COUNTY OF NAPA

CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1195 THIRD ST., SUITE 210

NAPA, CA  94559

(707) 253-4416

Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration 

1. Project Title: Pernod Ricard USA, LLC (formerly Mumm Napa Estates, LLC) Winery, Use Permit #P07-00872-UP Major MOD 

2. Property Owner: James R. McNeill, 570 Gateway Dr, Napa, Ca 94573
3. Contact person and phone number: Mary Doyle, Planner, 299-1350, mdoyle@co.napa.ca.us 

4. Project location and APN:  Located on a 73.16 acre parcel on the west side of Silverado Trail, approximately 3,500 feet south of its intersection with Sage Canyon Road (State Route 29) within an Agricultural Preserve (AP) zoning district (Assessor’s Parcel Number 030-200-039), 8445 Silverado Trail, St Helena. 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Pernod Ricard USA, LLC (formerly Mumm Napa Estates/Domaine Mumm LLC)
6. Hazardous Waste Sites: The project is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
7.
Project Description:  Approval of a Use Permit modification to use permit #U-628687through #95675-MOD to 
increase by 350,000 gallons the winery’s maximum production capacity to 850,000 gallon per year from the 
existing 500,000 gallons with associated expansion of the existing winery waste water system, construction of a 
2,250 square foot addition to the existing outdoor deck, two new storage sheds totaling 3,710 square foot to be 
attached to the existing winery structures and increase by twelve (12) the number of full-time employees for a 
total of seventy two (72), and allow outdoor wine tasting at the new outdoor deck.  All new construction is within 
the existing winery approved footprint.   
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION:
The Conservation, Development and Planning Director of Napa County has tentatively determined that the following project would have a significant effect on the environment and the County intends to adopt a Negative Declaration. Documentation supporting this determination is contained in the attached Initial Study Checklist and is available for inspection at the Napa County Conservation, Development and Planning Department Office, 1195 Third St., Room 210, Napa, California 94559 between the hours of 8:00 AM and 4:45 PM Monday through Friday (except holidays). 



__________________

DATE: May 1, 2008    
BY:  M. Doyle
WRITTEN COMMENT PERIOD:    May 15, 2008 to June 4, 2008 
Please send written comments to the attention of Mary Doyle at 1195 Third St., Room 210, Napa, California 94559, or via e-mail to mdoyle@co.napa.ca.us.  A public hearing on this project is tentatively scheduled for the Napa County Planning Commission on Wednesday, June 4, 2008.  You may confirm the date and time of this hearing by calling (707) 253-4416.

COUNTY OF NAPA

CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1195 THIRD ST., SUITE 210

NAPA, CA  94559

(707) 253-4416

Initial Study Checklist 

(reference CEQA, Appendix G)

1. 
Project Title: Pernod Ricard USA, LLC (formerly Mumm Napa Estates, LLC) Winery, Use Permit #P07-00872-UP Major MOD 
2. 
Property Owner: Pernod Ricard USA, LLC (formerly Mumm Napa Estates/Domaine Mumm LLC)
3. 
Contact person and phone number: Mary Doyle, Planner 707-253-4417, mdoyle@co.napa.ca.us
4.     
Project location and APN:  
  Located on a 73.16 acre parcel on the west side of Silverado Trail, approximately 3500 feet south of its 
intersection with Sage Canyon Road (State Route 29) within an Agricultural Preserve (AP) zoning district (Assessor’s Parcel Number 
030-200-039), 8445 Silverado Trail, St Helena. 
5.     
Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Robert McNeill, 570 Gateway Dr, Napa, Ca 94573
6.     
General Plan description: Agriculture, Watershed, Open Space (AWOS)
7.     
Zoning: Agricultural Preserve (AP)
8.
Project Description: Approval of a Use Permit to modification to use permit #U-628687 through #99375-MOD to increase by 350,000  
gallons the winery’s maximum production capacity to 850,000 gallon per year from the existing 500,000 gallons with associated expansion 
of the existing winery waste water system, construction of a 2,250 square foot addition to the existing outdoor deck, two new storage sheds 
totaling 3,710 square foot to be attached to the existing winery structures and increase by twelve (12) the number of full-time employees 
for a total of seventy two (72), and allow outdoor wine tasting at the new outdoor deck.  All new construction is within the existing winery 
approved footprint. 
9.
Environmental setting and surrounding land uses: The entire parcel is developed with the existing Mumm winery and associated 
structures, parking and loading areas, vineyard, 2 winery waste water ponds, and landscaping.     
The surrounding land uses are also developed with rural residential, vineyards, wineries and open space.
10. 
Other agencies whose approval is required: 
              
