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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

A. CEQA Process 

On January 27, 2012 the City of Napa (Lead Agency) released for public review a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the City’s proposed Downtown Napa Specific Plan 
(SCH# 2010042043). The minimum 45-day public review and comment period on the Draft EIR 
began on January 27, 2012 and closed on March 12, 2012. 

The Draft EIR for the proposed Downtown Napa Specific Plan (proposed project) together with 
this Response to Comments Document constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. The 
Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by 
decision-makers before approving the proposed project and that must reflect the Lead Agency’s 
independent judgment and analysis of the anticipated physical impacts of proposed project on the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the following: 

The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 
(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 
 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 

summary. 
 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 

review and consultation process. 
 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. This Response to Comments Document incorporates comments from public agencies 
and the general public, and contains appropriate responses by the Lead Agency to those 
comments. The Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis. 
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B. Method of Organization 

This EIR Response to Comments Document for the proposed project contains information in 
response to comments raised during the public comment period. 

This chapter, Introduction, describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response to 
Comments Document.  

Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR, contains text changes to the Draft EIR. Some changes were 
initiated by the City; others were made in response to comments received on the Draft EIR. 

Chapter 3, Agencies, Organizations and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR, lists all 
agencies, organizations, and persons that submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during the 
public review and comment period. The list also indicates the receipt date of each written 
correspondence. 

Chapter 4, Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR, contains comment letters received 
during the review and comment period. The responses to the comments are provided following 
each letter. 

Chapter 5, Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearing on the Draft EIR, contains a 
summary of all environmental topics raised regarding the Draft EIR at the Planning Commission 
public hearing on February 16, 2012. 

Chapter 6, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, describes the identified mitigation 
measures and the responsible parties, tasks, and schedule for monitoring mitigation compliance. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Revisions to the Draft EIR 

The following revisions are made to the Draft EIR and incorporated as part of the Final EIR. 
Revised or new language is underlined. Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text. 

The revisions in this chapter do not identify any new significant impacts other than those already 
identified in the Draft EIR, nor do they reveal any substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact in comparison to the analyses contained in the Draft EIR. The revisions 
also do not describe any project impact or mitigation measure that is considerably different from 
those identified in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the revisions in this chapter do not constitute 
“significant new information” and it is therefore not necessary for the Lead Agency to recirculate 
the EIR for public comment prior to certification of the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5). 

Section A, below, identifies staff-initiated changes made to the Draft EIR. Section B identifies 
changes made to the EIR in response to comments received. 

A. Staff-Initiated Changes to the Draft EIR 

The text changes presented in this section are initiated by Lead Agency staff. Changes include 
minor text corrections to the Draft EIR and revisions to four mitigation measures to specify that 
individual projects under the Specific Plan would be required to adhere to the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program. None of the revisions results in fundamental alterations of 
the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor do they change any EIR significance determinations.  

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR, under 
Notice of Preparation: 

On April 12, 2010, the City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to government agencies, 
organizations, and individuals potentially interested in the Specific Plan. 
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The following text edit has been made under Alternative 2: Reduced Development, on page 2-6 of 
the Draft EIR: 

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, all land uses in the Specific Plan would be 
developed but would be reduced by 25 percent, with the exception of the hotel use which 
would remain the same as proposed by the Specific Plan. This Alternative assumes the 
circulation and streetscape improvements and public space facilities proposed under the 
Specific Plan would be implemented, even though the reduced amount of potential 
private development could likely result in less impact fee revenue and associated funding 
resources for certain public improvements, which could reduce the number of public 
improvements that could be realized. The Reduced Development Alternative was 
selected as a reasonable and feasible alternative as it maintains the overall land use mix, 
consistent with the project objectives, albeit to a lesser extent. 

  

The following text edit has been made under Alternative 3: Reduced Office and Housing, on 
page 2-7 of the Draft EIR: 

Under the Reduced Office and Housing Alternative, all land uses in the Specific Plan 
would be developed in the Planning Area, however, residential development would be 
reduced by 25 percent and office development would be reduced by 40 percent; 
commercial and hotel development would be the same as proposed in the Specific Plan. 
Under this alternative, the building regulations, standards and guidelines would be as 
proposed in the Specific Plan, as would the proposed circulation and streetscape 
improvements and public space facilities. While the reduced amount of potential private 
development could likely result in less impact fee revenue and associated funding resources 
for public improvements, which could reduce the number of public improvements that 
could be realized, the worst case environmental effects associated with implementation and 
operation of the proposed public improvements and facilities are considered to ensure a 
conservative analysis. Overall, the Reduced Office and Housing Alternative aligns with the 
project objectives by maintaining the overall land use mix and reflecting the City’s priority 
land use goals to increase residential, commercial and hotel use in the Planning Area. 

  

The following edits have been made under Alternative 4: Additional Hotel, page 2-7 of the Draft 
EIR: 

Under the Additional Hotel Alternative, all land uses in the Specific Plan would be 
developed but an additional 200-room hotel would replace 167,000 square feet of office 
space envisioned in the Specific Plan buildout Comparison to. With the exception of the 
reduced office space and additional hotel, all other uses which would remain the same as 
proposed by the Specific Plan. Under this alternative, the proposed building regulations, 
standards and guidelines proposed in the Specific Plan would apply in the Planning Area. 
This Alternative assumes the circulation and streetscape improvements and public space 
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facilities proposed under the Specific Plan would be implemented, even though the 
reduced amount of potential private development could likely result in less impact fee 
revenue and associated funding resources for certain public improvements, which could 
reduce the number of public improvements that could be realized. Specifically, all the 
circulation changes proposed by the Specific Plan are assumed for the Additional Hotel 
Alternative, including the conversion of east-west streets from one-way to two-way, 
opening Coombs Street Plaza to vehicular traffic and reconnecting parts of the grid with 
the redevelopment of the Town Center. The worst case environmental effects associated 
with implementation and operation of the proposed public improvements and facilities 
are considered to ensure a conservative analysis. 

  

The following text has been modified in the second paragraph of page 3-5 of the Draft EIR, under 
Project Setting: 

The Planning Area contains several public facilities, including city and county 
administrative offices, the State Superior Courthouse, four public parking structures and 
the Napa Library. 

  

The following text has been corrected in the second paragraph on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR, 
under Specific Plan Objectives: 

The Reflective of the Vision Statement of the Downtown Napa Specific Plan Specific 
Plan the EIR objectives, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), are as follows: 
identifies the Objectives: 

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence on page 3-17 of the Draft EIR, under 
Public Improvement and Facilities; the third bullet from the bottom: 

 Napa Creek/Heritage Park improvements 

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence on page 3-17 of the Draft EIR, under 
Potential Growth Under the Specific Plan; in the last sentence of the first paragraph: 

Within the Downtown plan area, there are numerous opportunities for mixed-use 
development with ground-floor commercial and residential or office in on the upper floors. 
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The following text has been corrected in the first sentence on page 3-17 of the Draft EIR, under 
Potential Growth Under the Specific Plan; in the footnote: 

It should be noted that this EIR presents a conservative estimate of development capacity, 
as it projects as it projects 5 to 15 percent more development than the Downtown Napa 
Specific Plan itself depending on the land use category (expect the hotel land use which 
is the same as the Specific Plan). 

  

The following text has been corrected in the third paragraph of page 4.A-1 of the Draft EIR, 
under Setting Conditions: 

The general vicinity surrounding the Planning Area contains low- and medium-density 
residential uses, mixed-use neighborhoods, and public uses. Adjacent neighborhoods 
include residential districts (Central West Napa neighborhood and ABC street Spencer’s 
Addition to the north west and northwest), historic districts (Napa Abajo/Fuller Park 
Historic District to the south and Calistoga Avenue Historic District to the northwest), 
and mixed-use neighborhoods (Soscol/East Napa neighborhood to the east). 

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence of the second full paragraph of 
page 4.A-3 of the Draft EIR, under Visual Resources: 

The Planning Area contains many visual resources including both natural and manmade 
elements such as the Napa River, Napa Creek, and neighborhood-serving parks, and 
historic buildings, which are scattered throughout the Planning Area. 

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence of the second full paragraph of 
page 4.A-6 of the Draft EIR, under Local Plans and Policies: 

Redevelopment Project Areas’ Five-Year Implementation Plans Agency 

When the Downtown Specific Plan process was initiated, the City of Napa’s redevelopment 
agency administered two redevelopment project areas called Parkway Plaza and Soscol 
Gateway, each with territory within the boundaries of the DSP. Redevelopment funding 
would have been a tool for implementing some of the infrastructure improvements 
identified in the Downtown Specific Plan, such as circulation and streetscape 
improvements, public parking, and open space enhancements. However, effective February 
1, 2012, all redevelopment agencies in the State of California were dissolved. It will be 
some time before the State identifies new economic development tools and enacts 
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legislation local governments can implement, such as infrastructure financing districts. In 
the meantime, the City of Napa will develop a funding strategy and continue to seek 
opportunities the City can employ to implement the Downtown Specific Plan. 

Prepared in compliance with Section 33490 et seq. of the California Redevelopment Law, 
the Five Year Implementation Plan for fiscal years 2010/2011 –2014/2015 for the 
Parkway Plaza and Soscol Gateway redevelopment project areas was adopted by Napa’s 
Redevelopment Agency Board of Directors in June 2010. This plan authorizes a variety 
of tools that the City’s Redevelopment Agency may employ to revitalize the Soscol 
Gateway and Parkway Plaza redevelopment areas in a manner that is consistent with the 
Napa General Plan. The Implementation Plan contains the following goals and objectives 
which are relevant to visual resources for the Specific Plan: 

 Soscol Gateway Goals: The Soscol Corridor will become the primary mixed-use 
gateway into the city with vital and prosperous business activity, healthy residential 
neighborhoods, enhanced transportation and circulation systems, and upgraded 
properties to serve local residents, businesses, employees, and visitors. The 
northern end of the project area is at the confluence of established residential 
neighborhoods, tourist commercial development, Downtown and the Napa River, 
future trails and open space, a future transit center and boat dock, and a major 
transportation corridor. The design and character of new development along the 
corridor will take into account the larger area context and how the development 
serves to connect to the larger community and the Napa River. 

 Encourage development according to the City’s General Plan, the Soscol 
Corridor/Downtown Riverfront Development & Design Guidelines and the Gasser 
Master Plan, as these documents currently exist or may be amended in the future. 

 Help preserve and enhance existing conforming residential neighborhoods through 
landscaping, street and other infrastructure improvements. 

 Work with business and property owners to upgrade their properties in the Project 
Area. 

 Encourage policies that protect historic structures and ensure historic preservation 
in the Project Area. 

 Rehabilitate deteriorated residential and commercial properties to eliminate safety 
deficiencies to extend the useful lives of these structures. 

 Work with property owners to eliminate the negative impacts related to non-
conforming land uses (City of Napa, 2005). 

 Work with the appropriate agencies to ensure the design of the Downtown Reach 
of the Flood Protection Plan is consistent with the community’s vision, maximizes 
pedestrian and watercraft access to the riverfront, and ensures continuity of design 
among all the features. 

 Encourage and support downtown riverfront development that maximizes the 
guidance provided in the Soscol Avenue/Downtown Riverfront Design Guidelines 
or any subsequent adopted design guidelines. Encourage owners of existing 
buildings to upgrade river-fronting facades, to provide outdoor seating and 
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amenities between their buildings and the river, and to orient parking in accordance 
with the Guidelines. 

 Promote greater access between the downtown core commercial and surrounding 
areas through pedestrian, automobile, bicycle, public transit, and circulation 
linkages. Continue to improve the major entryways and gateways to Downtown 
through upgraded signage, landscaping and removal of blighting conditions. 

