COUNTY OF NAPA

CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1195 THIRD ST., SUITE 210

NAPA, CA  94559

(707) 253-4416

Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 

1. Project Title:  Rombauer Vineyards Inc. (Rancho Alto Vineyards) Parcel Map (P08-00608)
2. Property Owner:  Rancho Alto Vineyards, Inc. a California Corporation
3. Contact person and phone number:  Kirsty Shelton, Planner III, (707) 253-4417, kshelton@co.napa.ca.us 

4. Project location and APN:  Located at 3250 Bennett Lane, approximately one mile north of the City of Calistoga on an ± 87.86 acre site, approximately 1,500 feet from the intersection of Bennett Lane with Tubbs Lane, and approximately ± .75 mile east of its intersection with State Highway 128, designated Assessor’s Parcel Number: 017-130-027. 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:   Applicant/lessee:  Rombauer Vineyards, Inc. a California Corporation, 3522 Silverado Trail, St. Helena CA 94574 (707) 963-5170. Applicant’s representative: Charles Meibeyer, Esq., 1236 Spring Street, St. Helena, CA 94574 (707) 963-7703.
6. General Plan description:  Agricultural Resource, Napa County General Plan, 2008-2030
7.
Zoning:   AP (Agricultural Preserve) District
8.
Project Description:  The proposal will subdivide a ±87.86-acre site into two parcels of approximately 41.59 acres (Parcel 1) and 46.27 acres (Parcel 2).  The site is one legal parcel that is currently developed with vineyards and an existing single family dwelling (proposed to remain on Parcel 2). A two acre building envelope that could include a future single-family dwelling and a guest cottage is proposed on Parcel 1 which is accessed from the southwest section of the property.  No increase of building footprint is identified on Parcel 2 and will include a note to be recorded on the Final Parcel Map indicating the requirement of a base flood elevation study before any further building and or improvements of existing structures. 
The 2-acre building envelope on the proposed Parcel 1 identifies the proposed lot has at least one viable home site, because it does not represent actual building footprints, the actual development will likely be smaller. No other development plans have been submitted or are associated with the proposed land division.  Subsequent construction plans for development on the proposed lots will be subject to Napa County regulations in effect at the time of development including but not limited to the Zoning Ordinance, Uniform Building, Plumbing, Electrical and Mechanical Codes and the Uniform Fire Code.
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION:
The Conservation, Development and Planning Director of Napa County has tentatively determined that the following project would not have a significant effect on the environment and the County intends to adopt a Mitigated 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:   June 11, 2009
BY:  Kirsty Shelton, Planner III 

WRITTEN COMMENT PERIOD:  June 11, 2009 to the conclusion of the public hearing before the Conservation, Development, and Planning Commission scheduled on July 1, 2009.  Please send written comments to the attention of Kirsty Shelton at 1195 Third St., Room 210, Napa, California 94559, or via e-mail to kshelton@co.napa.ca.us. A public hearing on this project is tentatively scheduled for the Napa County Planning Commission at 9:00 AM or later on Wednesday, July 1, 2009.  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:  Rombauer Vineyards Inc. (Rancho Alto Vineyards) Parcel Map (P08-00608)
2. Property Owner:  Rancho Alto Vineyards, Inc. a California Corporation
3. Contact person and phone number:  Kirsty Shelton Planner III, (707) 253-4417, kshelton@co.napa.ca.us 