Napa County Department of Public Works (grading permit, SWPPP)

Napa County Department of Environmental Management (process & wastewater permits, HMBP)

Responsible (R) and Trustee (T) Agencies 

Other Agencies Contacted
 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board


 ARC (State), TTB (Fed)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND BASIS OF CONCLUSIONS:

The conclusions and recommendations contained herein are professional opinions derived in accordance with current standards of professional practice.  They are based on a review of the Napa County Environmental Resource Maps, the other sources of information listed in the file, and the comments received, conversations with knowledgeable individuals; the preparer's personal knowledge of the area; and, where necessary, a visit to the site. For further information, see the environmental background information contained in the permanent file on this project.

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.   A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.


________________________________________

_____May 9, 2008



____



Signature





Date

                   Mary Doyle, Planner_______________ 

Napa County Conservation, Development and Planning Department
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	I. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:  



	a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:

a-d.
The proposed project will not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista not substantially damage a scenic resource.  The proposed project is an addition to an existing winery located on Silverado Trail. The proposed 2 storage shed additions are at the rear of the existing winery structures. The proposed deck addition is located in an area totally screened by intervening existing mature landscaping and driveway. The project does include a new landscaping plan for the deck area.  The existing large oak tree will remain and is incorporated in to the deck and landscape design.  The proposed planting are in keeping with the existing landscaping.  For the viewing public using Silverado Trail (a viewshed road) there would not be a noticeable change from the existing view of winery and vineyard.  Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-d).
Mitigation Measures:
None
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project:



	a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Important (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)      Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:

a-c. 
The project site is not classified as farmland.  The parcel does have a Williamson Act contract associated with it (#56889-A). The zoning for the parcel is Agricultural Preserve (AP).  Existing on the parcel is a winery, associated structures, well, winery waste water and septic system, 2 ponds and a 50 acre vineyard.  The new construction will occur in areas previously approved for winery structures.  No other changes are anticipated that would result in a conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use.  The winery supports the agricultural use on the property.  Therefore, no effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-c)  
Mitigation Measures:

None 

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	III.
AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would the project:



	a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

a-e.
The project site is located in the northwesterly portion of Napa County within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin as designated and in the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is currently classified as nonattainment for both state and federal ozone precursors and for state PM10 standards.  The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct applicable air quality plans. Temporary, short-term construction equipment emissions are included in the emission inventory basis for the regional air quality plans including the Ozone Maintenance Plan, Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan or the Bay Area 1991 Clean Air Plan, under the Federal Clean Air Act.  BAAQMD regard emission of PM-10 and other pollutants from construction activity to be less than significant if dust and particulate control measures are implemented, which are included in this project. The BAAQMD has determined that land uses that generate fewer than 2,000 trips per day do not generally require detailed air quality analysis, since these land uses would generally not be expected to have potentially significant air quality impacts (specifically, they would not be expected to generate over 80 pounds per day of Reactive Organic Gases (ROG).   Post construction air emissions would result from vehicles associated with the routine winery operations for a maximum 850,000 gallon production winery.  There would be no change to the existing public tours and tastings or hours of operations.  Surrounding land uses are similar to what is on the existing parcel and the proposed project (rural residential, vineyard, winery).  There are no sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the proposed project and the proposed project will not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  The proposed project would not result in a considerable net long-term increase of any criteria pollutants. It is anticipated this proposed project in its entirety would not contribute substantially to any air quality violation nor would it result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.  Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-e).  
Mitigation Measures:

None 

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, Coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  Conn Creek is the easterly boundary of the parcel and does have fish present as well as riparian habitat.  The winery is on the westerly parcel boundary where the project site shall occur.  There is a 40-acre vineyard between the winery area and Conn Creek.  All new construction activities shall occur in the existing winery footprint.
a-e
The parcel is entirely developed with the existing winery, associated structures, septic system, winery waste water system, well, 2 ponds 
and 40 acre vineyard and landscaping.  There will be no change to the existing landscaping at the existing winery, the entrance or visitor 
parking area.  The terrain of the parcel and surrounding area is relatively flat and has little grade change.  There are existing rural 
residential, winery & vineyard developments on adjoining and vicinity properties.  Conn Creek and its banks are the habitat area sensitive 
natural communities located on the eastern edge of the parcel. There are no species (plants or animals) of concern to USFWS, migratory 
corridors or any Conservation Plan associated with this parcel or project or in the vicinity.  The proposed project will not interfere any 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources.  Therefore less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-e). (Ref: Napa County BDR &  GIS)    
     

f.     
There are no local or state conservation plans currently associated with the project or in the vicinity, therefore, no effect would be anticipate 
with respect to (f).
Mitigation Measure: 

none    
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines§15064.5?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  
a-d.
There are no known historically sensitive sites or structures located within the proposed project site.  There are no known archaeological resources, sensitive areas or sites, no known paleontological resources or unique geologic features on or associated with the project site, though there are known sensitive areas in the vicinity.   (Reference: Napa County BDR and GIS)  Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-d).
 
While not anticipated, should a discovery of unknown cultural resources occur, the proposed project will include the following “condition of approval”: In the event that cultural resources or prehistoric artifacts are discovered, uncovered, or otherwise detected during soil-disturbing activities, work on the immediately affected portion of the site shall cease immediately and Napa County be notified, and a qualified archaeologist shall be brought to the site to assess whether the resources at issue are either “historical resources” or “unique archaeological resources.”  The archaeologist shall recommend appropriate mitigation to Napa County, which shall determine what measures are appropriate and feasible.  Such measures may include avoidance, removal and preservation, and/or recordation in accordance with accepted professional archaeological practice.  California law recognizes the need to protect Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated with Native American burials from vandalism and inadvertent destruction.  The procedures for the treatment of Native American human remains are contained in California Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and §7052 and California Public Resources Code §5097.  The California Health and Safety Code requires that if human remains are found in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, work is to be halted in the immediate area, and the county coroner is to be notified to determine the nature of the remains.  The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code §7050.5[b]).  If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American interment, then the Native American Heritage Commission shall be consulted to identify the most likely descendants and the appropriate disposition of the remains.  

Mitigation Measures:

None 
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VI.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

	
	
	
	

	a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


	
	
	
	

	i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	iv) Landslides?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating substantial risks to life or property?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e)
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

a-e.
The proposed project site is located in the seismically active San Francisco Bay Area).  The proposed project is an expansion of to existing 
winery.  The terrain is relatively flat (less than 5% slope) to gently sloping (15%). There are no known faults that traverse the project site. 
No substantial loss of top soil is anticipated. The proposed project not located in an area of susceptible to ground failure, liquefaction, or 
land slides. The soil type is considered Sonoma Volcanics and Hambright rock outcrop. The proposed project does include the expansion 
of the existing winery wastewater disposal system.  There are 3 proposed winery waste water alternatives proposed and all three have 
been reviewed and conditioned by the Department of Environmental Management to accommodate the winery waste requirement for the 
proposed winery modification.  The selection of the specific winery wastewater system will occur at the Environmental Management permit 
approval stage.  (Reference: Napa County Resource Maps, BDR and GIS) Therefore less than significant effects would be anticipated with 
respect to (a-e).
Mitigation Measure:

None 

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g)
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	h)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wild-land fires, including where wild-lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wild-lands?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a,b,h)    The proposed project is not anticipated to involve the use, routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials.  Because this is an 
expansion of an existing winery the existing business activity plan would be modified should the amount of use reach reportable levels, in 
which case the Department of Environmental management would be notified. The proposed project is not anticipated to create 
significant hazard from releases of hazardous materials.  The existing winery does have fire suppression systems. The proposed project 
site includes existing fire suppression systems such sprinklers system, tanks, multiple entrance/exit points and emergency vehicles would 
have access to the entire perimeter of the structures.  Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a, b, h).


