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A. The MND Fails to Adequately Assess and Mitigate the Project’s Wildfire
Impacts.

The MND fails to provide evidence that the Project would have less than significant
wildfire related impacts. As detailed in a 2021 Center Report (Yap, Rose, Broderick, et al.,
2021), development in highly fire-prone areas increases unintentional ignitions, places more
people at risk (within and downwind of the Project area), and destroys native habitats that
support high levels of biodiversity. Almost all contemporary wildfires in California (95-97%) are
caused by humans in the wildland urban interface (Balch et al., 2017; Radeloff et al., 2018;
Syphard et al., 2007; Syphard & Keeley, 2020). For example, the 2019 Kincade Fire, 2018 Camp 7}
and Woolsey fires, 2017 Tubbs and Thomas fires, and 2020 Silverado and Zogg fires were
sparked by powerlines or electrical equipment. The 2020 Apple Fire and 2018 Carr Fire were
caused by sparks from a vehicle, the 2020 EI Dorado Fire was caused by pyrotechnics at a
gender-reveal celebration, the 2020 Blue Ridge Fire was likely caused by a house fire.

The Project would increase the potential for wildfire ignitions to occur by placing more
people in a fire-prone landscape and introducing ignition sources, particularly vehicles and
electrical equipment. To access the Project, grape haul trucks, bulldozers, tractors, excavators,
backhoes, dump trucks, water trucks, and ATVs would drive 1.8 miles down a private access
road. (MND at 3.) Not only does that provide opportunities for ignitions, it also exposes people
who work on the site to significant risk from wildfire. In 2022, the Napa Communities Firewise
Foundation released a Fire Safe Community evaluation for the Hennessey Rector community,
where the Project site is located. It identified long, narrow driveways and private access roads as
impeding fire safety in the area. (Hennessy Rector at 27-28.) Those roads can limit access in the
event of a fire when they have sharp, steep curves, when they have locked gates at the main road,
and when they have abundant roadside vegetation. Trees will often burn and fall in a fire, and
they can block the narrow access roads. For many properties, seemingly including the Project
site, there is only one route in or out. Even if the road is relatively clear, Project construction and
operations involves many large heavy vehicles that could cause delays on a small road during an
emergency evacuation. If that road is blocked by fallen trees, the consequences could be severe.
Because the MND provides no details about the width of this road, surface material, or the
vegetation management on either side, it is impossible to evaluate if it would be sufficient for
firefighters to access the property in the event of an emergency, or for people on the property to
evacuate. Neither does the MND include any details of any evacuation plan, communication
procedures, or emergency protocols that should be provided for the public to determine if they
are sufficient to adequately reduce or avoid the Project’s impacts to wildfire risk. The MND does
not address or attempt to mitigate the Project’s wildfire risk.

JU0d 9T°¢

B. The MND Relies on Unsubstantiated Claims About Fire Safety and
Vineyards.

The MND dismisses wildfire risk in a single paragraph that claims “the risk of fire in
vineyards is low” and the Project would result in an “overall reduction of fuel loads within the
project site compared with existing conditions.” (MND at 34.) However, the MND does not
provide any evidence to support its implication that the Project will lower fire risk compared to
existing conditions.
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Although data from the 2017 and 2020 wildfires in Napa (courtesy of Napa County and
CalFire) show that large blocks of vineyards can be protective for many structures, vineyards and
structures along the fringes, like the proposed Project, were still vulnerable to wildfire, and
small, isolated vineyards did not act as effectively as fire breaks or substantially reduce fire
spread. Fires burned through many vineyards — at least 27 and 31 wineries confirmed damage to
wineries, vineyards, wine stock, or other structures on their property in 2017 and 2020,
respectively (Mobley, 2020b; Orlin et al., 2017). When looking at addresses in the areas that
burned in the 2017 fires, addresses located within vineyards were only 9% less likely to burn
compared to addresses located outside of vineyards (i.e., 13.1% of addresses located within the
fire footprint and located on a vineyard were destroyed compared to 22.3% of addresses within
the fire footprint that were not located on a vineyard).

In addition, although large blocks of vineyards can act as fire breaks, they are not a
failsafe. In 2020 the Glass Fire jumped across the Valley through about one mile of vineyards
(Wilkinson, 2021). This is similar to what happened in the Tubbs Fire, with embers crossing
about a mile of open space (which included the 101 Freeway) and spread the fire into the Coffey
Park neighborhood. Therefore, vineyards like the proposed Project may not provide the
beneficial fire breaks proclaimed. Meanwhile, vineyards (and other monoculture agriculture)
destroy species habitat and degrade wildlife connectivity, which diminishes the resilience and
adaptability to climate change of wildlife and human communities. Instead, limiting new
development in high fire-prone areas, restoring native greenbelts and historical fire regimes, and
prioritizing proven wildfire safety retrofits in existing communities should be prioritized.