 Ensure appropriate “transitional zones” between the downtown core and 
surrounding neighborhoods. Address issues relating to the interactions between the 
two areas such as traffic, noise, overflow parking and visual blight. Proactively 
work with major parking users and residents to ensure neighborhoods are not 
negatively impacted by increased parking demand in adjacent commercial areas. 
Work to protect housing stock in historic areas on the periphery of the commercial 
downtown in these transitional areas. 

 Ensure the Napa River becomes a focal point for Downtown. Provide key public 
open spaces and plazas along the river’s edge and throughout Downtown to serve 
the growing need for recreational activities and special events. 

 Maintain and enhance the prosperity of existing businesses in Downtown Upgrade 
infrastructure as needed to support increasing demand and facilitate private 
investment and development. Work with the City to implement dedicated 
maintenance programs to insure the quality and appearance of the area over time. 

  

The following text has been corrected in the second sentence of page 4.A-8 of the Draft EIR, 
under Impacts and Mitigation Measures: 

In addition, other view corridors, including the view of the hills from the Oxbow area, 
that could  be affected by development facilitated under the proposed Specific Plan 
include Jefferson Street, Soscol Avenue, and First, Second and Third streets. 

  

The following text has been corrected on page 4.A-13 of the Draft EIR, under Design Guidelines 
to Address Historic Resources: 

Guidelines that would affect the visual character of the Planning Area include those that 
require that historic facades be preserved; that any additions to existing buildings be 
located on a secondary or rear façade or set back from the primary façade; and that new 
construction near historic residential properties be appropriately set back from the street 
to preserve the open space and rhythm between residences properties. A guideline 
requiring The Guidelines direct that building additions or new construction appropriately 
reference adjacent historic resources such that proposed changes are compatible both 
with the subject property and adjacent historic resources. 
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The following text has been corrected on page 4.A-14 of the Draft EIR, under Conclusion: 

The Specific Plan would respond to the General Plan goal of improving the vitality and 
character of downtown Downtown through planning and design by implementing 
massing and design controls to moderate the degree of visual change between existing 
and new buildings and provide for articulation to enhance the visual interest of buildings. 

  

The following text has been corrected in the fourth sentence of page 4.B-1 of the Draft EIR, under 
Regulatory Setting: 

In California, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for establishing 
and reviewing the state ambient air quality standards, developing and managing the 
California SIP, securing approval of this plan from the U.S. EPA, and identifying TACs. 

  

The following text has been corrected in the second sentence of the third paragraph of page 4.B-1 
of the Draft EIR, under Regulatory Setting for Criteria Pollutants: 

The EPA calls these pollutants criteria air pollutants because the agency has regulated 
them by developing specific public health and welfare-based criteria as the foundation for 
setting permissible levels. Ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM) and lead are the six criteria air pollutants. 

  

The following mitigation measure text has been altered on page 4.B-25 of the Draft EIR, under 
Mitigation Measure 4.B-2: 

Mitigation Measure 4.B-2: The City shall ensure that the Specific Plan design guidelines 
and development standards all projects in the Planning Area incorporate the following 
measures to reduce or avoid exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs: 

For construction activities, measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

  

The following mitigation measure text has been altered on page 4.B-27 of the Draft EIR, under 
Mitigation Measure 4.B-3: 

Mitigation Measure 4.B-3: The City shall ensure that the Specific Plan design guidelines 
and development standards individual project applicants incorporate the following 
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measures to reduce or avoid exposure of sensitive receptors to odors during development 
under the Specific Plan: 

  

Footnote 1, of Table 4.B-5, on page 4.B-29 has been corrected to reflect the correct appendix: 

1 Emissions were modeled using the BAAQMD GHG Model for the proposed land uses to be developed under the Specific 
Plan. Results of the model are included in Appendix D C (AIR-1). 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.B-5, on page 4.B-30 of the Draft EIR, has been corrected to reflect the 
correct appendix: 

Mitigation Measure 4.B-5: The City shall ensure that applicant(s) for individual projects 
to be developed under the Specific Plan would incorporate Green Building and 
Development Measures as listed in Appendix C D (AIR-2). Each increment of new 
development under the Specific Plan requiring a discretionary approval from the City 
(e.g., proposed tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit), would demonstrate 
that GHG emissions from operation would be reduced by 30 percent from business-as-
usual 2020 emissions levels, in order to achieve 1990 levels by 2020. 

  

The following text has been corrected under Mitigation 4.B-5, on page 4.B-30 of the Draft EIR: 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.B-5 would reduce GHG emissions associated with development 
facilitated by the Specific Plan. However, even with mitigation, emissions related to 
development facilitated by the Specific Plan would remain cumulatively significant 
because of the large size of the development and related substantial GHG emissions. 

  

The following edit has been made in the last sentence of the first paragraph, under the heading 
Birds and Bats, on page 4.C-27 of the Draft EIR: 

Birds and Bats 

However, bird-safe construction timing, and building and design measures have not been 
addressed by General Plan policies and therefore Mitigation Measure 4.C-1b is 
required. 
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The following edit has been made in the second sentence, of the last paragraph, on page 4.C-27 
of the Draft EIR: 

However, ambient levels are fairly high relative to natural situations because the Planning 
Area is already developed, and the existing condition constitutes the CEQA baseline.  

  

The following mitigation measure text has been altered on page 4.C-29 of the Draft EIR, under 
Mitigation Measure 4.C-1a: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-1a: The City shall ensure that subsequent projects in the 
Planning Area the Specific Plan design guidelines and development standards incorporate 
the following measures to reduce or avoid impacts to fish species:  

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence of the last paragraph, on page 4.C-34 
of the Draft EIR: 

Additionally, projects that may impact wetlands or streams within the Planning Area are 
would need to comply with the City’s General Plan policies.  

  

The following policy text has been corrected on page 4.C-35 of the Draft EIR: 

Policy NR-1.5. Restoration and enhancement of wetland, riparian, and fish habitats will 
be pursued by the City. 

  

The following text has been corrected in second paragraph, last sentence, under the heading 
1970s to Today, on page 4.D-9 of the Draft EIR: 

In the early twenty-first century, the Agency applied for and received preservation grants 
and oversaw the seismic retrofit of the historic Goodman Library and Borreo Building, 
both now owned by the City of Napa. 
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The following text has been corrected under the header ARG Windshield Survey of the Planning 
Area, on page 4.D-12 of the Draft EIR: 

Initial survey results indicate that few historically significant buildings were omitted from 
the HRI. Some additional buildings, however, might be of historic merit to be placed on 
the HRI, but would require additional study to be certain. Such buildings fell into two 
categories; 1) buildings that have historic value but were not on the HRI list, and 
2) buildings that might have historic value pending further research or removal of past 
alterations that could be hiding original material. The initial survey results also noted that 
although many buildings in the Downtown are in continuous use, others are vacant. 
Several buildings have undergone adaptive reuse and restoration while many have been 
substantially altered. The final results of the ARG windshield survey in tabular and 
graphical format is currently pending. 

  

The following policy text has been corrected on page 4.D-24 of the Draft EIR: 

Policy HR-6.1. The City shall enforce current federal and state and procedures for 
identifying, preserving and protecting prehistoric sites. 

  

The following text has been corrected under the City of Napa Municipal Code on page 4.D-25 of 
the Draft EIR: 

The Napa Municipal Code Section 15.52 includes regulations pertaining to historic 
preservation and neighborhood conservation. This section includes General Plan policies 
and enforces important preservation and conservation concepts. In addition, this section 
defines the roles, criteria, and enforcement procedures of the Cultural Heritage 
Commission and City of Napa. (City of Napa, 2011) 

  

The following text has been corrected under the Significance Criteria header on page 4.D-26 of 
the Draft EIR: 

Directly of or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature; or 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.D-1 has been edited on page 4.D-28 of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure 4.D-1: The City shall require that any future development under the 
Specific Plan to meets the intent and goals of the City of Napa Downtown Historic 
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Design Guidelines. This includes any project that would alter historic resources or would 
be constructed adjacent to a historic resource. Alternatively, the General Plan shall 
include a new policy which requires that any development in the Downtown Area adhere 
to the goals identified in the City of Napa Downtown Historic Design Guidelines. 

  

The following text has been corrected in the first sentence, last paragraph under Mitigation 
Measure 4.L-1a, on page 4.L-33 of the Draft EIR: 

There may be an opportunity to do develop a series of roundabouts on and near the First 
Street overpass which could help mitigate the traffic issue in this area.  

  

B. Changes to the Draft EIR in Response to Comments 

The text changes presented in this section were initiated by comments on the Draft EIR. None of 
the revisions results in fundamental alterations of the conclusions of the Draft EIR. The following 
text changes have been made: 

The following edit has been made to the first bullet on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR: 

 To enable the County City to consider environmental consequences when deciding 
whether to approve the proposed project; and  

[See Chapter 4, Comment 10-1] 
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CHAPTER 3 
Agencies and Persons Commenting on the 
Draft EIR 

A. Agencies and Persons Commenting in Writing 

The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft 
EIR during the public review period. The minimum 45-day public review and comment period on 
the Draft EIR began on January 27, 2012 and closed at 5:00 p.m. on March 12, 2012. 

 

Letter Person/Agency and Signatory Date 
  

1 State Clearinghouse  
(Scott Morgan, Director) 

January 27, 2012 

2 Native American Heritage Commission 
(Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst) 

January 31, 2012 

3 Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley 
(Vincent Salsedo, Tribal Council Member) 

February 8, 2012 

4 California Department of Transportation 
(Gary Arnold, District Branch Chief) 

February 27, 2012 

5 Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(Daniel Murphy, P.E., Contra Costa County Unit Chief) 

February 28, 2012 

6 State Clearinghouse 
(Scott Morgan, Director) 

March 6, 2012 

7 Napa County Landmarks 
(Stephen Cuddy, AIA, LEED AP, Board President) 

March 9, 2012 

8 Linda Kerr 
(St. John’s Historic Neighborhood Representative) 

March 11, 2012 

9 Bicycle and Trails Advisory Commission 
(Jason B. Holley, PE., Senior Civil Engineer) 

March 12, 2012 

10 Napa County 
(Hillary Gitelman, Director of Conservation, Development 
and Planning 

March 12, 2012 

11 California Department of Transportation 
(Gary Arnold, District Branch Chief) 

March 12, 2012 
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Letter Person/Agency and Signatory Date 
  

12 Napa County Green Party 
(Erica Martenson, Co-coordinator) 

March 12, 2012 

13 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer) 

March 12, 2012 

 

 

B. Commenters at the Public Hearing 

Planning Commission 
The following persons offered public comment during the City of Napa Planning Commission 
Public Hearing on the Draft EIR held at the Napa City Hall on February 16, 2012: 

 Planning Commissioner Arthur Roosa 

 Planning Commissioner Jim Scoggin 

 Planning Commission Vice Chair Michael Murray 
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CHAPTER 4 
Written Comments on the Draft EIR and 
Responses to Comments 

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters received during the public review period on 
the Draft EIR, and the individual responses to those comments. Each written comment letter is 
designated with a number (1 through 13) in the upper right-hand corner of the letter based on the 
order in which it was received. 