4. Project location and APN:  Located at 3250 Bennett Lane, approximately one mile north of the City of Calistoga on an ± 87.86 acre site, approximately 1,500 feet from the intersection of Bennett Lane with Tubbs Lane, and approximately ± .75 mile east of its intersection with State Highway 128, designated Assessor’s Parcel Number: 017-130-027. 
5.  Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: applicant/lessee:  Rombauer Vineyards, Inc. a California Corporation, 3522 Silverado Trail, St. Helena CA 94574 (707) 963-5170. Applicant’s representative: Charles Meibeyer, atty. 1236 Spring Street, St. Helena, CA 94574 (707) 963-7703.
6. General Plan description:  Agricultural Resource, Napa County General Plan, 2008-2030
7. Zoning:   AP (Agricultural Preserve) District
8.
 Project Description:  The proposal will subdivide a ±87.86-acre site into two parcels of approximately 41.59 acres (Parcel 1) and 46.27 acres (Parcel 2).  The site is one legal parcel that is currently developed with vineyards and an existing single family dwelling (proposed to remain on Parcel 2). A two acre building envelope that could include a future single-family dwelling and a guest cottage is proposed on Parcel 1 which is accessed from the southwest section of the property.  No increase of building footprint is identified on Parcel 2 and will include a note to be recorded on the Final Parcel Map indicating the requirement of a base flood elevation study before any further building and or improvements of existing structures. 
The 2-acre building envelope on the proposed Parcel 1 identifies the proposed lot has at least one viable home site, because it does not represent actual building footprints, the actual development will likely be smaller. No other development plans have been submitted or are associated with the proposed land division.  Subsequent construction plans for development on the proposed lots will be subject to Napa County regulations in effect at the time of development including but not limited to the Zoning Ordinance, Uniform Building, Plumbing, Electrical and Mechanical Codes and the Uniform Fire Code.
9. Environmental setting and surrounding land uses:  

The ±87.86-acre irregularly–shaped lot slopes to the east, with less than a 5% slope and is bounded to the northeast by the Napa River, with the southeastern majority of the property within the 100-year floodplain, specifically within an unnumbered A zone as per Federal Emergency Management Authority (FEMA), that indicates that the base flood elevation is undetermined. The property is developed with vineyards, unpaved access roads, an existing single family dwelling located on proposed parcel 2, a 30-acre foot irrigation pond located adjacent to the southern property line, and an undeveloped approximately 0.75 acre easterly triangular section currently used for pomace compost and spoils. Water for the residence is served by the City of Calistoga and water use for the vineyards is provided from three existing wells with an existing use of 48 acre-feet per year. 
According to the United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Napa County, California, about five-eights of the property consists of Bale Clay Loam Cole Silt Loam with 0-2% slopes, the remanding southeastern portion of the property lines within the Cole Silt Loam also with 0-2% slopes. Adjacent parcels include an approved, but not developed commercial use, Calistoga Artisan Village to the east, Atalon Winery across the street to the north, and vineyards surrounding the property.  The City of Calistoga limits are approximately one mile to the south.

10.
Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement).  

Responsible (R) and Trustee (T) Agencies 
Other Agencies Contacted





City of Calistoga
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.


____________________________________________

June 10, 2009





Signature





Date

Kirsty Shelton,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. No new structures are proposed as part of this application; however one potential new building envelope is identified in Parcel 1. The proposed developments will be required to abide by the California Building Code. The proposed project is not located within an official scenic vista and therefore there will be no impact.
b. This project does not propose any improvements or developments associated with this entitlement and therefore does not involve the conversion of a scenic resource. Although by this proposal will create a potential new building envelope it is not subject to Napa County Zoning Ordinance Chapter 18.106.030(A), Viewshed Protection Ordinance because it is not located on slopes of 15% or more or on any minor or major ridgeline.
c. The proposed subdivision is consistent with existing agricultural (vineyards and wineries) and rural residential uses in the area. Due to the 0.6 acre proximity to Saint Helena Highway (SR 29) new residential development will not be visable from SR 29, this potential impact is less than significant.
d. This project does not propose any improvements or a development associated with this entitlement and therefore does not involve an increase in nighttime lighting. Although by this proposal will create a potential new building envelope it will be subject to the building permit review and is a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measure(s):  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 conversation of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion: 

