Hennessey Drainage, approximately 17-acres of agriculture were developed per
year (467 divided by 28). Combined with Napa County policies and other site selection factors that limit the
amount of land that can be converted to vineyard, the development of approximately 51 to 85-acres over the
next three to five years within the Lake Hennessey Drainage are considered reasonable estimates. Over the
past 28 years within the Rector Reservoir Drainage, approximately 55-acres of agriculture were developed per
year (1,553 divided by 28). Combined with Napa County policies and other site selection factors that limit the
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amount of land that can be converted to vineyard, the development of approximately 165 to 275-acres over the
next three to five years within the Rector Reservoir Drainage are considered reasonable estimates. NCC
Chapter 18.108 includes policies that require setbacks of 35 to 150 feet from watercourses (depending on
slopes), and General Plan Conservation Policy CON-24c that requires the retention of oak woodland at a 2:1
ratio, which limits the amount of potential vineyard acreage that could be converted within the watershed. It
has been the County’s experience with ECP projects that there are generally site-specific issues, such as oak
woodland preservation, wetlands, other water features, special-status plant and animal species, or cultural
resources that further reduce areas that can be developed to other land uses. Additionally, the vineyard
acreage projections for the next three to five years do not consider environmental factors that influence
vineyard site selection, such as sun exposure, soil type, water availability, slopes greater than 30%, or
economic factors such as land availability, cost of development or investment returns.

It is further disclosed in Section XXI (Mandatory Findings of Significance) with respect to Air Quality and
GHG, that the proposed project includes the removal of vegetation and installation of vineyard and erosion
control measures concurrent with other projects in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would generate
emissions of criteria pollutants, including suspended PM and equipment exhaust emissions. As discussed in
Section III (Air Quality) and shown in Table 3 (Emissions from Vineyard Development and Operation)
criteria pollutant emissions associated with development and operations are anticipated to be well below
identified thresholds and therefore are not expected to result in project or cumulatively significant impacts.
Additionally, the proposed project would be subject to standard air quality conditions of approval (should the
proposed project be approved) that requires implementation of Air Quality BMPs to further reduce potential
less than significant air quality effects of the proposed project and ongoing operation. Conversion of existing
vegetation and disturbance of soil would result in releases of carbon dioxide, one of the gasses that contribute
to climate change (Tables 7 and 8). As discussed in Section VIII (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), the proposed
project is not anticipated to result in substantial or significant GHG emissions and includes the installation of
grapevines and a permanent no-till cover crop, which may off-set (in part) potential impacts related to
reductions in carbon sequestration. Potential contributions to air quality impacts associated with the proposed
project, including GHG emissions and loss of sequestration, would be considered less than cumulatively
significant through project design (i.e., scope and scale) and implementation of standard conditions of
approval. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would further offset potential
emissions of the project.

Regarding biological resources, the project-specific Biological Resources Reconnaissance Surveys evaluated
potential habitat loss and disturbance to plant and wildlife species as a result of the proposed project. The
reconnaissance surveys included database records searches to identify the presence or potential presence of
special-status species within the project site. The database records searches included the CNDDB, CNPS, and
USFWS databases. As discussed in Section IV (Biological Resources), two special-status plant species (holly-
leaved ceanothus and green monardella) were identified in the development area. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the project would permanently preserve 24.5-acres of the project site’s special-
status plant species habitat and 2.48-acres oak woodland and associated cover canopy, , and 70%-80% of the
project site’s special-status plant populations/individuals, which would provide the opportunity for these
species to maintain viable populations both on the parcel and, more broadly, in the region, reducing
potentially significant impacts to special-status plant species and their habitat to a less-than-significant level.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would also effectively offset the loss of special-status plants and
habitat located within the mitigated project and protect sensitive habitat.
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With respect to soil loss, runoff and sedimentation, it was disclosed that because geologic impacts associated
with future agricultural projects would receive the same scrutiny under CEQA and the County’s General Plan
Goals and Policies (in particular General Plan Conservation Element Policy CON-48, which requires
development projects to result in no net increase in sediment erosion conditions and soil loss as compared to
existing conditions), it is not unreasonable to anticipate that those projects would also have a less than
significant project-specific and cumulative impact on erosion and associated sedimentation. And that because
hydrologic impacts associated with future agricultural projects would receive the same scrutiny under CEQA
and County General Plan Policy CON-50(c), which requires development projects to be designed so that peak
runoff following development is not greater than predevelopment conditions, it is not unreasonable to
anticipate that those projects would also have a less than significant project specific and cumulative impact on
hydrologic conditions.

