
 

City of St. Helena 

Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting 

Tuesday, December 5, 2017 @ 6:00 PM 

Vintage Hall Board Room - Second Floor 

465 Main Street, St. Helena 

 

PLEASE NOTE: Any person who wishes to speak regarding an item on the agenda or make a 
comment under the "Oral Communication" portion of the agenda may do so, but please 
observe the time limit of three minutes.  

Page 
 
1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
2. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chairperson: Grace Kistner 

Vice Chair: Lester Hardy 

Commissioners: David Knudsen, Bobbi Monnette and John Ponte 

City staff present at the meeting will be noted in the minutes. 

 

 
3. PUBLIC FORUM: 

This is an opportunity for the public to address the Commission on items of 
interest to the public that are NOT listed on t he agenda. Because of 
restrictions imposed by the Brown Act, the Commission may not engage in 
discussion nor take action on matters not described on the agenda. Please 
observe the time limit of three minutes.  

 

 
4. CONSENT ITEMS 

Members of the Commission or the public may ask that any items be 
considered individually for purposes of considering alternative action, for 
extended discussion, or for public comment. Unless that is done, one motion 
may be used to adopt all recommended actions. (Roll Call Vote) 

 

 
 4.1. Approval of Minutes: November 7, 2017  

Commission Minutes 11-07-17 

7 - 11 

 
 4.2. Request by Fischer Architecture for Design Review approval to perform 

an exterior renovation of an existing residence and landscape 
improvements at 1843 Spring Mountain Ct. and in the Medium Density 
Residential Zoning District 

 

CEQA Determination: Exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15301 

Prepared By: Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution 
finding that: 

 

1. The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to 
CEQA Section 15301 as a minor alteration and addition to an existing 
structure, and 

 

2. Accept the required findings and approve the Design Review for the 

13 - 43 
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exterior modifications to the home at 1843 Spring Mountain Court.  
1843 Spring Mountain Ct. - Staff Report 

 
 4.3. Request by Troy Watters for adoption of a resolution approving design 

review in order to accommodate a remodel and addition to the home 
located at 1178 Hudson Avenue in the Medium Density Residential 
district. 

 

CEQA Determination: Exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15301 and 15303. 

Prepared By: Aaron Hecock, Senior Planner 

Recommendation: 

Staff finds that the proposed configuration of the addition, the overall 
design elements and the proposed materials/finishes are in character 
with the neighborhood and the community in general. For these 
reasons, staff concludes that required findings can be made and 
recommends that the Planning Commission: 

1.  Determine that the project is exempt from the requirements of 
CEQA, pursuant to Section 15301 and 15303; and 

2. Accept the required findings and approve a resolution granting 
design review approval for the proposed changes to the residence 
located at 1178 Hudson Avenue.  

1178 Hudson Ave. - Staff Report 

45 - 84 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
 5.3. Request by Ibrahim Agirman for Use Permit approval in order to sell 

items classified as "home furnishings" at 1226 Main Street in the CB: 
Central Business district. 

 

CEQA Determination: Exempt 

Prepared By: Joseph Brockhoff, Planning Intern 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission: 

1. Determine that the project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA 
pursuant to Section 15301, Class 1, which exempts the operation, 
leasing, or minor alteration of existing facilities; and 

2. Accept the required findings and approve a Use Permit for Ibrahim 
Argirman to sell "home furnishing" items as described in St. Helena 
Municipal Code section 17.48.030 at 1226 Main St.  
1226 Main St. - Staff Report 

85 - 100 

 
 5.1. Mitigated Negative Declaration, Design Review and Use Permit 

applications requesting approval to construct an approximately 9,500 
square foot addition to an existing 111,000 square foot building to 
operate a custom crush winemaking facility capable of making 120,000 
gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln in southeast 
St Helena. 

 

CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Prepared By: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement 
Director 

Recommendation: 

101 - 468 
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It is recommended by the Planning and Community Improvement 
Department that the Planning Commission:   

1. Accept the analysis and findings identified in the Initial Study 
and approve the associated Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 

2. Accept the required findings and approve the Use Permit and 
Design Review for the proposed St Helena Custom Crush 
project which would construct an approximately 9,500 square 
foot addition to an existing 111,000 square foot building to 
operate a custom crush winemaking facility capable of making 
120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell 
Ln in southeast St Helena.       

420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln. -Staff Report 

Omni- Komes Custom Crush 
 
 5.2. The Holt -Johnson Residence project includes a request for a 

Demolition Permit, Design Review permit, and Use Permit to demolish 
an existing residence constructed circa 1960 and construct a new 
single family residence at 1916 Vineyard in accordance with the Small 
Lot Development Standards and in the MR: Medium Density 
Residential District 

 

CEQA Determination: Exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant 
to CEQA Section 15301 and 15303 

Prepared By: Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner 

Recommendation: 

The Planning and Community Improvement Department recommends 
that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution finding that: 

  

1. The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant 
to CEQA Section 15301 and 15303, and 

2. Accept the required findings and approving the requested 
Demolition permit, Use Permit, and Design Review for the Holt-
Johnson Residence located at 1916 Vineyard Avenue.  

1916 Vineyard Ave.- Staff Report 

469 - 520 

 
6. SCHEDULED MATTERS  
 
 6.1. City of St Helena Design Guidelines Work Plan 

 

CEQA Determination: Not a Project 

Prepared By: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement 
Director 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended by the Planning and Community Improvement 
Department that the Planning Commission:  

 

1. Review the provided wok plan and provide specific comments on the 
proposed approach, make suggestions on where the Commission feels 
it may be improved, and vote to support the creation of the Design 
Guidelines, following the process identified in the work plan.  

  
PC - City of St Helena Design Guidelines Work Plan - Pdf 

521 - 535 
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7. DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

This is an opportunity for staff to report on or update the Commission on any 
relevant matters. 

 

 
8. AGENDA FORCAST 

Attached is a summary document of pending projects and up coming and 
items of priority and interest that will be placed on future agendas. This is also 
an opportunity for the Commission as a whole to request items be placed on 
future agendas for discussion. These items should be consistent with, and 
work to implement adopted Council Goals. 

 

 
 8.1. Planning Commission- Tentative Agenda  

PC TENTATIVE AGENDA Sept 14 2017 Update 

537 - 540 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 

The next Regular Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for December 
19, 2017, at 6:00 p.m. in the Vintage Hall Board Room located at 465 Main 
Street.  

  

This agenda was posted at City Hall, 1480 Main Street, and at Vintage Hall, 
465 Main Street, St. Helena, California on November 30, 2017. 

  

 
 Noah  Housh, Planning Director 

  

Appeal. A person who is dissatisfied with a decision of the Planning 
Commission may appeal that decision to the City Council pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 17.08.180, Appeal procedure. Actions of the 
Planning Commission will be listed on the City Council agenda the following 
Tuesday to give the City Council opportunity to review the Planning 
Commission’s decision. Absent of an appeal by the City Council or by a 
citizen, the appeal period will terminate two weeks after the Planning 
Commission hearing. 

  

Special Assistance for the Disabled. In compliance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please call the City Clerk’s Office (707) 967-2792. Notification 48 
hours prior to the meeting will enable City to make reasonable arrangements 
to ensure accessibility to this meeting (28 CFR35.102-35.104 ADA Title II). 
However, City staff will attempt to assist at any time with accessibility. The 
City Clerk has equipment to assist those with a hearing impairment.  

 

  

 

 
  PUBLIC TESTIMONY PROCEDURES 

Pursuant to the Government Code Section 54954.3, the public may address 
the Commission on each agenda item during the Commission’s consideration 
of that item. Each speaker has the option to state his or her name for the 
record before testifying. Depending on the number of speakers or the interest 
of the item, the Planning Commission Chairman may also restrict, at his/her 
discretion, the speaker’s time to three minutes. The 
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Chairman may also restrict public comments if they become irrelevant to the 
agenda item or repetitious of prior comments. All persons interested may 
appear and be heard or submit written statements prior to the Planning 
Commission meeting. Please note that if you challenge the City’s decision on 
any of these matters in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues 
you or someone else raised at the meeting or in written correspondence 
delivered to the City at, or prior to, the meeting. 

 
  CHALLENGING DECISIONS OF CITY ENTITIES 

The time limit within which to commence any lawsuit or legal challenge to any 
quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City of St. Helena is governed by 
Section 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure, unless a shorter limitation 
period is specified by any other provision, including without limitation 
Government Code section 65009 applicable to many land use and zoning 
decisions, Government Code section 66499.37 applicable to the Subdivision 
Map Act, and Public Resources Code section 21167 applicable to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Under Section 1094.6, any 
lawsuit or legal challenge to any quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City 
must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which such 
decision becomes final. Any lawsuit or legal challenge, which is not filed within 
that 90-day period, will be barred. Government Code section 65009 and 
66499.37, and Public Resources Code section 21167, impose shorter 
limitations periods and requirements, including timely service in addition to 
filing. 

 

If a person wishes to challenge the above actions in court, they may be limited 
to raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the meeting 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of 
St. Helena, at or prior to the meeting. In addition, judicial challenge may be 
limited or barred where the interested party has not sought and exhausted all 
available administrative remedies. 

 

 
  SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL RECEIVED AFTER THE POSTING OF THE 

AGENDA 

Any supplemental writings or documents distributed to a majority of the 
Planning Commission regarding any item on this Agenda, after the posting of 
the Agenda, will be available for public review in the Planning Department’s 
Office located at 1480 Main Street, St. Helena, California, during normal 
business hours. In addition, such writings or documents will be made available 
on the City’s web site at http://cityofsthelena.org and will be available for public 
review at the respective meeting. 
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 MINUTES
City of St. Helena

Planning Commission Meeting
Tuesday, November 7, 2017 @ 6:00 PM

Vintage Hall Board Room - Second Floor
465 Main Street, St. Helena

 

 A complete video recording of this meeting, except for closed session, can be found at 
https://sthelena.civicweb.net/Portal/ or by calling the City Clerk at (707) 967-2792. The City Council 
video is the official record of the Council meeting.
 