Building more vineyards and placing more people in high fire-prone areas will increase
ignition risk and threaten the communities and habitats that are already reeling from the past
years’ wildfires. And as mentioned previously, wildfires disproportionately affect low-income
and minority communities. Some workers rely on income from the seasonal work of grape
harvesting to support their families throughout the year. In 2020 hundreds of farmworkers, many
undocumented, were sent into evacuation areas and even within the fire footprint so that they
could harvest grapes, exposing them to toxic levels of wildfire smoke while most residents
evacuated (A. Brown, 2020; Cotsirilos, 2021). More vineyards in high fire-prone areas could
increase farmworker exposure to unsafe and unhealthy working conditions. The MND fails to
adequately disclose, assess, and mitigate these impacts.

C. The MND Failed to Consider Historical Fire Regimes and Traditional
Ecological Knowledge into Its Wildfire Analysis.

The MND does not mention or discuss the area’s historical fire regimes and the role
Indigenous communities likely played in shaping the fire ecology of habitats in and adjacent to
the Project area. Indigenous communities should be included in discourse over climate change
and wildfire. They are disproportionately impacted by wildfire. Native Americans were found to
be six times more likely than other groups to live in high fire-prone areas, and high vulnerability
due to socioeconomic barriers makes it more difficult for these communities to recover after a
large wildfire (Davies et al., 2018). In addition, farmworkers, who are majority people of color
and often include migrant workers that come from Indigenous communities, often have less
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access to healthcare due to immigration or economic status. They are more vulnerable to the
health impacts of poor air quality due to increased exposure to air pollution as they work. Yet
farmworkers often have to continue working while fires burn, and smoke fills the air, or risk not
getting paid (Herrera, 2018; Kardas-Nelson et al., 2020; Parshley, 2018).

If the County prepares and EIR for the Project as the Center recommends, the EIR should
include historical wildfire regimes and traditional ecological knowledge in the wildlife analysis.
Ramos (2022) states, “Indigenous communities have often been marginalized in the sciences
through research approaches that are not inclusive of their cultures and histories.” Traditional
ecological knowledge (“TEK”) is often excluded from analyses or distilled to conform to
Western science (Ramos, 2022). Environmental reviews, like this one, often fail to acknowledge
that Indigenous communities and cultural burning played a role in California’s historical fire
activity and often only mention previous wildfires in the area in CalFire records. This
perpetuates the exclusion and marginalization of Indigenous communities and TEK.
Consultation with local Native Tribes and incorporation of Indigenous science, including but not
limited to oral histories, ethnographies (that may include burn scars and charcoal records), and
archeological data should be incorporated in fire history analysis. As a society, we need to work
towards integrative research that “transcends disciplinary boundaries” and employs a range of
methodological options to get a deeper understanding of the relationship between people and
ecosystems (Ramos, 2022). Doing so will help inform fire management strategies and mitigation
measures that work towards reducing harms of wildfire to people while facilitating beneficial fire
for the appropriate ecosystems.

D. The Economic Risk of More Vineyards in High Fire-prone Areas is High.

Planting more vineyards in high wildfire-prone areas will not necessarily reap the
assumed economic gains of grape and wine production. As drought intensifies and wildfires
occur year-round, the ability to irrigate and the increasing risk of grapes being exposed to smoke
(smoke taint), are becoming more challenging (Mobley, 2020a). Although the 2017 harvest was
not affected by smoke taint (fires occurred in the fall, after most grapes were harvested), the
2020 harvest saw an estimated $600 million in lost revenue due to actual and perceived smoke
taint issues from the Hennessey/LNU fires over the summer (before the grapes were harvested).
The Napa wine industry lost an estimated $2 billion in 2020 due to burned vineyards, destroyed
inventory, and smoke taint.

VIl. CONCLUSION

Given the possibility that the Center will be required to pursue appropriate legal remedies
in order to ensure enforcement of CEQA, we would like to remind the County of its duty to
maintain and preserve all documents and communications that may constitute part of the
“administrative record.” As you may know, the administrative record encompasses any and all
documents and communications which relate to any and all actions taken by the County with
respect to the Project, and includes “pretty much everything that ever came near a proposed
[project] or [] the agency’s compliance with CEQA . ...” (County of Orange v. Superior Court
(2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 1, 8.) The administrative record further contains all correspondence,
emails, and text messages sent to or received by the County’s representatives or employees,
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which relate to the Project, including any correspondence, emails, and text messages sent
between the County’s representatives or employees and the project proponent’s representatives
or employees. Maintenance and preservation of the administrative record requires that, inter alia,
the County (1) suspend all data destruction policies; and (2) preserve all relevant hardware unless
an exact replica of each file is made.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the MND for the Chappellet
Vineyard Erosion Control Plan. The MND has not adequately analyzed or mitigated impacts to
biological resources, erosion, water quality, greenhouse gas, air quality, or wildfire. The County
must prepare and circulate an EIR for the Project prior to taking any further action on the Project
application.

Please ensure that the Center is on the notice list for all future updates and notices
associated with the Project and its environmental review, and do not hesitate to contact the

Center with any questions at the number or email listed below. A\

Sincerely,

.'[" - :

Frances Tinney Sofia Prado-Irwin, Ph.D.