a. 
The project site is located in the designated Agricultural Resource area of the Napa County General Plan Land Use Element.  The site has existing producing vineyards and this proposes a 2-acre development envelope for the building sites and associated site improvements, such as the leach field and access roads. It is not within state designated agricultural land and therefore has no impact.
b.
This site is under a type “A” Williamson Act agricultural contract number 12676A.  There would be no conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural usage; uses that would be permitted per this application are detailed in the allowable uses per the agricultural contract (such as a single family home and an agricultural processing facility).  Government Code Section 51230.1.a.4 for Williamson Acts appears to presume that the original contract would continue to cover the parcels created if it is under the same ownership. However should the ownership change in the future, the current contract will most likely be replaced with two new ones and therefore would result in less than a significant impact.
c.
The application clearly shows the potential building envelope for the proposed Parcel One and the existing structures on Parcel Two. As mitigated by Mitigation Measure 3, a Parcel Map Development Note will be executed for development to be limited to within those areas; therefore the only potential conversion to non agricultural use could be the development of a single family home and a guest cottage. Because these uses are by right and considered consistent with agriculture, this potential development creates a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure(s): 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 dust or odors affecting a substantial number of people?


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion:  
a-c. The project site is located in Napa County, which forms one of the climatological sub-regions (Napa County Subregion) within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, and is consequently subject to the requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  The project would not be in conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Ozone Maintenance Plan, Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan or the Bay Area 1991 Clean Air Plan, under the Federal Clean Air Act.  BAAQMD regard emissions 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 not generally 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)).  This project is not proposing any development, non-discretionary approvals could result in one new single-family home and a guest cottage. Therefore, the project’s potential to impact air quality is considered less-than-significant.
Green House Gas Emissions

In 2006, the State Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 32, requiring the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to design measures and rules to reduce greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions statewide to 1990 levels no later than 2020.  The measures and regulations to meet the 2020 target are to be put in effect by 2012, and the regulatory development of these measures is ongoing.  In August 2007, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill 97, which among other things, directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to propose new CEQA regulations for the evaluation and mitigation of GHG emissions.  SB 97 directs OPR to develop such guidelines by July 2009, and directs the state Resources Agency (the agency responsible for adopting CEQA regulations) to certify and adopt such regulations by January 2010.  This effort is underway; however, to date no formal CEQA regulations relating to GHG emissions have been adopted.  In September 2008, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill 375, which established a process for the development of regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions.  Through the SB 375 process, regions throughout the state will develop plans designed to integrate development patterns and transportation networks in a manner intended to reduce GHG emissions.  No regional plans have been adopted to date.

The Napa County General Plan calls on the County to complete an inventory of green house gas emissions from all major sources in the County by the end of 2008, and then to seek reductions such that emissions are equivalent to year 1990 levels by 2020. The General Plan also states that "development of a reduction plan shall include consideration of a 'green building' ordinance and other mechanisms that are shown to be effective at reducing emissions." To implement the first part of this action item, County staff has been participating in a multi-jurisdictional effort headed-up by the Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency (NCTPA). The effort has involved building capacity within each incorporated jurisdiction and the unincorporated Napa County, and calculating green house gas (GHG) emissions based on a methodology developed by the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI). NCTPA's consultants, MIG and the Climate Protection Campaign have provided draft results showing the general sources of GHG emissions on a jurisdictional basis and county-wide.

As noted above, Assembly Bill 32 mandated that emissions of green house gases (GHG) in California be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 and delegated to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) responsibility for crafting related regulations. The CARB's Proposed Scoping Plan, which was released in 2008, refines the AB 32 mandate for local governments by recommending that agencies reduce both their operational emissions and community-wide emissions 15% by 2020.  Operational emissions are those associated with local government activities, and community-wide emissions are those associated with all activities within a jurisdictional area.  The Napa County Public Works Department, working with Kenwood Energy, has taken the lead on quantifying emissions from County operations and found that approximately 51% of the County's emissions are from buildings, 30% are from employee commutes (i.e. driving to and from work), and 19% are associated with the County's vehicle fleet.  The Board of Supervisors has directed Public Works to develop an emissions reduction strategy associated with County operations for consideration sometime in 2009.  Community-wide emissions are more difficult to quantify because of challenges associated with data availability and methodology, and resulting inventories are considered estimates suitable for planning purposes.  Finding effective ways to reduce community-wide emissions is also more difficult than finding ways to reduce operational emissions; because emission sources are not under the County's direct control (i.e. emissions accrue from the independent actions of residents, employees and visitors, and from privately owned cars, buildings, etc.).  According to the analysis provided, over 50% of County-wide emissions are attributable to transportation sources, with about 20% attributable to commercial and industrial buildings/uses and 20% attributable to residential buildings/uses (with about 10% attributable to other sources including solid waste).  For the unincorporated County, the proportion attributable to transportation is even more striking: 67.4% of emissions are attributable to transportation sources, with 18.4% attributable to commercial and industrial buildings/uses, 9.3% attributable to residential buildings/uses, and 5% attributable to other sources.  Because a percentage of GHG emissions (albeit a small percentage in unincorporated Napa County) derive from buildings and the energy they consume, adopting so called "green" building standards is one way that the State and local agencies are pursuing the emission reductions called for in AB 32. Specifically, the State of California has promulgated building standards that address five topics: Planning and Design; Energy Efficiency; Water Efficiency & Conservation; Material Conservation & Resource Efficiency; and Environmental Quality.  Some State agencies have already adopted and begun applying the new standards and the County will be expected to adopt the revised building code by July 1, 2009.  The new State standards will generally be voluntary until July 1, 2010 and may be modified or supplemented by the State prior to that time.