Present: Chair Grace Kistner, Vice-Chair Lester Hardy, Commissioner David Knudsen 

(arrived late at 6:01 p.m.), Commissioner Bobbi Monnette, and Commissioner John 
Ponte 

Absent: None
Staff Present:  Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director, Erica Ahmann 

Smithies, Public Works Director and City Engineer, Aaron Hecock, Senior Planner, 
Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner, and Xinia Gamero, Administrative Assistant 

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

2. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

3. PUBLIC FORUM:
Chair Kistner opened Public Comment.
 
Lois Battuello addressed the Commission.
 
Chair Kistner closed Public Comment.
 
Chair Kistner pulled Item 4.2 and Commissioner Knudsen pulled Item 4.1 on the 
Consent Calendar.

4. CONSENT ITEMS
4.1 Approval of Minutes: September 19, 2017

4.2 The applicant is requesting demolition permit approval to demolish an existing 
346.5-sf barn on the property located at 627 Harvest Ln. in the Medium Density 
Residential District.

4.3 The applicant is seeking approval of a design review exemption to relocate the 
existing front entry doorway from the south (street facing) façade of an existing 
single family home to the northwest side of the residence located at 1152 
Church St. in the MDR: Medium Density Residential district.

CEQA Determination: Exempt
Prepared By: Joseph Brockhoff, Planning Intern

Agenda Item #4.1.
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Recommendation:
Staff finds that the proposed relocation of the exterior doorway raises no 
substantial design problems and therefore recommends that the Planning 
Commission: 

1. Determine that the project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA 
pursuant to Section 15301 which exempts the minor alteration of 
existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or 
topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use 
beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination; and

2. Find that the project is exempt from design review and approve the 
relocation of the front porch and doorway at 1152 Church St.

Commissioner Bobbi Monnette moved to approve item 4.3 on the Consent 
Calendar. The motion was seconded by Commissioner John Ponte and on roll 
call carried by the following vote:

AYES: Grace Kistner, Lester Hardy, David Knudsen, Bobbi Monnette, and 
John Ponte
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
RECUSE: None

4.1 Approval of Minutes: September 19, 2017

4.2 The applicant is requesting demolition permit approval to demolish an existing 
346.5-sf barn on the property located at 627 Harvest Ln. in the Medium Density 
Residential District.

CEQA Determination: Exempt
Prepared By: Joseph Brockhoff, Planning Intern
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

1. Determine that the project is categorically exempt from the requirements 
of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Section 15301 “existing facilities” as the 
demolition of an accessory structure and, 

2. Accept the required findings enumerated in Municipal Code Section 
17.164.050(b), and adopt a resolution approving demolition of the barn 
at 627 Harvest Ln.

 
Joseph Brockhoff, Planning Intern reported on Item.
 
Chair Kistner opened Public Comment.
 
No Public Comment received.
 
Chair Kistner closed Public Comment.

Agenda Item #4.1.
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Commissioner Bobbi Monnette moved to approve item 4.1 as amended and 
Item 4.2 on the Consent Calendar.  The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner John Ponte and on roll call carried by the following vote:

AYES: Grace Kistner, Lester Hardy, David Knudsen, Bobbi Monnette, and 
John Ponte
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
RECUSE: None

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS
5.1 The Driscoll Residence Project includes a request for a Demolition Permit, 

Design Review, and Use Permit to demolish an existing single family residence 
and construct a new single family residence and detached garage at 1727 
Scott Street consistent with the small lot development standards and in the 
Medium Density Residential Zoning District.

CEQA Determination: Exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to 
Section 15301(L)(1) and 15303(A) which exempts demolition of an existing 
single family residence and the construction of a new single family residence.
Prepared By: Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner
Recommendation:
The Planning and Community Improvement Department recommends that the 
Planning Commission adopt a resolution finding that:
 

1. The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to 
CEQA Section 15301 and 15303, and 

2. Accepting the required findings and approve the requested Demolition 
permit, Use Permit, and Design Review for the Driscoll Residence, 
located at 1727 Scott St.

 
Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner reported on Item.
 
George Bevan, project architect, and Brian Driscoll, property owner addressed 
the Commission.
 
Chair Kistner opened Public Comment.
 
Sue Tipp addressed the Commission.
 
Chair Kistner closed Public Comment.
 
Brian and Kim Driscoll, property owners, and Joel Mendelson, architect 
addressed the Commission. 

Agenda Item #4.1.
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Commissioner John Ponte moved to approve staff's recommendation as 
amended. The motion was seconded by Vice-Chair Lester Hardy and on roll 
call carried by the following vote:

AYES: Grace Kistner, Lester Hardy, David Knudsen, and John Ponte
NOES: Bobbi Monnette
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
RECUSE: None

5.2 Mitigated Negative Declaration, Design Review and Use Permit applications 
requesting approval to construct an approximately 9,500 square foot addition to 
an existing 111,000 square foot building to operate a custom crush winemaking 
facility capable of making 120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata 
St/890 Dowdell Ln in southeast St Helena.

CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration
Recommendation:
It is recommended by the Planning and Community Improvement Department 
that the Planning Commission:  
 

1. Accept the analysis and findings identified in the Initial Study and 
approve the associated Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 

2. Accept the required findings and approve the Use Permit and Design 
Review for the proposed St Helena Custom Crush project which would 
construct an approximately 9,500 square foot addition to an existing 
111,000 square foot building to operate a custom crush winemaking 
facility capable of making 120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La 
Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln in southeast St Helena.     

Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director reported on Item.
 
Commissioner Monnette disclosed speaking with two members of the public 
prior to public hearing of the item. Chair Kistner also disclosed communicating 
with Donna Oldford via email. Additionally, Chair Kistner requested item be 
heard in two sessions to allow greater public involvement and be continued to 
the meeting of December 5, 2017.  
 
Donna Oldford, Nat Komes and Tom Faherty addressed the Commission.
 
Chair Kistner called for a recess at 8:02 p.m.
 
Chair Kistner reconvened the meeting at 8:15 p.m. 
 
Chair Kistner opened Public Comment.
 
Lois Battuello, Joel Gott and Gary Margadant addressed the Commission.

Agenda Item #4.1.
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Chair Kistner closed Public Comment.
 
Donna Oldford, Olivia Ervin, Environmental Consultant, Peter Galloway, Traffic 
Planner, and Nat Komes addressed the Commission. 

Chair Grace Kistner moved to continue item to a date certain of December 5, 
2017 and have all public comments submitted to the Planning Department by 
November 24, 2017. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Bobbi 
Monnette and on roll call carried by the following vote:

AYES: Grace Kistner, Lester Hardy, David Knudsen, Bobbi Monnette, and 
John Ponte
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
RECUSE: None

6. ADMINISTRATIVE DETERMINATION
6.1 Administrative Determination

 
Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director reported on the 
request from Joel Gott to open and operate a convenience store at 1153 Main 
Street.

7. DEPARTMENT REPORTS
 Planning and Community Improvement Director, Noah Housh reported on:

 Cancellation of the November 21, 2017 and the January 2, 2018 meetings. 
 Reminded Commissioners of the upcoming Sonoma State Planning 

conference scheduled for December 2, 2017. 
 Update on the Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report.

8. AGENDA FORCAST
8.1 Planning Commission Tentative Agenda

9. ADJOURNMENT
 
Chair Kistner adjourned the meeting at 9:27 p.m.

APPROVED:

______________________________
Grace Kistner, Chair

ATTEST:

_________________________
Noah Housh, Planning and Community 
Improvement Director

Agenda Item #4.1.
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 

Planning Commission Meeting of  December 5, 2017 

 

 

 

AGENDA SECTION: Consent 

 

FILE NUMBER: PL17-048 

 

SUBJECT: Request by Fischer Architecture for Design Review approval to perform an 
exterior renovation  of an existing residence and landscape improvements at 1843 
Spring Mountain Ct. and in the Medium Density Residential Zoning District 

 

PREPARED BY: Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner 

 

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

APPROVED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 1843 Spring Mountain Ct.  

 

APN: 009-411-033 

 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Medium Density Residential: MR 

 

APPLICANT: Fischer Architecture PHONE: (510) 204- 9250 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Applicant, Fischer Architecture, on behalf of property owners, Ashley King and Jon 
Grant, is requesting Design Review approval to perform an exterior renovation and 
perform landscape improvements at the existing property located at 1843 Spring 
Mountain Court. Specifically, the proposal requests approval to: 

  

• Replace the existing roof with a new standing seam metal roof 

• Re-side the residence in stained wood rain-screen siding 

• Replace all existing windows and door with new aluminum windows and doors—
including the replacement of existing - French doors with new bi-folding door 
systems. 

Agenda Item #4.2.
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• Introduce trellis system at front entrance and rear property 

• Remove approx. 3500 sq-ft of lawn and graveled areas and replace with 
vegetable and fruit plantings 

• Introduce fencing panels to define vegetable beds 
  

No changes to the building footprint or height are proposed and the project does not 
pose any substantial design issues, as detailed below. 

 

 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

GENERAL PLAN 

The subject property exhibits a General Plan Land Use designation of Medium Density 
Residential. This land use designation allows single family detached and attached 
homes, secondary residential units, public and semi-public uses, and other compatible 
uses. The Medium density residential land use designation serves as the predominant 
residential land use designation and is intended to perpetuate the existing development 
patterns exhibited by St. Helena’s established neighborhoods.  

 

Relevant General Plan policies include:  

 

4.3.4  Strengthen community identity by appropriate building design, size, and site 
landscaping. 

 

4.3.26 Encourage residential building siting and design that is similar to that found in the 
older neighborhoods in town. In these areas consistent setbacks, porches, and 
generously landscaped front yards add to community enjoyment by all. Restrict location 
of driveways and garages to minimize their visual impact on the street.  

  

The project is limited to cosmetic changes to an existing residence and landscape 
improvements. As proposed, staff finds that the project would be in conformance with 
applicable goals of the General Plan, particularly, those listed, above. 

 

ZONING 

Consistent with the GP land use designation, 1843 Spring Mountain Court exhibits a 
zoning designation of MR: Medium Density Residential. The MR zoning district allows 
for single-family detached homes, accessory dwelling units and other compatible uses 
insofar as they conform to the development standards prescribed by Municipal Code 
Section 17.40.060.  