Within each written comment letter, individual comments are labeled with a number in the 
margin. Immediately following each comment letter is an individual response to each numbered 
comment. Where responses have resulted in changes to the Draft EIR, these changes also appear 
in Chapter 2 of this response to comments document.  
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Letter 1. State Clearinghouse 
(Scott Morgan, Director) 

1-1 This letter provides an acknowledgement of compliance with the State Clearinghouse 
review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. No response is required. 
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Letter 2. Native American Heritage Commission 
(Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst) 

2-1 The comment states that the appropriate regional Archeological Information Center should 
be contacted for the record search and the lack of subsurface evidence of archeological 
resources does not preclude their subsurface existence. As disclosed in the introduction of 
Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, a records search was conducted at the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System (NWIC) at 
Sonoma State University on April 23, 2009 (File No. 08-1300). The records were accessed 
by utilizing the Napa, California, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle base map. 
Further, as discussed on page 4.D-28 of the Draft EIR, under Impact 4.D-2, the review of 
records and literature on-file at NWIC indicated that no prehistoric or historic-period 
archaeological resources have been previously recorded within the Planning Area. 
However, remnants of Native American civilization have been discovered all along Napa 
Creek and its tributaries, both outside of the Planning Area and within portions of the 
Planning Area with moderate and high sensitivity for archaeological resources. As such, 
Mitigation Measure 4.D-2a and Mitigation Measure 4.D-2b would require future projects in 
the Planning Area that involve ground-disturbing activity to adhere to standard protocols 
related to archaeological artifacts. 



From: Vincent Salsedo [mailto:vincents@mishewalwappotribe.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 3:56 PM 
To: Ward, Julianne 
Subject: Downtown Napa Specific Plan 
 
Hello Julianne, 
 
 I’m writing in regards to the letter I received about the EIR (Draft EIR). We would like convey our 
concerns that any time there’s a cultural resource issue we must be contacted and be a part of the 
preplanning in order to evaluate our part in this matter, if any. We ask that you  keep up on the protocol 
with cultural resource issues. If there is a site or artifacts present through the preplanning investigations. 
 We will need to monitor the project with a professional archaeologist and our Native American monitor 
on all ground disturbing and excavation operations. Thanks for your time, take care and be good with 
my warmest regards. Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns. 
 
Vincent Salsedo, Tribal Council Member 
Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley 
vincents@mishewalwappotribe.com 
www.mishewalwappotribe.com 
Cell: 707‐342‐8393 
Office: 707‐284‐1060 ext:105 
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Letter 3. Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley 
(Vincent Salsedo, Tribal Council Member) 

3-1 The comment describes the tribe’s desire to be contacted regarding any cultural resource 
issue in the Planning Area. The comment notes the need for a professional archeologist and 
Native American monitor for ground disturbing and excavation operations. As discussed on 
page 4.D-28 of the Draft EIR, under Impact 4.D-2, the review of records and literature on-
file at the Northwest Information Center indicates that no prehistoric or historic-period 
archaeological resources have been previously recorded within the Planning Area. 
However, remnants of Native American civilization have been discovered all along Napa 
Creek and its tributaries, both outside of the Planning Area and within portions of the 
Planning Area with moderate and high sensitivity for archaeological resources. As such, 
Mitigation Measure 4.D-2a and Mitigation Measure 4.D-2b would require future projects in 
the Planning Area that involve ground-disturbing activity to adhere to standard protocols 
related to archaeological artifacts, including preparation of a site-specific cultural resources 
study by a qualified professional archeologist that meets federal and state requirements, 
where determined necessary given the likelihood of encountering artifacts during ground 
disturbing and excavation operations. Additionally, if significant resources are identified 
and cannot be avoided, treatment plans will be developed in consultation with the City and 
Native American representatives to mitigate impacts, including where determined 
necessary, onsite monitoring during construction by a qualified professional archeologist or 
Native American representative. 
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Letter 4. Department of Transportation 
(Gary Arnold, District Branch Chief) 

4-1 The comment describes the City’s responsibility, as Lead Agency, for all project 
mitigation, including any needed improvements to state highways. The comment notes that 
all roadway improvements should be completed prior to issuance of the Certificate of 
Occupancy. As described under Mitigation Measure 4.L-1a in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (Chapter 6 of this document), a project applicant in the Planning 
Area would be required to pay traffic improvement fees, or similar, prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

4-2 The comment encourages locating housing, jobs, and services near transit centers in order 
to encourage non-motorized transportation. As described on page 4.L-45 of the Draft EIR, 
the City of Napa General Plan encourages the use of alternative transportation modes, 
such as transit, bicycling, and walking, especially Downtown. Development facilitated by 
the Specific Plan, which would be consistent with related General Plan policies, would 
encourage use of alternative modes because it would provide a variety of new uses near 
existing and other planned uses. Proposed projects would encourage pedestrian activity by 
providing a variety of complementary uses within walking distance of other residential, 
commercial, employment and cultural uses. In addition, Downtown is well-served by 
transit.  

 As such, the proposed Specific Plan accommodates a mix of residential densities, 
commercial/office uses, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities to promote options for 
movement beyond the use of motor vehicles and includes proposed enhancements to 
existing transit service, which aim to achieve an overall reduction in vehicle miles on the 
State Highway System. 

4-3 The comment encourages the development of Travel Demand Management (TDM) 
policies, including lowering parking ratios, car-sharing, bicycling incentives, and transit 
passes. As discussed on page 4.L-46 of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan would implement 
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) strategies within the Planning Area to 
maximize the effectiveness of existing infrastructure, lessen demand for increased street 
system capacity and the impacts and cost of expanding streets, help maintain a multi-modal 
LOS standard for all users, and enhance quality of life for those who use and benefit from 
the transportation system. 

4-4 The comment requests that secondary impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists resulting from 
traffic mitigation be analyzed. The comment indicates that such an analysis should describe 
any mitigation measures and safety countermeasures that would in turn be needed to maintain 
and improve access to transit facilities and reduce vehicle trips and traffic impacts on state 
highways. Alternative transportation trips are analyzed under Impact 4.L-3, starting on 
page 4.L-39 of the Draft EIR. Further, traffic safety, including the roadway reconfiguration 
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and its impact on non-motorized transportation modes, is discussed under Impact 4.L-5, on 
page 4.L-41 of the Draft EIR. Implementation of the policy provisions to maintain roadways 
and improve traffic flow in the proposed Specific Plan, in conjunction with enforcement of 
modern design standards in the construction of new roadway facilities, would ensure that 
construction or conversion of roadway facilities associated with the proposed Specific Plan 
would not result in unacceptable safety conflicts between the different modes of 
transportation.  

4-5 The comment requests an evaluation of the project’s traffic impacts on state transportation 
facilities. The potential transportation impacts of implementing the Specific Plan are fully 
addressed in Section 4.L, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, 
Impact 4.L-1 and Impact 4.L-2 address the Existing plus Project and Cumulative plus 
Project scenarios. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Specific Plan would have a 
Significant and Unavoidable impact at State Route (SR) 29 Northbound Off-ramp / First 
Street. 

The City will continue to coordinate with Caltrans to install a traffic signal at the 
intersection of SR 29 Northbound Off-ramp / First Street, and ensure that signal timing 
would be properly synchronized with the closely spaced intersection to the east at 
California Boulevard / First Street. The installation of the traffic signal would allow the 
intersection to operate at an acceptable level of service. Even with the signalization 
identified as mitigation in the Draft EIR, this project impact would be significant and 
unavoidable because it cannot be implemented by the City of Napa, as Lead Agency, 
without the approval of Caltrans. In the event that signalization is implemented and the 
signal timing could be synchronized appropriately with the adjacent intersection to the east, 
the impact would be less than significant. 

Further, it is important to note that the City’s General Plan calls for the widening of the 
First Street overcrossing over SR 29 to be widened to four lanes. At the time this project 
moves forward, it would incorporate reconfiguration of the Northbound Off-ramp / First 
Street, which would result in mitigation of this impact to less than significant. 

4-6 The comment notes that the EIR should include documentation of a current archeological 
records search that is less than five years old. As disclosed in the introduction of 
Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, a records search was conducted at the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System (NWIC) at 
Sonoma State University on April 23, 2009 (File No. 08-1300). The records were accessed 
by utilizing the Napa, California, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle base map. 
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Letter 5. Department of Toxic Substances Controls 
(Daniel Murphy, P.E., Contra Costa County 
Unit Chief) 

5-1 The comment notes that the land uses in the proposed Specific Plan would be altered to 
include mixed uses in areas that have not historically included residential. The comment 
further states that subsequent projects under the proposed Specific Plan would be required 
to adhere to regulatory actions to minimize contamination risks during development 
activities. Section 4.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR analyzes and 
discusses known contaminants in the soil and groundwater in the Planning Area. As noted 
in the Draft EIR, General Plan Policy HS-7.1 requires continued participation in the 
County’s Certified Unified Program Agency, which would reduce the potential impact 
from historical releases of hazardous materials by requiring an evaluation for potential risks 
and remediation, if necessary, prior to reuse of contaminated sites. Further, existing funding 
requirements by financial institutions typically include preparation of Phase I 
environmental site assessments, which evaluate past site uses for the potential to encounter 
subsurface contamination. Investigations and remediation efforts are generally required by 
overseeing agencies such as the County’s Department of Environmental Management, the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Department Toxic Substances Control, 
which establish cleanup levels according to existing or proposed uses. Therefore, because 
the completion of cleanup activities required by the regulatory agencies would be a 
condition of construction, this would be a less than significant impact. 
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Letter 6. State Clearinghouse 
(Scott Morgan, Director) 

6-1 The comment notes that the Draft EIR was incorrectly-posted with the State Clearinghouse 
as a Notice of Preparation. The review period was corrected to reflect the March 12, 2012 
closing. No response is required. 



 
 

     
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
March 9, 2012 
 
 
 
 
Julianne Ward, Associate Planner 
City of Napa 
Community Development Department 
1600 First Street 
Napa, CA 94559 
 
Dear Ms. Ward, 
 
Napa County Landmarks would like to commend you for a job well done.  The 
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) adequately assesses 
the environmental impacts that would potentially result from the implementation of the 
proposed Plan. We are pleased that there are numerous references to the Historical 
Resource Inventory and the importance of our cultural historic resources.  Furthermore, 
the Cultural Resource section is comprehensive and includes references to both the 
Napa Historic Resource Goals and Design Guidelines. 
 
We understand that we are only commenting on the adequacy of the EIR and that we 
will have an opportunity to participate in future public meetings and offer our input on 
the specifics of the Plan as the process moves towards the adoption of the DSP. 
 
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to share our thoughts.  We look forward to 
collaborating with the City as you move forward. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Stephen Cuddy, AIA, LEED AP 
Board President 
 
 

 
707-255-1836 

1219 First Street 
Napa, CA 94559 

napacountylandmarks.org 
 

Board of Directors 

Stephen Cuddy, AIA 

President 
Sarah Van Giesen 

Vice President 
Lisa Lindsey 

Secretary 
John Sensenbaugh 

Treasurer 

George Boyet 

Mary Ellen Boyet 

David Horobin 

Juliana Inman, AIA 

Jay Jacobson, AIA 

Linda Kerr 

Lloyd Llewelyn 

Garret Murphy  
 

Program Coordinator 

Denina Fredrickson 

 

Advisory Board 

Cindy L. Heitzman 

President Emeritus 
Diane Dillon 

Brenda W. Perry 

Carol Poole 

Harry Price 

 

Napa County Landmarks 

is an organization that 
promotes the appreciation 

of irreplaceable historic 

buildings and sites through 
educational programs, 

public policy advocacy, 
research, and technical 

assistance.   
 

Landmarks is a 501[c] [3] 

non-profit corporation, 

Federal Tax ID# 23 7387672. 

 
 

 

 
Landmarks is a 501[c] [3] 
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Letter 7. Napa County Landmarks 
(Stephen Cuddy, AIA, LEED, AP, Board 
President) 

7-1 The comment commends the Lead Agency for adequately addressing environmental 
impacts of the proposed Specific Plan. Specifically, the comment is pleased with the 
references to the Historical Resource Inventory, the Napa Historic Resource Goals, and 
Design Guidelines. No response is required. 

7-2 The comment acknowledges understanding of future public meetings and opportunities to 
provide input on the Specific Plan. No response is required. 