Attorney Scientist

Center for Biological Diversity Center for Biological Diversity
1212 Broadway, Suite #800 1212 Broadway, Suite #800
Oakland, CA 94612 Oakland, CA 94612

(509) 432-9256 (510) 844-7100 x548
ftinney@biologicaldiversity.org spradoirwin@biologicaldiversity.org
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Attachment 3

INSTITUTE FOR CONSERVATION ADVOCACY RESEARCH AND EDUCATION
ICARE
PO BOX 4256
NAPA, CA. 94558
cmalaniearth@gmail.com

icarenapa.org
707.322.8677

The Institute for Conservation Advocacy Research & Education, (ICARE) established in 2004, is a non profit community-based organization
located in Napa County, California. ICARE's mission is to restore and conserve the biological integrity and ecosystems health of watersheds, the
Napa River estuary and the greater San Francisco Bay Area through science-based advocacy, research and education

December 16, 2024
Donald Barrella
Napa County Planning Building and Environmental Services/PBES
ECPA P21-00206
Chappellet
41.8 acre conversion on a 238 holding
Rector watershed
Mixed Oak, chaparral
Mitigated Negative Declaration/MND

Comments
Due 12.17.2024
l. Exceeding 10% alteration of Rector watershed A
The Rector watershed is suffering cumulative impacts from over 10% conversion of the
this watershed to vineyards. Once a watershed reaches 10% land conversion |
detrimental hydrological impacts happen: =
* increased flooding
+ depletion of groundwater recharge
- off site incision of streams and the Napa River from increased rate of flows. A\
Il. ECPAs cause severe erosion off site of the project N
« This Napa County’s erosion control plan application(s)/ECPA are harmful off site of
the vineyard due to erosion of the bed and banks of all streams hence the Napa River
causing incision-stream bed and bank erosion. How much soil erosion will this ECPA
cause off site? 3
+ ECPAs are designed to move stormwater off site of the land conversion R
« ECPA hold, divert and pipe stormwater off site where erosion occurs at point of
discharge on all slopes over 5% throughout the County. This is causing significant
cumulative impacts to the Napa River hence San Francisco Bay Estuary, as millions
of tons of sediment erodes from the bed and banks 1


http://icarenapa.org
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+ |Is this project guaranteeing 100% year-round cover crop?
Ill. Harm to federally and stated listed endangered and threatened species

Chinook salmon, steelhead, California Freshwater Shrimp, Foothill Yellow-legged frogs,
are either federally and/or state listed protected species guaranteed harm from
humans. Erosion from ECPAs causes sediment to deposit throughout the Napa River
watershed smothering eggs of these species. This increased sediment loading in the
watershed causes other harm.

* Incision of the streams and River puts large amounts of sediment into creek gravel
beds smothering salmonid eggs and causing embedded gravels tightly covered by
sediment making it difficult for salmon to spawn or deposit their eggs into required
loose gravels. Salmon swish their tails to create a bed to deposit the eggs but when
excessive sediment is in the stream, it makes successful spawning unlikely.

* Increased sediment flowing off of this project causes turbidity in the creek which
causes morbidity to salmon and steelhead eggs and young of the year fish.

IV. Climate Emergency
+ Trees are needed to sequester carbon. We are in a climate emergency and no trees
should be cut down for more vineyards.
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+ Napa County is suffering increased tree mortality. No healthy tree should be cut down A|/

V. Public water supply

+ With the amount of land conversion going on in the Rector watershed, this increases
the amount of sediment in Rector Municipal Reservoir diminishing the holding
capacity of the reservoir for municipal water storage.

+ Rector Reservoir is a municipal public water supply. Will this project be organic with
no pesticides, herbicides or fungicides?

VI. Other

« Current vineyards in the Rector watershed fail to have year around 80% cover crop,
due to soils and difficulty in keeping the cover crop robust. What is the owner going
to do to ensure that the cover crop is 80% viable year around?

* Does this property owner have a water right? If not they will need to comply with
AB2121 when application is considered.

VII. Environmental Impact Report/EIR
Considering that this project in addition to all previous vineyards over 5% are causing
significant cumulative impacts to the streams, the Napa River and San Pablo Bay an
EIR must be required. The Napa River is listed on the 303(d) list of the Clean Water Act
for sediment, nutrients, pathogens, pesticides and mercury. This project does not
mitigate for this.

Cinée Matan, Executive Director, ICARE
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Attachment 4

UTILnes> verAK 1 MENT
WATER |ENGINEERING | SOLID WASTE

December 16, 2024

Mr. Donald Barella

County of Napa

Planning, Building & Environmental Sciences
1195 Third Street, Room 210

Napa, CA 94559-3092

Subject: Chappellet Vineyard Conversion (P21-00206-ECPA)
Assessor’s Parcel: 032-560-022 & -033
Dear Mr. Barella:
The City of Napa Ultilities Water Division has reviewed the above-mentioned project and

determined that the mitigated negative declaration is sufficient to address our requirements.
These include safeguarding against an increase (by no more than one percent individually or ten

percent cumulatively) of sediment and other pollutants (i.e. nitrogen, phosphate, and sulfate) into  #
the City’s Lake Hennessey Reservoir. As State water quality compliance policies stiffen, the

City continues to monitor the lake’s water quality and consider the ten percent cumulative

impacts amidst continual data collection, analysis, and reporting. \

As stated in previous application review for the subject parcels, including, P20-00271-ECPA, the )
City reserves the right to request access for an additional water quality sampling point on the
parcels identified in this letter. The requesting party (Chappellet) must prepare all transactional

IS
documents and pay all associated transactional expenses. The applicant will continue to work N
with the City for any re-alignments or changes in the road profiles for rights-of-way through City
properties including any quit claims back to City. \

The best management practices (BMP’s) and regiment of the implementation schedule followed /]
by annual maintenance, as noted, is needed to ensure the factors as outlined in the mitigated
negative declaration, provide necessary infiltration for groundwater and mitigation of erosion

and pollutants during peak runoff as modeled.