 

Review of the project indicates that, as conditioned, it meets all applicable development 
standards; the proposed project would not change the building footprint and any new 
elements including the trellis structures would meet applicable setbacks. New 
landscaping improvements would be drip irrigated and required to comply with MWELO 

Agenda Item #4.2.
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requirements. All proposed fencing and gates are conditioned to comply with applicable 
zoning limitations. No change to FAR or Lot coverage is proposed. 

 

DESIGN REVIEW  

The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring 
value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community 
as a place to live and work. Consistent with Zoning Code Section 17.164.060, the 
Commission must find that the applicant reasonably accounts for the design criteria 
prescribed by Section 17.164.030 (detailed below) and exhibits a quality of design that 
is compatible with adjacent development, features a design, and landscaping that is 
generally consistent with the predominant development patterns, and that does not 
otherwise detract or negatively affect the established character of the surrounding 
neighborhood.  

Design Review Criteria. 

 

1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan; 

The project would feature appropriate building design and generous landscaping and is 
consistent with applicable General Plan policies, especially, 4.3.4 and 4.3.26. 

 

2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site; 

The proposed renovation would employ quality materials and would not otherwise 
change the overall design of the building such that it would continute to be compatible 
with the immediate environment of the site. 

 

3. Relationship of the design to the site; 

No changes to the building footprint or siting are proposed and the relationship of the 
design to the site would continue to be appropriate. 

 

4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as 
having a unified design or historical character; 

The streetscape along Spring Mountain Court does not exhibit a particularly unified 
character. 

 

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas 
between different designated land uses; 

There is no change in land use proposed. 

 

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site; 

The changes are consistent with the residential nature of the site and would be 
compatible with future construction. 

 

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project; 

The project would employ quality materials and colors which are consistent with the 
residential nature of the site.  

Agenda Item #4.2.
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8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 
create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, 
visitors and the general community; 

No substantial changes to siting are proposed with the exception of landscaping 
improvement, which would be appropriate for the site and residential uses.  

 

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures; 

The site would feature generous landscaping consistent with the residential nature of 
the site. 

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of 
the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept; 

There are no changes to the properties main function and no new ancillary features are 
needed to support it. 

 

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient for 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

No changes to ingress or egress are proposed. 

 

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project; 

The project will retain existing trees to the extent feasibile and integrate retained trees 
and plantings into the landscape plan. 

 

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions; 

The proposed materials are appropriate for the residential nature of the project and 
would be compatible with surrounding residential architecture.  

 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical 
character, whether the design is compatible with such character; 

Spring Mountain Court does not exhibit a particularly unified character. 

 

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship of 
plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors create a 
desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape concept depicts an 
appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site; 

The landscape plan is appropriate for the residential nature of the project. 

 

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate of St. 
Helena; 

Agenda Item #4.2.
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Plant material would be suitable for St. Helena and would be properly maintained 
through a drip irrigation system. 

 

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of green 
building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green building 
materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape materials. 

 

All proposed changes to the building would meet Title 24 standards and landscaping 
must comply with MWELO requirements to limit water use. As such, sustainability 
needs are reasonably accounted for. 

 

CEQA 

The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to Section 15301, which 
exempts minor alterations and additions to existing private structures. The proposed 
project is not subject to any of the exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption as 
outlined in CEQA Section 15300.2. The project site is not located on or near an 
environmentally sensitive area, is not visible from a scenic highway, is not included on a 
hazardous waste site, and will not impact historic resources or otherwise generate or 
contribute to any potentially significant impacts.  

 

 

ISSUES 

No Issues have been identified. 

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

No Correspondence has been received at the writing of this staff report. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution finding that: 

 

1. The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Section 
15301 as a minor alteration and addition to an existing structure, and 

 

2. Accept the required findings and approve the Design Review for the exterior 
modifications to the home at 1843 Spring Mountain Court. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 1. Resolution 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 2. APN Map 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 3. Aerial View 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 4. Project Plans 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 5. Landscape Narrative 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 6. Landscape Plan 

1843 Spring Mountain Ct. ATTCH 7. Site Photos 

Agenda Item #4.2.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ST. HELENA 
GRANTING APPROVAL OF A DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT

FOR THE KING-GRANT RESIDENCE PROJECT LOCATED AT 1843 SPRING 
MOUNTAIN COURT

PROPERTY OWNER: Ashley King and Jon Grant         APN: 009-411-033

Recitals
1. Fischer Architecture submitted an application for Design Review to perform an 

exterior renovation and landscape improvements at the existing residence at 1843 
Spring Mountain Court in the MR: Medium Density Residential District, and

2. A staff report dated Dec 5, 2017 and incorporated herein by reference analyzed the 
projects consistency with the Design Criteria enumerated in Section 17.164.030 of 
the Municipal Code, and

3. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, considered 
the project, staff report, and all testimony, written and spoken, at a duly noticed 
public hearing on Dec 5, 2017, and

4. Now, therefore let it be found that, the Planning Commission approves Design 
Review and authorizes the modifications contained in said plans based on the 
findings below and subject to the conditions of approval enumerated herein. 

Resolution

A. The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to 
Section 15301, which exempts minor alterations and additions to existing private 
structures. The proposed project is not subject to any of the exceptions to the 
use of a categorical exemption as outlined in CEQA Section 15300.2. The 
project site is not located on or near an environmentally sensitive area, is not 
visible from a scenic highway, is not included on a hazardous waste site, and will 
not impact historic resources or otherwise generate or contribute to any 
potentially significant impacts

B. Design Review 
The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities 
that bring value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility 
of the community as a place to live and work. Consistent with Zoning Code 
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Section 17.164.060, the Commission must find that the applicant reasonably 
accounts for the design criteria prescribed by Section 17.164.030 (detailed 
below) and exhibits a quality of design that is compatible with adjacent 
development, features a design, and landscaping that is generally consistent 
with the predominant development patterns, and that does not otherwise detract 
or negatively affect the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
Design Review Criteria.
1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan;

The project would feature appropriate building design and generous 
landscaping and is consistent with applicable General Plan policies, and 
policies 4.3.4 and 4.3.26, in particular.

2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site;
The proposed renovation would employ quality materials and would not 
otherwise change the overall design of the building such that it would continue 
to be compatible with the immediate environment of the site.

3. Relationship of the design to the site;
No changes to the building footprint or siting are proposed and the relationship 
of the design to the site would continue to be appropriate.

4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board 
as having a unified design or historical character;
The streetscape along Spring Mountain Court does not exhibit a particularly 
unified character.

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in 
areas between different designated land uses;
There is no change in land use proposed.

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site;
The changes are consistent with the residential nature of the site and would be 
compatible with future construction.

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project;
The project would employ quality materials and colors which are consistent with 
the residential nature of the site. 

8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the 
site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community;
No substantial changes to siting are proposed with the exception of landscaping 
improvement, which would be appropriate for the site and residential uses. 

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures;
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The site would feature generous landscaping consistent with the residential 
nature of the site.

10.Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions 
of the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design 
concept;
There are no changes to the properties main function and no new ancillary 
features are needed to support it.

11.Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and 
convenient for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;
No changes to ingress or egress are proposed.

12.Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project;
The project will retain existing trees to the extent feasible and integrate retained 
trees and plantings into the landscape plan.

13.Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions;
The proposed materials are appropriate for the residential nature of the project 
and would be compatible with surrounding residential architecture. 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, whether the design is compatible with such character;
Spring Mountain Court does not exhibit a particularly unified character.

15.Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the 
relationship of plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage 
textures and colors create a desirable and functional environment and whether 
the landscape concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings 
on the site;
The landscape plan is appropriate for the residential nature of the project.

16.Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the 
climate of St. Helena;
Plant material would be suitable for St. Helena and would be properly 
maintained through a drip irrigation system.

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of 
green building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape 
materials.
All proposed changes to the building would meet Title 24 standards and 
landscaping must comply with MWELO requirements to limit water use. As 
such, sustainability needs are reasonably accounted for.
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C. Now therefore be it further resolved that, the Design Review permit for the above 
described project is granted subject to compliance with all applicable provisions of 
the Zoning Code subject to each of the following conditions.  Permit shall be in 
conformance with all City ordinances, rules, regulations and policies in effect at the 
time of issuance of a building permit.  The conditions noted below are particularly 
pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit violation of other laws 
and policies not so listed.

Conditions of Approval

1. The Permit shall be in conformance with all City ordinances, rules, regulations and 
policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit.  The conditions noted 
below are particularly pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit 
violation of other laws and policies not so listed.

2. The plans submitted for building permit review shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plans approved by the Planning Commission on December 5, 2017, except as 
modified by the following conditions. 

3. The Design Review permit shall be vested within one (1) year from the date of 
approval.  A building permit for the activities allowed under this approval shall have 
been obtained within one (1) year from the effective date of the decision or these 
approvals shall expire; provided however that the approved Design Review permit may 
be extended for up to two (2) one-year periods pursuant to the St. Helena Municipal 
Code, Section 17.08.030, Extension of Permits and Approvals.

4. The Design Review permit shall become effective fourteen (14) calendar days after 
approval, provided that the action is not appealed by the City Council or any other 
interested party within that 14 day period.

5. Any request for an extension of the Design Review permit must be justified in writing 
and received by the Planning Department at least thirty (30) days prior to expiration.

6. All required fees, including planning fees, development impact fees, building fees, 
retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District fees shall be paid prior to issuance 
of building permit.  

7. Prior to issuance of construction permits, compliance with conditions of approval shall 
be clearly identified on all plans. A copy of approved plans with the conditions listed on 
said plans shall be maintained on-site during construction activities. 

8. Conditions shall be achieved at such a time as determined by the City and shall be 
achieved at the requisite stage and before issuance of certificate of occupancy or 
initiation of use unless another time is set by law or by this approval. Occupancy or 
final inspection of a project may be withheld if all conditions, including payment of fees 
for services rendered by the City, are not met.

9. The applicant shall defend and indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and 
employees harmless of any claim, action or proceedings to attack, set aside, void or 
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annul an approval so long as the City promptly notifies the applicant of any such claim, 
action, or proceedings and the City cooperates fully in the defense of the action or 
proceedings.

10.This Design Review approval shall run with the land and shall be binding upon all 
parties having any right, title or interest in the real property or any part thereof, their 
heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure to their benefit and benefit of the City of 
St. Helena.