March 11, 2012 
 
 
 
Julianne Ward, Associate Planner 
City of Napa 
Community Development Department 
1600 First Street  
Napa, CA 94559 
 
 
Dear Ms. Ward, 
 
As a representative of the St. John’s Historic Neighborhood, I would like to go on the 
public record to express the neighborhood’s concern for the Downtown Specific Plan’s 
proposed designation of Downtown II for the city block bounded by Clinton, Yajome, 
Pearl, and West Streets due to Downtown II’s 60 foot maximum building height standard.  
 
Thank for the opportunity to provide comments on the Specific Plan’s Draft EIR and we 
hope to work with you in the future to address this concern. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Linda Kerr 
1628 Seminary Street 
Napa, CA 94559 
 
Kerr.L@att.net 
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Letter 8. Linda Kerr 
(St. John’s Historic Neighborhood 
Representative) 

8-1 The comment expresses concern that the area designated as Downtown II, the city block 
bounded by Clinton, Yajome, Pearl and West Streets, would have a 60-foot maximum 
building height standard. The comment does not raise any environmental issues regarding 
the concern. However, where an aesthetic issue may arise from a future development 
proposal on this block, the Specific Plan requires, at a minimum, design review be 
conducted and an opportunity for public comment on the application prior to City action. 
Moreover, subsequent environmental review would be required for new construction at or 
near the maximum building height on this block providing opportunities for comment in a 
public hearing on the project. 



 
From: Holley, Jason  
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 2:45 PM 
To: Ward, Julianne 
Cc: LaRochelle, Jack; Whan, Eric; Moore, Ed; Clark, Libby 
Subject: BTAC Comments on the DTSP DEIR 
 
Julianne, 
At  their  Feb 9 meeting,  the Bicycle and Trails Advisory Commission  reviewed  the Downtown  Specific 
Plan’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and had the following comments: 

1. Page  4.L‐40,  Alternative  Transportation  Trips,  Impact  4L‐3  and  Page  4.L‐41,  Traffic  Safety 
Hazards, Impact 4.L‐5:  
Implementation of the Plan will involve converting the existing traffic pattern of one‐way streets 
in  the  Planning Area  back  to  their  historical  pattern  of  two‐way  traffic.   The DEIR  states  the 
“Downtown Specific Plan would not  interfere with any existing or proposed bicycle facilities, or 
conflict with  the  currently adopted pedestrian goals or policies  (emphasis  added)”.  However, 
currently advance cyclists can “take a  lane” on  these one‐way streets  (i.e. utilize a  full vehicle 
lane  as  a  defacto  bicycle  lane  because  of  the  availability  of  a  second  lane  for  motorized 
vehicles), but they will not be able to do so after the conversion to two‐way streets. Moreover, 
because there currently aren’t any Class II bicycle lanes on these streets, the implementation of 
the Plan will force bicyclists and motorists to share the same single travel lane in each direction 
and the Report does not address the resulting potential impacts to bicyclist’s mobility or safety.  
While the Plan and the City’s soon to be adopted Bicycle Plan call for Class II bike lanes on Third 
Street  and  a Class  III  route  through downtown  in  the  future,  these may not be  available  for 
some time.  The DEIR should require that if the one‐way streets are converted, then these bike 
facilities will need to be built promptly to mitigate the impacts to bicyclists. 

2. Page 4.L‐42 et seq., Safety at At‐Grade Railroad Crossings, Impact 4.L‐6:  
Development facilitated by implementation of the Plan will increase the number of bicycle trips 
within  the  Planning  Area.   There  are  four  existing  Class  II  bike  lane  railroad  crossings  in  the 
Planning  Area;  two  of  these  crossings  (northbound  and  southbound  Soscol  Blvd.,  near 
McKinistry St.) are skewed (rather than at 90‐degrees) to alignment of these train tracks.  These 
two skewed crossings are generally more hazardous for bicyclists than perpendicular crossings.  
It is infeasible to assume the tracks would ever be realigned to an alignment more perpendicular 
with the bike lane crossings.  Thus, any future project to improve bicyclist safety would require 
the Class II bike lane be realigned to a more perpendicular alignment with the tracks.  The DEIR 
does not  identify  the  existing  safety  concerns nor does  it proposes  any mitigations of  safety 
impacts of the additional bicycle trips generated by the Plan through the realignment of these 
Class II lanes.   

Please incorporate them into public record. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jason B. Holley, P.E. 
Senior Civil Engineer 
Development Engineering Division 
City of Napa Public Works Department 
(707) 257‐9372 (direct) / (707) 257‐9522 (fax) 
jholley@cityofnapa.org (email) 
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Letter 9. Bicycle and Trails Advisory Commission 
(Jason B. Holley, PE., Senior Civil Engineer) 

9-1 The comment expresses concern that converting one-way streets in the Planning Area 
would alter bicycle mobility Downtown. While the travel lane width available for bicyclists 
to share with autos on First and Second Streets does not change with the two-way 
conversion, the conversion does eliminate the ability for cyclists to “take the lane” and 
forces motorists to pass them on the left, as they are currently available to do under existing 
conditions. This may make First and Second Streets less attractive for bicyclists; however, 
the Specific Plan would provide alternate bicycle routes with proposed facilities on Third 
Street (Class III & Class II) and Clay, Randolph, Pearl streets (Class III). However, the 
timing and feasibility of these new routes remains uncertain at this time. In order to 
mitigate the potential near term impacts to a less than significant level, and in accordance 
with the Draft Napa Bicycle Plan (January 2012), the City proposes to implement Shared 
Lane Markings (SLM) on these segments of First and Second Streets.  SLMs (also known 
as “Sharrows”) are positional in-pavement legends designed to alert motorists and 
bicyclists alike that the width of the travel is insufficient to provide a Class II lane and that 
they are encouraged to “share the road”. 

9-2 The comment notes that there are four existing Class II bike lanes that intersect with 
railroad crossings in the Planning Area at a skewed angle, and that these non-perpendicular 
angles raise safety concerns for bicyclists. The comment alludes to the potential 
exacerbation of an existing condition that is perceived by the commenter as less than 
desirable. The existing railroad crossings meet the minimum Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD), California Vehicle Code, and Public Utility Commission 
standards. Moreover, the City has paid to upgrade each of these crossings to include 
concrete panels, to an existing condition that exceed the relevant regulatory 
standards. Thus, while the condition of the existing crossing is of concern to bicyclists, 
because the crossings already exceeds minimum standards and are designed to 
accommodate additional bicycle traffic, any such traffic generated by implementation of 
the Specific Plan will not result any significant impact on safety at at-grade railroad 
crossings. 
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Letter 10. Napa County 
(Hillary Gitelman, Director of Conservation, 
Development and Planning) 

10-1 The comment notes an editorial error under Section B of Chapter 2. The following edit has 
been made to the first bullet on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR: 

 To enable the County City to consider environmental consequences when 
deciding whether to approve the proposed project; and  

10-2 The comment notes inconsistency in the depiction of the County Administrative Offices 
and Courthouse in the figures. The figures have been revised in the Specific Plan. 

10-3 The comment requests confirmation that the cumulative traffic analysis included the 
redevelopment of the County facilities on the blocks bound by Third Street/Coombs 
Street/Fifth Street/Main Street, and Third Street/Coombs Street/Fourth street/Randolph 
Street. As described on page 4.L-35 of the Draft EIR, the cumulative analysis, including the 
cumulative traffic analysis, considered the County Facility Master Plan (October, 2010). 

10-4 The comment notes the absence of a citation of the Draft Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan or 
the recently adopted City of Napa Bicycle Plan (December, 2011). Although not referenced 
in the text, the Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan was consulted and appears in the references 
on page 4.L-66 of the Draft EIR. During the creation of the Specific Plan, the City of Napa 
Bicycle Plan was also being drafted and the bicycle facilities and policies in all three 
documents were coordinated to ensure consistency. 
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Letter 11. Department of Transportation 
(Gary Arnold, District Branch Chief) 

11-1 The comment notes that jobs/housing imbalances are major contributors to traffic growth in 
the County and asks which elements of the Specific Plan would address this issue. The 
development capacity under the Specific Plan includes the addition of 627 net new 
residential units, 108,590 square feet (sq. ft.) of net new retail development, 470,600 sq. ft. 
of net new office use, and 303 new hotel rooms within the Planning Area. By proving a 
more diverse and complimentary mix of residential, office, and retail uses within the 
Downtown, there is a greater propensity for linking of trips within the Planning Area by 
modes other than the automobile, such as travel by foot, bicycle, or bus. In turn, the 
increase in office uses within the Downtown provides additional employment opportunities 
for Napa residents; thus, reducing the reliance on the regional highway system to access 
employment. 

11-2 The comment suggests enhancing north-south transit options to provide better connections 
between residential areas and activity centers. As illustrated in Figure 4.L-6 on page 4.L-16 
of the Draft EIR, there are currently several north-south bus routes that operate along 
Jefferson Street, Soscol Avenue, Main Street, Coombs Street, and Franklin Street through 
the Planning Area. Multiple routes operate along Soscol Avenue and Jefferson Street, 
connecting the Downtown to other destinations in the northern and southern portions of the 
City of Napa. The bus connections at the Downtown transit center, both at the current 
location at Pearl Street, and at the future location near Burnell Street/Forth Street, help 
facilitate convenient transfers between routes, which helps enhance local and regional 
mobility for transit users. The Specific Plan does not include any significant modifications 
to the Citywide transit system. Instead, the Specific Plan is focused on enhancing transit 
use and connectivity within Downtown by providing transit supportive development types 
and land use mixes, as well as improving the quality of access to the existing transit system 
within the Downtown. 

 Further, as discussed under Impact 4.L-3 on page 4.L-40 of the Draft EIR, it is expected 
that development facilitated under the Specific Plan would generate transit ridership, as 
compact development and convenient transit increases transit ridership. Additional 
passengers generated by growth in the Planning Area would be accommodated by the 
existing service and impacts to transit services would not be considered significant as 
current services have reserve capacity.  

11-3 The comment suggests adding language regarding a commitment for complete, multi-
modal streets that facilitate transit connectivity and active transportation. The comment also 
states that Caltrans will continue to work with the City to find a mutually agreeable 
solution to the SR 29 Northbound Off-ramp/First Street intersection signalization design 
issues. Chapter 6 of the Specific Plan, Circulation and Parking, outlines the vision for 
circulation of both motorized and non-motorized transportation in the Downtown. The 
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comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues. The City looks forward to 
working with Caltrans to develop a feasible solution to the intersection of SR 29 
Northbound Off-ramp/First Street. 

11-4 The comment states that parking is a traffic generator and that the City should consider 
lowering parking requirements for residential and commercial developments. Parking is not 
a traffic generator, but a traffic accommodator, as it is the land uses themselves that 
generate traffic. However, the parking ratios for proposed residential and commercial 
development projects within Downtown are currently lower than the citywide ratios. This is 
in recognition of the benefit of shared parking facilities, businesses and homes within 
walking distance, and access to public transit. While not discussed in significant detail in 
the Draft EIR, as the analysis of parking impacts is not required under CEQA, the Specific 
Plan includes recommended policies and strategies to support the efficient management of 
existing and future parking resources within the Planning Area. These parking strategies 
include the recommendation for reduced parking standards within Downtown to ensure that 
the appropriate amount of parking is provided within Downtown without negatively 
affecting the walkable, pedestrian oriented nature of the Downtown street grid. The 
recommended parking standards for Downtown are presented in Table 6.2 of the Specific 
Plan. 

11-5 The comment notes the similarity between Mitigation Measures 4.L-1a and 4.L-2b and asks 
for a clarification. The mitigation measures are the same, but represent different impact 
scenarios. Mitigation Measure 4.L-1a relates to the traffic impact at the SR 29 Northbound 
Off-ramp/First Street intersection under Existing plus Project conditions. Mitigation 
Measure 4.L-2b relates to the traffic impact at the same intersection under Cumulative plus 
Project conditions. 