d-e.
The BAAQMD defines public exposure to offensive odors as a potentially significant impact. The project site is not located in close proximity to any sensitive noise-sensitive receptors. No development or entitlement is requested as part of this application. The newly created lot could have a non-discretionary review for a single family and a guest cottage, if a future construction application is applied for application of water and/or dust palliatives are required in sufficient quantities during grading and other ground disturbing activities on-site to minimize the amount of dust produced and will reduce any future potential temporary changes in air quality to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure(s): 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, and 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:

a. 
This site has been previously disturbed by vineyard installation and activities. According to the Assessment of Biological Resources Consulting report conducted July 23, 2008 by Northwest Biosurvey, a naturally occurring population of Northern California Black Walnut is present within the Fremont cottonwood riparian woodland along the segment of the Napa River within the survey area. This is a California Native Plant Society List 1B plant and is subject to CEQA review and mitigation. The tree is located within the bank of the Napa River and is approximately 960 linear feet from any potential construction and therefore is less than a significant impact.

 b.
The project is bordered by the Napa River to the northeast. No new improvements will be constructed in the creek or within the vicinity of a riparian area; the existing vineyard and dirt access road will be maintained.  The project would have no substantial adverse impacts on riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities and will not result in any changes from what presently exists and therefore this project results in less than significant impacts on riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities.
c.
County Environmental Sensitivity Maps (Watershed Overlay) and the Assessment of Biological Resources Report dated July 23, 2008 prepared by Northwest Biosurvey do not indicate the presence of any wetlands or potential wetlands within the project boundary.  The project would result in no substantial impacts to federally protected or potentially sensitive wetlands. 
d.
The project will take place on an already-disturbed vineyard site and would not interfere 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.
e.
There are two existing structures and several inoperable automobiles and miscellaneous equipment within the required setback to the Napa River and within Flood Zone “A” as per FEMA. From reviewing aerial photography and building permit records, it appears that these structures were built prior to the adoption of the creek setback. Mitigation Measure 2 requires these items be removed from the floodplain prior to recordation of the Final Map.  Therefore, as mitigated it is a less than significant impact.
f.
The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plans. There are no plans applicable to the subject parcel.

Mitigation Measure(s):    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.
County Environmental Sensitivity Maps (Archaeological Resources Overlay) and the Cultural Resource Reconnaissance study performed by Archaeological Services, Inc. dated April 17, 2008  indicate that there is a historically sensitive site and structure located within the project site. The historic archaeological site is possibly older than 45 years. The site consists of a rock lined well/cistern approximately 6 feet across and 6 feet in depth, the well/cistern may be deeper than 6 feet. Adjacent to the well is a concrete foundation measuring approximately 10’ x 20’ and about 5 feet deep. It appears that there has been some earthmoving activity prior to the date of the survey.  The exact date of the site is not known; however given the rock lined well or cistern and concrete foundation it is most likely older than 50 years. As defined in CEQA guidelines § 15064.5 a “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired”. Because the historical structure is located approximately 2,314 linear feet from any proposed earthmoving, there will be no disturbance to the feature or the immediate surroundings and therefore is less than a significant impact.