11.The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance.  The owner/applicant is responsible for meeting with the Building Official / 
Fire Inspector to review compliance with Building and Fire Codes, including fire 
protection systems and the accessibility standards of Title 24.

12.No structure shall be permitted over any existing property lines.  Documentation of 
the location of the property lines shall be submitted with plans for building permit 
issuance.

13.A building permit is required for any onsite demolition, construction, or change of 
occupancy.

14.The design of all fences, walls, and, gates shall be in conformance with the 
requirements of Zoning Code Chapter 17.120.

Public Works Conditions of Approval

15.Approval of this project shall be subject to the requirements of, and all 
improvements shall be designed and constructed in accordance with, the most 
current version at the time of improvement plan submittal, Caltrans Standards and 
Specifications, the City of St. Helena Municipal Code, the St. Helena Water and 
Sewer Standards, the St. Helena Street, Storm Drain and Sidewalk Standards, and 
all current federal, state and county codes governing such improvements.

16.For any improvements outside the existing building envelope, a grading and 
drainage plan showing topographic data, all easements, infrastructure onsite and 
directly adjoining, and an erosion control plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building permit.  If the 
project entails more than 50 cubic yards of soil disturbance, 10,000 square feet of 
disturbance area, a cut or fill of 3 feet or more, or alteration of any drainage pattern, 
a grading permit shall be required. 

17.Plans submitted for building permit shall clearly indicate the locations of the existing 
and proposed sewer and water laterals including where they connect to the 
structure, residence, pool, and City systems.

18.Drainage needs to be routed to prevent inundation of neighboring properties. 
Grading and/or site improvement plans shall show how 2-year and 10-year storm 
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flows shall be infiltrated on site and/or diverted at the property lines to prevent 
inundation of neighboring properties.  

19.Prepare and implement a Stormwater Control Plan as required by the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Post-Construction 
Manual, dated July 14, 2014.

20.Erosion and sediment control plans shall conform to the latest State and City codes 
at a minimum.

21.Provide details of any and all proposed fencing, gates, and/or walls on all plans 
submitted for building permit review. 

22.Provide a recorded copy of the dedicated road access and utility easement.

23.The applicant shall install an approved backflow device behind the new water meter 
prior to Certificate of Occupancy.  Any new and modified existing water laterals, 
meters and backflow prevention devices shall be required and constructed in 
accordance with the current requirements of the City of St. Helena’s Water 
Standards and the California Department of Health Standards.  Existing meter 
boxes located within a driveway shall be retrofitted with a traffic-rated box.  New 
laterals shall be located perpendicular to the water main and outside any 
driveway/drive aisle.

24. If the project includes 500 square feet or more of new landscaping and/or 2,500 
square feet or more of rehabilitated landscape, the proposed landscaping shall 
comply with the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO).

25.Site plan shall show the location of any trees within the project area.

26.The applicant shall conform to the City of St. Helena Water and Sewer Standards 
Section 6-2.10 which includes assessing the adequacy of the lateral, replacing if 
necessary and installing any needed cleanouts prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

27.Remodels or new construction which requires fire sprinklers shall install an 
appropriately-sized water service with appropriate backflow and meter devices prior 
to Certificate of Occupancy.  Fire system calculations shall be submitted with the 
Grading and Drainage Plan to verify fire service lateral and meter sizing.  Deferred 
submittals are not accepted.

28.All driveway approaches shall be per current City and ADA standards. Where none 
exists, or where deteriorating or non-standard driveway approaches exist, they shall 
be installed or replaced at the direction of the Public Works Department prior to 
Certificate of Occupancy. The driveway shall be replaced in order to conform to 
current ADA Standards. 

29.Any missing or broken curb and gutter along the project frontage shall be 
constructed and/or replaced prior to Certificate of Occupancy, extent to be 
determined by the Public Works Department.
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30.The applicant shall repair all public improvements that are damaged by the 
construction process in accordance with the City Water/Sewer/Street/Storm 
Drain/Sidewalk Standards prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

31.Existing streets being cut by new utility services will require edge grinding and an 
A.C. overlay per City standards, extent to be determined by the Public Works 
Department.  

32.An encroachment permit shall be required for any work performed in the public right 
of way.  

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Design Review permit was duly and regularly 
approved by the Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena at a regular meeting of 
said Planning Commission held on Dec 5, 2017 by the following roll call vote:

AYES: 
NOES:
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Grace Kistner Noah Housh, 
Chair, Planning Commission Planning and Community 

Improvement Director
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SYMBOLS / ABBREVIATIONS

K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

A0.1

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"

SITE PLAN, ROOF PLAN, & PROJECT INFORMATION

0 4 8 16

N

A0.1

A1.0

A1.1

A1.2

A1.3

A2.0

A2.1

A3.0

A3.1

A3.2

LA4.0

LA4.1

SHEET INDEX PROJECT TEAMPROJECT DESCRIPTIONPROJECT INFORMATION

Architectural Drawings:

Site / Roof Plan / Project Info.

Existing / Demo Floor Plan

Existing / Demo Roof Plan

Existing / Demo Elevations

Existing / Demo Elevations

Proposed Floor Plan

Proposed Roof Plan 

Proposed Elevations

Proposed Elevations

Proposed Trellis Elevations

Existing Vegetation Plan

Landscape Plan

OWNER
Ashley King & Jon Grant
1843 Spring Mountain Ct.
St. Helena, CA 94574

ARCHITECT
Fischer Architecture
2984 San Pablo Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94702
tel. 510.204.9250
fax. 510.204.9251
Kerstin Fischer, Principal
Andrew Fischer, Principal

Landscape Architect
David John Bigham, ASLA
1544 La Loma Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94708
tel. 510.843.4247
fax. 510.540.7634

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
TBD
 
GENERAL CONTRACTOR
TBD.

VICINITY MAP
Not to Scale

1.   SITE PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

subject property

MAIN STREET

SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
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The project is to renovate the exterior of an existing 
single-family residence. A new standing seam metal 
roof, stained wood rain-screen siding and updated 
openings are proposed for the house. The footprint 
and roof profile will not change, but the eaves and roof 
overhangs will be removed. The project includes all 
new exterior windows and doors in existing openings; 
the existing french doors will be replaced with larger 
bi-folding door systems. Improvements to the site 
include a pool, spa, outdoor cooking, dining and 
seating areas, trellis and landscape improvements. 
The at-grade pool with attached spa will have a 
perimeter overflow drain. The outdoor cooking area will 
include a concrete and steel island with a grill and sink, 
it will be situated over new paving and below the new 
wood and steel trellis. The trellis will be of painted steel 
and stained wood, and will be above the eave-line of 
the house and below the ridge.

The landscape planning for Ashley and Jon removes 
existing lawn and graveled areas and replaces them 
with intensely planted, deeply mulched, and I-phone 
controlled, moisture sensored, drip irrigated, vegetable 
and fruit plantings covering 3,500 SF (+-).  Some non 
or low irrigated planting from the existing garden will 
be retained.

Project Address:

APN
Zoning District:
Construction Type:
Occupancy Type:
Parking Spaces:

Setbacks:
Front Yard Setback:
Side Yard Setback (North): 
Side Yard Setback (South):
Rear Yard Setback (NW):
Side Yard Setback (SW):

Number of Stories:
Average Building Height:
Maximum Building Height:
Lot Area:
Gross Floor Area (sf):
Lot Coverage:

    
Applicable Codes:

Sprinkler System?:
Fire Alarm System?:

1843 Spring Mountain Court
St. Helena, CA 94574
009-411-033-000
(MR) Medium Density Residential 
V-B
R-3
2 (1 garage, 1 driveway)

Required: Existing: Proposed:
20'-0" 27'-5" no change
10'-0" 4"-11" no change
10'-0" 6'-11" no change
20'-0" 50'-3" no change
10'-0" 15'-6" no change

1 - no change
10'-9" - no change 
13'-7" - no change
10,009 sf (0.23 acres)
1,965 - no change
1,965 SF(house) + 643 SF(garage)
2608 SF (total) / 10,009 SF (lot)
26% - no change
CBC 2016, CEC (Elect) 2016, 
CPC 2016, CMC 2016, CFC 2016
Cal Energy Code 2016, CRC 2016
CBEES 2016
No
Yes

NOTE:

Removal and site feature 
demolition to coordinate with 
landscape architect's plan.
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overhang, typ.

remove (e) asphalt 
shingle roof, typ.

remove roof
overhang, typ.

replace (e) 
brick chimney

remove (e) asphalt
shingle roof, typ.

side yard
setback
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

A1.2

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"

EXISTING / PROPOSED DEMOLITION ELEVATIONS

0 2 4 8

L E G E N D

Existing Constuction to be removed

Existing Wall to remain

4
12

12
'-3

"

8'
-0

"

12
'-3

"

13
'-7

"

f.c.e. bedroom

t.o. minor ridge

max height max height

f.f.e.f.f.e.

(e) grade

remove (e) asphalt 
shingle roofing, typ.

(e) painted vertical 
wood siding

remove (e) 
painted 
brick

remove (e) 
painted 
brick

remove (e) brick 
chimney beyond

remove wall 
and windows

remove
(e) front door remove wall doors

and windows
replace (e)

greenhouse window

(e) garage
door

(e) covered
porch at entry

10
'-9

"

ave. height

10
'-9

"

ave. height
4

12
4

12

13
'-7

"

 

remove 
overhang, typ.

t.o. minor ridge

2.  EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

1.  EXISTING EAST ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

4
12

4
12

4
12

8'
-0

"

13
'-7

"

10
'-1

1"

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

f.c.e. bedroom

t.o. minor ridge

max height

f.c.e bedroom

max height

f.f.e.f.f.e.

remove (e) asphalt
shingle roofing, typ.

(e) painted vertical 
wood siding

(e) grade

remove rear
covered porch

remove wall 
and windows

remove wall and
windows

replace (e) 
window

remove (e) brick
chimney

 

remove
overhang,

typ.

 
remove 
overhang, typ.
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

A1.3

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"

EXISTING / PROPOSED DEMOLITION ELEVATIONS

0 2 4 8

L E G E N D

Existing Constuction to be removed

Existing Wall to remain
2 .  EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

1.  EXISTING WEST ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

4
12

4
12

4
12

12
'-3

"

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

10
'-9

"

max height

f.f.e

kitchen f.c.e.

t.o. minor ridge

8'
-0

"

f.c.e bedroom

max height

f.f.e.

remove (e) asphalt
shingle roofing, typ.