11-6 The comment requests discussion of mitigation measures for the intersection of Silverado 
Trail/Third Street/East Avenue/Coombsville Road, as the project may exacerbate the 
intersection operations under Cumulative plus Project Conditions. As discussed on 4.L-38 
of the Draft EIR under Impact 4.L-2a, mitigation of the unacceptable level of service (LOS) 
would require substantial intersection modifications to provide enough capacity to achieve 
the City LOS standard. There are several significant design and funding challenges making 
potential intersection improvements very difficult. It is likely that right-of-way acquisition 
would be required and utility poles would need to be relocated to modify the intersection. 
Further, federal, state and regional transportation funding is limited, and the substantial 
mitigation costs cannot be fully funded by the City’s Traffic Impact Fees.  

 The City of Napa General Plan identifies future planned improvements at this intersection 
to improve traffic operations; however, an ultimate design has not yet been approved and 
funding has not been identified at this time. As such, there was no realistically feasible 
improvement to be identified in the Draft EIR. 

11-7 The comment asks for traffic impact fees to be identified to ensure the funding of future 
roadway projects in the Planning Area. The City of Napa currently utilizes a Street 
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Improvement Fee which is a fee charged per unit of new development. This fee schedule 
was established in 1989 by calculating the sum of various circulation improvements 
identified in the General Plan. After formulation, that aggregate was divided by the sum of 
undeveloped parcels yielding a cost per development unit. The City is slated to develop a 
traffic impact fee program subsequent to the update of their traffic model.  A project 
applicant in the Planning Area would be required to adhere to whichever program is 
currently being administered by the City prior to issuance of building permits. 



                 Napa County Green Party 
                     napacountygreenparty@gmail.com 
 
 
Re: Comments to the City of Napa on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown 
Napa Specific Plan 
 
March 11, 2012 
 
In order to meet the goals set forth in the City of Napa General Plan, Envision Napa 2020, the Napa 
Downtown Specific Plan must develop policies to limit the number of formula businesses and 
promote locally owned businesses in the Downtown Core Commercial zone: a point that has not yet 
been addressed and should be.   
 
Goal LU-1 of the General Plan seeks “to maintain and enhance Napa’s small-town qualities and 
unique community identity.”  According to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, one of the 
“overarching objectives of the Specific Plan that will ultimately guide the visual character of the 
Planning Area [is] to ‘define a unique identity for Downtown Napa.’”  By definition, a formula 
business is “any business that is required by corporate headquarters or franchise or other 
arrangement to maintain any of the following: standardized services, décor, uniforms, architectures, 
signs, menus, or food preparation.”  Thus, a proliferation of formula businesses is inconsistent with 
the goal of developing “a unique identity” for Downtown Napa and is, therefore, also inconsistent 
with both the Napa General Plan and the Downtown Specific Plan; and, policies should be put in 
place to limit them. 
 
Goal NR-5 and Policy NR-5.2 in the General Plan state the need to encourage land use patterns “to 
maintain acceptable levels of air quality in Napa.”  As the EIR points out, use of fossil fuels in 
transportation is the number one cause of greenhouse gases in California. Locally owned businesses 
make more local purchases, requiring less transportation and contributing less to pollution and traffic 
congestion.  Therefore, encouraging locally owned businesses and discouraging businesses with 
distant corporate supply lines should be part of the Downtown Specific Plan. 
 
Policy LU-6.E of the General Plan stresses the need to “investigate programs and regulatory 
procedures to stimulate the rehabilitation and reuse of vacant downtown buildings.” The City should 
investigate programs and policies that would limit formula businesses while encouraging locally 
owned businesses in order to revitalize Downtown and fill up empty storefronts.  For example, the 
City of Napa should investigate placing controls on rent on commercial properties in the Downtown 
Core Commercial zone to discourage property owners from speculating on their properties, holding 
them vacant until corporate chains come in and pay higher rents, deducting any losses from their 
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taxes in the meantime, and to level the playing field so local entrepreneurs can compete with large 
corporate businesses.  The City should also investigate regulation that would restrict formula 
businesses that would likely cause existing local businesses to fail and/or other negative 
environmental impacts.* Both of these measures would give local entrepreneurs the confidence and 
means to open their own businesses.  Finally, the City should investigate providing incentives to 
property owners who rent space to local entrepreneurs, so it is in their economic interest to do so.  
All of these regulatory procedures and programs would promote locally owned businesses in the 
Downtown Core Commercial zone, and much of the profit generated would be reinvested back into 
the local community, rehabilitating not only Downtown but also benefiting the local economy as a 
whole. 
 
The purpose of the Downtown Specific Plan is to thoughtfully plan and direct the future of 
Downtown Napa, staying consistent with the City of Napa General Plan.  In order to meet the 
General Plan’s goals in terms of promoting the “historic and visual character” and “unique identity” 
of Downtown, preserving air quality, and revitalizing Downtown, the Plan must put in place 
regulation to limit formula businesses and incentives to encourage locally owned ones.  
 
* Please see attached model Formula Business Ordinance from Fairfax, Marin County. 
 
Submitted by, 
Erica Martenson 
Co-coordinator, Napa County Green Party 
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ARTICLE II: FORMULA BUSINESSES AND RESTAURANTS IN CC ZONES� 

§ 17.100.150 PURPOSE.� 

It is the purpose of this article to limit the number of formula� businesses and formula 
restaurants in the CC zone to those that are� compatible with the needs of area residents, to 
preserve and encourage the� owner-operator character of the town’s business, and to 
promote the local� economy. 

(Prior Code, § 17.30.010) (Ord. 695, passed 8-20-2002) 

§ 17.100.160 DEFINITIONS.� 

For the purpose of this article, the following definitions shall apply �unless the context 
clearly indicates or requires a different meaning. 

FORMULA BUSINESS. Any business that is required by a corporate� headquarters or 
franchise or other arrangement to maintain any of the� following: standardized services, 
decor, uniforms, architecture, signs or� other similar features. This shall include but not be 
limited to any retail� sales, service, visitor accommodation, wholesale or industrial 
operations� that was not in business within the Fairfax CC zone prior to April 1, 2000. 

FORMULA RESTAURANT. Any restaurant devoted to the preparation and� offering of 
food and beverage for sale to the public for consumption either� on or off premises and 
which is required by contractual or other arrangement �to offer any of the following: 
standardized menus, ingredients, food� preparation, decor, uniforms, architecture or similar 
standardized features� that was not in business within the Fairfax CC zone prior to April 1, 
2000. 

(Prior Code, § 17.30.020) (Ord. 695, passed 8-20-2002) 

§ 17.100.170 CONDITIONAL USE OF FORMULA BUSINESSES AND RESTAURANTS 
IN THE�CC ZONE.�   

Formula businesses and restaurants are permitted as conditional uses in� the CC zone if the 
following questions can be answered affirmatively. In �order for an approval to be granted 
pursuant to this chapter, findings, � based upon an affirmative answer to the following 
questions shall be made: 

(A) Is this a pedestrian oriented business, consistent with the CC� zone? 

(B) Is it likely that significant revenues from this business will� be derived from residents of 
the Upper Ross Valley, San Geronimo Valley and� Central West Marin areas? 

(C) Is it likely the business will provide services and products� which satisfy the day-to-day 
needs of residents of the Upper Ross Valley, � San Geronimo Valley and Central West 
Marin areas? 
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(D) Is this a smaller scale business in terms of number of� customers commensurate with the 
character of the CC zone? 

(E) Is the business consistent with the unique character of� Fairfax? 

(F) Is it likely this business will provide services or products �which complement existing 
business in the CC zone? 

(G) Is there a need for this type of business in town, given the� existence of the number of 
same or similar businesses in Fairfax? 

(H) Is the proposed location of this business appropriate, given� the type of use and the 
proximity of same or similar businesses? 

(I) Is it likely this business will not cause one or more existing� businesses in town to fail? 

(J) Will this business keep residents from having to drive out of �town for day-to-day needs? 

(Prior Code, § 17.30.040) (Ord. 695, passed 8-20-2002) 
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Letter 12. Napa County Green Party 
(Erica Martenson, Co-coordinator) 

12-1 The comment suggests that the Specific Plan consider including policies to limit the 
number of formula businesses and promote locally owned business in the Downtown Core 
Commercial zone. These are policy considerations, and not environmental impacts, and the 
inclusion of such policies would not alter the findings of this EIR. Policy decisions related 
to formula verses local business are not the sort of policy issues contemplated under 
CEQA. 
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Letter 13. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution 
Control Officer) 

13-1 The comment requests the addition of several alternative transportation mode incentives to 
decrease vehicle miles traveled, thus reducing contributions to air quality impacts. The 
additional traffic trip reduction measures recommended will be considered in development 
of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, which is discussed in relation 
to compliance with the BAAQMD Transportation Control Measures in Table 4.B-4 starting 
on page 4.B-22 of the Draft EIR. Compliance with such measures would be required of 
projects implemented under the proposed Specific Plan by Mitigation Measure 4.B-1. 

13-2 The comment requests the addition of several conditions of approval which would reduce 
the contribution of future development to greenhouse gas emissions. The greenhouse gas 
mitigation measures recommended are cited broadly in Mitigation Measure 4.B-5 as Green 
Building and Development Measures, on page 4.B, and detailed in Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR under the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas appendix. The requested additional 
conditions are represented in the extensive list in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. 

13-3 The comment commends the City for incorporating mitigation measures that would reduce 
Toxic Air Contaminant exposure during both construction and operation of development 
projects in the Planning Area.  No response is required. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Responses to Comments at the 
Public Hearing on the Draft EIR 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Draft EIR on February 16, 2012. The 
following is a summary of comments received at the public hearing, followed by responses that 
address those comments. 

A. Environmental Topics Raised and Responses to 
Comments from February 16, 2012 Public Hearing 

The following comments were made at the Planning Commission public hearing on the Draft EIR 
on February 16, 2012: 

Planning Commissioner Arthur Roosa 

Comment: Commissioner Roosa understands why the Draft EIR stops analysis at the Downtown 
Specific Plan boundary but feels it would be a mistake to not look at the Downtown Specific Plan 
and west of Jefferson Street together as far as traffic impact. He believes the planning vision 
should extend to Highway 29 and be looked at simultaneously. 

Response: In general, the scope of the ‘vision’ of the Downtown Specific Plan is limited to 
the Planning Area and cannot be changed by the Draft EIR. In contrast, the Draft EIR 
analyzes potential environmental impacts of the Plan, regardless of the location in which 
they occur both within and outside the Planning Area. 

The Specific Plan calls for the conversion of some existing one-way streets (within the 
Planning Area) to two-way traffic. Section 4.L, Transportation and Traffic of the Draft 
EIR, provides the analysis of the environmental impacts of these proposed circulation 
changes. The traffic analysis includes locations outside the Planning Area where such 
impacts could reasonably be expected to occur, including several locations west of 
Jefferson Street. The analysis found one impact west of Jefferson Street related to the level 
of service at the intersection of State Route 29 Northbound off-ramp at First Street. The 
impact was found to be significant and unavoidable, as the City cannot implement the 
identified mitigation without Caltrans approval. The analysis did not identify any other 
significant impacts west of Jefferson Street, thus no other mitigations are identified. The 
traffic analysis in the area west of Jefferson Street in the Draft EIR is based upon the 
existing circulation pattern. It does not include analysis of potential impacts of the Specific 
Plan on non-existing circulation patterns outside the Planning Area, including those areas 
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west of Jefferson Street, because the Specific Plan does not call for changes to the existing 
circulation patterns outside the Planning Area.  

