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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
FOR THE HUNTER SUBDIVISION PROJECT  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

COMMENT PERIOD: March 6, 2018 through April 9, 2018. 

All persons and public agencies are invited to submit written 
comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) initiates the environmental review process in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15082) 
for a land development project in the City of St. Helena (City). The City will be the Lead Agency 
and will commission the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Hunter 
Subdivision project (proposed project). The purpose of an NOP is to provide sufficient information 
about the proposed project and its potential environmental impacts to allow agencies and 
interested parties the opportunity to provide a meaningful response related to the scope and 
contents of the EIR, including mitigation measures that should be considered and alternatives 
that should be addressed (State CEQA Guidelines 14 CCR Section 15082[b]).The project 
description, location, and probable environmental effects of the proposed project are briefly 
described below.  
 
Providing Comments 
The City is soliciting comments from responsible and trustee public agencies, private organizations, 
and individuals regarding the scope and content of the EIR for 30 days. Because of time limits 
mandated by State law, comments should be provided no later than 5:00 PM on April 9, 2018. Please 
send all comments to: 

Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director 
City of St. Helena, Planning & Community Improvement Department 

1480 Main Street 
St. Helena, CA  94574 

Email: NHoush@cityofsthelena.org 
 
 
Agencies that will need to use the EIR when considering permits or other approvals for the 
proposed project should provide the name of a contact person, phone number, and email address 
in their comment. Each responsible and trustee agency must also provide the City with specific 
detail about the scope and content of the environmental information related to the responsible or 
trustee agency’s area of statutory responsibility that must be included in the EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15082, subd. (b).) 
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Comments provided by email should include “Hunter Subdivision Project NOP Scoping Comment” 
in the subject line, and the name and physical address of the commenter in the body of the email. 
 
Public Scoping Meeting  
A public scoping meeting will be held by the City to inform interested parties about the proposed 
project, and to provide agencies and the public with an opportunity to provide comments on the 
scope and content of the EIR. Following a brief presentation of the project description and an 
overview of the CEQA process the floor will be opened to citizens, agency representatives and 
other individuals to provide comments directly to staff and the consultant team regarding the 
scope of the EIR. Additionally comment cards will be available to provide written comments to 
staff and consultants and will be accepted both at the meeting and afterward at City Hall.    
 
The meeting time and location are as follows:  
 

March 12, 2018  
6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.  

City of St. Helena Fire Department 
1480 Main Street 

St. Helena, CA 94574  
 

The meeting space is accessible to persons with disabilities. Individuals needing special assistive 
devices will be accommodated to the City’s best ability. For more information, please contact 
Noah Housh (at the contact information above) at least 48 hours before the meeting. 
 
Project Location 
The project site is located in the northeast portion of the City, at the eastern terminus of Adams 
Street, north of Starr Avenue and west of the Napa River (Assessor’s Parcel 009-030-057), see 
Figure 1, Project Location. 
 
Project History 
The environmental review process for the proposed project started in June 2011 when a NOP 
was prepared and circulated. The Draft EIR was released for public review in May 2012 and the 
City’s Planning Commission held hearings in July and August 2012 to take comments on the 
adequacy of the EIR. A Final EIR was prepared in September 2013, but due to new project 
information and a request from the applicant representative, the City opted to continue the item. 
From 2013-2016 the Draft EIR was updated to include some new information however the revised 
draft was never completed and therefore the revised Draft EIR was not released for public review 
or comment. Due to the age of the overall document and analysis, staff recommended that the 
project be reanalyzed through a new EIR process, and this NOP is intended to inform the public 
a new EIR analysis has been initiated.    
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Separately, the City completed the construction of the Flood Protection Project in 2011, which 
consisted of river channel improvements, a levee, and floodwall construction along the Napa River 
adjacent to the project site. On November 5, 2012, the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) accepted the Flood Protection Project and revised the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), 
such that the project site is no longer located within a 100-year flood zone. 
 
Project Description 
The proposed project includes a request to approve a Tentative Map to subdivide the existing 
16.9-acre parcel into 51 single-family lots, one 3.4-acre parcel, and a 0.06-acre remainder parcel. 
The 51 single-family lots would typically range in size from 7,000 to 8,000 square feet, with some 
larger corner and cul-de-sac lots. The single-family lots could be developed with single-family 
market-rate housing and may include, under City and state housing law, the construction of an 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).1 In order to meet the minimum density requirements for the site, 
at least 87 dwelling units must be built as a part of the project. Information from the applicant 
identifies 51 single family homes, and at least 11 ADUs are proposed to be built on the single- 
family lots, with the remaining 25 required units proposed to be constructed on the 3.4 acre parcel, 
as a multifamily development likely in the form of duplex units. This combination of single-family 
homes, ADUs and multifamily homes is proposed to meet the 87 total units required to be 
constructed in by projects’ Medium Density Residential (MDR) General Plan and Medium Density 
Residential (MR) zoning designations.  
 

Properties designated as MDR by the General Plan typically are used for residential purposes, 
for example, single-family attached and detached homes, secondary residential units, and 
similar and compatible uses. This designation permits densities of 5.1 to 16.0 dwelling units 
per acre (du/acre).  The project proposes the minimum allowable density of 5.1 du/acre, although 
the maximum density allowed on the site 16.0 du/ac, allowing up to 270 dwelling units based on the 
16.9 acre parcel size. The City is in the process of updating its General Plan, however the project will 
be evaluated under the City’s adopted 1993 General Plan, based on the timing of the application. 
 
The project site is zoned MR. The MR district is consistent with the M D R  General Plan land 
use designation. This district provides for single-family detached homes, ADUs, supportive and 
transitional housing, and other similar uses found consistent with the General Plan and MR 
district, as permitted land uses. Conditional land uses include single-family housing where the 
minimum density would otherwise require two units or more and new attached duplex and/or 
triplex units. 

The project design also includes onsite water, sewer and storm drain infrastructure to tie into the 
City’s existing system and the extension of Adams Street and Starr Avenue to connect to the 
City’s roadway system, in keeping with the City’s 1993 General Plan Circulation Element. 

                                                           
1 Accessory Dwelling Units are also known as granny flats, in-law units, or secondary units.  
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Anticipated project approvals required to construct all units proposed in the project include: 
Tentative Map, Final Subdivision Map, Conditional Use Permit, Design Review, and Allocations 
under the City’s Growth Management System. 

To date, the applicant has filed a Tentative Map application requesting that the City subdivide the 
existing 16.9 acre parcel into 52 individual residential lot including 51 single-family residential lots 
and one 3.4 acre parcel for 25 multifamily homes. The applicant has indicated an intent to create 
affordable units on the 3.4-acre parcel and provide an Affordability Agreement.     

Potential Environmental Effects  
The EIR will describe the reasonably foreseeable and potentially significant adverse effects of the 
proposed project (both direct and indirect). The EIR will also evaluate the cumulative impacts of 
the project when considered in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. The City anticipates that the proposed project could result in 
potentially significant environmental impacts in the following topic areas, which will be further 
evaluated in the EIR:  
 
Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Agricultural Resources 
Biological Resources 
Cultural/Paleontological/Tribal Resources 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

Hazards and Public Safety 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
Land Use/Demographics 
Noise and Vibration 
Public Utilities/Energy 
Public Services/Recreation 
Transportation 
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Project Location
Hunter Subdivision Project

SOURCE: USDA NAIP Imagery (2016); Napa County GIS (2015)
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Site Plan
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FIGURE 2SOURCE: RSA Consulting, Feb., 2017
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From: Lederer, Steven
To: Noah Housh
Cc: Lederer, Steven; Dillon, Diane; Morrison, David; Stangland, Steve; Chapin, Craig; McDowell, John; Arias, Juan;

Erica Ahmann Smithies
Subject: RE: Hunter NOP Electronic Notification
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 8:49:27 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Mr. Housh,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the NOP for the Hunter Ranch Development.  The
County may provide other comments later, but one specific area of concern the County has is traffic
and circulation as it relates to impacts on Silverado Trail.  In conjunction with Highway 29, Silverado
Trail is the primary method vehicles have for traversing the valley from north to south, and the only
one that bypasses the large traffic delays caused by St. Helena. 
 
The EIR should study all practical methods for avoiding increasing traffic impacts on Silverado Trail. 
It is also necessary to point out that the County’s General Plan contains many policies on maintaining
the rural character of the valley, part of which is avoiding the installation of traffic signals wherever
possible.  Should the EIR find that any changes are needed on Silverado Trail (such as at Pope Street
or perhaps creation of a new access), we strongly recommend solutions such as roundabouts or
something similar in lieu of traffic signals. 
 