(e) painted vertical 
wood siding

(e) grade

remove (e) wall
and windows

remove (e) wall
and doors

remove (e) 
wall and doors

remove (e) brick 
chimney 

remove roof at (e)
rear covered porch

13
'-7

"

ave. height

10
'-9

"

ave. height

remove (e)
wall

remove
overhang, typ.

4
12

4
12

4
12

4
12

13
'-7

"

13
'-7

"

t.o. major ridge

f.f.e.

f.c.e kitchen

max height

10
'-1

1"

f.f.e.

t.o. minor ridge

8'
-0

"

(e) asphalt shingle
roofing, typ.

(e) painted vertical
wood siding

(e) grade

remove (e) rear
covered porch

remove (e) brick 
chimney beyond

replace (e) door to
garage

remove (e) wall 
and windows

 
remove (e) wall, 
door and windows

remove (e) wall  

remove
overhang, typ.
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E
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

A2.0

PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN

L E G E N D

Proposed Wall- New Construction

Existing Wall to remain

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"
0 2 4 8

N1.  PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
1/4" = 1'-0"

N

(n
) b

en
ch

(n) door and 
conc walkway

1/
A3

.0

2/A3.0

2/A3.1

3/A3.0

3/A3.1

1/A3.2 1/A3.2

3/
A3

.2
3/

A3
.2

2/A3.2

(n) bi-folding 
doors

(n) post at
entry

2'
-6

"

(n) windows

(n) window and wall 
in (e) opening

(n) deck-level 
perimeter 
overflow pool

1/
A3

.1

(n) paving

property line, typ.

(n) a/c condensor 
location

6'-
3 1

/2"

(n) windows 
in (e) opening

(n) windows 
in (e) opening

(n) windows
in (e) opening

(n) windows
in (e) opening

side yard
setback

(n
) b

en
ch

(n) door to 
garage

(n) front door 

roof at covered 
entry dashed 
above

pool vault
below paving

(n) painted steel
trellis column, typ.

(n) steel and wood
trellis overhead, typ.

(n) paving

(n) recessed drink cooler

(n) gas fire pit

(n) conc and steel 
cooking island

(n) sink(n) bbq
(n) painted steel 
trellis column, typ.

(n) steel and wood 
trellis overhead, typ.

(n) a/c condensor 
location

pool equipment

provide enclosure for 
pool equipment

(n) post at
entry

(n) bi-folding
doors

(n) paving

(n) glass door

(n) bi-folding
doors

(n) windows
in (e) opening

12
'-6

"

44'-2"7'-0"

9'
-4

 1
/2

"
11

'-0
 1

/2
"

14
'-6

 1
/2

"
9'

-0
"

12
'-6

"

7'-0"

29'-0"

(n) windows

(n) clerestory 
window above

24'-10"

27
'-0

"

21
'-9

"

24'-0"

13
'-3

"

14'-4"

30
'-9

 3
/4

"

deck-level perimeter
overflow drain, typ.

(n) paving

t.o.wall 
+/- 50”

19'-10"13'-10 3/4"

1/
A3

.0

2/A3.0

2/A3.1

3/A3.0

3/A3.1

1/A3.2 1/A3.2

3/
A3

.2
3/

A3
.2

2/A3.2

2'
-6

"

1/
A3

.1side yard
setback

property line, typ.

6'-
3 1

/2"

side yard
setback

Living Room

Bedroom

Garage

Bathroom

LaundryKitchen

Hall

Office

Bathroom

Bedroom

DN

DN

(e) elec meter

(e) gas meter

REFR OVEN

W
D

W
H

F.
A.

U
.

rear yard
setback

side yard 
setback

3'
-6

"

(n) spa
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

A2.1

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED ROOF PLAN

0 2 4 8

N

1.  PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
1/4" = 1'-0"

4:12 Slope, typ.

(n) standing 
seam roof, typ.

(n) heavy gage 
stainless steel flue

 (n) flush box gutter,
match roofing material, typ.

(n) wood
and

steel trellis

 

painted steel column
below, typ.

 

vent, typ. 

4:12 Slope, typ.

4:12 Slope, typ.

4:12 Slope, typ.

4:
12

 S
lo

pe
, t

yp
.

4:
12

 S
lo

pe
, t

yp
.

4:
12

 S
lo

pe
, t

yp
.

4:
12

 S
lo

pe
, t

yp
.

4:
12

 S
lo

pe
, t

yp
.

10'-0"

18
'-2

"

14'-0 3/4"

+/
- 6

9'
-3

 1
/2

"

12
'-1

0"

19'-8" 7'-4 1/8"

(n) painted steel
trellis frame, typ.

(n) steel and wood
trellis

(n) painted steel 
trellis frame, typ.

(n) steel and wood 
trellis

A
N

D
R

EW
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E
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

A3.0

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"
0 2 4 8

4
12

4
12

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

12
'-3

"

13
'-7

"

f.c.e. bedroom

t.o. minor ridge

max height

t.o. minor ridge

max height

f.f.e.f.f.e.

(n) windows in 
(e) opening

(n) stained wood
rainscreen
siding, typ.

10
'-9

"

ave. height

10
'-9

"

ave. height

12
'-2

 1
/2

"

sectional (n) garage door
with painted M.D.O. panels
 (n) window in

(e) opening
 (n) glass

bi-fold doors
 (n) metal post

at covered entry
 

ramp to entry, refer to
landscape architect's

drawings

 

(n) front door (n) steps,
refer to 
landscape architect's
drawings

 

(n) flush box gutter,
conceal r.w.l. behind siding
  (n) metal 

standing seam roof,
typ.

 (n) heavy gage
stainless steel flue

4
12

4
12

8'
-0

"

13
'-7

"

10
'-1

1"

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

t.o. minor ridge

max height

f.c.e bedroom

max height

f.f.e.

f.c.e. bedroom

f.f.e

new window in
(e) opening

 

 (n) heavy gage 
stainless steel flue

 elevation behind
dashed

(n) metal
standing seam roof,

typ.

 (n) flush box gutter,
conceal r.w.l.
behind siding

 

(n) stained wood
rainscreen siding,
typ.

(n) enlarged window
in (e) opening
  (n) enlarged window

in (e) opening
 

3.  PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

1.  PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

12
'-3

"

t.o. minor ridge

f.f.e.

10
'-8

"

he
ig

ht
 o

f t
re

llis

1'
-6

"

 steel trellis beam,
typ.

 stained wood 
trellis members,
typ.

(n) flush box gutter,
conceal r.w.l.
behind siding

 (n) metal standing
seam roof,

typ.

 

(n) stained wood
rainscreen siding,

typ.

 refer to
landscape architect's

drawings for
landscape construction

 

2 .  PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION (ENTRY COURTYARD)
1/4" = 1'-0"
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"
0 2 4 8

4
12

4
12

4
12

12
'-3

"

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

10
'-9

"

max height

f.f.e

kitchen f.c.e.

t.o. minor ridge

8'
-0

"

f.c.e bedroom

max height

f.f.e.

13
'-7

"

ave. heightave. height

10
'-9

"

(n) metal
standing seam roof,

typ.

  (n) heavy gage 
stainless steel flue

(n) flush box gutter,
conceal r.w.l. behind siding
 

(n) glass door (n) glass 
bi-fold doors
 (n) glass 

bi-fold doors
 (n) windows

in (e) opening
 (n) stained wood

rainscreen siding,
typ.

 

4
12

4
12

4
12

13
'-7

"

13
'-7

"

max height

f.f.e.

f.c.e kitchen

max height

10
'-1

1"

f.f.e.

t.o. minor ridge

8'
-0

"

(F)

 elevation behind
dashed

(n) metal 
standing seam roof,
typ.

 (n) flush box gutter,
conceal r.w.l. 
behind siding

 (n) clerestory
window
  (n) heavy gage 

stainless steel flue

(n) glass door 
to laundry room
 (n) door to

garage
 (n) windows (n) stained wood

rainscreen siding,
typ.

 

1.  PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

A3.1

8'
-0

"

f.c.e. bedroom

f.f.e.

10
'-8

"
1'

-6
"

10
'-8

"

he
ig

ht
 o

f t
re

llis

(n) flush box gutter,
conceal r.w.l. 
behind siding

 (n) metal standing
seam roof,
typ.

  steel trellis beam,
typ.

 stained wood 
trellis members,
typ.

(n) stained wood
rainscreen siding,
typ.

 refer to 
landscape architect's
drawings for 
ramp construction

 

 (n) metal post
at covered entry

2.  PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION (ENTRY COURTYARD)
1/4" = 1'-0"

3.  PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
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K I N G - G R A N T 
R E S I D E N C E
1843 SPRING MTN. CRT.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
A. P. N.  009-411-033-000

SHEET

DESCRIPTION

REV. DATE ISSUE DRWN.

AH

AH/AR

07.28.17

09.15.17

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

ISSUE FOR PLANNING

PROPOSED TRELLIS SECTIONS & ELEVATIONS

SCALE : 1/4" = 1'-0"
0 2 4 8

A3.2

10
'-8

"

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

t.o. trellis

max height

f.c.e. living room

f.f.e

stained wood trellis 
members, typ.

steel trellis 
beam, typ.

concealed
gutter

glass bi-folding
doors

painted steel
trellis columns,

typ.

 

pool perimeter 
overflow reservoir 

house in section

10
'-8

"

13
'-7

"

8'
-0

"

t.o. trellis

max height

f.c.e. living room

f.f.e

house, beyond

steel trellis beam, beyond

(n) pool in section 
painted steel trellis

column, typ.

(n) outdoor
cooking

4'
-2

"

stained wood trellis
members (behind), typ.

house beyond steel trellis 
beam, typ.

stained wood trellis 
members, typ.

in-pool bench 
beyond

(n) concrete
and steel
cooking island
t.o. wall +/- 52”

painted steel trellis
column, typ.

steel trellis 
beam, typ.

stained wood trellis 
members, typ.

painted steel trellis
column, typ.

steel trellis 
beam, typ.

stained wood trellis 
members, typ.

painted steel trellis
column, typ.