Any future implementation of two-way streets outside the Planning Area, or west of 
Jefferson Street, would be evaluated under a separate process. The evaluation would 
require a detailed engineering and traffic operations assessment, including but not limited 
to, an evaluation of the needed improvements to intersection geometry, striping, signage 
and traffic controls at the existing signalized and unsignalized intersections along the 
streets recommended for two-way conversion. 

 

Planning Commissioner Jim Scoggin 

Comment: Commissioner Scoggin agrees with Commissioner Roosa’s comment regarding the 
west of Jefferson issue. 

Response: The comment is noted. Please see response to Commissioner Roosa’s concern.  

Comment: Regarding Impact 4.B-6, the Specific Plan conflicting with applicable plans, policies or 
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction, Commissioner Scoggin would like to know where this 
occurs.  

Response: As discussed under Impact 4.B-6 on page 4.B-30 of the Draft EIR, because 
development facilitated by the proposed Specific Plan would have a buildout service 
population of 3,016 (1,637 new jobs and 1,379 residents), the per capita emission rate 
would be 7.7 metric tons per service population per year. This would exceed the BAAQMD 
adopted threshold per service population per metric tons per service population per year. 
Therefore, GHG emissions of development facilitated by the Specific Plan would have a 
significant impact using the methodology and significance criteria of the BAAQMD, the air 
quality regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the Planning Area. Notably, the criteria set 
by the BAAQMD can be difficult for plans and communities to achieve, and are intended 
to meet AB 32 GHG reduction goals rather than to prohibit development. 

Additionally, because it is not clear whether the GHG reduction strategies described in the 
Draft Napa Countywide Community Climate Action Plan are feasible for the Specific Plan, 
it was assumed that the Specific Plan could conflict with the goals identified in that plan. 

 

Planning Commission Vice Chair Michael Murray 

Comment: Vice Chair Murray asked for definition of ‘onsite air source’ in Impact 4.B-1. Are these 
HVAC units?  

Response: Bay Area Air Quality Management District defines onsite area sources as follows:  



5. Responses to Comments at the Public Hearing on the Draft EIR 

 

Downtown Napa Specific Plan 5-3 ESA / 208649 
Final Environmental Impact Report  March 2012 

“Area sources generally include fuel combustion from space and water heating, landscape 
maintenance equipment, and fireplaces/stoves, evaporative emissions from architectural 
coatings and consumer products and unpermitted emissions from stationary sources.” 

Comment: Vice Chair asked if any of the four alternatives would lower the Significant and 
Unavoidable impacts to not Significant and Unavoidable.  

Response: As presented in the discussion starting on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR, under 
Comparison to Significant and Unavoidable Impacts Identified with the Specific Plan, and 
presented in Table 5-5, on page 5-20 of the Draft EIR, the impact determination related to air 
quality for all four of the project alternatives evaluated would be the same as that identified for 
the Specific Plan. However, the environmental effects would be incrementally less under 
Alternative 2, the Reduced Development Alternative, and Alternative 3, Reduced Office 
and Residential, as development capacity would be incrementally less than the other 
alternatives.  

All of the Significant and Unavoidable impacts identified under the proposed Specific Plan 
would remain under all the alternatives. This impact is measured by comparing the increase 
in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) to the increase in population. Under the Specific Plan, on 
a countywide and citywide basis, the population and VMT assumptions are inconsistent 
with the Clean Air Plan (CAP), thus triggering the Significant and Unavoidable impact. 
This is also true of all the alternatives to the Specific Plan. It is important to note that the 
standards set by the CAP can be difficult for plans and communities to achieve, and are 
intended as goals to improve air quality rather than to prohibit development. 
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CHAPTER 6 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

A. Introduction 

When approving projects with Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) that identify significant 
impacts, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to adopt 
monitoring and reporting programs or conditions of project approval to mitigate or avoid the 
identified significant effects (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(1)). A public agency is 
required to ensure that the measures are fully enforceable, through permit conditions, agreements, 
or other means (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(b)). The mitigation measures required by 
a public agency to reduce or avoid significant project impacts not incorporated into the design or 
program for the project may be made conditions of project approval as set forth in a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The program must be designed to ensure project 
compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation.  

The MMRP includes the mitigation measures identified in the EIR required to address the 
significant impacts associated with the proposed project. The required mitigation measures are 
summarized in this program; the full text of the impact analysis and mitigation measures is 
presented in the Draft EIR in Chapter 2, Summary, except as revised in this Final EIR. The 
mitigation revisions in the Final EIR include revisions to Mitigation Measures 4.B-2, 4.B-3, 
4.C-1a, and 4.D-1, as presented in Chapter 2 of this document. The revisions to these mitigation 
measures were made to reflect required implementation procedures in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program. 

B. Format 

The MMRP is organized in a table format (see Table 6-1), keyed to each significant impact and 
each EIR mitigation measure. Only mitigation measures adopted to address significant impacts 
are included in this program. Each mitigation measure is set out in full, followed by a tabular 
summary of monitoring requirements. The column headings in the tables are defined as follows: 

 Mitigation Measures adopted as Conditions of Approval: This column presents the 
mitigation measure identified in the EIR.  

 Implementation Procedures: This column identifies the procedures associated with 
implementation of the migration measure. 
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 Monitoring Responsibility: This column contains an assignment of responsibility for the 
monitoring and reporting tasks. 

 Monitoring and Reporting Action: This column refers the outcome from implementing 
the mitigation measure.  

 Mitigation Schedule: The general schedule for conducting each mitigation task, 
identifying where appropriate both the timing and the frequency of the action. 

 Verification of Compliance: This column may be used by the lead agency to document 
the person who verified the implementation of the mitigation measure and the date on 
which this verification occurred. 

C. Enforcement 

If the Specific Plan is adopted, the MMRP would be incorporated as a condition of approval for 
all future projects in the Planning Area. As such, all mitigation measures for significant impacts 
must be carried out in order to fulfill the requirements of approval. A number of the mitigation 
measures would be implemented during the course of the development review process for future 
projects in Downtown. These measures would be referenced on architectural, development and 
similar plans, in technical reports, and in the field prior to construction. Most of the remaining 
mitigation measures would be implemented during the construction or project implementation 
phase. 
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TABLE 6-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measures  Implementation Procedures1 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and  

Reporting Action 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

Verification of 
Compliance 

B. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 
Mitigation Measure 4.B-1: In order to be consistent with the MSM 
A-1 and MSM A-2 transportation control measures (TCMs) listed in 
Table 4.B-4, the City shall require that the following measures be 
included as potential Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
strategies to be implemented by individual project applicants, where 
feasible and appropriate: 

 Install charging units for electric vehicles at residences and 
businesses. 

 Develop incentives for businesses to include preferential parking 
for electric and/or hybrid vehicles. (As required by the 2010 
California Green Building Standards Code, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.106.5.2) 

A project applicant, as appropriate for 
a proposed project, will hire a qualified 
consultant, approved by the City of 
Napa, to prepare a Transportation 
Demand Management Plan (to be 
implemented by the project applicant) 
that adheres to all specifications in 
this measure.  

The TDM will verify in writing that the 
plan adheres to all of BAAQMD’s 
guidance which is applicable to the 
project. 

City of Napa Public 
Works Traffic 
Engineer; Economic 
Development, 
Building Official 

Review of TDM plan. Verify 
inclusion of TDM strategies 
in applicable construction 
plans and specifications.  

During permit 
processing. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure 4.B-2: The City shall ensure that all projects in 
the Planning Area incorporate the following measures to reduce or 
avoid exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs: 

For construction activities, measures may include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

 Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in 
use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes (as required by the 
state airborne toxics control measure [Title 13, Section 2485 of the 
California Code of Regulations]). Provide clear signage that posts 
this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site. 

 Use new diesel engines that are designed to minimize DPM 
emissions (usually through the use of catalyzed particulate filters 
in the exhaust), or retrofitting older engines with catalyzed 
particulate filters which would reduce up to 85 percent of DPM 
emissions. 

For operational activities, in order to comply with the Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (ARB 2005) 
and achieve an acceptable interior air quality level for sensitive 
receptors, appropriate measures, shall be incorporated into 
residential building design. For projects to be developed under the 
Specific Plan that include residential receptors within 1,000 feet of a 
source of TACs (stationary or CNR railroad), the appropriate 
measures shall include one of the following methods (As required  

Prior to approval of projects within the 
Planning Area, ensure that each 
project’s specifications will incorporate 
measures to reduce or avoid exposure 
to TACs, as feasible. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project.  

Building Official; Field 
Inspector 

Verify incorporation of 
specifications into 
construction plans and 
project design. 

Prior to approval 
of demolition 
permit or grading 
permit. 

and 

During 
construction 
through to 
issuance of 
occupancy 
permit. 

Ongoing 

 
1 In this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program table, every subsequent development project undertaken pursuant to the Specific Plan would be required to adhere to each mitigation measure. 
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Mitigation Measures  Implementation Procedures1 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and  

Reporting Action 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

Verification of 
Compliance 

B. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (continued) 
by the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.106.5.2):  

1. The project applicant shall retain a qualified air quality consultant 
to prepare a health risk assessment (HRA) in accordance with 
the ARB and the Office of Environmental Health and Hazard 
Assessment requirements to determine the exposure of project 
residents to TACs prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or 
building permit. The HRA shall be submitted to the Planning 
Division for review and approval. The applicant shall implement 
the approved HRA recommendations, if any. If the HRA 
concludes that the air quality risks from nearby sources are at or 
below acceptable levels, then additional measures are not 
required. 

2. The project applicant shall implement the following features that 
have been found to reduce the air quality risk to sensitive 
receptors and shall be included in the project construction plans. 
These shall be submitted to the Planning Division and the Building 
Division for review and approval prior to the issuance of a 
demolition, grading, or building permit and ongoing.  

a. Do not locate sensitive receptors near distribution center’s 
entry and exit points. 

b. Do not locate sensitive receptors in the same building as a 
perchloroleythene dry cleaning facility. 

c. Maintain a 50’ buffer from a typical gas dispensing facility 
(under 3.6 million gallons of gas per year). 

d. Install, operate and maintain in good working order a central 
heating and ventilation (HV) system or other air take system 
in the building, or in each individual residential unit, that 
meets the efficiency standard of the MERV 13. The HV 
system shall include the following features: Installation of a 
high efficiency filter and/or carbon filter to filter particulates 
and other chemical matter from entering the building. Either 
HEPA filters or ASHRAE 85% supply filters shall be used. 

e. Retain a qualified HV consultant or HERS rater during the 
design phase of the project to locate the HV system based on 
exposure modeling from the mobile and/or stationary 
pollutant sources. 
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B. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (continued) 
f. Maintain positive pressure within the building.  

g. Achieve a performance standard of at least one air exchange 
per hour of fresh outside filtered air. 

h. Achieve a performance standard of at least 4 air exchanges 
per hour of recirculation 

i. Achieve a performance standard of 0.25 air exchanges per 
hour of in unfiltered infiltration if the building is not positively 
pressurized.  

j. Project applicant shall maintain, repair and/or replace HV 
system or prepare an Operation and Maintenance Manual for 
the HV system and the filter. The manual shall include the 
operating instructions and maintenance and replacement 
schedule. This manual shall be included in the CC&R’s for 
residential projects and distributed to the building 
maintenance staff. In addition, the applicant shall prepare a 
separate Homeowners Manual. The manual shall contain the 
operating instructions and maintenance and replacement 
schedule for the HV system and the filters. It shall also 
include a disclosure to the buyers of the air quality analysis 
findings. 

     

Mitigation Measure 4.B-3: The City shall ensure that individual 
project applicants incorporate the following measures to reduce or 
avoid exposure of sensitive receptors to odors during development 
under the Specific Plan: 

 Consider the odor-producing potential of land uses when the 
exact type of facility that would occupy areas zoned for 
commercial or mixed-use land uses is determined. Facilities that 
have the potential to emit objectionable odors would be located 
with appropriate buffers from existing and proposed sensitive 
receptors. 