b.
There are no known archaeological resources in the development area.  In the event archaeological artifacts are encountered during construction of the project, all work would cease to allow a qualified archaeologist to record and evaluate the resources.  This is considered a less-than-significant impact because the project site has been previously graded.
c.
The subject site does not contain any known paleontological resources or unique geologic features and therefore is not anticipated to result in any significant adverse impacts to such resources.  

d.
The presence of any formal cemeteries is not known to occur within the project area and therefore the proposed project is not anticipated to result in any significant adverse impacts on any such resources.  

Mitigation Measure(s):  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. The proposed project is not located within any Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone. While seismic activity is endemic to the Bay Area, all future potential structures must be constructed to current California building code requirements; therefore a less than significant impact is anticipated. 
b. According to the United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Napa County, California, about five-eights of the property consists of Bale Clay Loam Cole Silt Loam with 0-2% slopes, the remanding southeastern portion of the property lines within the Cole Silt Loam also with 0-2% slopes. Potential soil erosion and the loss of topsoil could potential result from the future 2-acre project construction. The project is required to submit a site development plan, including implementation of storm water and erosion control Best Management Practices under the standards developed in the County’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, Phase II Stormwater Permit.  Since there will be more than one acre of disturbed area for the project, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) will be required.   Therefore, the potential for impacts is considered less than significant.
c. The project site is not known to 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 or collapse.

d. The soil type is not considered to be expansive, as defined in table 19.1B of the UBC creating substantial risks to life or property. 
Mitigation Measure(s): 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. The proposed project will not involve the transport of hazardous materials.  As indicated on the CUPA- Related Business Activity Form it was disclosed that the applicant does not intend to store hazardous materials on site. 
b. The project would not result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

c. There are no schools located within one-quarter mile from the proposed project site.

d. The proposed site is not on any known list of hazardous materials sites.

e. The project site is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.  

f. The project site is not located within the vicinity of any private airports.

g. There are no improvements to the existing roads as proposed. The building envelope will gain access from Bennett Valley Road. Any future driveways will be reviewed by the County Fire Department and Public Works department.  Therefore, the current design of the project will not negatively impact or hinder emergency vehicle access.  
h. The project would not increase exposure of people and/or structures to a significant loss, injury or death involving wild land fires.  The project will comply with current California Department of Forestry and Uniform Building Code requirements for fire safety. 

Mitigation Measure(s): 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.
The proposed project will not violate any known water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The applicant will be required to obtain a construction related Stormwater Permit from the California State Regional Water Quality Control Board if the future construction of the project disturbance will exceed one acre.  Therefore, the project does not have the potential to significantly impact water quality and discharge standards.

b. 
The existing residence is currently served by the City of Calistoga water. There are three on-site wells which produce approximately 10 gallons/minute that feed to the 30 acre foot capacity reservoir. The total current water use (primarily irrigation) for this parcel is approximately 48 acre-feet per year and the acceptable water use for the valley floor, which allows one acre feet per acre which for the 87.7 acres site yields 87.7 acre-feet of water. Since this proposal does not include any additional water demand and the 2-acre building development envelope that could include a by-right residence and guest unit there is sufficient water to provide for these additional units and therefore is a less than significant impact.
c-d.
The proposed project will not substantially alter the drainage pattern on site or cause a significant increase in erosion or siltation on or off site.  The project will incorporate erosion control measures appropriate to its maximum slope to manage onsite surface drainage and erosion of onsite soils during construction and winter months (October to April). By incorporating erosion control measures, this project would have a less than a significant impact.  No substantial alteration of existing drainage is anticipated to occur.  There is a potential with the future development that there will be an increase in the overall impervious surface resulting from the new building and pavement. However, given the size of the drainage basin, the increase in impervious surfaces will not discernibly change the amount of groundwater filtration or discernibly increase surface runoff from that which currently existing on site. This project would therefore result in a less than significant impact. 