We look forward to continue to participate in this process. 
 
Steve Lederer
Director, Napa County Public Works
 

From: Housh, Noah 
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 5:18 PM
To: Housh, Noah <nhoush@cityofsthelena.org>
Subject: Hunter NOP Electronic Notification
 
***Information Only; Please Do Not Reply All***
 
Greetings,
 
At the recently held neighborhood meeting for the Hunter Residential Subdivision, you provided
your email contact information indicating you would like to be notified of future project activities.
 
Attached please find the formal Notice of Preparation initiating the Environmental Impact Review
(EIR) process for this project. 
 
As was identified at the neighborhood meeting, a scoping meeting for the EIR is scheduled for
Monday, March 12, 2018, from 6:00 – 7:30 pm at the St Helena Fire Department (1480 Main Street).
This meeting will provide an opportunity for individuals to speak directly to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) consultants regarding the scope of the EIR analysis. 
 

mailto:NHoush@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:Steven.Lederer@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Diane.DILLON@countyofnapa.org
mailto:David.Morrison@countyofnapa.org
mailto:STEPHEN.STANGLAND@countyofnapa.org
mailto:CRAIG.CHAPIN@countyofnapa.org
mailto:John.McDowell@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Juan.Arias@countyofnapa.org
mailto:ESmithies@cityofsthelena.org



Alternatively, if you are unable to attend this meeting, please feel free to provide your written
comments to me (electronically or hard copy) any time before April 9, 2018, to ensure they are
considered in the EIR analysis.  My contact information is provided in the notice, and in the signature
below 
 
After the initial analysis is completed, a draft EIR will be published for a 45-day public review and
comment period, during which the public will have an additional opportunity to comment on the
environmental analysis and resulting document. This is tentatively scheduled to occur in late spring
or early summer, 2018.  
 
These comments will then be used to finalize the document making modifications or expanding the
analysis, as appropriate.  Further, a response to each comment will be provided in the Final draft EIR
for the project, which will then be taken before the Planning Commission for review and action at a
public hearing tentatively proposed to be held in late summer or early fall of 2018.
 
Please forward this message to anyone you feel may be interested in the Hunter Residential
Subdivision EIR process.  Thank you for your attention to this matter.           
 

NOAH HOUSH
PLANNING & COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DIRECTOR
City of St. Helena | Planning & Community Improvement Department
1480 Main Street | St. Helena, CA  94574
Direct: (707) 968-2659 | NHoush@cityofsthelena.org | http://cityofsthelena.org/planning 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.

mailto:NHoush@cityofsthelena.org
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__cityofsthelena.org_planning&d=DwMFAg&c=yU98RTqmkHZnyr3K3nExYR0AsYvCxdg1GRVyYwwHmM0&r=nfxHpRVXgy1Gqm5n_FCc2eFPbWveyWkWS4loiOu8AIQ&m=FCh53tnsPjdGKFC75FrgR8C_W1iuawuxziSKmoF6t8I&s=xQBMD4srx79ySrnNe_Y_PJtBO5XFKwsgAmZo28EFBic&e=


From: Sandra Lowry
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos
Cc: Noah Housh; Mark Prestwich
Subject: HUNTER EIR
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 4:48:17 PM

Gentlemen,

 I am writing on behalf of my husband, Cecil Lowry. and myself.  Our address is 1175 Starr Avenue and we moved
here in July, 1997.  We are opposed to yet another development near our home on Starr Avenue. 

The EIR should look carefully at traffic and parking.  More developments mean more cars and trucks coming and
going and where will they park?  Already our neighborhood is impacted by overflow trucks and automobiles from
the Hunts Grove residents parking up and down Starr and Meadowcreek Circle.  We are additionally impacted by
speeding vehicles up and down Starr at all times of the day and night, making crossing the street to visit a neighbor a
hazard.  The crosswalk at Starr and Meadowcreek Circle is basically ignored.  Most importantly, all the traffic
comes to a dead stop on Pope Street because of the Pope Street bridge.  I believe the last EIR decided traffic was an
unmitigable issue.

The EIR must look at the Hunter Project in terms of water consumption.  Previous EIR study suggested a water
neutrality by installing low flush toilets.  Is this a joke?  More people means more water use in common sense terms.

The proposed development will have many of the homes built behind the levee, in an area at serious risk of
liquification, not to mention flooding, a disaster waiting to happen.

Thank you for listening.  Sandra Lowry

mailto:ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:NHoush@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:MPrestwich@cityofsthelena.org


From: John Milliken
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos
Cc: Noah Housh; Mark Prestwich
Subject: Hunter EIR Scoping Comments
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 11:14:19 AM
Attachments: C001 SENT Hunter Comment Ltr.pdf

NPS_Urban-facts_final.pdf
Response to Response.docx

Hunter EIR Scoping Comments 4/12/18
 
Please find listed below areas that should be included in the scope of the new EIR. In addition, I have
attached comments from a CEQA Attorney and my own comments prepared in response to the
original DEIR. Also attached is an informational report prepared by the EPA that reviews how to
protect water quality from Urban Runoff. These attachments detail many of the shortcomings of the
original DEIR and I would like them included for consideration for the scoping of the new EIR.
 
Design, Implementation and Administration of the Affordable Units
It will be very difficult to conduct a thorough EIR that subscribes to CEQA standards until the design,
implementation, and administration of the affordable housing components are fully understood.
How and who is going to build them? Will they have to built before the market rate houses? How
large will they be and how many occupants will they have. How many bedrooms, bathrooms, and
parking spaces will there be? Are they going to be rentals or owner occupied? Will the multi-family
units need zoning variances or conditional permits? Will the 10 lots with Granny units be deed
restricted or under the control of the owner? What mechanisms are in place to ensure that the 10
granny units are indeed made available as affordable and when will they be built. If the project
qualifies for a density bonus by right, should the EIR anticipate this and factor in the potential impact
of additional units? All of this should be explained and understood BEFORE the EIR is started so that
there are no surprises that could derail this second attempt at completing an EIR for this project. It is
one thing to draw boxes on a sub-division map and designate them as affordable for development
concessions. It is quite another to adequately explain how this will all work within the parameters of
existing regulations and requirements.  And, without this information, preparing an informed EIR will
be incredibly difficult.
 
Design and Implementation of a controlled intersection at the Pope Street Bridge and Silverado
Trail
Well after the completion of the last DEIR, the applicant claimed they had new information and that
they would submit a design and pay for this intersection (along with approval from the County) to
mitigate traffic impacts. Will information on how this will be accomplished (or is even practical) be
provided BEFORE the start of the new EIR?
 
Plans for mitigating loss of State Designated Prime Agricultural Land
Well after the completion of the last DEIR, the applicant claimed that they had new information for a
plan for offsetting the loss of Prime Agricultural Land. Will this information be provided BEFORE the
start of the new EIR?
 
Impacts of Traffic Through Neighborhoods

mailto:ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:NHoush@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:MPrestwich@cityofsthelena.org
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































and snowmelt remains above the 
surface, where it runs off rapidly in 
unnaturally large amounts.


Storm sewer systems concentrate 
runoff into smooth, straight 
conduits. This runoff gathers speed 
and erosional power as it travels 
underground. When this runoff 
leaves the storm drains and empties 
into a stream, its excessive volume 
and power blast out streambanks, 
damaging streamside vegetation and 
wiping out aquatic habitat. These 
increased storm flows carry sediment 
loads from construction sites and 
other denuded surfaces and eroded 
streambanks. They often carry 
higher water temperatures from 
streets, roof tops, and parking lots, 
which are harmful to the health and 
reproduction of aquatic life. 


from


Did you know that because of impervious surfaces like pave-
ment and rooftops, a typical city block generates more than 
5 times more runoff than a woodland area of the same size?


The most recent National Water Quality Inventory reports that runoff 
from urbanized areas is the leading source of water quality impairments 
to surveyed estuaries and the third-largest source of impairments to 
surveyed lakes. 


In urban and suburban areas, much 
of the land surface is covered 


by buildings and pavement, which 
do not allow rain and snowmelt 
to soak into the ground. Instead, 
most developed areas rely on storm 
drains to carry large amounts of 
runoff from roofs and paved areas to 
nearby waterways. The stormwater 
runoff carries pollutants such as oil, 
dirt, chemicals, and lawn fertilizers 
directly to streams and rivers, where 
they seriously harm water quality. 
To protect surface water quality and 
groundwater resources, development 
should be designed and built to 
minimize increases in runoff.