Identify odor control devices within building permit applications to 
mitigate the exposure of receptors to objectionable odors if a 
potential odor-producing source is to occupy the Planning Area. 
The identified odor control devices would be installed before the 
issuance of certificates of occupancy for the potentially odor-
producing use. 

Prior to approval of individual projects 
within the Planning Area, ensure that 
each project’s specifications comply 
with this measure. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to the 
project, building 
official, and building 
plan checker 

Verify incorporation of 
specifications into project 
design. 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

and 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permits.  

Ongoing 
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B. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (continued) 
Mitigation Measure B-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.B-1 to 
ensure consistency with the BAAQMD TCMs to promote clean, fuel 
efficient and zero emission vehicles. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.B-1.     

Mitigation Measure 4.B-5: The City shall ensure that applicant(s) 
for individual projects to be developed under the Specific Plan 
would incorporate Green Building and Development Measures as 
listed in Appendix C (AIR-2). Each increment of new development 
under the Specific Plan requiring a discretionary approval from the 
City (e.g., proposed tentative subdivision map, conditional use 
permit), would demonstrate that GHG emissions from operation 
would be reduced by 30 percent from business-as-usual 2020 
emissions levels, in order to achieve 1990 levels by 2020. 

Incorporate Green Building and 
Development Measures into project 
design and demonstrate GHG 
emissions from operations would 
adhere to reduction goals set by the 
City. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department, planner 
assigned to project 
and building plan 
checker 

Ensure compliance of 
individual project 
applications with Green 
Building and Development 
Measures. 

During permit 
processing. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure B-6: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.B-5 to 
reduce GHGs. 

     

C. Biological Resources 
Mitigation Measure 4.C-1a: The City shall ensure that subsequent 
projects in the Planning Area incorporate the following measures to 
reduce or avoid impacts to fish species:  

 Avoid, reduce, or compensate for indirect impacts to fish 
species; for example, removal of riparian vegetation would 
require compensatory shade plantings. 

 Design creek and river crossings so as to maintain connectivity 
and allow for unimpeded flow of water, and if at all possible 
avoid building piers or footings within the channel.  

Incorporate all specifications of this 
measure into project design and 
development to reduce or avoid 
impacts to fish species. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to the 
project. 

Ensure incorporation of all 
specifications of these 
measures into project 
design and development. 

Prior to 
construction 
permits. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-1b: Pre-Construction Special-Status Avian 
Surveys. No more than two weeks in advance of any tree or shrub 
pruning, removal, or ground-disturbing activity that will commence 
during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), a 
qualified wildlife biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys of all 
potential special-status bird nesting habitat in the vicinity of the 
planned activity. Pre-construction surveys are not required for 
construction activities scheduled to occur during the non-breeding 
season (August 31 through January 31). Construction activities 
commencing during the non-breeding season and continuing into 
the breeding season do not require surveys (as it is assumed that 
any breeding birds taking up nests would be acclimated to project- 

The project applicant will prepare 
construction plans that incorporate pre-
construction surveys and buffer zones. 
If required, avoidance procedures will 
be implemented. 

The project applicant will hire a 
qualified biologist and the project 
applicant and its contractor(s) will 
engage the qualified biologist to 
conduct pre-construction surveys as 
described. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to the 
project. 

Approve a qualified 
biologist. 

Review pre-construction 
survey reports. 

If active nests are found, 
inspect construction site to 
confirm buffer zones. 

No more than 
14 days before 
start or restart of 
construction 
during the months 
of February to 
August. 

Ongoing 
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C. Biological Resources (cont.) 
related activities already under way). Nests initiated during 
construction activities would be presumed to be unaffected by the 
activity, and a buffer zone around such nests would not be 
necessary. However, a nest initiated during construction cannot be 
moved or altered.  

If pre-construction surveys indicate that no nests of special-status 
birds are present or that nests are inactive or potential habitat is 
unoccupied: no further mitigation is required. 

If active nests of special-status birds are found during the surveys: 
implement Mitigation Measure 4.C-1c. 

     

Mitigation Measure 4.C-1c: Avoidance of active nests. If active 
nests of special-status birds or other birds are found during surveys, 
the results of the surveys would be discussed with the California 
Department of Fish and Game and avoidance procedures will be 
adopted, if necessary, on a case-by-case basis. In the event that a 
special-status bird or protected nest is found, construction would be 
stopped until either the bird leaves the area or avoidance measures 
are adopted. Avoidance measures can include construction buffer 
areas (up to several hundred feet in the case of raptors), relocation of 
birds, or seasonal avoidance. If buffers are created, a no disturbance 
zone will be created around active nests during the breeding season 
or until a qualified biologist determines that all young have fledged. 
The size of the buffer zones and types of construction activities 
restricted will take into account factors such as the following:  

1. Noise and human disturbance levels at the Plan area and the 
nesting site at the time of the survey and the noise and 
disturbance expected during the construction activity; 

2. Distance and amount of vegetation or other screening between 
the Plan area and the nest; and sensitivity of individual nesting 
species and behaviors of the nesting birds. 

Incorporate all specifications of this 
measure into project design and 
development to reduce or avoid 
impacts to active nests of special-
status birds or other birds found 
during the surveys. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to the 
project. 

Ensure incorporation of all 
specifications of these 
measures into project 
design and development. 

Prior to 
construction 
permits. 

Ongoing 

D. Cultural Resources 
Mitigation Measure 4.D-1: The City shall require that any future 
development under the Specific Plan meets the intent and goals of 
the City of Napa Downtown Historic Design Guidelines. This 
includes any project that would alter historic resources or would be 
constructed adjacent to a historic resource.  

Ensure that each subsequent project 
in the Planning Area complies with the 
Downtown Historic Design Guidelines.

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to the 
project. 

Ensure compliance of 
individual project 
applications with City of 
Napa Downtown Historic 
Design Guidelines. 

Prior to project 
approval. 

Ongoing 
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D. Cultural Resources (cont.) 
Mitigation Measure 4.D-2a: When specific projects are proposed 
under the Specific Plan that involves ground-disturbing activity into 
native soils, the City's "Pastfinder" archaeological database shall be 
consulted. Recommendations provided by the "Pastfinder" 
database shall be implemented based on a parcel’s archaeological 
sensitivity. In those cases where a site-specific cultural resources 
study is necessary, it shall be performed by qualified cultural 
resources professional. The study will include an updated records 
search, pedestrian survey of the project area, development of a 
historic context, sensitivity assessment for buried prehistoric and 
historic-period deposits, and preparation of a technical report that 
meets federal and state requirements. If significant resources are 
identified and cannot be avoided, treatment plans will be developed 
in consultation with the City and Native American representatives to 
mitigate potential impacts to less than significant. 

The project applicant will hire a 
qualified cultural resources 
professional to conduct an evaluation, 
and if necessary, will prepare a site-
specific cultural resources study in 
accordance with the specifications of 
this measure. 

If necessary, treatment plans will be 
developed in consultation with the City 
and Native American representatives. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project. 

Review and approval of the 
cultural resources 
professional’s technical 
report(s). 

If significant resources are 
identified and cannot be 
avoided, review and 
approval of treatment plans 
in consultation with Native 
American representatives. 

Prior to project 
approval. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure 4.D-2b: Should any archaeological artifacts be 
found during construction in the Planning Area, all construction 
activities within 50 feet shall immediately halt and the City must be 
notified. A qualified archaeologist shall inspect the findings within 
24 hours of the discovery. If the site is determined to contain 
significant cultural resources, funding will be provided to identify, 
record, report, evaluate, and recover the resources as necessary. 
Construction within the area of the find shall not recommence until 
impacts on the historical or unique archaeological resource are 
mitigated. Additionally, Public Resources Code § 5097.993 
stipulates that a project sponsor must inform project personnel that 
collection of any Native American artifact is prohibited by law. 

The project applicant will provide 
documentation to the City that project 
personnel were given training 
regarding the illegality of collecting 
Native American artifacts. 

If archaeological artifacts are found, 
project applicant and its contractor(s) 
will halt all construction activities 
within 50 feet and notify the City. 
Qualified archaeologist will inspect the 
findings within 24 hours of the 
discovery. Identify record, report, 
evaluate, and recover the resources 
as necessary. Upon full mitigation City 
will give approval for 
recommencement of construction 
within the area. 

Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project, 
building official, and 
building plan checker 

Review and approve 
documentation that project 
personnel have been 
trained regarding the 
illegality of collecting Native 
American artifacts. 

Ensure construction within 
50 feet of found 
archaeological artifacts 
halted; ensure notification of 
City has occurred; review 
and approve selection of 
qualified archaeologist; 
review and approve 
archaeologist’s report of 
recovery. Upon full 
mitigation of historical or 
unique archaeological 
resource(s), give approval 
for recommencement of 
construction within the area. 

Prior to demolition 
or grading permit 
(whichever occurs 
first); ongoing 
during demotion, 
grading, and 
construction. 

Ongoing 
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D. Cultural Resources (cont.) 
Mitigation Measure 4.D-3: Prior to the start of any subsurface 
excavations that would extend beyond previously disturbed soils, 
all construction forepersons and field supervisors shall receive 
training by a qualified professional paleontologist, as defined by the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), who is experienced in 
teaching non-specialists, to ensure they can recognize fossil 
materials and will follow proper notification procedures in the event 
any are uncovered during construction. Procedures to be conveyed 
to workers include halting construction within 50 feet of any 
potential fossil find and notifying a qualified paleontologist, who will 
evaluate its significance. Training on paleontological resources will 
also be provided to all other construction workers, but may involve 
using a videotape of the initial training and/or written materials 
rather than in-person training by a paleontologist. If a fossil is 
determined to be significant and avoidance is not feasible, the 
paleontologist will develop and implement an excavation and 
salvage plan in accordance with SVP standards. 

All construction forepersons, field 
supervisors, and construction workers 
shall receive training by a qualified 
professional paleontologist; the 
training shall conform to all 
specifications of this measure. Project 
sponsor will provide documentation of 
such trainings to the City. 

The paleontologist will develop and 
implement an excavation and salvage 
plan in accordance with the 
specifications of this measure. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project 
and building official. 

Review and approve project 
sponsor’s documentation of 
trainings of forepersons, 
field supervisors and all 
construction workers. 

Review and approve 
paleontologist’s excavation 
and salvage plan. 

Prior to demolition 
or grading permit 
(whichever occurs 
first); prior to the 
start of any 
subsurface 
excavations. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure 4.D-4: The treatment of any human remains 
and associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during 
soil-disturbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. 
Such treatment would include immediate notification of the Napa 
County Coroner. In the event of the coroner’s determination that the 
human remains are Native American, the coroner shall notify of the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which would appoint a Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC § 5097.98). The archaeological 
consultant, the Event Authority, and MLD shall make all reasonable 
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with appropriate 
dignity, of any human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5[d]). The agreement 
would take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition 
of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary 
objects. The PRC allows 48 hours to reach agreement on these 
matters. If the MLD and the other parties could not agree on the 
reburial method, the Event Authority shall follow Section 5097.98(b) 
of the PRC, which states that “the landowner or his or her 
authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and 
items associated with Native American burials with appropriate 
dignity on the property in a location not subject to further 
subsurface disturbance.” 

Upon discovery of human remains 
and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects, the project applicant 
will immediately notify Napa County 
Coroner and City of Napa project 
planner. After such notification, the 
archaeological consultant, project 
applicant, Native Heritage 
Commission, and Most Likely 
Descendant (MlD) will develop an 
agreement in accordance with the 
specifications of this measure and 
state law. 