e.
Should the project propose a development in the designated develop envelope the project will be required to submit a site development plan, including implementation of storm water and erosion control Best Management Practices under the standards developed in the County’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, Phase II Stormwater Permit, which is required by County Code and is a standard practice on all County development projects.  If there will be more than one acre of disturbed area for the project, the County’s Public Works department will require a pre and post construction Storm Water Pollutant Elimination Permit (SWPP). Potential project storm drainage will be directed either towards the existing vineyard or will flow in its natural drainage path eventually towards the Napa River. With the required implementation of a project related SWPP and the requirements of the Best Management Practices the impact will be less than significant impact.

f.
There are no other factors in this project that would otherwise degrade water quality.

g-h. The property has been identified to lay within an un-numbered zone “A” flood hazard area as defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and therefore is subject to County Code Section 16.04.705 which requires subdivisions of land greater than 5 acres to establish the base flood elevation through detailed analysis.  County code section 16.04.690 allows the use of the California Code of Regulation Title 44 Chapter 1 section 60.3(b) (3) which provides the sub-divider and alternative method of demonstrating that the subdivision is reasonably safe from flooding and that it will not increase the chance of flooding on future development in the absence of a floodplain analysis.   To accomplish this a two acre building envelope is proposed on Parcel 1 outside of the zone “A” flood hazard area which is accessed from the southwest section of the property and no increase of building footprint is identified on Parcel 2.  In the absence of completing a detailed flood analysis the applicant shall include an accurate description of the location of the flood boundary with respect to the property boundary and Mitigation Measure 1 requires the recordation on the Final Parcel Map a note indicating the requirement of such a study prior to any further building of structures inside the FEMA defined zone “A” flood hazard area. Mitigation Measure 2 requires the final map include the 2-acre building envelope as proposed outside of the floodplain to be consistent. Currently there are miscellaneous storage of automobiles and equipment adjacent to the creek setback and within the floodplain, Mitigation Measure 3, requires these items be removed prior to the recordation of the final map. As mitigated this project is reduced to a less than significant impact.
i. – j.
The project site is located on gently sloping land and potential for tsunami is considered less-than-significant.  The project is located many miles from San Francisco bay, and in the unlikely event that a tsunami enters the bay, any surge would dissipate well before reaching Napa, let alone Calistoga.

Mitigation Measure(s): 
1. The applicant shall submit to the County Surveyor an additional map sheet to be recorded with the final parcel map and include the following information:
a. A clear and accurate depiction/location of the FEMA defined un-numbered A zone boundary with respect to the surveyed property boundaries.

b. The location of all existing structures.

c. Boundaries of the approved building envelope(s) located outside of the flood hazard area.

d. The following development note: “In the absence of a FEMA approved Flood Insurance Study defining the flood risk and floodway boundary of the parcels created by this subdivision all future development (excluding Agricultural Activities as defined by Napa County Code Chapter 16.04) shall be located outside of the FEMA defined Floodplain “A” that has a 1% chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year as depicted on FEMA Flood hazard panel 06055C0230E Sept 26th, 2008 and illustrated on this map. In the absence of a FEMA approved Flood Insurance Study all development proposed inside the designated Floodplain “A” as illustrated on the map including improvements or redevelopment of existing residential structures shall be subject to the requirements of Napa County Code Chapter 16.04 and subject to all development standards for structures located in a County defined Floodway.”
2. The final parcel map shall depict identical boundaries of the 2-acre building envelope as indicated on the tentative map that which is outside of the floodplain.
3. Prior to recordation of a final parcel map, all accessory structures as defined in Chapter 16.04.085 of the County Code shall be removed and relocated outside of the creek setback and the floodplain. Any item, including the compost piles that are proposed to remain in the floodplain shall obtain a floodplain permit prior to recordation of a final map.  A site visit shall be performed by a County of Napa employee to ensure that all accessory structures have been removed from the creek setback and designated floodplain.  

	
	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 would not result in adverse land use impacts.  There are no habitat or conservation plans adopted by the County. The County has designated the site for agricultural development and, as proposed, the project is consistent with both the AR general plan designation and AP zoning district. 