How Urbanized Areas 
Affect Water Quality
Increased Runoff
The porous and varied terrain of 
natural landscapes like forests, 
wetlands, and grasslands traps 
rainwater and snowmelt and allows 
them to filter slowly into the ground.  
In contrast, impervious (nonporous) 
surfaces like roads, parking lots, and 
rooftops prevent rain and snowmelt 
from infiltrating, or soaking, into 
the ground. Most of the rainfall 


The loss of infiltration from 
urbanization may also cause profound 
groundwater changes. Although 
urbanization leads to great increases 
in flooding during and immediately 
after wet weather, in many instances 
it results in lower stream flows 
during dry weather. Many native fish 
and other aquatic life cannot survive 
when these conditions prevail.


Increased Pollutant Loads
Urbanization increases the variety 
and amount of pollutants carried 
into streams, rivers, and lakes. The 
pollutants include:
• Sediment
• Oil, grease, and toxic chemicals 


from motor vehicles
• Pesticides and nutrients from 


lawns and gardens
• Viruses, bacteria, and nutrients 


from pet waste and failing septic 
systems


• Road salts
• Heavy metals from roof shingles, 


motor vehicles, and other sources
• Thermal pollution from dark 


impervious surfaces such as streets 
and rooftops


These pollutants can harm fish and 
wildlife populations, kill native 
vegetation, foul drinking water 
supplies, and make recreational areas 
unsafe and unpleasant.


Clean Water Is Everybody’s Business
URBAN RUNOFFEPA 841-F-03-003


Relationship between impervious cover and surface runoff. Impervious cover in a watershed results in increased 
surface runoff. As little as 10 percent impervious cover in a watershed can result in stream degradation.


Protecting Water Quality







Managing Urban Runoff
What Homeowners Can Do
To decrease polluted runoff from 
paved surfaces, households can develop 
alternatives to areas traditionally covered 
by impervious surfaces. Porous pavement 
materials are available for driveways and 
sidewalks, and native vegetation and mulch 
can replace high maintenance grass lawns. 
Homeowners can use fertilizers sparingly 
and sweep driveways, sidewalks, and roads 
instead of using a hose. Instead of disposing 
of yard waste, they can use the materials to 
start a compost pile. And homeowners can 
learn to use Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) to reduce dependence on harmful 
pesticides.


In addition, households can prevent 
polluted runoff by picking up after pets and 
using, storing, and disposing of chemicals 
properly. Drivers should check their cars 
for leaks and recycle their motor oil and 
antifreeze when these fluids are changed. 
Drivers can also avoid impacts from car 
wash runoff (e.g., detergents, grime, etc.) by 
using car wash facilities that do not generate 
runoff. Households served by septic systems 
should have them professionally inspected 


For More Information
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency


Nonpoint Source Control Branch (4503T)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW


Washington, DC 20460


www.epa.gov/nps


and pumped every 3 to 5 years. They should 
also practice water conservation measures to 
extend the life of their septic systems.


Controlling Impacts from New 
Development
Developers and city planners should 
attempt to control the volume of runoff 
from new development by using low 
impact development, structural controls, 
and pollution prevention strategies. Low 
impact development includes measures that 
conserve natural areas (particularly sensitive 
hydrologic areas like riparian buffers and 
infiltrable soils); reduce development 
impacts; and reduce site runoff rates by 
maximizing surface roughness, infiltration 
opportunities, and flow paths.


Controlling Impacts from 
Existing Development
Controlling runoff from existing urban 
areas is often more costly than controlling 
runoff from new developments. Economic 
efficiencies are often realized through 
approaches that target “hot spots” of 
runoff pollution or have multiple benefits, 
such as high-efficiency street sweeping 
(which addresses aesthetics, road safety, 


and water quality). Urban planners and 
others responsible for managing urban 
and suburban areas can first identify and 
implement pollution prevention strategies 
and examine source control opportunities. 
They should seek out priority pollutant 
reduction opportunities, then protect 
natural areas that help control runoff, and 
finally begin ecological restoration and 
retrofit activities to clean up degraded water 
bodies. Local governments are encouraged 
to take lead roles in public education 
efforts through public signage, storm drain 
marking, pollution prevention outreach 
campaigns, and partnerships with citizen 
groups and businesses. Citizens can help 
prioritize the clean-up strategies, volunteer 
to become involved in restoration efforts, 
and mark storm drains with approved “don’t 
dump” messages.


Turn Your Home into a Stormwater Pollution Solution!
www.epa.gov/nps
This web site links to an EPA homeowner’s guide to healthy 
habits for clean water that provides tips for better vehicle and 
garage care, lawn and garden techniques, home improvement, pet 
care, and more.


National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint Source 
Pollution from Urban Areas
www.epa.gov/owow/nps/urbanmm
This technical guidance and reference document is useful to local, 
state, and tribal managers in implementing management programs 
for polluted runoff. Contains information on the best available, 
economically achievable means of reducing pollution of surface 
waters and groundwater from urban areas.


Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Resources
www.epa.gov/owm/onsite
This web site contains the latest brochures and other resources 
from EPA for managing onsite wastewater treatment systems 
(OWTS) such as conventional septic systems and alternative 
decentralized systems. These resources provide basic information 
to help individual homeowners, as well as detailed, up-to-date 
technical guidance of interest to local and state health 
departments.


Low Impact Development Center
www.lowimpactdevelopment.org
This center provides information on protecting the environment 
and water resources through integrated site design techniques that 
are intended to replicate preexisting hydrologic site conditions.


Stormwater Manager’s Resource Center (SMRC)
www.stormwatercenter.net
Created and maintained by the Center for Watershed Protection, 
this resource center is designed specifically for stormwater 
practitioners, local government officials, and others that need 
technical assistance on stormwater management issues.


Strategies: Community Responses to Runoff Pollution
www.nrdc.org/water/pollution/storm/stoinx.asp
The Natural Resources Defense Council developed this inter-
active web document to explore some of the most effective 
strategies that communities are using around the nation to 
control urban runoff pollution. The document is also available in 
print form and as an interactive CD-ROM.
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Response to Response to Comments: Prepared by John Milliken 

Inadequate Analysis and Flawed Findings in FEIR Section I: Hydrology and Water Quality

The less than significant finding (LTS) in the FEIR concerning water quality and potential harm to the habitat of the endangered species in the adjacent Napa River is completely without merit. The EIR insufficiently identifies and fails to provide a level of analysis of the significant impacts of polluted runoff, increased storm water volumes, and diminished re-charging of the underlying aquifer (affecting summer stream flows) that will be caused by the project. Not only are the significance of these impacts ignored, corresponding mitigations to lessen their effects are not proposed either.

The credibility of the entire EIR process is in question if you agree with the presumption that an 87 unit development, located in a flood plain, with acres and acres of impervious surfaces (roads, driveways, parking lots, walkways, roofs, patios, utility pads, etc.), will not have any significant impact on water quality, groundwater recharging, or the amount of runoff generated by the project. The likelihood of significant impacts to water quality and harm to protected species is even more pronounced if the cumulative effects over many years are considered. Not identifying cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality is another serious failure in this FEIR.



Instead of identifying significant impacts and proposing mitigations, the FEIR spontaneously claims that,

”it was abundantly clear that potential impacts to aquatic resources that could potentially result from water quality or runoff flow caused by the project would be insignificant and, therefore, not a significant impact to aquatic resources on, adjacent to, or downstream of the project, including to fish, fish habitat, or fish movement.” This claim was made in spite of a 6 page report to the contrary prepared by a fisheries biologist expert, Jeff Hagar, who was commenting on the inadequacies of the DEIR. Instead of heeding Mr. Hagar’s meticulously researched and documented analysis, the FEIR took a pass on his findings and deflected them all away by claiming that the project will have to apply for an EPA NPEDS (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) permit and this will mitigate everything. Interestingly, Table III-1, Required Discretionary and Ministerial Permits and Approvals, from the DEIR does not even list a NPEDS permit.



A General NPED Construction Permit’s scope applies only to storm water runoff during a project’s construction phase and is an important protection for water quality. However, there are no impacts identified in the FEIR concerning Hydrology and Water Quality post construction singularly or cumulatively. And if there are no impacts identified, there are certainly no mitigations offered either. As it turns out, this is a common theme of both the DEIR and FEIR. The analysis of the DEIR was pre-occupied with the environmental impacts of the construction phase of the project and tended to ignore/neglect the post construction and cumulative impacts of the project, another example of improper CEQA mandated analysis.