(c-g)
There are no schools located within one-quarter mile from the proposed project site.  The proposed site is not a known hazardous 
materials site.  The project site is not located within the vicinity of any public or private airports.  The proposed project would not interfere 
with emergency response or evacuation plans.  Therefore, no effects would be anticipated with respect to (c-g).  
Mitigation Measures:

None

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VIII.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a-f) 
The proposed site is located on an existing parcel developed with the existing winery with accessory structures including a 91 space 
parking area and landscaping, signage and entrance to and from Silverado Trail, 50 acre vineyard, existing well, 2 ponds and emergency 
only fire hydrant.  As necessary, the applicant will submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) for a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan permit 
(SWPPP) from the Regional Water Quality Control Board for construction activities as well as a Napa County Public Works grading permit.  
The source of water will be the existing well. The existing water use is approximately 20,850 gallons per day.  A Phase 1 water Availability 
Analysis was prepared (review by Napa County Public Works), the proposed project would use approximately 9.4 AF).  The threshold 
for this parcel is 73 af/yr.  The total projected u0se including the proposed project is 48 af/yr below the established threshold of 73 af/yr.  
Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-f).
(g,h,j)
The proposed site is not located within a 100-year floodplain and is not anticipated to impede or redirect flood flows.  No housing is 
proposed as part of the project.  The project site is not area known to be inundated by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.  Therefore, no effects 
would be anticipated with respect to (g, h, j).
(i)

No housing is proposed as part of the project, though employees, staff, visitors would be on-site throughout business/work hours.  The 
proposed site is not anticipated to be subject to significant risk from flooding due to dam or levee failure.  Therefore, less than significant 
effects would be anticipated with respect to (i).
Mitigation Measures:


None
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	IX.
LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a)
Physically divide an established community?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a-c)        The project site is located on a 73- acre parcel developed with the existing winery and associated structures, ponds and 50 acre vineyard.  The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.  The proposed project is located in an Agriculture Watershed Open Space (AWOS) area as designated in the Napa County General Plan and in an Agricultural Preserve (AP) area as designated in Napa County Code.  The proposed project will not conflict with any other applicable regulations, nor will the proposed project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans.  Therefore no effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-c).
Mitigation Measures:

None

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	X.
MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion: 

(a-b)
The proposed project site is not in an area of a known valuable mineral of state, regionally or locally important resource or mineral resource recovery site.  (Reference: Napa County Resource maps, BDR and GIS)  Therefore, no effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-b).  

Mitigation Measures:


None 

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XI.
NOISE. Would the project result in:


	
	
	
	

	a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a-d)
The proposed project would result in a short-term temporary increase in noise levels during the construction activities.  Construction activities would occur during daylight hours, generally 7am-7 pm.  The project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generate noise level in excess of Napa County standards.  During the construction there would be noise louder that the existing ambient however this would be localized and of a short-term temporary duration only.  The proposed project would not result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibrations or groundborne noise levels.  No substantial permanent increase in the ambient noise level would occur.  Upon completion of construction, the anticipated level of noise associated with the operation of the facility would be similar to the surrounding vicinity, typical of a rural residence, winery and vineyard activities.  No substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels are anticipated with the day-to-day operations of the proposed winery.  Construction activities would generally occur from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays.  No outdoor amplified sounds or music is allowed.  Mechanical equipment would be required to be kept indoors or inside acoustical enclosures.  Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect (a-d).  
(e-f)
The proposed project site is not located within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore no effects would be 
anticipated with respect to (e-f).
Mitigation Measures:


None 
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a)
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a-c)
The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in population growth, either directly or indirectly.  No new homes or roads are associated with the proposed project. The proposed use would have an additional 12 employees, however, this would not necessarily translate into new people to the area, but could include those individuals already living or working in the area.
The proposed project would not displace any existing housing or people.  Therefore no effects are anticipated with respect to (a-c).
Mitigation Measures:


None 

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XIII.
PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in: 

	
	
	
	

	a)
Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:


	
	
	
	

	Fire protection?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Police protection?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Schools?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Parks?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other public facilities?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a)
The proposed project is not expected to change any existing level of public services or require any new facilities.  The capacities of Fire and Police services are adequate to service the proposed project.  Water is available from existing well and ponds on the property.  The proposed project includes an expansion of the existing winery wastewater treatment system.  The proposed project includes fire suppression system and access to the entire perimeter of the proposed structures.  School impact mitigation fees levied will be collected with the building permit application.  Those fees assist schools with capacity building measures.  The project will have little impact of  on public parks.  County revenue resulting from building permit fee, property tax revenue and taxes from the sale of wine will help meet the cost of providing public services to the property.  Therefore, less than significant effects are anticipated with respect to (a).
Mitigation Measures:


None

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XIV.
RECREATION. Would the project:

	
	
	
	

	a)
Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

a-b.
The proposed project is not anticipated to change any level of use of existing recreational facilities nor necessitate any new construction or expansion of any recreational facilities.  Therefore no effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-b).
Mitigation Measures:


None

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XV.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature, (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Result in inadequate emergency access?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion: 
The proposed project, an expansion of the existing Mumm Estates Winery, will increase traffic by 12 new employees and up to 5 additional deliveries per day. The truck deliveries are anticipated to be off-peak period.  There will be no change in parking spaces or to the existing public tours and tastings visitors.  No change will occur to the existing entrance on Silverado Trail.  The Winery entrance at Silverado Trail has a north bound left turn lane on Silverado Trail, as well as deceleration and acceleration tapers.  Because this is an expansion of the existing winery, the existing health and safety systems will also be expanded.        

(a-b,
The proposed project site location is on Silverado Trail, approximately 3500 feet south of its intersection with Sage Canyon Road (SR29)
  d-g)  
the city of St Helena.  The proposed project would add vehicles to the existing traffic flow, however, the average vehicles trips per day 
 
would be increase by approximately 6 one-way trips.  Seasonal (harvest, crush) trips would increase by approximately 10 one-way trips.  
The level of service (LOS E) on the vicinity roadways, in this case SR 29 would not change.  The proposed project includes fire 
suppression systems for the winery expansion.   Emergency vehicles will have access to the entire perimeter of the proposed project.  The 
proposed project would not conflict with any alternative transportation policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation.  
Therefore, less than significant effects would be anticipated with respect to (a-b, d-g)

(c)

The proposed project would not effect air traffic patterns.  Therefore no effects would be anticipated with respect to (c).

Mitigation Measure(s):

None 

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XVI.
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:


	
	
	
	

	a)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Require or result in the construction of a new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Require or result in the construction of a new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e)
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

(a-g)
The proposed project includes an expansion of the existing winery wastewater system and septic system (and has been reviewed by Napa 
County Environmental Management department with the recommendation of approval with conditions) and would not exceed any 
wastewater treatment requirement.  Water is available from the existing well on site with sufficient capacity (as reviewed by Napa County 
Public Works department).  No expansion of any other facilities is necessary to provide such service.  The proposed project site drainage 
system may change, and a NOI/SWPPP may be necessary with the grading permit.  The proposed project will be served by a landfill with 
sufficient capacity and will comply with all regulations concerning solid waste.  Therefore, less than significant effects are anticipated with 
respect to (a-g).  
Mitigation Measures:


None.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant

With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XVII.
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

	
	
	
	

	a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  

See the above discussions (I-XVI).  Less than significant effects are anticipated to occur with the proposed project.
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