If the MLD and the other parties could 
not, applicant will reinter the human 
remains in accordance with the 
specifications of this measure and 
state law. 

The project applicant will incorporate 
the specifications of this measure into 
project specifications and grading and 
construction plans. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project 
and field inspector. 

Ensure prompt notification of 
Napa County Coroner; if 
remains are determined to 
be Native American, review 
Coroner’s report to Native 
American Heritage 
Commission. 

Facilitate consultation 
between archaeological 
consultant, project applicant, 
Native Heritage Commission 
and Most Likely Descendant 
over the allowed 48 hours.  

If agreement is reached, 
review report(s) by 
archaeological consultant 
and project applicant of 
actions taken and final 
disposition of human 
remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects. Ensure that report(s) 
are provided to Most Likely  

Ongoing during 
grading and 
construction of 
individual 
projects. 

Ongoing 
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D. Cultural Resources (cont.) 
Mitigation Measure 4.D-4 (cont.)   Descedant and his or her 

tribe, as well as to the local 
information center. 

If agreement is not reached, 
review and approve project 
applicant’s reinterment plan 
and archaeological 
consultant’s report(s) on 
reinterment. Forward 
report(s) to Most Likely 
Descedant and his or her 
tribe, as well as to the local 
information center. 

  

I. Noise 
Mitigation Measure 4.I-1a: Construction contractors for 
subsequent development projects within the Planning Area shall 
utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved 
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine 
enclosures, and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, etc.) 
when within 400 feet of sensitive receptor locations. Additional 
techniques shall include, but not be limited to the following noise 
control elements:  

 Non-residential construction project activities (Monday through 
Friday) shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
with no start up of machines or equipment prior to 8 a.m. No 
delivery of materials nor equipment shall occur prior to 7:30 a.m. 
or after 5:00 p.m. No cleaning of machines or equipment shall 
occur after 6:00 p.m. No servicing of equipment shall occur past 
6:45 p.m. Construction of weekends and holidays shall be 
limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., unless a permit 
allows otherwise. 

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock 
drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically 
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with 
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. 
However, where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an 
exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used;  

The project applicant will incorporate 
the specifications of this measure into 
project specifications and grading and 
construction plans. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project, 
building official, and 
field inspector. 

Review and approve project 
specifications and grading 
and construction plans for 
inclusion of specifications in 
this measure. 

Inspect site during 
construction to ensure 
compliance with project 
specifications and grading 
and construction plans. 

Prior to issuance 
of building and 
grading permit(s). 

Field inspections 
during 
construction. 

Ongoing 
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I. Noise (cont.) 
this muffler shall achieve lower noise levels from the exhaust by 
approximately 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves 
shall be used where feasible in order to achieve a reduction of 5 
dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than 
impact equipment, whenever feasible; 

 All construction equipment shall not be placed adjacent to 
developed areas unless said equipment is provided with 
acoustical shielding. 

Signs shall be posted at all construction site entrances to the 
property upon commencement of project construction, for the 
purposes of informing all contractors and subcontractors, their 
employees, agents, materialmen, and all other persons at the 
construction site, of the basic requirements of Mitigation 
Measures 4.1-a through 4.1-c. 

     

Mitigation Measure 4.I-1b: Should pile-driving be necessary for a 
proposed project, the project sponsor would require that the 
construction contractor limit pile driving activity to the least 
disturbing hours of the day. To further mitigate pile driving and/or 
other extreme noise-generating construction impacts, a set of site-
specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the 
supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. No extreme noise-
generating activities shall be allowed on weekends and holidays. 
Techniques included may include but not be limited to the following: 

 Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction 
site,  

 Implement “quiet” pile-driving technology (such as pre-drilling of 
piles and the use of more than one pile driver to shorten the total 
pile driving duration), where feasible, in consideration of 
geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions; 

 Use noise control blankets on building structures as buildings 
are erected to reduce noise emission from the site; 

 Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by 
temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of adjacent 
buildings; and 

Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking 
noise measurements. 

The project applicant will incorporate 
the specifications of this measure into 
project specifications and grading and 
construction plans. 

City of Napa 
Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project, 
building official, and 
field inspector 

Review and approve project 
specifications and grading 
and construction plans for 
inclusion of specifications in 
this measure. 

Inspect site during 
construction to ensure 
compliance with project 
specifications and grading 
and construction plans. 

Prior to issuance 
of building and 
grading permit(s). 

Field inspections 
during 
construction. 

Ongoing 
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I. Noise (cont.) 
Mitigation Measure 4.I-1c: The City shall condition approval of 
projects in the Planning Area near receptors sensitive to 
construction noise, such as residences and schools, such that, in 
the event of a justified complaint regarding construction noise, the 
City would have the ability to require changes in the construction 
practices to address the noise complaints. 

Approval of permits for projects 
adjacent to sensitive receptors will be 
conditioned upon the City’s ability to 
require changes in the construction 
practices to address justified noise 
complaints. 

Project applicants will post the City’s 
noise complaint procedure in publicly 
accessible locations at each 
construction site.  

Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project 
and code enforcement 
officer. 

Review all noise complaints 
received; assess whether 
noise complaints are 
justified; alert Project 
Sponsor of revised 
construction practices. 

Inspect site during 
construction to ensure 
compliance with revised 
construction practices. 

At approval of 
project 
specifications, 
grading permits 
and building 
permits; ongoing 
during demolition, 
grading, 
construction. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure 4.I-3: Groundborne vibration exposure to 
proposed Specific Plan residences within 200 feet of the mainline 
track shall be analyzed in a detailed vibration study by a qualified 
acoustical engineer to determine if vibration isolation shall be 
required in building design, such as supporting the new building 
foundations on elastomer pads similar to bridge bearing pads. The 
results of each study shall be submitted to the City prior to project 
approval. 

Retain qualified acoustical engineer to 
determine if vibration isolation shall be 
required in building design; if so; 
incorporate such measures into 
project design. 

Ensure that each subsequent 
development projects undertaken 
pursuant to the Specific Plan that are 
subject to vibration exposure, adhere 
to vibration study recommendations, 
as feasible. 

Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project 
and field inspector. 

Approve consultant selection 
and scope of work.  

Ensure project design 
incorporates qualified 
acoustical engineer’s 
recommendations. 

Review and approve project 
plans, demolition plans, 
grading plans and 
constructions plans for 
adherence to the Specific 
Plan’s design guidelines. 

Prior to project 
approval. 

Inspect site during 
construction to 
ensure 
compliance with 
project 
specifications and 
grading and 
construction 
plans. 

Ongoing 

L. Transportation and Traffic 
Mitigation Measure 4.L-1a: The City shall continue to coordinate 
with Caltrans to install a traffic signal at the intersection of SR 29 
Northbound Off-ramp / First Street or identify other acceptable 
alternatives to the signal. If the signal pursued, the City shall work 
closely with Caltrans to ensure that the signal timing is properly 
synchronized with the closely spaced intersection to the east at 
California Boulevard / First Street. 

The City of Napa Public Works 
Department will contact Caltrans 
regarding the signal and work with 
Caltrans to address this issue. 

City of Napa Public 
Works Department, 
project engineer; City 
of Napa community 
Development 
Department.  

Caltrans. 

Approval of intersection 
improvements by City 
Public Works and Caltrans.  

Prior to issuance 
of an 
encroachment 
permit. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure 4.L-2b: The City shall continue to coordinate 
with Caltrans to install a traffic signal at the intersection of SR 29 
Northbound Off-ramp / First Street or identify other acceptable 
alternatives to the signal. If the signal pursued, the City shall work 
closely with Caltrans to ensure that the signal timing is properly 
synchronized with the closely spaced intersection to the east at 
California Boulevard / First Street. 

City of Napa Public Works Department 
will contact Caltrans about regarding 
the signal. Private developers will pay a 
Street Improvement Fee which 
contributes funds toward the First 
Street Over-Crossing project. 

City of Napa Public 
Works Department, 
project engineer; City 
of Napa community 
Development 
Department.  

Caltrans. 

Calculation and receipt of 
payment. 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits.  

Ongoing 
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L. Transportation and Traffic (cont.) 
Mitigation Measure 4.L-6: This mitigation measure should be 
applied to developments under the Specific Plan that would 
generate substantial multi-modal trips crossing at-grade railroad 
crossings that could substantially increase hazards between 
incompatible uses (i.e., motor vehicles and trains, or pedestrians 
and trains): 

Transportation Impact Studies (TIS) for At-grade Railroad 
Crossings – The TIS, otherwise required to be prepared for 
proposed developments under this project, in accordance with 
standard City policies and practices, must evaluate potential 
impacts to at-grade railroad crossings resulting from project-related 
traffic. The TIS should examine whether the proposed project would 
generate substantial multimodal trips crossing at-grade railroad 
crossings that could substantially increase hazards between 
incompatible uses (i.e., motor vehicles and trains, pedestrians and 
trains), which may include a Diagnostic Review for each railroad 
crossing. 

If required, the Diagnostic Review must be completed with all 
affected properties and Stakeholders, in coordination with the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). It will include: 
roadway and rail descriptions; collision history; traffic volumes for all 
modes; train volumes; vehicular speeds; train speeds; and existing 
rail and traffic controls. Based on the Diagnostic Review and the 
number of projected trips, the TIS will evaluate if the proposed 
project increases hazards at the crossing. For example, vehicle 
traffic generated by the proposed project may cause vehicle 
queuing at intersections resulting in traffic spilling back onto at-
grade railroad crossings. 

Where the TIS identifies substantially hazardous crossing 
conditions caused by the proposed project, mitigations relative to 
the project’s contribution to the crossing as necessary shall be 
applied through project redesign and/or incorporation of 
improvements to reduce potential adverse impacts. Proposed 
improvements must be coordinated with CPUC and affected 
railroads and all necessary permits/approvals obtained, including a 
GO 88-B Request (Authorization to Alter Highway Rail Crossings). 
These improvements may include: 

 Installation of additional warning signage; 

The project applicant will retain a 
qualified transportation engineer to 
prepare a Transportation Impact Study 
(TIS) for At-grade Railroad Crossings 
that adheres to all specifications of 
this measure.  

Where the TIS identifies substantially 
hazardous crossing conditions caused 
by the proposed project, the project 
applicant will incorporate mitigations 
(relative to the project’s contribution) 
to the crossing(s) as recommended by 
the TIS. 

Community 
Development 
Department; planner 
assigned to project, in 
coordination with the 
Public Works 
Department; project 
engineer. 

Review and approve 
selection of qualified 
transportation engineer. 

Prior to approval of project 
plans, ensure incorporation 
of mitigation to the affected 
crossing(s) as 
recommended by the TIS. 

During permit 
processing. 

Ongoing 
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L. Transportation and Traffic (cont.) 

 Improvements to warning devices at existing rail crossings; 

 Installation or improvement to automobiles and/or pedestrian 
control gates; 

 Installation of concrete panels to provide a smooth crossing 
surface; 

 Reduction in the flangeway gap to improve pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety; 

 Installation of median separation to prevent vehicles from driving 
around railroad crossings; 

 Improvements to traffic signaling at intersections adjacent to 
crossings (e.g., signal preemption); 

 Prohibition of parking within 100 feet of the crossings to improve 
the visibility of warning devices and approaching trains; 

 Where soundwalls, landscaping, buildings, etc. would be 
installed near crossings, maintain the visibility of warning 
devices and approaching trains; 

 Elimination of driveways near crossings; 

 Installation of vandal-resistant fencing or walls to limit the access 
of pedestrians onto the railroad right-of-way. 

This mitigation measure would be applied by the City on a 
development project (case-by-case) basis, as appropriate. The 
incorporation of improvements identified in this mitigation measure 
could reduce the project’s impact to the at-grade railroad crossing 
to a less-than-significant level. 
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