So what types of mitigations could have been proposed by a proper analysis?  Quite a few, if you had just perused the EPA’s brochure on the impacts of Urban Development Guidelines. Somehow this readily available information was ignored or not even considered in both the DEIR and FEIR. Which leads one to ponder the competence of the firm that was hired to prepare both of these reports. 





Nonpoint source (NPS) pollution, unlike pollution from industrial and sewage treatment plants, comes from many diffuse sources. NPS pollution is caused by rainfall or snowmelt moving over and through the ground. As the runoff moves, it picks up and carries away natural and human-made pollutants, finally depositing them into lakes, rivers, wetlands, coastal waters and ground waters.



Urbanization increases the variety and amount of pollutants carried into our nation's waters. In urban and suburban areas, much of the land surface is covered by buildings, pavement and compacted landscapes. These surfaces do not allow rain and snow melt to soak into the ground which greatly increases the volume and velocity of stormwater runoff. In addition to these habitat-destroying impacts, pollutants from urban runoff include:

•Sediment

•Oil, grease and toxic chemicals from motor vehicles

•Pesticides and nutrients from lawns and gardens

•Viruses, bacteria and nutrients from pet waste and failing septic systems

•Road salts

•Heavy metals from roof shingles, motor vehicles and other sources

•Thermal pollution from impervious surfaces such as streets and rooftops



These pollutants can harm fish and wildlife populations, kill native vegetation, foul drinking water, and make recreational areas unsafe and unpleasant



Controlling Impacts from New

[bookmark: _GoBack]Development

Developers and city planners should

attempt to control the volume of runoff

from new development by using low

impact development, structural controls,

and pollution prevention strategies. Low

impact development includes measures that

conserve natural areas (particularly sensitive

hydrologic areas like riparian buffers and

infiltrable soils); reduce development

impacts; and reduce site runoff rates by

maximizing surface roughness, infiltration

opportunities, and flow paths.



















As stated in the DEIR, permit approval is not a substitute for thorough and complete environmental review.  From the DEIR:



E. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

It is anticipated that this EIR will provide environmental review for all discretionary approvals and actions necessary for the proposed project. A number of permits and approvals would be required before the development of the project could proceed. As Lead Agency for the proposed project, the City of St. Helena would be responsible for the majority of approvals required for development. A list of required permits and approvals that may be required by the City and other agencies includes, without limitation, those provided in Table III-1.

The FEIR does NOT provide environmental review for the discretionary approval and actions necessary for a NPEDS permit.

Given that the project site is located on the floodway of a river that has been designated as impaired for endangered fish species, a thorough EIR analysis, that strictly follows CEQA guidelines, is even more of an imperative. It would surely be a mistake to rely on solely NPEDS permitting standards in such an environmentally sensitive area. The project site is so close to the impaired river that options for improving water quality are extremely limited. Quite simply, polluted high sediment runoff from the acres and acres of impervious surfaces will enter the gravity operated storm water basin and then exit directly into the impaired river. Although it is predicted that storm water handling facilities will have the capacity to handle storm water flows from the project, there is no denying that the level of water pollutants and quantity of runoff into the river from the project will be far greater than pre-project levels. The DEIR refers to studies of sediment TMDL being developed with the goal of reducing sediment discharges into sensitive fish spawning areas. However, these studies are ongoing and TMDLs have not yet been established. Until they are, the FEIR should not assume that the issuing of a NPEDS permit will reduce project water quality to less than significant. This is best summed up by the fisheries biologist, Jeff Hagar:

[image: ]

This comment brings up another shortcoming of the FEIR, there are no comments in regard to the DEIR from other government and private stakeholders working to restore endangered fish habitat just south of the project. Should not there have been comments solicited from California Coastal Conservancy, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Napa County Resource Conservation District, California Fish and Game, California Water Quality Control Board, and a group of 23 private property owners with property that borders the Rutherford Reach, the 4.5 mile stretch of the Napa River between St. Helena and Oakville? Were these entities ever contacted and asked to comment on the DEIR and allowed to express concerns about the projects impacts on their environmental restoration efforts just to the south?

As the lead agency responsible for producing an EIR that will adequately inform government decision makers as well as the public, the City of St. Helena should instruct the EIR consulting firm to re-evaluate the preparation of the Hunter Development EIR and recirculate a document that meets the standards established by CEQA. The deficiencies of the FEIR concerning Hydrology and Water Quality documented above are just one of the many areas of this FEIR that provide inadequate and incomplete analysis of the project’s impacts on environmental quality.
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Beyond traffic count studies, will the new EIR take into account traffic that will utilize the Adams and
Starr extensions to circumvent traffic delays on the Silverado Trail and Highway 29. The advent of
apps like Waze and Google Maps will re-direct increasing amounts of traffic through neighborhoods. 
Residents of Hunts Grove will now have to cross a busy intersection upon exiting their development.
This is a particular concern for the safety of children and pedestrians who now do not face crossing a
street in order to walk to/from school or shopping.
 
Loss of open space and safe access to the Napa River Walk for pedestrians and dog walkers
Once Starr is extended to meet Adams, residents and visitors who currently use the undeveloped
city owned lot to access the River walk will be faced with sharing their walk with traffic and parked
cars to reach the walk. This will be a significant danger to children and dog walkers.
 
 
John Milliken
jmzin@comcast.net
707-963-8134 (Office) 707-486-4266 (Mobile\Text)
1256 Hudson Ave.
St. Helena, CA 94574
 

mailto:jmzin@comcast.net






























































































































































































































































































































and snowmelt remains above the 
surface, where it runs off rapidly in 
unnaturally large amounts.

Storm sewer systems concentrate 
runoff into smooth, straight 
conduits. This runoff gathers speed 
and erosional power as it travels 
underground. When this runoff 
leaves the storm drains and empties 
into a stream, its excessive volume 
and power blast out streambanks, 
damaging streamside vegetation and 
wiping out aquatic habitat. These 
increased storm flows carry sediment 
loads from construction sites and 
other denuded surfaces and eroded 
streambanks. They often carry 
higher water temperatures from 
streets, roof tops, and parking lots, 
which are harmful to the health and 
reproduction of aquatic life. 

from

Did you know that because of impervious surfaces like pave-
ment and rooftops, a typical city block generates more than 
5 times more runoff than a woodland area of the same size?

The most recent National Water Quality Inventory reports that runoff 
from urbanized areas is the leading source of water quality impairments 
to surveyed estuaries and the third-largest source of impairments to 
surveyed lakes. 

In urban and suburban areas, much 
of the land surface is covered 

by buildings and pavement, which 
do not allow rain and snowmelt 
to soak into the ground. Instead, 
most developed areas rely on storm 
drains to carry large amounts of 
runoff from roofs and paved areas to 
nearby waterways. The stormwater 
runoff carries pollutants such as oil, 
dirt, chemicals, and lawn fertilizers 
directly to streams and rivers, where 
they seriously harm water quality. 
To protect surface water quality and 
groundwater resources, development 
should be designed and built to 
minimize increases in runoff.

How Urbanized Areas 
Affect Water Quality
Increased Runoff
The porous and varied terrain of 
natural landscapes like forests, 
wetlands, and grasslands traps 
rainwater and snowmelt and allows 
them to filter slowly into the ground.  
In contrast, impervious (nonporous) 
surfaces like roads, parking lots, and 
rooftops prevent rain and snowmelt 
from infiltrating, or soaking, into 
the ground. Most of the rainfall 

The loss of infiltration from 
urbanization may also cause profound 
groundwater changes. Although 
urbanization leads to great increases 
in flooding during and immediately 
after wet weather, in many instances 
it results in lower stream flows 
during dry weather. Many native fish 
and other aquatic life cannot survive 
when these conditions prevail.

Increased Pollutant Loads
Urbanization increases the variety 
and amount of pollutants carried 
into streams, rivers, and lakes. The 
pollutants include:
• Sediment
• Oil, grease, and toxic chemicals 

from motor vehicles
• Pesticides and nutrients from 

lawns and gardens
• Viruses, bacteria, and nutrients 

from pet waste and failing septic 
systems

• Road salts
• Heavy metals from roof shingles, 

motor vehicles, and other sources
• Thermal pollution from dark 

impervious surfaces such as streets 
and rooftops

These pollutants can harm fish and 
wildlife populations, kill native 
vegetation, foul drinking water 
supplies, and make recreational areas 
unsafe and unpleasant.