The maintenance, annual winterization, and BMP’s will be necessary to mitigate water quality
impacts of the fate and transport of sediment and pollutants as proposed, and the lack thereof is

eV

monitored via regulatory water quality monitoring programs. A
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Please contact me at 257-9918 if you have any questions or require additional information.
Respectfully,

Addison LeBlanc
Assistant Engineer

cc: Joy Eldredge, Erin Kebbas,
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CITY OF
NAPA

UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
WATER |ENGINEERING | SOLID WASTE
December 28, 2020

Mzr. Donald Barrella
County of Napa

Planning, Building & Environmental Sciences
1195 Third Street, Room 210
Napa, CA 94559-3092

Subject: Chappellett Vineyard Conversion (P20-00271-ECPA)
Assessor’s Parcel: 032-560-022 & -033

Dear Mr. Barrella:

The City of Napa Utilities Water Division has reviewed the above mentioned project and has
determined that the proposed erosion control protection measures are sufficient to safeguard
against an increase (by no more than one percent individually or ten percent cumulatively) of
sediment or other pollutants into the City’s reservoir (Lake Hennessey). As State water quality
compliance policies stiffen, the City continues to monitor the lake’s water quality and consider
the ten percent cumulative impacts amidst continual data collection, analysis and reporting.

We appreciate the standard of care by the owner, as indicated in the Erosion Control Plan
Application to use best management practices to ensure that erosion control measures remain
intact and minimize erosion during and after storm events. The runoff from winter storm events
recharges Lake Hennessey and contributes to the local drinking water supply storage.

Please contact me at 257-9319 if you have any questions or require additional information.

Respectfully,

4

Joy Eldredge, P.E.
Deputy Utilities Director

cc: ShannonLemmon

G:\Gis\PubWrks\Water\Megan\H Drive Files\City\County Permits\G Wine Estate Vineyard Conversion.docx
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Attachment 5
Request for Public Notice Distribution

{(Check all required boxes. Any boxes left unchecked will not be completed).

ADMIN USE ONLY;

Date Completed: l"“p') 'Zq

Project Name:

projoct Nosy: _P21-00206-ECPA

APN(s): 032-560-022 and 032-560-033

Project Planner:

1. Specify Type of Notice(s)

Early Project Courtesy Notice

CEQA - Notice of Exemption (NOE)

fa

Notice of Public Hearing

Notice of ZA Intent to Approve or Deny

&
CEQA - Notice of Determination {(NOD)
Journal rc Ayormapd.ory
& v "
nNDo

Notice of Administrative Decision

CEQA — Notice of Preparation of an EIR

Other I

(specify):

CEQA - Notice of Availability of an EIR

2. Select Notice L.ocation(s)

erwems a —=neeeeee-0n dates: Tues, Thurs, Sat)

7

EQA Notices, NOE & 10D

I
Y

VBT E UDLIIE rae]

44642024~

Applicant Representative

Address: Address:

Email: Email:

Property Owner Nearest City(s), Town(s), or County(s)
Address: Address:

Email: Email:

3. Other Special Instructions




NAPA COUNTY PLANNING

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

ATradit o4 of Stewarasng
A Comm ‘mant to Sec e

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING &
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES OF THE COUNTY OF NAPA is considering adoption of a
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project identified below:

CHAPPELLET VINEYARD CONVERSION - ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW of land disturbing activities
on slopes greater than 5% associated with Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) #P21-00206-ECPA for
the clearing of mixed oak woodlands, chaparral scrub, and non-native grassland within the proposed
project area (or clearing limits), earthmoving, and the installation and maintenance of erosion control
measures and agricultural infrastructure in connection with the development of 41.8 gross acres of new
vineyard (+33.1 net planted acres) within an approximate238-acre holding.

LOCATION: Approximately 1.8 miles southeast of the intersection of Sage Canyon Road (State Route 128)
and a private access drive, Napa CA (Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 032-560-022 and 032-560-033), within the
Rector Reservoir area of the County, and an Agricultural Watershed (AW) Zoning District.

CEQA STATUS: Mitigated Negative Declaration Prepared. According to the proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration, the proposed project would have potentially significant environmental impacts
on Biological Resources if mitigation measures are not included. This project site is not on any of the
lists of hazardous waste sites enumerated under CA Government Code Section 65962.5.

The proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration application is available for inspection, along with
copies of all documents that relate to the above-described project, between the hours of 8:00 AM. and
4:30 PM Monday through Friday, at the office of the Napa County Planning, Building, &
Environmental Services Department, 1195 Third Street, Second Floor, Napa, California. Scheduling
appointments to review documents is encouraged, Application materials are also available on the
Department’s Current Projects Explorer at: https://www.countyofnapa.org/2876/Current-Irojects

xplorer

Written comments regarding the environmental effects of this project, the adequacy of the measures
identified, and the adequacy of the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration are solicited. All such
comments must be presented during the public review period, which runs from November 16, 2024,
through December 17, 2024.

Comments should be directed to Donald Barrella, Napa County Department of Planning, Building
and Environmental Services, 1195 Third Street, Suite 210, Napa, California or via email at
Jdonald barrella@countyolnapa.org and must be received before 5:00 p.m. on December 17, 2024,

The Director of Planning, Building and Environmental Services will not act on the project during the
public review period. Thereafter, the Director will consider all written comments received regarding
whether or not the proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment, any written
responses prepared, and the adequacy of the final environmental document produced prior to taking
action on the project.



An appeal to the decisions of the Director of Planning, Building and Environmental Services regarding
this project and the related environmental document must be filed in writing with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in the manner required by Napa County Code Chapter 2.88.

If you challenge these particular proceedings in court, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised during the comment period described in this notice.

DATED: November 15, 2024

BY THE ORDER OF THE NAPA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING AND
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
BRIAN D. BORDONA, DIRECTOR



Bill Dyer
Napa Sierra Club
PO Box 5531
Napa, CA 94581

Fred Hetzel
San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street #1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Theresa Rettinghouse
Center for Biological Diversity
1212 Broadway St., Suite 800
Oakland CA 94612

Applied Civil Engineering
2160 Jefferson Street, Suite 120
Napa CA 94558

John Ferons
Town of Yountville Public Works
6550 Yount Street
Yountville CA 94558

032-560-034-000
COLGIN CELLARS LLC
ATTN: WENDY MESSMAN
PO BOX 254
SAINT HELENA CA 94574

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Andrea Gordon
375 Beale Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94105

Gregg Erickson
State Dept. of Fish & Wildlife
2825 Cordelia Road Suite 100
Fairfield CA 94534

Cyril Chappellet
Chappellet Vineyard LLC.
1581 Sage Canyon Road
St. Helena CA 94574

Joy Eldredge
City of Napa Water Division
1700 Second Street, Suite 100
Napa, CA 94559

Veterans Home of California, Yountville
Director of Operations
100 California Drive
Yountville CA 94599

032-560-034-000

GALLO WINE SALES OF NEW JERSEY INC

PO BOX 1130
MODESTO CA 95353

032-560-018-000
SAGE HILL VINEYARDS LLC
1535 SAGE CANYON RD
SAINT HELENA CA 94574

032-560-030-000
CHAPPELLET WINERY INC ETAL
1581 SAGE CANYON RD
SAINT HELENA CA 94574-9628

032-030-044-000
TIMAR LLC
1677 SAGE CANYON RD
SAINT HELENA CA 94574-9809

032-030-026-000
ZAVARIN VALENTINA TR
425E 11™ ST UNIT 9
OAKLAND CA 94606

032-560-038-000
RED DIRT GRAPES LLC
9000 CAMERON PKWY
OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73114

032-560-012-000
ACME ROCKET SLEDS INC
450 NEWPORT CENTER DR #450
NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-7620
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NAPA COUNTY PLANNING

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A Trad il ol Shewadang
A Commitment te Servici

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING &
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES OF THE COUNTY OF NAPA is considering adoption of a Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the project identified below:

CHAPPELLET VINEYARD CONVERSION - ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW of land disturbing activities
on slopes greater than 5% associated with Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) #P21-00206-ECPA for
the clearing of mixed cak woodlands, chaparral scrub, and non-native grassland within the proposed
project area {or clearing limits), earthmoving, and the installation and maintenance of erosion control
measures and agricultural infrastructure in connection with the development of 41.8 gross acres of new
vineyard (+33.1 net planted acres) within an approximate238-acre holding.

LOCATION: Approximately 1.8 miles southeast of the intersection of Sage Canyon Road {State Route 128}
and a private access drive, Napa CA (Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 032-560-022 and 032-560-033), within the
Rector Reservoir area of the County, and an Agricultural Watershed (AW) Zoning District.

CEQA STATUS: Mitigated Negative Declaration Prepared. According to the proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration, the proposed project would have potentially significant envirorumental impacts on
Biological Resources if mitigation measures are not included. This project site is nat on any of the lists of
hazardous waste sites enumerated under CA Government Code Section 65962.5.

The propesed Mitigated Negative Declaration application is available for inspection, along with copies of
all documents that relate to the above-described project, between the hours of 8:00 AM. and 4:30 PM
Monday through Friday, at the office of the Napa County Planning, Building, & Environmental Services
Department, 1195 Third Street, Second Floor, Napa, Californda. Scheduling appointments to review
documents is encouraged. Application materials are also available on the Department’s Current Projects

Explorer at: hitps://www . countvommapa.org/2876/Current-Projects-Bxplare

Written comments regarding the environmental effects of this project, the adequacy of the measures
identified, and the adequacy of the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration are solidted. All such
comments must be presented during the public review period, which runs from November 16, 2024,
through December 17, 2024.