Mitigation Measure(s): 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:
The proposed project would not result in impacts to mineral resources per the Napa County Environmental Sensitivity maps (Soil Type, Surficial Deposits Overlays).

a. The project site does not contain any known mineral resources.

b. The project site is not designated as a locally important mineral resources recovery site.

Mitigation Measure(s): 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:
The division of land would allow the construction of a single family home and a guest home by right without any discretionary approvals. The potential construction would result in a temporary increase in noise levels during the construction of the facility.  Construction activities will be limited to daylight hours using properly muffled vehicles. Noise generated during this time is not anticipated to be significant with the implementation of County standard practices and given the remote, rural nature of the site.

a.
There are no residential uses within close proximity to the development envelope as proposed.  When and if the future construction takes place, temporary construction noise will be required to be in compliance with County noise standards.

b.
Construction activities may result in groundborne vibrations and short-term noise levels. However, given the lack of proximity of the construction site to the existing residences; the potential for impact is less-than-significant.

c. - d.
The anticipated noise levels following the completion of construction would be minimal, typical of winery and rural uses, and are considered less-than-significant. 

e.
The project site is no located within an airport land use plan of a public airport

f.
The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

Mitigation Measure(s): 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. 
The creation of a new parcel will allow for one single-family dwelling and one guest cottage per lot of record. The County has designated the site for agricultural use, and as proposed, the subdivision an established vineyard use is consistent with the AR (Agricultural Resource) designation of the Napa County General Plan (2008-2030), Land  Use Element and with it’s AP (Agricultural Preserve ) District Zoning.

b.-c.
The project will not displace any housing or divide any established communities or conflict with any applicable land use policy. No conflict with any applicable conservation plan or natural community conservation would take place.
Mitigation Measure(s):  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 would not result in potentially significant adverse impacts on public services. The project would create two new parcels in an established agricultural and rural residential area. The project will not result in any additional demand on public services beyond what has already been planned for, and therefore potential impacts would be less than significant. According to the memo from the Napa County Fire Marshal dated October 2008 This application does not warrant additions to fire protection conditions as long as all construction, future tenant improvements and use of the facility complies with all applicable standards, regulations, codes and ordinances at the time of building permit issuance. 
Mitigation Measure(s): 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 project would not significantly increase the use nor result in significant adverse impacts on existing recreational facilities; therefore the impact is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure(s): 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 results 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:

a-b.
The increase in average daily traffic from one additional single-family home and a guest cottage along Bennett Lane, a Napa County maintained road would only add approximately 20 vehicle trips per day and would be a less than significant impact on the low density, agricultural area.
c.
The project does not have any impact on air traffic patterns.

d -f.
The two new 40-acre minimum lots will have adequate on-site parking area available. The project will result in minor changes to levels of service and no substantial increase in hazards due to design feature, incompatible uses or inadequate emergency access will result from the project. 

g.
The proposed project does not conflict with any known policies or plans supporting alternative transportation. 

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. The project will comply with Napa County Environmental Management requirements for provision of new domestic water supply and sewage systems prior to issuance of building permits for residential or any other type of development.
b.
The project will not require construction of any new water or wastewater treatment facilities that will result in a significant impact to the environment. 
c. 
New, private storm drain lines will not be required for residential development on the project site after recordation of a final parcel map. Given the generally level topography and minimum 40-acre lot sizes of the proposed subdivision, drainage will follow the existing patterns and sheet-flow towards the Napa River that borders the property to the southeast. The project will not cause a significant impact to the environment.
d.
According to the Water Availability Analysis, Phase I Study, the existing house is served by the City of Calistoga and any additional development will require separate water services and approvals prior to the development. 

e.
See response “a.” above.

f.-g. 
The project will be served by an independent waste hauler. The project will comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Mitigation Measure(s): 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:

a. The project site has previously been disturbed and the naturally occurring population of Northern California Black Walnut is present within the Fremont cottonwood riparian woodland will be protected because it is well within the river bank and more than 960 linear feet from any potential earthmoving. 
b. The project does not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.  Potential air quality, traffic and housing impacts are discussed in their respective sections above.

c. The project as mitigated by Measures 1-3 does not pose any substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
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