Clean Water Is Everybody’s Business
URBAN RUNOFFEPA 841-F-03-003

Relationship between impervious cover and surface runoff. Impervious cover in a watershed results in increased 
surface runoff. As little as 10 percent impervious cover in a watershed can result in stream degradation.

Protecting Water Quality



Managing Urban Runoff
What Homeowners Can Do
To decrease polluted runoff from 
paved surfaces, households can develop 
alternatives to areas traditionally covered 
by impervious surfaces. Porous pavement 
materials are available for driveways and 
sidewalks, and native vegetation and mulch 
can replace high maintenance grass lawns. 
Homeowners can use fertilizers sparingly 
and sweep driveways, sidewalks, and roads 
instead of using a hose. Instead of disposing 
of yard waste, they can use the materials to 
start a compost pile. And homeowners can 
learn to use Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) to reduce dependence on harmful 
pesticides.

In addition, households can prevent 
polluted runoff by picking up after pets and 
using, storing, and disposing of chemicals 
properly. Drivers should check their cars 
for leaks and recycle their motor oil and 
antifreeze when these fluids are changed. 
Drivers can also avoid impacts from car 
wash runoff (e.g., detergents, grime, etc.) by 
using car wash facilities that do not generate 
runoff. Households served by septic systems 
should have them professionally inspected 

For More Information
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Nonpoint Source Control Branch (4503T)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20460

www.epa.gov/nps

and pumped every 3 to 5 years. They should 
also practice water conservation measures to 
extend the life of their septic systems.

Controlling Impacts from New 
Development
Developers and city planners should 
attempt to control the volume of runoff 
from new development by using low 
impact development, structural controls, 
and pollution prevention strategies. Low 
impact development includes measures that 
conserve natural areas (particularly sensitive 
hydrologic areas like riparian buffers and 
infiltrable soils); reduce development 
impacts; and reduce site runoff rates by 
maximizing surface roughness, infiltration 
opportunities, and flow paths.

Controlling Impacts from 
Existing Development
Controlling runoff from existing urban 
areas is often more costly than controlling 
runoff from new developments. Economic 
efficiencies are often realized through 
approaches that target “hot spots” of 
runoff pollution or have multiple benefits, 
such as high-efficiency street sweeping 
(which addresses aesthetics, road safety, 

and water quality). Urban planners and 
others responsible for managing urban 
and suburban areas can first identify and 
implement pollution prevention strategies 
and examine source control opportunities. 
They should seek out priority pollutant 
reduction opportunities, then protect 
natural areas that help control runoff, and 
finally begin ecological restoration and 
retrofit activities to clean up degraded water 
bodies. Local governments are encouraged 
to take lead roles in public education 
efforts through public signage, storm drain 
marking, pollution prevention outreach 
campaigns, and partnerships with citizen 
groups and businesses. Citizens can help 
prioritize the clean-up strategies, volunteer 
to become involved in restoration efforts, 
and mark storm drains with approved “don’t 
dump” messages.

Turn Your Home into a Stormwater Pollution Solution!
www.epa.gov/nps
This web site links to an EPA homeowner’s guide to healthy 
habits for clean water that provides tips for better vehicle and 
garage care, lawn and garden techniques, home improvement, pet 
care, and more.

National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint Source 
Pollution from Urban Areas
www.epa.gov/owow/nps/urbanmm
This technical guidance and reference document is useful to local, 
state, and tribal managers in implementing management programs 
for polluted runoff. Contains information on the best available, 
economically achievable means of reducing pollution of surface 
waters and groundwater from urban areas.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Resources
www.epa.gov/owm/onsite
This web site contains the latest brochures and other resources 
from EPA for managing onsite wastewater treatment systems 
(OWTS) such as conventional septic systems and alternative 
decentralized systems. These resources provide basic information 
to help individual homeowners, as well as detailed, up-to-date 
technical guidance of interest to local and state health 
departments.

Low Impact Development Center
www.lowimpactdevelopment.org
This center provides information on protecting the environment 
and water resources through integrated site design techniques that 
are intended to replicate preexisting hydrologic site conditions.

Stormwater Manager’s Resource Center (SMRC)
www.stormwatercenter.net
Created and maintained by the Center for Watershed Protection, 
this resource center is designed specifically for stormwater 
practitioners, local government officials, and others that need 
technical assistance on stormwater management issues.

Strategies: Community Responses to Runoff Pollution
www.nrdc.org/water/pollution/storm/stoinx.asp
The Natural Resources Defense Council developed this inter-
active web document to explore some of the most effective 
strategies that communities are using around the nation to 
control urban runoff pollution. The document is also available in 
print form and as an interactive CD-ROM.
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Response to Response to Comments: Prepared by John Milliken  

Inadequate Analysis and Flawed Findings in FEIR Section I: Hydrology and Water Quality 

The less than significant finding (LTS) in the FEIR concerning water quality and potential harm to the 
habitat of the endangered species in the adjacent Napa River is completely without merit. The EIR 
insufficiently identifies and fails to provide a level of analysis of the significant impacts of polluted runoff, 
increased storm water volumes, and diminished re-charging of the underlying aquifer (affecting summer 
stream flows) that will be caused by the project. Not only are the significance of these impacts ignored, 
corresponding mitigations to lessen their effects are not proposed either. 

The credibility of the entire EIR process is in question if you agree with the presumption that an 87 unit 
development, located in a flood plain, with acres and acres of impervious surfaces (roads, driveways, 
parking lots, walkways, roofs, patios, utility pads, etc.), will not have any significant impact on water 
quality, groundwater recharging, or the amount of runoff generated by the project. The likelihood of 
significant impacts to water quality and harm to protected species is even more pronounced if the 
cumulative effects over many years are considered. Not identifying cumulative impacts to hydrology and 
water quality is another serious failure in this FEIR. 
 
Instead of identifying significant impacts and proposing mitigations, the FEIR spontaneously claims that, 
”it was abundantly clear that potential impacts to aquatic resources that could potentially result from 
water quality or runoff flow caused by the project would be insignificant and, therefore, not a significant 
impact to aquatic resources on, adjacent to, or downstream of the project, including to fish, fish habitat, 
or fish movement.” This claim was made in spite of a 6 page report to the contrary prepared by a 
fisheries biologist expert, Jeff Hagar, who was commenting on the inadequacies of the DEIR. Instead of 
heeding Mr. Hagar’s meticulously researched and documented analysis, the FEIR took a pass on his 
findings and deflected them all away by claiming that the project will have to apply for an EPA NPEDS 
(National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) permit and this will mitigate everything. Interestingly, 
Table III-1, Required Discretionary and Ministerial Permits and Approvals, from the DEIR does not even 
list a NPEDS permit. 
 
A General NPED Construction Permit’s scope applies only to storm water runoff during a project’s 
construction phase and is an important protection for water quality. However, there are no impacts 
identified in the FEIR concerning Hydrology and Water Quality post construction singularly or 
cumulatively. And if there are no impacts identified, there are certainly no mitigations offered either. As 
it turns out, this is a common theme of both the DEIR and FEIR. The analysis of the DEIR was pre-
occupied with the environmental impacts of the construction phase of the project and tended to 
ignore/neglect the post construction and cumulative impacts of the project, another example of 
improper CEQA mandated analysis. 
 
So what types of mitigations could have been proposed by a proper analysis?  Quite a few, if you had 
just perused the EPA’s brochure on the impacts of Urban Development Guidelines. Somehow this readily 
available information was ignored or not even considered in both the DEIR and FEIR. Which leads one to 
ponder the competence of the firm that was hired to prepare both of these reports.  
 
 
Nonpoint source (NPS) pollution, unlike pollution from industrial and sewage treatment plants, comes 
from many diffuse sources. NPS pollution is caused by rainfall or snowmelt moving over and through the 



ground. As the runoff moves, it picks up and carries away natural and human-made pollutants, finally 
depositing them into lakes, rivers, wetlands, coastal waters and ground waters. 
 