Comments should be directed to Donald Barrella, Napa County Department of Planning, Building and
Environmental Services, 1195 Third 5Street, Suite 210, Napa, California or wvia email at
donald. banells@rouniyvalnapa.org and must be received before 5:00 p.m. on December 17, 2024,

The Director of Planning, Building and Environmental Services will not act on the project during the public
review period. Thereafter, the Directar will consider all written comments received regarding whether or
not the proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment, any written responses
prepared, and the adequacy of the final environmental document produced prior to taking action on the
project.

An appeal to the decisions of the Director of Planning, Building and Environmental Services regarding this
project and the related environmental document must be filed in writing with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in the manner required by Napa County Code Chapter 2.88.

If you challenge these particular proceedings in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised during the comment period described in this notice.

DATED: November 15, 2024
BRIAN D. BORDONA, DIRECTOR

Ll

ey






Attachment 6

Planning, Building & Environmental Services

1185 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559
www.countyofnapa.org

David Morrison

Director
A Tradition of Stewardship
A Commitment to Service

MEMORANDUM
To: Don Barrella From: Alt:xt:x Delov
Conservation Division Engineering Division
Date: December 1, 2021 Re: Permit No. P21-00206
Chappellet Vineyard LLC
Erosion Control Plan — Track I

The Engineering Division has reviewed the technical studies for the proposed Chappellet Vineyard
Development — Erosion Control Plan (ECP) application, P21-00206, located on Assessor parcel number
032-056-022 & -033. The proposed plan requests approximately 34 net acres of vineyard conversion of
woodlands & grasslands.

The Engineering Division has determined the proposed project’s Revised Soil Loss Analysis dated
December 2020 prepared by David Steiner, CPESC, CPSWQ, and Hydrology Studies dated September
2021, with addendum dated November 2021, to be technically adequate with respect to Napa County’s
Conservation Regulation Chapter 18.108, including Policy CON-48 and Policy CON-50(c) of Napa
County’s General Plan.

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions
regarding the above items please contact Alexei Belov from the Napa County PBES Department
Engineering Division at (707) 299.2177 or via e-mail af

Planning Division Building Division Engineerir~ & Conservation Environmental Health Parks & Nrar Sngce
(707) 263-4417 (707) 253-4417 (rvi, 263-4417 (707) 253-4471 (707) cvo-vand
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Attachment 7

Chappellet Vineyard LLC.,

Agricultural Erosion Control Plan #P21-00206-ECPA: SCH #2024110524
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Potential Environmental Impact

Adopted Mitigation Measure

Monitoring and Reporting
Actions and Schedule

Implementation

Monitoring

Reporting &
Date of
Compliance/

Completion

Impact BIO-1: Implementation of #P21-
00206-ECPA has the potential to impact
Sensitive Biotic Communities, Special-
status plants, and their habitat.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The owner/permittee shall implement to following
measures to minimize potential impacts to special-status plant species (i.e.,
holly-leaved ceanothus and green monardella) and its habitat, and to oak
woodlands and associated cover canopy:

a.  Special Status Plant and Habitat Preservation: Revise Erosion Control
Plan #P21-00206-ECPA prior to approval to identify a minimum of 19.92-
acres of holly-leaved ceanothus plant species and habitat, 0.2-acre green
monardella plant species and habitat, 2.22-acres of common manzanita
chaparral vegetation alliance, and 2.16-acres of leather oak — chamise
chaparral sensitive vegetation alliance, resulting in an overall special-

status plant and plant habitat preservation area of no less that 24.5-acres.

These areas will be identified as Special Status Plant and Habitat
Preservation Areas in the revised ECPA and be permanently preserve as
specified in Mitigation Measure BIO-1c.

b.  Oak Woodland/Vegetation Canopy Cover Preservation: Revise Erosion
Control Plan #P21-00206-ECPA prior to approval to identify and
permanently preserve a minimum of 2.48-acres of developable oak
woodland (i.e., on land with slopes less than 30% and located outside of
aquatic resource setbacks pursuant to NCC Sections 18.108.025 and
18.108.026) that includes a minimum of 2.46-acres of associated
developable Vegetation Cover Canopy generally as shown in (Exhibit B-
3). These areas shall be identified as Oak Woodland/Vegetation Canopy
Cover Preservation Areas in revised #P21-00206-ECPA and be
permanently preserve as specified in Mitigation Measure BIO-1c.

c.  The Preservation Areas identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 a and b
shall be identified and designated for preservation in a mitigation
easement with an accredited land trust organization such as the Land
Trust of Napa County as the grantee, or other means of permanent
protection acceptable to Napa County, as approved by the Director of

Permittee shall implement
Measure BlO-1a through BIO-1d.