In general, the geographic areas affected in the cumulative context depends on the nature of the resource and
impact being analyzed (CEQA Guidelines § 15130[b][2]). No fixed standards apply, and the agency has
discretion to apply its expertise in selecting an appropriate assessment area (City of Long Beach v. Los
Angeles Unified Sch. Dist, (2009) 176 CA4th 889). Furthermore, the cumulative analysis utilized available
data which related to those projects requiring County approval. No dataset is readily available to assess all
cumulatively considerable projects in the region and CEQA does not require a lead agency to seek out new
data that is not readily available.

Also see Response to Comments #2.1 through #2.17 (incorporated herein by refence).

Response to Comment 2.11:

As disclosed and assessed in Section VII (Greenhouse Gas Emissions),the project would not have a
significant Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts because implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, would
result in the permanent preservation of a minimum of 2.48-acres of oak woodland that includes a minimum of
2.46-acres of associated vegetation cover canopy all of which will be located on developable land (i.e., outside
of stream setbacks and on land with slopes less than 30%), and would also permanently preserve a minimum
of 24.5-acres of the parcels shrubland/chaparral habitat. Concluding the loss in carbon sequestration from the
proposed woodland/tree removal is offset after incorporation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, by permanently
protecting from development two times the amount of lost carbon sequestration due to woodland conversion
in addition to a significant amount of the subject parcel’s shrubland/chaparral habitat, in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 and Public Resources Code Section 21002.

For the purposes of this assessment the carbon stock and sequestration factors identified within the 2012 Draft
CAP are utilized to calculate and disclose potential GHG emissions associated with agricultural
“construction” and development and with “ongoing” agricultural maintenance and operation. The 2012 Draft
CAP carbon stock and sequestration factors are utilized in this assessment because they are specific to and
develop for Napa County. As such the County considers that the anticipated potential emissions resulting
from the proposed project that are disclosed in the Proposed IS/MND reasonably reflect existing and
proposed conditions; and therefore, are considered appropriate and adequate for project impact assessment.

The County acknowledges that given the emerging nature of this subject, other data sources are also available,
which provide a wide range of carbon storage and sequestration values, however the comment does not
provide any alternative carbon storage factors for grasslands. Furthermore, this comment primarily contains
commentary that does not provide new or additional evidence demonstrating the potential level of GHG
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impacts analyzed as a result of the proposed project would occur beyond what is disclosed in the Proposed
IS/MND, or that the project as mitigated and conditioned may have a potentially significant GHG impact.

Also see Responses to Comments #2.12 through #2.14 (incorporated herein by reference).

Response to Comment 2.12: The comment generally discusses the climate crisis and the potential effects of
GHG in both in a larger context and for California. It does not provide substantial evidence germane to this
project, its setting or assert that the potential GHG emissions associated with this project would be a
significant impact requiring mitigation.

Further, the comment states “the DEIR'’s failure to fully mitigate or consider alternatives to reduce the Project’s
significant climate change effects is all the more alarming.”: as indicated throughout these responses the
environmental document prepared is an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comments have
been noted and entered into the record: also see Responses to Comments #2.11, #2.13 and #2.14 (incorporated

herein by reference).

Response to Comment 2.13:
The comment alludes to shrublands and grasslands often being excluded from carbon calculations and

neglected as important carbon sinks. As disclosed in Tables 8 and 9 (Estimated Development Area Carbon
Stocks/Storage and Estimated Development Area Carbon Stocks/Storage and Estimated Project Carbon
Emissions Due to Vegetation Removal, respectively - below) in Section VII (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of
the Proposed IS/MND these carbon calculations are in fact included in the disclosures and analysis (emphasis

added).
Table 8 — Estimated Development Area Carbon Stocks/Storage

Vegetation Development Stora;:;rst;ggk per Total Carbon Storage Tota_l Carbon Storage
Type/Carbon Storage Area Acreage Acre (MT Clacre) (MT) in MT CO2e
Oak Woodlands! 1.23 95.1 116.97 429.28
Grasslands 2.48 1.4 3.47 12.73
Shrublands? 30.41 16.2 492.64 1,807.99
Croplands/Vineyards 0.70 3.8 2.66 9.76
Disturbed/Graded 6.95 1.2 8,34 30.61
Total 624.08

2,290.37

1 Includes Coast Live Oak — CA Bay Woodland and Coast Live Oak — Blue Oak Forest.
2 Includes Common Manzanita Chaparral, Leather Oak — Chamise Chaparral, Chamise Chaparral, Coast Live Oak — CA Bay Scrub, and Leather

Oak Chaparral
Sources: Napa County Draft Climate Action Plan, March 2012; Napa County Conservation Division, October 2024.

Table 9 - Estimated Project Carbon Emissions Due to Vegetation Removal

Vegetation Carbon Total Carbon
9 Development Area Loss/Emission Total Carbon A
Type/Carbon . Loss/Emission in MT
Acreage per Acre (MT Loss/Emission (MT)
Storage 1 CO2e
Clacre)

Oak Woodlands! 1.23 89.6 110.21 404