1.  PROPOSED TRELLIS SECTION
1/4" = 1'-0"

2.  PROPOSED NORTH TRELLIS ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

3.  PROPOSED WEST TRELLIS ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"
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Project Site: Views

The project site shows an existing single-family residence, with two neighboring single-family residences. The 

project site also shows minimal slope differential from the front view of the house.  

Project Site: Topography

5IF�UPQPHSBQIZ�PG�UIF�TJUF�JT�UZQJDBMMZ�nBU�UISPVHIPVU�UIF�MPU
�XJUI�NJOPS�nVDUVBUJPOT�JO�UIF�GSPOU�ZBSE��

Design Review Site Photos
King-Grant Residence

1843 Spring Mountain Court

Saint Helena, CA 94574
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Project Site: Existing Vegetation

The site includes a variety of small plants and some small trees. Removal or conservation of vegetation will be 

determined by the landscape architect. 

Project Site: Existing/Adjacent Structures

Existing adjacent structures include the neighboring residences. The footprint of the existing building will be 

maintained so as to keep distances from adjacent buildings/structures the same as the existing conditions. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 

Planning Commission Meeting of  December 5, 2017 

 

 

 

AGENDA SECTION: Consent 

 

FILE NUMBER: PL17-007 

 

SUBJECT: Request by Troy Watters for adoption of a resolution approving design 
review in order to accommodate a remodel and addition to the home located at 1178 
Hudson Avenue in the Medium Density Residential district. 

 

PREPARED BY: Aaron Hecock, Senior Planner 

 

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

APPROVED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

 

APPLICATION FILED:01/25/17 ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE:11/07/17 

 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 1178 Hudson Avenue 

 

APN: 009-421-003 

 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Medium Density Residential (MR) 

 

APPLICANT: Troy Watters PHONE: (707) 225-1408 

 

BACKGROUND 

The existing 6,480-sf small lot located at 1178 Hudson is currently developed with a 
1,126-sf, two bedroom, two bathroom, one-story, single-family residence with an 
attached 386-sf garage.  

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant is seeking design review approval in order to remodel and expand the 
existing residence by approximately 430-sf including a new front porch design and new 
234-sf open air outdoor accessory structure. This will involve eliminating approximately 
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45-sf of the front living room in order to accommodate the new porch entrance, 
demolishing several interior walls to reconfigure the interior space, and constructing a 
new approximately 476-sf addition to the rear of the home. The addition to the rear of 
the home would accommodate approximately 146-sf of new living space and a new 
330-sf master bedroom. The applicant proposes to replace the home’s existing 
stucco/wood siding and asphalt shingle roofing with board and batten siding and a new 
standing seam metal roof. The height of the existing single-story home would remain 
unchanged at approximately 16-feet. 

  

The proposed 234-sf pergola would be located in the rear yard, would be open on all 
sides, would be constructed with a stone base, wood posts and a standing seam metal 
roof to match the main dwelling. The structure would be just over 12-feet in height at its 
ridgeline. 

 

ANALYSIS 

CEQA 

Staff has conducted the requisite analysis and concluded that the project is categorically 
exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 
which exempts the minor alteration of existing private structures and Section 15303, 
which exempts the construction or conversion of small structures including single-family 
residences, garages, pools, etc. The proposed project is not subject to any of the 
exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption as outlined in CEQA Section 15300.2. 
The project site is not located on or near an environmentally sensitive area, is not visible 
from a scenic highway, is not included on a hazardous waste site, and will not impact 
historic resources or otherwise generate or contribute to any potentially significant 
impacts. 

  

GENERAL PLAN 

The subject property has a General Plan Land Use designation of Medium Density 
Residential (MDR). The MDR land use designation provides for single-family detached 
and attached homes, secondary residential units, public and quasi-public uses, and 
similar compatible uses. The MDR designation is the predominant residential 
designation occurring throughout large areas of the City. The wide distribution of this 
designation is intended to maintain a development pattern in newly developing areas of 
the City that is consistent with historic development patterns exhibited by St. Helena’s 
established neighborhoods. The 1993 St. Helena General Plan and Housing Element 
Update 2015-2023 Goals, Policies, and Eight-Year Action Plan include the following 
policies that are relevant to the proposed project: 

• 2.6.14 - Encourage a mix of housing types and price ranges to allow choice for 
current and future generations of St. Helenans. 

• 4.3.4 - Strengthen community identity by appropriate building design, size, and 
site landscaping. 

• 4.3.5 - Require future residential development to conform to the pattern and 
density of older, neighboring areas of town in order to complement existing town 
character and ensure that densities are high enough to protect against 
unnecessary incursion into vineyard agricultural areas. 
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• 4.3.25 - Within the primary urban area of St. Helena, encourage variety in 
housing types and density consistent with those found in the older 
neighborhoods of town. Encourage varying lot widths and configuration, but limit 
the allowable building envelope by parcel size to avoid overbuilt conditions. 

• 4.3.26 - Encourage residential building siting and design that is similar to that 
found in the older neighborhoods in town. In these areas consistent setbacks, 
porches, and generously landscaped front yards add to community enjoyment by 
all. Restrict location of driveways and garages to minimize their visual impact on 
the street. 

•  4.4.3 - Driveways and garages should be as unobtrusive as possible, with 
garages preferably located at the rear of the lot. 

• 7.5.9 - Require new development in or adjacent to historic areas or buildings to 
be compatible in pattern and character with existing historic buildings. 

• HE1.5 - Encourage innovative housing types and designs. 

• HE2.6 - Promote a balance of types of housing throughout the whole community. 
  

Staff Response: Staff finds that the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan 
policies listed above in that the home would continue an existing residential use and 
housing opportunity within the City, would be professionally designed and constructed 
to suit the site, and would maintain the residential character of the site and area in 
general. 

  

ZONING 

Consistent with the General Plan land use designation described above, the subject 
property has a zoning designation of MDR. The MDR zoning designation allows for 
single-family detached homes, accessory dwelling units, limited agricultural use and 
other compatible uses. The remodeling of an existing single-family home is a permitted 
use in the MDR district however it must conform to the development standards 
prescribed by Municipal Code Section 17.40.060. 

  

The existing parcel is considered a legal non-conforming small lot as it is less than 
7,000-sf (6,480-sf), which is the minimum lot size in the MDR district and has a lot width 
of less than 70’ (60’), which is the minimum lot width in the MDR district. Per Municipal 
Code Section 17.112.090 (small lot development standards), small lots may be 
developed with a 42’ minimum lot width, a 15’ front setback and a 5’ side yard setback 
(provided a minimum separation of 10’ be maintained between dwellings). The rear yard 
setback requirement remains 20’. In addition, the homes in this particular subdivision 
were developed with approximately 12’6” of right-of-way from the front property line to 
the edge of the curb, which is unusual. As a result, the homes in this subdivision have 
rather unique configurations and setbacks. This home in its existing configuration has a 
front setback of 9’7” from the property line to the garage, a 7’3” side yard setback from 
the northern property line, a 10’ side yard setback from the southern property line and a 
44’ setback from the rear property line. It should be noted, that the existing garage is 
approximately 22’1” to the edge of the curb and 17’7” from the back of the sidewalk. As 
proposed, all existing setbacks would be maintained with the exception of the rear 
setback which would be decreased from 44’ to 20’ which is within required standards. 
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Without incurring greater setback requirements, the maximum height of a home in the 
MDR district is 25’. The existing single-story home is approximately 16’ in height and 
would remain unchanged with the proposed project. 

  

As far as the Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) is concerned, a 6,480-sf parcel has a maximum 
F.A.R. of .346. This would allow up to approximately 2,242-sf of floor area (excluding 
any applicable F.A.R. exemptions). With the proposed changes, the home would be 
1,557-sf with a 386-sf attached garage for an F.A.R. of .27 which is below the maximum 
allowed on the site (approximately 500-sf below). It should be noted that the proposed 
pergola is not considered for the purposes of F.A.R. as it is an unenclosed accessory 
structure. 

  

EXISTING FLOOR AREA: 

RESIDENCE                                              1,126 SF 

GARAGE                                                       386 SF 

COVERED PARKING EXEMPTION            -200 SF 

     ______________________________________ 

                                                      TOTAL 1,312 SF 

  

  

  

PROPOSED FLOOR AREA: 

RESIDENCE                                          1,126 SF 

GARAGE                                                   386 SF 

ADDITION                                                 476 SF 

SF REMOVED FOR PORCH                    -45 SF          

COVERED PARKING EXEMPTION       -200 SF 

  _____________________________________ 

                                                 TOTAL 1,743 SF 

  

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 1,743 / 6,480 = .27 

  

Staff Response: As previously noted, the existing parcel is a legal non-conforming small 
lot that has a somewhat unusual setback situation, however, the front and side yard 
setbacks as they exist today will not be affected by the proposed project and the 
addition to the rear of the home would conform with current setback requirements. The 
project as proposed meets all other development standards as required by Section 
17.40.060 of the Municipal Code including lot coverage, floor area, height, etc. In 
addition, the proposed accessory structure in the rear yard is more than the required 3 
feet from the property line and is under the 15’ height limit. 

  

HISTORIC RESOURCES 
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The existing home was constructed in approximately 1956 and is not listed on the City’s 
Historic Resources Master List nor is it located in one of the City’s three historic districts 
as described in the 1993 General Plan. Therefore, staff finds that the proposed changes 
to the existing home will not detract from or be incompatible with existing historic 
districts or structures. 

  

WATER 

The proposed project is required to comply with the City’s Water Neutrality Policy. The 
remodeled single-family home would include modern, code compliant fixtures and 
appliances making it more water efficient than the existing home. The applicant has 
provided a water neutrality analysis that demonstrates no net increase in water 
consumption from the project after required fixture upgrades (included as an 
attachment). 

  

PARKING 

Municipal Code Section 17.124 “Parking and Loading Requirements”, requires that 
residential uses provide two off-street parking spaces for a single-family residence, one 
of which shall be contained within a garage or carport. The existing home has a two-car 
garage and driveway that can accommodate several cars on-site. Therefore, required 
parking standards are satisfied. 