Urbanization increases the variety and amount of pollutants carried into our nation's waters. In urban 
and suburban areas, much of the land surface is covered by buildings, pavement and compacted 
landscapes. These surfaces do not allow rain and snow melt to soak into the ground which greatly 
increases the volume and velocity of stormwater runoff. In addition to these habitat-destroying impacts, 
pollutants from urban runoff include: 
•Sediment 
•Oil, grease and toxic chemicals from motor vehicles 
•Pesticides and nutrients from lawns and gardens 
•Viruses, bacteria and nutrients from pet waste and failing septic systems 
•Road salts 
•Heavy metals from roof shingles, motor vehicles and other sources 
•Thermal pollution from impervious surfaces such as streets and rooftops 
 
These pollutants can harm fish and wildlife populations, kill native vegetation, foul drinking water, and 
make recreational areas unsafe and unpleasant 
 
Controlling Impacts from New 
Development 
Developers and city planners should 
attempt to control the volume of runoff 
from new development by using low 
impact development, structural controls, 
and pollution prevention strategies. Low 
impact development includes measures that 
conserve natural areas (particularly sensitive 
hydrologic areas like riparian buffers and 
infiltrable soils); reduce development 
impacts; and reduce site runoff rates by 
maximizing surface roughness, infiltration 
opportunities, and flow paths. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As stated in the DEIR, permit approval is not a substitute for thorough and complete environmental 
review.  From the DEIR: 
 
E. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 



It is anticipated that this EIR will provide environmental review for all discretionary approvals and actions 
necessary for the proposed project. A number of permits and approvals would be required before the 
development of the project could proceed. As Lead Agency for the proposed project, the City of St. Helena 
would be responsible for the majority of approvals required for development. A list of required permits and 
approvals that may be required by the City and other agencies includes, without limitation, those provided 
in Table III-1. 

The FEIR does NOT provide environmental review for the discretionary approval and actions necessary for 
a NPEDS permit. 

Given that the project site is located on the floodway of a river that has been designated as impaired for 
endangered fish species, a thorough EIR analysis, that strictly follows CEQA guidelines, is even more of an 
imperative. It would surely be a mistake to rely on solely NPEDS permitting standards in such an 
environmentally sensitive area. The project site is so close to the impaired river that options for improving 
water quality are extremely limited. Quite simply, polluted high sediment runoff from the acres and acres 
of impervious surfaces will enter the gravity operated storm water basin and then exit directly into the 
impaired river. Although it is predicted that storm water handling facilities will have the capacity to handle 
storm water flows from the project, there is no denying that the level of water pollutants and quantity of 
runoff into the river from the project will be far greater than pre-project levels. The DEIR refers to studies 
of sediment TMDL being developed with the goal of reducing sediment discharges into sensitive fish 
spawning areas. However, these studies are ongoing and TMDLs have not yet been established. Until they 
are, the FEIR should not assume that the issuing of a NPEDS permit will reduce project water quality to 
less than significant. This is best summed up by the fisheries biologist, Jeff Hagar: 

 

This comment brings up another shortcoming of the FEIR, there are no comments in regard to the DEIR 
from other government and private stakeholders working to restore endangered fish habitat just south of 
the project. Should not there have been comments solicited from California Coastal Conservancy, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Napa County Resource Conservation District, California Fish and Game, 
California Water Quality Control Board, and a group of 23 private property owners with property that 
borders the Rutherford Reach, the 4.5 mile stretch of the Napa River between St. Helena and Oakville? 
Were these entities ever contacted and asked to comment on the DEIR and allowed to express concerns 
about the projects impacts on their environmental restoration efforts just to the south? 

As the lead agency responsible for producing an EIR that will adequately inform government decision 
makers as well as the public, the City of St. Helena should instruct the EIR consulting firm to re-evaluate 
the preparation of the Hunter Development EIR and recirculate a document that meets the standards 
established by CEQA. The deficiencies of the FEIR concerning Hydrology and Water Quality documented 
above are just one of the many areas of this FEIR that provide inadequate and incomplete analysis of the 
project’s impacts on environmental quality. 

 

 



From: Cindy Tzafopoulos
To: Noah Housh
Subject: FW: Hunter EIR comments
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 4:37:06 PM

 
 
Thank you,
 
Cindy Tzafopoulos
City Clerk
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, CA  94574
 
Direct 707-968-2742 | Fax 707-963-7748
ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
www.cityofsthelena.org
 

From: ann@nieman.org [mailto:ann@nieman.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2018 4:36 PM
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos <ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org>; Cindy Tzafopoulos
<ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org>
Cc: ann@nieman.org
Subject: Hunter EIR comments
 
Hi Cindy – please add these questions to the EIR
 
Hope all is well.  Weird weather, right?  From 80 degrees to rain storms and 45 degrees.  What
season is this? 
 
Cheers,
Ann
 

Question #1
How will this project affect the St Helena city groundwater wells at the Stonebridge locations?
 The project plan states it will provide all the landscaping water for 87 houses’ lawns, flowers,
bushes, gardens, carwashes, and other watering uses. The number could be 20-40 units higher if
the project includes regulated affordable housing.  Since the well is located next to the Napa
River upstream from the City of St Helena wells that supply our community with water, what
mapping will be conducted to determine if the aquifers are connected? If they are connected,
then drawing large amounts of water from the same groundwater source needs to be assessed
so it does not deplete the City wells supply.  Who will conduct the mapping? How many
groundwater data points will be included in any mapping exercise?  Will it be a sufficient number
to adequately determine that the Hunter well is on an aquifer that is separated from the city
aquifer?  This question must be answered accurately, because the city relies on the groundwater

mailto:ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:NHoush@cityofsthelena.org
mailto:ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
http://www.cityofsthelena.org/


from these 2 wells as a critical source of water in times of drought when Bell Canyon is depleted.
 (Example – the drought resulting in exposure of large portions of the bottom of the Bell Canyon
reservoir. 

 
Question #2:
The project area is in a low lying wet area on the historic floodplain for this part of the Napa
River.  It has flooded numerous times over the last 20-30 years.  Even in non-flood years, large
portions have remained wet during the summers, to the point that vine growth and production
was hampered due to the wet soils.  Presently, this area is covered with standing water during
and after rains with water depths often 10-12 inches deep.  The project will add millions of
gallons (25 acre feet) of landscaping water annually to an area that has never been irrigated.
  Will the addition of paved surfaces, construction pads, streets and structures cause compaction
of the soils/subsoils in the area?  Will this cause subsidence or instability of structures in and
around the project area over time? Will subsidence cause new unknown flooding issues?
 
Question #3:
There is an existing subsoil study on the project area that shows what is considered to be the
profile of a historic pond, which is typical in areas proximal to meandering rivers. Since the area
is a known liquefaction zone in an earthquake prone location, and soils of this type can be
unstable, how will this affect the safety of the homes and the structural integrity of the levee in
an earthquake or major flood?
 

 
 



From: Tim Nieman
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos; Noah Housh; Mark Prestwich
Subject: Scoping comments on Hunter EIR
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 1:37:08 PM

I’d like to submit the following comments for the Scoping of the Hunter EIR
 
Groundwater usage on the site
The estimates of historical groundwater usage on the site need to be redone. The previous EIR made
some highly questionable assumptions about historical groundwater usage, leading to an estimate of
pre-flood-project groundwater demand on the site of 22 AF.  There are two errors in the
consultant’s methodology rendering this estimate much too high.

1. The consultant assumed that all of the vineyards on the site were historically irrigated.  There
is little need to irrigate this wet vineyard and there is no evidence that there has ever been an
irrigation system on the site, so the assumption that the well was used to irrigate the entire
site is unfounded. There are no remnants of piping or any other irrigation components
currently.  And, vintners adjacent to the site who have lived here for decades do not recall
there ever being such a system.  The property is adjacent to the river and is one of the wettest
vineyard locations in the valley.  There is little need to irrigate there.  Adjacent vineyards
which are updip and drier are all dry farmed.  If the assumption is to be made that irrigation
once existed for the entire vineyard, it is incumbent upon the consultants to prove that such a
system existed.

2. The consultant assumed vineyard irrigation rates from the Oakville area, a much drier area
farther from the Napa River.  Even if this area was ever irrigated, Oakville irrigation rates are
too high.  Again, this is a wet vineyard which would need water only rarely in the driest of
years, if at all.

Therefore, historical groundwater pumping on the site was likely localized, sporadic and minimal.
The actual usage would be a small fraction of the 22 AF. What are the new estimates of historical
production?  What data are used to justify those estimates?
 