Schedule BR-1a: Prior to approval
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

Schedule BIO-1b: Prior to approval
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

Schedule BR-1¢: Prior to initiation
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

CcD

CD

CcD

PA

PA

PC

Notes: P = Permittee, CD = Conservation Division, CDFW = California Dept of Fish & Wildlife, EH = Environmental Health, PW = Public Works Dept, PE/G =Project Engineer/Geologist.

PA = Prior to Approval, PC = Prior to Project Commencement, CPI = Construction Period Inspections FI = Final Inspection OG = Ongoing, PI= Prior to Installation of vineyard infrastructure and planting.
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PBES. Areas placed In protection shall be restricted from development
and other uses that would potentially degrade the quality of the habitat
(including, but not limed to conversion to other land uses such as
agriculture or urban development, and excessive off-road vehicle use that
increases erosion), and should be otherwise restricted by the existing
goals and policies of Napa County. Upon County Counsel's review and
approval as to the form of the mitigation easement or other means of
permanent protection, the owner/permittee shall record the restriction prior
to the commencement of any ground disturbing activities or vegetation
removal, or within 12 months of project approval, whichever occurs first: in
no case shall earthmoving activities or vegetation removal be initiated until
said restriction is recorded. Any request by the owner/permittee for an
extension of time to record the mitigation easement shall be considered by
the Director of PBES and shall be submitted to Napa County prior to the
12-month deadline and shall provide sufficient justification for the
extension.

In accordance with Napa County Code Section 18.108.100 (Erosion
hazard areas — Vegetation preservation and replacement) any special-
status plants/populations inadvertently removed as part of development
authorized under #P21-00206-ECPA shall be replaced on-site at a ratio of
3:1 at locations with similar habitat. For such removal a replacement plan
shall be prepared by a qualified botanist or ecologist for review and
approval by the Director prior to vineyard planting. At a minimum, the
replacement plan shall include i) a site plan showing the locations where
replacement plants will be planted, ii) a plant pallet composed the special-
status plans specie(s) being removed including sizes and/or application
rates, iii) planting notes and details including any recommended plant
protection measures, iv) invasive species removal and management
specifications, v) an implementation and monitoring schedule, and vi)
performance standards with a minimum success rate of 80% to ensure the
success of re-vegetation efforts. Any replaced special-status plants shall
be monitored for a period of at least three years to success criteria are
met.

Schedule BIO-1d: During
construction and operations of
#P21-00206-ECPA.

CD

CPI/FI

-

Notes: P = Permittee, CD = Conservation Division, CDFW = California Dept of Fish & Wildlife, EH = Environmental Health, PW = Public Works Dept, PE/G =Project Engineer/Geologist.

PA = Prior to Approval, PC = Prior to Project Commencement, CPI = Construction Period Inspections FI = Final Inspection OG = Ongoing, PI= Prior to Installation of vineyard infrastructure and planting.

March 20, 2025 #P21-00206-ECPA
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Potential Environmental Impact

Impact BIO-2: Tmplementation of #P21-
00206-ECPA has potential impact
nesting special status and nesting birds
and raptors.

Adopted Mitigation Measure

Monitoring and Reporting
Actions and Schedule

Implementation

Monitoring

Reporting &
Date of
Compliance/
Completion

Mitigafion Measure BIO-2: The owner/permittee shall revise Erosion Control

Plan #P21-00206-ECPA prior to approval to include the following measures to

minimize impacts associated with the potential loss and disturbance of special-
status and nesting birds and raptors consistent with and pursuant to California

Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3503.5:

a.

For earth-disturbing activities occurring between February 1 and August
31 (which coincides with the grading season of April 1 through September
15 - NCC Section 18.108.027(C), and bird breeding and nesting
seasons), a qualified biologist (defined as knowledgeable and
experienced in the biology and natural history of local avian resources
with the potential to occur at the project site) shall conduct a
preconstruction surveys for nesting birds within all suitable habitat on the
development area, and where there is potential for impacts adjacent to the
development area (typically within 500 feet of project activities). The
preconstruction survey shall be conducted no earlier than 7 days prior to
when vegetation removal and ground disturbing activities are to
commence. Should ground disturbance commence later than 7 days from
the survey date, surveys shall be repeated. A copy of the survey shall be
provided to the Napa County Conservation Division and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prior to commencement of work.

After commencement of work if there is a period of no work activity of 7
days or longer during the bird breeding season, surveys shall be repeated
to ensure birds have not established nests during inactivity.

In the event that nesting birds are found, the owner/permittee shall identify
appropriate avoidance methods and exclusion buffers in consultation with
the County Conservation Division and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and/or CDFW prior to initiation of project activities. Exclusion
buffers may vary in size, depending on habitat characteristics, project
activities/disturbance levels, and species as determined by a qualified
biologist in consultation with County Conservation Division and/or the
USFWS or CDFW.

Exclusion buffers shall be fenced with temporary construction fencing (or
the like), the installation of which shall be verified by Napa County prior to

Permittee shall implement
Measure BlO-2a through BIO-2e.

Schedule BIO-1a: Prior to initiation
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

Schedule BIO-2b: Prior to re-
initiation of #P21-00206-ECPA.