  

DESIGN REVIEW 

The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring 
value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community 
as a place to live and work. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.164.030, the 
following design criteria should be considered by the Planning Commission in review of 
this application:   

  

1.   Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan; 

2.   Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site; 

3.   Relationship of the design to the site; 

4.   Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board 
as having a unified design or historical character; 

5.   Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in 
areas between different designated land uses; 

6.   Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site; 

7.   Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors 
are appropriate to the function of the project; 

8.   Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the 
site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community; 

9.   Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures; 
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10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main 
functions of the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design 
concept; 

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and 
convenient for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project; 

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions; 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, whether the design is compatible with such character; 

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the 
relationship of plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures 
and colors create a desirable and functional environment and whether the 
landscape concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the 
site; 

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate 
of St. Helena; 

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of 
green building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape 
materials. 

  

Staff Response: Staff believes that the proposed project is consistent with the required 
design review criteria listed above in that the project consists of an addition to an 
existing single-family residence in a residentially designated area of the City. The 
findings included in the attached resolution identify this compliance. 

 

ISSUES 

Staff has not identified any outstanding issues that require additional discussion. 

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

At the time of packet distribution staff had received no correspondence in relation to this 
application. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff finds that the proposed configuration of the addition, the overall design elements 
and the proposed materials/finishes are in character with the neighborhood and the 
community in general. For these reasons, staff concludes that required findings can be 
made and recommends that the Planning Commission: 

  

1.  Determine that the project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA, pursuant 
to Section 15301 and 15303; and 
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2. Accept the required findings and approve a resolution granting design review 
approval for the proposed changes to the residence located at 1178 Hudson 
Avenue. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Resolution 

APN Map 

Aerial View 

Plan Set 

Water Neutrality Analysis 

Applicant Statement 

Agenda Item #4.3.

Page 51 of 540



1178 Hudson Avenue
Design Review

December 5, 2017

CITY OF ST. HELENA PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO.

GRANTING DESIGN REVIEW APPROVAL
TO 1178 HUDSON AVENUE (PL17-007)

PROPERTY OWNER: Troy Watters APN: 009-421-003

RECITALS
1. Request by Troy Watters for adoption of a resolution approving design review in 

order to accommodate a remodel and addition to the home located at 1178 Hudson 
Avenue in the Medium Density Residential district.

2. A public notice was published in the Napa Valley Register and mailed to residents and 
occupants within 300 feet of the project site and in compliance with state and local law; 
and

3. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, considered the 
project, staff report, and all testimony, written and spoken, at a duly noticed public 
hearing on December 5, 2017.

4. Now, therefore let it be found that, the Planning Commission approves the Design 
Review permit and authorizes the modifications contained in said plans based on the 
findings below and subject to the conditions of approval enumerated herein.

RESOLUTION
A. In making the findings in this Resolution, the Planning Commission relied upon and 

hereby incorporates by reference all of the documents referenced in this Resolution 
and the associated staff report, City files for this matter, correspondence, 
presentations and other materials.

B. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the project is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to Section 15301, which exempts the minor alteration of existing private 
structures; and Section 15303, which exempts the construction or conversion of 
small structures including single-family residences, garages, pools, etc.

C. In accordance with the design review criteria identified in Municipal Code Section 
17.164.030, the Planning Commission hereby finds that the project demonstrates 
the following:  
1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan in 

that it is an addition to a single-family home in a residentially designated area;

2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site in that it is an 
addition to an existing single-family home that meets all required development 
standards;
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1178 Hudson Avenue
Design Review

December 5, 2017

3. Relationship of the design to the site is found to be consistent in that the project 
was designed by a licensed architect in consideration of the unique 
characteristics of the site;

4. That the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as having a 
unified design or historical character in that the home is not an area of with a 
unified design character and has been designed to be compatible with the site 
and the surrounding area;

5. The design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas 
between different designated land uses in that it is an addition to an existing 
single-family home in a residentially designated area;

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site in that it is an 
addition to an existing single-family home in a residentially designated area;

7. That the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project in that the addition will match the 
existing single-family home;

8. That the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 
create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community in that it is a remodel and addition 
to an existing single-family home in a residentially designated area;

9. That the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures in that the open 
space and landscaping has been designed to accommodate the site;

10.That sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of 
the project and that they are compatible with the project’s design concept in that 
the project meets all City requirements for the remodeling of and addition to a 
single-family home;

11.That access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient for 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles in that access to the site will remain from 
Hudson Avenue;

12.That natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the project 
in that the open space and landscaping has been designed to accommodate the 
site;

13.That the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an appropriate 
expression of its design concept and function and that they are compatible with 
the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions in that in that the addition 
will match the existing single-family home and is in a residentially designated 
area;

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, whether the design is compatible with such character in that 
the home is not an area of with a unified design character and has been 
designed to be compatible with the site and the surrounding area;
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1178 Hudson Avenue
Design Review

December 5, 2017

15.That the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship of 
plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors 
create a desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape 
concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site in that 
the open space and landscaping has been designed to accommodate the site;

16.That plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate 
of St. Helena in that the open space and landscaping has been designed to 
accommodate the site;

17.That sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of green 
building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green 
building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape 
materials in that construction will meet all California Building Codes and City of 
St. Helena development standards.

Planning Department Conditions of Approval

D. The Planning Commission approves design review for the above-described project 
with the following conditions of approval. The conditions noted below are particularly 
pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit violation of other laws and 
policies not so listed.

1. The project shall be in conformance with all city ordinances, rules, regulations and 
policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit.

2. The design review shall be vested within one (1) year from the date of final action. A 
building permit for the use allowed under this approval shall have been obtained within 
one (1) year from the effective date of this action or the approval shall expire, provided 
however that the approval may be extended for up to two (2) one-year periods 
pursuant to the St. Helena Municipal Code, Section 17.08.130, Extension of Permits 
and Approvals. Any request for an extension of this approval shall be justified in writing 
and received by the Planning Department at least thirty (30) days prior to expiration.

3. The approvals shall not become effective until fourteen (14) calendar days after 
approval, providing that the action is not appealed by the City Council or any other 
interested party within that 14-day period.

4. All required fees, including planning fees, development impact fees, residential in-lieu 
housing fees, building fees, toilet retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District 
fees shall be paid prior to issuance of a building permit. Fees shall be those in effect at 
the time of the issuance of the building permit.  

5. In any action or proceeding to attack, challenge, invalidate, set aside, void or annul the 
City’s approval of applicant’s Project, in whole or in part, applicant shall defend, at its 
own expense and without any cost to the City, and with counsel acceptable to the City, 
and shall fully and completely indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and 
employees harmless from and against any and all claims, causes of action, damages, 
costs, attorney’s fees and liability of any kind, so long as the City reasonably promptly 
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1178 Hudson Avenue
Design Review

December 5, 2017

notifies the applicant of any such claim, action, or proceedings and the City cooperates 
fully in the defense of the action or proceedings.

6. Provided they are in general compliance with this approval, minor modifications may 
be approved by the Planning Director.

7. Pursuant to St. Helena Municipal Code Section 17.08.110, this permit shall run with 
the land and shall be binding upon all parties having any right, title or interest in the 
real property or any part thereof, their heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure to 
their benefit and benefit of the City of St. Helena.

8. The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance. The property owners or their designee shall be responsible for meeting 
with the Building Official, Fire Inspector and or Public Works Department to review 
compliance with Building Codes, Fire Codes and specific Public Works Standards 
including fire protection systems and any applicable accessibility standards of Title 24.

9. Construction shall be in compliance with plans submitted and reviewed by the 
Planning Commission on December 5, 2017, except as modified herein. 

10. If, during the course of construction, the applicant demolishes more than 50% of the 
existing home, a stop work order shall be issued and the applicant will be required to 
submit a Planning Department Demolition Approval Application. Additionally, fire 
sprinklers will subsequently be required as determined by the Fire Marshal.

11.During construction, the project site shall be adequately fenced and secured to prevent 
trespassing.

12.Exterior lighting shall be directed or shielded to prevent glare onto the public roadway 
or adjacent properties.

13.To reduce disturbance of residents in the project vicinity, construction activities which 
generate noise that can be heard at the property line of any parcel of real property 
within the City limits shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through 
Saturday. Delivery of materials/equipment and cleaning and servicing of 
machines/equipment shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Exceptions to these 
time restrictions may be granted by the Public Works Director for one of the following 
reasons: (1) inclement weather affecting work, (2) emergency work, or (3) other work, if 
work and equipment will not create noise that may be unreasonably offensive to 
neighbors as to constitute a nuisance. The City Engineer must be notified and give 
approval in advance of such work. No construction activities shall occur on Sundays or 
federal or local holidays that generate noise that can be heard at the property line of 
any parcel of real property within the City limits.  

Public Works Department Conditions of Approval

14.Approval of this project shall be subject to the requirements of, and all 
improvements shall be designed and constructed in accordance with, the most 
current version at the time of improvement plan submittal, Caltrans Standards and 
Specifications, the City of St. Helena Municipal Code, the St. Helena Water and 
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1178 Hudson Avenue
Design Review

December 5, 2017

Sewer Standards, the St. Helena Street, Storm Drain and Sidewalk Standards, and 
all current federal, state and county codes governing such improvements.

15.For any improvements outside the existing building envelope, a grading and 
drainage plan showing topographic data, all easements, infrastructure onsite and 
directly adjoining, and an erosion control plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building permit.  If the 
project entails more than 50 cubic yards of soil disturbance, 10,000 square feet of 
disturbance area, a cut or fill of 3 feet or more, or alteration of any drainage pattern, 
a grading permit shall be required. 

16.Drainage needs to be routed to prevent inundation of neighboring properties. 
Grading and/or site improvement plans shall show how 2-year and 10-year storm 
flows shall be infiltrated on site and/or diverted at the property lines to prevent 
inundation of neighboring properties.

17.Erosion and sediment control plans shall conform to the latest State and City codes 
at a minimum.

18.Site plan shall show location of any trees within the project area.
19.Provide details of any and all proposed fencing, gates, and/or walls on all plans 

submitted for building permit review. 
20. If the project includes 500 square feet or more of new landscaping and/or 2,500 

square feet or more of rehabilitated landscape, the proposed landscaping shall 
comply with the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO).