Impacts on the Napa River, including fish
The existing groundwater well on the site is only hundreds of feet from the Napa River.  If the aquifer
being accessed is at all connected to the river, then the well is drawing down from the Napa River,
impacting river flows and fish habitat.  What is the connection to the Napa River?  How much is the
impact on river flow from pumping on the site at different rates? A groundwater hydrology study
should be undertaken to determine the connection to the river.
 
Impacts on City Groundwater Supply Wells
The existing groundwater well on the site is updip of City water supply wells and the proposed levels
of use could impact City wells. Is it the same aquifer?  How would pumping on the site affect
groundwater levels in the City wells, at different rates?  A groundwater hydrology study should be
undertaken to determine if there is a connection to the City’s groundwater supply wells and the
potential for drawdown of those wells.
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From: Vickie Bradshaw
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos
Cc: Noah Housh; Mark Prestwich
Subject: Hunter EIR Scoping Comments
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 9:20:20 AM

Cindy-

Below are my comments regarding the scope of the Hunter EIR.  

1. The EIR for the Hunter Project cannot be done until it is conclusively determined whether
or not the Hunter Project qualifies for the 40% affordable housing benefits, including priority
in water and sewer connections, use of prior year surplus units from the Growth Management
System (GMS), etc. The reason for this is that the environmental impact is completely
different if the benefits are applied to the project than if they are not applied. An example is
that if the project qualifies under the inclusive housing and affordable housing ordinances,
then the entire project can be completed in 2 years, according to the developer. If the project
does not qualify, then the Hunter Project could take up to 10 years to complete, assuming very
few, if any other houses are built in St. Helena during that timeframe because the project
would be limited to the annual 9 units allowed under the GMS.  It isn’t hard to see that the
environmental impacts are quite different under these two scenarios. 

Before the EIR begins, it has to be determined if the Project qualifies for such benefits or not.
This decision cannot run on parallel tracks with the EIR and then come together at the end, as
Noah Housh suggested at the neighborhood scoping meeting last month. For the EIR to be
accurate, the EIR consultants must know what scenario applies before the EIR begins. And, in
cases like this, it does matter to CEQA if the housing is market rate or affordable because the
priority benefits derived from hitting a 40% affordable housing rate under City ordinances
changes that environmental analysis. In this case, it is not the affordability of the housing that
affects the CEQA analysis, but the priority benefits given by the City and/or the state that
changes the impact on the environment from building this project. 

The prior Hunter Project EIR inappropriately assumed (without confirming) that the Hunter
Project would qualify for the priority benefits stemming from the project complying with the
inclusive housing and affordable housing ordinances at the 40% rate. That assumption cannot
be part of the current EIR process because it likely will make the EIR inaccurate.

If the developer does not want to show to the satisfaction of the City Council that their current
proposal completely meets all of the City’s inclusive and affordable housing requirements to
qualify for the 40% priority benefits, then the EIR should be done without giving any credit
for any of those benefits before the EIR is started. At the very least this would change the
environmental analysis from a two-year project to a potential ten-year project with ongoing
environmental impacts. 

If the EIR assumes the project will qualify for the 40% rate and if it is later determined that the
current project cannot meet the inclusive housing and affordable housing ordinance
requirements without resubmitting a tentative map, then the City would be in the position of
looking at yet another Hunter EIR exercise.  It would make more sense to make that
determination now.

2. The Hunter Project EIR has to take into consideration the cumulative impacts of the 17-acre
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Hunter Project, along with the 24-acres of Key Opportunity Sites (sites 1, 2, and 6 on page 134
of the Housing Element Needs Assessment), which begins about 3 blocks from the Hunter
Project and extends south across Pope Street. These cumulative sites will significantly impact
surrounding streets and the Pope Street bridge. Such cumulative effects will undoubtedly
impact the environment and have to be taken into consideration in the Hunter Project EIR.

3. The Hunter Project EIR needs to consider the environmental impacts resulting from a
potential levee failure. CA Government Code §65302(g)(2)(A)(vii-viii) requires that St.
Helena include a levee failure map in its General Plan Update to show areas that would be
inundated in the event of a levee failure. It will be important to have such an inundation map
to show the environmental difference between the situations where the land behind the levee is
undeveloped, as it is now, and the situation where the land behind the levee is covered over
with asphalt and houses, which is a situation where there would be significantly less
permeable land for flood waters to be absorbed. The environmental differences between these
two situations would likely be significant.

Of additional environmental interest is that fact that the area closest to the Napa River where
the levee is located is considered a high liquefaction susceptibility area (Figure 4.K-2 in the
General Plan Update) and liquefaction is a well-known and significant cause of levee failure.

4. The EIR for the Hunter Project has to assume the project can be built out to the maximum
density allowed resulting from any density bonuses provided under city ordinances and state
law, even assuming the current project does not now show such a density bonus in the
“deemed complete” tentative map. The current owner and/or developer could decide after an
EIR is approved to sell the property and the new owners could apply for the density bonuses
prior to seeking building permits.  At that point it would be too late for the EIR to take into
consideration the increased housing units, population, cars and other environmental impacts
because the EIR would already have been completed and approved.  

Thank you for your consideration, Vickie Bradshaw

Victoria Bradshaw
California Strategies, LLC
One Embarcadero, Suite 1060
San Francisco, CA 94111
(415) 705-5276

980 9th Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 266-4575



From: Noah Housh
To: "Chuck Vondra"
Cc: mprestwich@cityofsthelena.com
Subject: RE: Hunter NOP Electronic Notification
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 10:07:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Chuck,
 
Thank you for taking the time to provide your input on the EIR and project.
 
City staff and project consultants will ensure that the review process fully vets the proposed project
and meets all requirements of the law.
 
Further, I will be sure to keep you informed of all steps in the review process. 
 
Thanks again,
 

NOAH HOUSH
PLANNING & COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DIRECTOR
City of St. Helena | Planning & Community Improvement Department
1480 Main Street | St. Helena, CA  94574
Direct: (707) 968-2659 | NHoush@cityofsthelena.org | http://cityofsthelena.org/planning 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From: Chuck Vondra [mailto:chuck@com-strat.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 5:35 PM
To: Noah Housh
Cc: mprestwich@cityofsthelena.com; CityCouncil
Subject: RE: Hunter NOP Electronic Notification
 
Hello Noah,
 
Thanks for hosting the meeting last week. As I mentioned at the meeting, kicking off the EIR seems
very premature and a waste of time and money.
 

1. The applicant is still formulating and the City still reviewing the affordable housing
component. How can we comment on something that is incomplete, and has not been
reviewed by the city?

2. As was brought up by Planning Commissioner Grace Kistner, our municipal code requires that
in order to qualify for density bonuses (without which this project will never get built) the
project needs 20% AFU for sale. This will almost certainly require a revised subdivision map,
and likely a brand new subdivision application. It seemed to me that the developer has not
thought this project out very well as is making it up as he goes along. With this understanding
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an EIR at this juncture makes no sense.
3. This project is extremely unpopular by a majority of residents and a hasty ill-planned EIR

process will most certainly be vigorously challenged. Why not pause and let the developer get
his plans together first, it is not fair to ask the community to weigh on a moving target.

 
Sincerely,
 
 
Chuck Vondra – Principal, Sr. Consultant
Bus: 707-963-5418 E-Mail Chuck@Com-Strat.com  Cell: 707-815-6355
1176 Starr Avenue, St. Helena, CA 94574
www.Com-Strat.com

Your independent expert for technology consulting and project management.
The information contained in this email is proprietary and confidential, and may be used only by its intended recipient.  If you receive this email in error, you should
contact the sender and then delete permanently by pressing <shift><delete>.  Thank you for your consideration.

 
 
 

From: Noah Housh [mailto:NHoush@cityofsthelena.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 6, 2018 5:18 PM
To: Noah Housh <NHoush@cityofsthelena.org>
Subject: Hunter NOP Electronic Notification
 
***Information Only; Please Do Not Reply All***
 
Greetings,
 
At the recently held neighborhood meeting for the Hunter Residential Subdivision, you provided
your email contact information indicating you would like to be notified of future project activities.
 
Attached please find the formal Notice of Preparation initiating the Environmental Impact Review
(EIR) process for this project. 
 
As was identified at the neighborhood meeting, a scoping meeting for the EIR is scheduled for
Monday, March 12, 2018, from 6:00 – 7:30 pm at the St Helena Fire Department (1480 Main Street).
This meeting will provide an opportunity for individuals to speak directly to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) consultants regarding the scope of the EIR analysis. 
 