Schedule BIO-2c: prior to initiation
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

Schedule BIO-2d: prior to initiation
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

CD

CD

CD

CcD
PE

PC

CPI
I

PCICPI

1

PCICPI

Notes: P = Permittee, CD = Conservation Division, CDFW = California Dept of Fish & Wildlife, EH = Environmental Health, PW = Public Works Dept, PE/G =Project Engineer/Geologist.

PA = Prior to Approval, PC = Prior to Project Commencement, CPI = Construction Period Inspections FI = Final Inspection OG = Ongoing, PI= Prior to Installation of vineyard infrastructure and planting.

March 20, 2025 #P21-00206-ECPA
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the commencement of any earthmoving and/or development activities.
Exclusion buffers shall remain in effect until the young have fledged or
nest(s) are otherwise determined inactive by a qualified biologist.

e. Alternative methods aimed at flushing out nesting birds prior to
preconstruction surveys, whether physical (i.e., removing or disturbing
nests by physically disturbing trees with construction equipment), audible
(i.e., utilizing sirens or bird cannons), or chemical (i.e., spraying nesting
birds or their habitats) would be considered an impact to nesting birds and
is prohibited. Any act associated with flushing birds from project areas
should undergo consultation with the USFWS/CDFW prior to any activity
that could disturb nesting birds.

Schedule BIO-2e: prior to initiation
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

CD

|\
—

PC/CPI

I

Impact BIO-2: Implementation of #P21-
00206-ECPA has potential impact
foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF).

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: The owner/permittee shall revise Erosion Control
Plan #P21-00206-ECPA prior to approval to include the following measures to
minimize potential impacts on FYLF:

a. Aqualified biologist (defined as having demonstrable qualifications and
experience with the particular species for which they are surveying) shall
conduct a pre-construction survey to determine if the streams in the
project site are wetted. The survey shall be conducted at least 7 days in
advance of project initiation. A copy of the survey findings shall be
provided to the Napa County Conservation Division and CDFW prior to
commencement of work.

b. If the streams are wet during the pre-construction survey, the qualified
biologist shall conduct two surveys along the streams at least 14 days
prior to project initiation. The surveys must have remarkably different light
angles (e.g., early morning and early afternoon), but may be conducted on
the same day. Survey areas (streams) will be systematically walked
upstream, zig-zagging between the bank and the thalweg in wide areas,
and bank-to-bank in narrow areas. All areas that could support frogs will
be searched, including rocks, ledges, woody debris, overhanging
vegetation, etc., as well as accessible natural cover within 50 feet of the
wetted perimeter where frogs could be present. The qualified biologist will
use binoculars to reduce disturbing frogs and flashlights for searching
darkened crevices and shaded areas. Slow-moving and/or still waters will

Permittee shall implement
Measure BlO-3a through BIO-3c.

Schedule BIO-3a: Prior to initiation
of #P21-00206-ECPA.

Schedule BIO-3b: Prior to re-
initiation of #P21-00206-ECPA.

CD

CD

PC

PC

Notes: P = Permittee, CD = Conservation Division, CDFW = California Dept of Fish & Wildlife, EH = Environmental Health, PW = Public Works Dept, PE/G =Project Engineer/Geologist.

PA = Prior to Approval, PC = Prior to Project Commencement, CPI = Construction Period Inspections FI = Final Inspection OG = Ongoing, PI= Prior to Installation of vineyard infrastructure and planting.

March 20, 2025 #P21-00206-ECPA
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Monitoring and Reporting
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be closely inspected for the presence of tadpoles. I no FYLF are present
during the pre-construction survey, no additional measures are warranted.
Schedule BIO-3c: Prior to initiation P CcD PC/CPI

If FYLF are present, one daytime survey shall be completed within 48
hours of project initiation. If FYLF are or will likely be present at the time of
ground-breaking, protective measures such as installation of exclusion
fencing, presence of an on-site biologist during ground disturbance
activities, and implementation of a worker education program, shall be
implemented. Exclusion fencing will be installed along the inhabited areas
immediately adjacent to the proposed vineyard blocks, extending 100 feet
beyond the terminus of the proposed vineyard blocks in each direction.
The on-site biologist will be present to perform a survey of the vineyard
blocks in the morning prior to that day’s ground-breaking activities. If a
FYLF is present within the vineyard block, individual frogs shall be allowed
to leave the disturbance area of their own accord, as confirmed by the
biologist. Alternatively, other measures shall be derived and approved in
coordination with CDFW. The worker education program will consist of a
qualified biologist providing construction personnel with information
regarding the identification and ecology of FYLF, the potential for
occurrence of the species within work areas, the legal status of the
species and ramifications for take, the specific measures being
implemented to avoid impacts to FYLF, and the role of the on-site
biologist.

of #P21-00206-ECPA and during
construction.

I

Notes: P = Permittee, CD = Conservation Division, CDFW = California Dept of Fish & Wildlife, EH = Environmental Health, PW = Public Works Dept, PE/G =Project Engineer/Geologist.

PA = Prior to Approval, PC = Prior to Project Commencement, CPI = Construction Period Inspections FI = Final Inspection OG = Ongoing, PI= Prior to Installation of vineyard infrastructure and planting.

March 20, 2025 #P21-00206-ECPA
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