Alternatively, if you are unable to attend this meeting, please feel free to provide your written
comments to me (electronically or hard copy) any time before April 9, 2018, to ensure they are
considered in the EIR analysis.  My contact information is provided in the notice, and in the signature
below 
 
After the initial analysis is completed, a draft EIR will be published for a 45-day public review and
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comment period, during which the public will have an additional opportunity to comment on the
environmental analysis and resulting document. This is tentatively scheduled to occur in late spring
or early summer, 2018.  
 
These comments will then be used to finalize the document making modifications or expanding the
analysis, as appropriate.  Further, a response to each comment will be provided in the Final draft EIR
for the project, which will then be taken before the Planning Commission for review and action at a
public hearing tentatively proposed to be held in late summer or early fall of 2018.
 
Please forward this message to anyone you feel may be interested in the Hunter Residential
Subdivision EIR process.  Thank you for your attention to this matter.           
 

NOAH HOUSH
PLANNING & COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DIRECTOR
City of St. Helena | Planning & Community Improvement Department
1480 Main Street | St. Helena, CA  94574
Direct: (707) 968-2659 | NHoush@cityofsthelena.org | http://cityofsthelena.org/planning 
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From: Cindy Tzafopoulos
To: Noah Housh
Subject: FW:
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 4:20:13 PM
Attachments: 541c_93_GP_Policies_9.4.4._&_9.4.5.png
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Thank you,
 
Cindy Tzafopoulos
City Clerk
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, CA  94574
 
Direct 707-968-2742 | Fax 707-963-7748
ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
www.cityofsthelena.org
 
From: Wendell Laidley [mailto:wlaidley3@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2018 4:17 PM
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos <ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org>
Subject:
 
Cindy,
 
The first photos are showing up now.  Can you tell me if you receive this with the first 7 photos in it?
 
Just hit reply if you would.  Thanks.
 
Wendell
 
 
 

Dear Cindy,
 
Please consider these comments regarding the scope of the Hunter EIR.  
 
An earlier EIR dismissed flood risk for the Hunter Property behind the levee as "less than significant"
as shown below ...
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That citation reports the "potential flooding impact, under CEQA, is less than significant."
 
With due respect to all, I consider the flood risk behind the levee and its potential consequences to be
substantial, and ask that the flood risk be thoroughly studied so St. Helena residents and taxpayers
do not become liable for damages occurred on that property when the levee alignment violated St.
Helena's own 1993 General Plan, which contained this provision ...
 

 

 



 
... that "grading and earth filling within the designated 100-year floodway should not be permitted."
 
Unfortunately the Vineyard Valley development was developed directly atop the floodway to the Napa
River, as shown on these photographs ...
 
 

 
 
 
and from the east side of the River ...
 
 



 
 
These photos show that the floodwater trapped behind the Vineyard Valley cinder block wall did
not overtop the riverbank, but instead drained naturally from the watershed northwest of
Vineyard Valley, toward the historic floodway now blocked by Vineyard Valley.
 
Disruption of that historic natural floodway caused both floods in 1986 and 1995 that caused
over $100 Million as documented by City Manager Johansson in his Project Summary report to
Assemblywoman Noreen Evans and Senator Pat Wiggins ...
 
 



 
 
Engineers know as basic safety practice not to obstruct floodplains, as confirmed below in St.
Helena's 1993 General Plan ...
 
 



 
Unfortunately that basic practice was ignored in the levee alignment, which bisects the very
floodplain that caused the 1986 and 1995 floods that caused over $100 Million as reported
above by former City Manager Bert Johansson.
 
After the 1986 flood, in his letter of August 14, 1986, to developer McDonnell, then City
Engineer Jack Meade warned Mr. McDonnell against reconstructing Vineyard Valley on its
floodway blocking site ...
 
 



 
 
... and in his response to that letter, Professional Engineer Gerald R. Giorgi expressly alerted
the landowner that he should "count on being sued" should another flood occur and neighbors
be damaged, for "whatever reason" ...
 



 

 
 
It is unfortunate the General Plan guidelines the professional engineers recommendations were
ignored, but when Measure A was passed in 1998, residents of Vineyard Valley, fearing the
future flood warned by engineer Giorgi, fought assertively to have their flood protection
upgraded to avoid the next damaging flood.  Vineyard Valley residents were comforted by the
inclusion of this Measure A set-aside to fund flood protection for St. Helena ...
 
 

 
 
In December 2008, residents sought to preserve the floodplain by suggesting this upgrade to



the extant cinder block wall erected after Vineyard Valley's flood in 1986 to flood standard,
along Vineyard Valley's north property line ...
 
 
 
 
Unfortunately the residents were ignored and the levee alignment now cordons off a major component
of the natural floodplain, with obvious flood risk increases by obstructing the floodplain.  
 
The residents proposed the remaining floodplain be preserved as a public riverbank park, but
advocates of the ill-designed levee across the floodplain won the argument and Vineyard Valley flood
protection was approved across the very floodplain that had flooded Vineyard Valley so badly in 1986
and 1995.
 
When Vineyard Valley residents asked why the levee had to obstruct the floodplain instead of
upgrading the cinder block wall along their north property line, and they were told upgraded
floodwall around Vineyard Valley and Hunter's Grove "would not work." 
 

 
 
As an engineer myself, I can only conclude the levee alignment was built across the floodplain
to protect developer Hunter's property at public expense, and the sacrifice of a large portion of
the historic floodplain. 
 
UC Davis Engineering Professor Nicholas Pinter wrote after completing a site inspection that he found
our levee a "field of dreams levee" as he wrote in this report.  City management may want to inquire of
Professor Pinter as to his opinion of the wisdom of permitting housing development behind the levee. 
I personally trust Professor Pinter significantly than I trust the engineers who dangerously aligned our
levee right through the middle of our floodplain.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Wendell Laidley

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7bwgk07f0afggjq/10504_Pinter_PublicCEO_Article%20highlighted.pdf?dl=0


st. Helena
 
 

 



From: David Wilkinson
To: Cindy Tzafopoulos
Cc: Noah Housh; Mark Prestwich
Subject: Hunter Project-ERI Scoping Input
Date: Thursday, April 12, 2018 4:11:07 PM

To the City Clerk, St. Helena, et al,
 
This note is a submission in response to the request for input on the Hunter Property
Development EIR scoping exercise.
 
As you may be aware my home is located somewhat at ground zero of this proposed
development and the results of the EIR impacts me very directly and those of my immediate
neighbors and the greater St. Helena community dramatically. The EIR, which seems to be
evolving with considerable thought, does seem to be predicated on some larger issues that
are being relegated to past decisions that do not appear to be as well thought out and that is
concerning to me, substantially.
 
I am relatively new to the community and while attempting to discover what has been a very
long process in developing this property there are more questions raised than answered. I
would consider myself pro-development but with the caveat that any development is very
well thought out, vetted intensely, and evolved with the best practices for the whole
community/City in its considerations and approvals. I am pro-development, and not a
developer. But I know instinctively when something is not of the potential standard that the
community needs and deserves. The very few illustrations of this development that I have
seen are of the poorest creative quality that I could imagine and certainly do not seem to fit
any, even minimal, urban plan for our City although I have made some efforts to discover what
that may actually entail. As I stated in one of the public meetings I am somewhat baffled by
the rush to move a poorly defined project forward without much more discovery.
 
These comments are somewhat outside the bounds of the Scoping Request but the Discovery
process is directly related to that Request. I have heard of my neighbors concerns, and they
are ground zero concerns, and whole community concerns of mine as well in relation to
traffic, water, resources, noise, costs, liability, and impact on every aspect of the future of this
City that I am quickly coming to value and appreciate deeply.
 
Somewhat disconcerting is the revelation that a previous EIR contained information which is
to be transported into the new EIR without review. I am particularly concerned with the whole
process of developing the levee and its viability particularly relative to the news of so many
levees and similar structures in Houston, New Orleans and elsewhere failing when they were
supposed to be certified ‘100 year flood’ capable. If this levee fails who is responsible for the
destruction that will devastate so many in this community? Who pays for those types of
catastrophes? I would ask that this issue not be swept under the proverbial rug and be added,
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in-depth, to the scope of the EIR work.
 
My thanks for your work and the commitment from every one of our councilors, City Staff and
Executive and Counsel, the Mayor and all of those tasked with this EIR work and they all
contribute to our future which is bright indeed.
 
David G. Wilkinson
704 Hunt Avenue
St. Helena, CA.
94574
 
1.415.608.5790
david@twgexperiential.com
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