21.The applicant shall install an approved backflow device behind the existing water 
meter prior to Certificate of Occupancy.  Any new and modified existing water 
laterals, meters and backflow prevention devices shall be required and constructed 
in accordance with the current requirements of the City of St. Helena’s Water 
Standards and the California Department of Health Standards.  Existing meter 
boxes located within a driveway shall be retrofitted with a traffic-rated box.  New 
laterals shall be located perpendicular to the water main and outside any 
driveway/drive aisle.

22.Remodels or new construction which require fire sprinklers shall install an 
appropriately-sized water service with appropriate backflow and meter devices prior 
to Certificate of Occupancy.  Fire system calculations shall be submitted with the 
Grading and Drainage Plan to verify fire service lateral and meter sizing.  Deferred 
submittals are not accepted.

23.The applicant shall incorporate water conservation practices into the proposed 
project per the Water Usage Calculations dated January 20, 2017 by Paul Kelley.  
Any and all non-conforming appliances and plumbing fixtures shall be removed from 
the premises.  The water conservation requirements shall be replicated in full on the 
architectural plans.

24.The applicant shall conform to the City of St. Helena Water and Sewer Standards 
Section 6-2.10 which includes assessing the adequacy of the lateral, replacing if 
necessary and installing any needed cleanouts prior to Certificate of Occupancy.
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25.Prior to Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall conform to the requirements of 
City of St. Helena Standard Drawings, Water and Sewer Standards Section 7-1.12, 
and applicable Health Standards which includes water laterals being a minimum of 
five (5) feet from sewer laterals

26.The driveway approach shall be replaced per current City and ADA standards prior 
to Certificate of Occupancy.

27.Any missing or broken curb and gutter along the project frontage shall be 
constructed and/or replaced prior to Certificate of Occupancy, extent to be 
determined by the Public Works Department.

28.The applicant shall repair all public improvements that are damaged by the 
construction process in accordance with the City Water/Sewer/Street/Storm 
Drain/Sidewalk Standards prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

29.Existing streets being cut by new utility services will require edge grinding and an 
A.C. overlay per City standards, extent to be determined by the Public Works 
Department.  

30.An encroachment permit shall be required for any work performed in the public right 
of way. 

Building Department Conditions of Approval

31. The applicant will be required to comply with the codes adopted at the time the 
applicant applies for a building permit. At this time the City of St. Helena utilizes the 
2016 Title 24 codes.

32.When submitting plans for a building permit, the plans shall include all 
documentation listed on the building permit application checklist.   

33.The applicant shall provide a construction waste management plan with the building 
permit application.

34.The plans for construction shall include a checklist for compliance with the California 
Green Buildings Standards Code, mandatory measures.  Provide a reference on the 
checklist indicating where the mandatory measures can be found on the plans.

35.When submitting plans, the title page shall include all information referenced on the 
building permit application checklist Title Page requirements. 

36.Building Permit application materials and plans shall include any documentation 
pertaining to special loads applicable to the design and the specified section of the 
code that addresses the condition; special inspections for any systems or 
components requiring special inspection; requirements for seismic resistance; and a 
complete list of deferred submittals at time of application. Any deferral of required 
submittal items shall have prior approval of the Building Official. Deferral of fire 
sprinkler design is not permitted.

Fire Department Conditions of Approval
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1178 Hudson Avenue
Design Review

December 5, 2017

37.Fire sprinklers shall be installed as required by the Fire Department.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing design review was duly and regularly approved by 
the Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena at a regular meeting of said Planning 
Commission held on December 5, 2017 by the following roll call vote:

AYES: 
NOES:
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Grace Kistner Noah Housh
Chair, Planning Commission Planning Director
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A0.00

TITLE SHEET

SHEET INDEXCONTACTSDESIGN CRITERIA
ARCHITECTOWNER A0.00 Title Sheet

A0.10 Context Plan
A0.20 Existing Photo Documentation
A1.10 Existing Site Plan
A1.11 Proposed Site Plan
A1.20 Existing Vegetation Plan
A1.21 Proposed Vegetation Plan
A1.30 Existing GIS & Topo Map
A1.31 Proposed Site Retention & Drainage Plan
A2.10 Existing Floor / Demolition Plan
A2.11 Proposed Floor Plan
A3.10 Existing Roof Plan
A3.11 Proposed Roof Plan
A4.10 Existing Front & Rear Exterior Elevations
A4.11 Proposed Front & Rear Exterior Elevations
A4.20 Existing Right & Left Side Exterior Elevations
A4.21 Proposed Right & Left Side Exterior Elevations
A4.31 Outdoor Living Room Elevations
A5.11 Building Sections

Paul Kelley
Paul Kelley Architect, Inc.
1110 Wyatt Avenue
Napa, CA  94559
(707) 257-1148
paul@paulkelleyarchitecture.com

SCOPE OF WORK

VICINITY MAPG.I.S. AERIAL VIEW

Troy Watters
6600 Yount St. Apt 37
Yountville CA 94599
(707) 225-1408
troy@flowerswinery.com

BUILDING CODES - AS APPLICABLE:

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 24

PART 1:  2016 BUILDING STANDARDS ADMINISTRATIVE CODE
PART 2:  2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE
PART 2.5: 2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE
PART 3:  2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE
PART 4:  2016 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE
PART 5:  2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE
PART 6:  2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE
PART 7:  2016 CALIFORNIA ELEVATOR SAFETY CONSTRUCTION CODE
PART 8:  2016 CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE
PART 9:  2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE
PART 10: 2016 CALIFORNIA EXISTING BUILDING CODE
PART 11: 2016 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING CODE
PART 12:  2016 CALIFORNIA REFERENCED STANDARDS CODE

SPECIAL INSPECTIONS
***

DEFFERED SUBMITTALS
***

PROJECT NOTES
1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE WORKMAN'S COMPENSATION INSURANCE, LIABILITY

INSURANCE AND A PERFORMANCE BOND IN THE AMOUNT OF THE COST OF
CONSTRUCTION.

2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE ALL LABOR AND MATERIAL FOR A MINIMUM OF
ONE YEAR. EXCEPTION:  ROOF SHALL BE GUARANTEED FROM LEAKAGE FOR A MINIMUM
OF TWO YEARS OR AS SPECIFIED.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL SITE CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS BEFORE
STARTING WORK.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY PKA OF DISCREPANCIES.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY EASEMENTS (PUBLIC OR PRIVATE) FOR SEWER,
WATER, ELECTRICAL, TELEPHONE, CABLE T.V. AND GAS PRIOR TO STARTING
CONSTRUCTION.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL UTILITY DATA AND LOCATIONS
PRIOR TO ANY WORK.  ONSITE UTILITIES SHALL BE COORDINATED WITH THE
APPROPRIATE AGENCY OR UTILITY COMPANY.

5. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER DRAWINGS.  DO NOT SCALE THE
DRAWINGS.  WHERE DISCREPANCIES OCCUR, NOTIFY PAUL KELLEY ARCHITECT FOR
CLARIFICATION.

6. ACCEPT NO INK OR PENCIL CORRECTIONS OR SUBSTITUTIONS TO THESE DRAWINGS
WITHOUT THE ARCHITECT'S WET SIGNATURE.  PAUL KELLEY ARCHITECT SHALL BE HELD
HARMLESS FOR ALL CHANGES NOT IN CONFORMANCE WITH THIS PROVISION.

7. ALL USERS OF THESE DRAWINGS AGREE BY USING THESE DRAWINGS TO HOLD PAUL
KELLEY ARCHITECT HARMLESS FOR ANY AND ALL WORK THAT DOES NOT CONFORM TO
REQUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM STANDARDS OF THE APPLICABLE BUILDING CODES,
LOCAL ORDINANCES, AND ACCEPTABLE STANDARDS.

8. THESE DRAWINGS ARE THE PROPERTY OF PAUL KELLEY ARCHITECT AND ARE NOT TO BE
USED IN WHOLE OR IN PART FOR ANY WORK OTHER THAN AT THE LOCATION SHOWN ON
THESE PLANS.

9. PAUL KELLEY ARCHITECT SHALL HAVE NO CONTROL OR CHARGE OF AND SHALL NOT BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSTRUCTION MEANS, METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES OR
PROCEDURES FOR ANY SAFETY PRECAUTIONS AND PROGRAMS IN CONNECTION WITH
THE WORK.

10. PAUL KELLEY ARCHITECT ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR PERFORMANCE OF
PRODUCTS OR MATERIALS SPECIFIED.

11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH ALL SYSTEMS COMPLETE AND WITH ALL
ACCESSORIES REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH EXCELLENT AND
ACCEPTABLE TRADE PRACTICE.

PROJECT DATA
Assessor Parcel Number(s): 009-421-003-000

Project Address: 1178 Hudson Avenue
St. Helena, CA 94574

Occupancy: R-3
Occupant Load: -
Construction Type: VB  Non-sprinkled
County/City Zoning: Medium Density Residential
Overlay: None

Floor Areas:

Existing Residence 1,126 sq. ft.
Reduction  for Future Porch -45 sq. ft.
Master Bedroom Addition +330 sq. ft.
Living Area Extension +146 sq. ft.
Proposed Residence 1,557 sq. ft.

Existing Garage 386 sq. ft.
Proposed Garage (No Change) 386 sq. ft.

New Outdoor Covered Structure: 234 sq. ft.

 Total Gross Floor Area: 2,177 sq. ft.

Project Areas (Exempt):

Existing Front Porch 38 sq. ft.
Extension of Front Porch +45 sq. ft.
Proposed Front Porch 83 sq. ft.

Existing Rear Patio 655 sq. ft.
Extension of Rear Patio 83 sq. ft.
Proposed Rear Patio 738 sq. ft.

Lot coverage area (floor area + porch):   2,260 sq. ft.

Net Floor Area (Gross floor area-200sf credit): 1,977 sq. ft.

Number of floors: 1
Building Height: 16'-0"

Lot Area: 6,480 sq. ft.
Allowable Lot Coverage: 45.0% (2,903 sq. ft.)
Proposed Lot Coverage: 34.8% (2,260 sq. ft.)

Allowable FAR: 34.6% (2,242 sq. ft.)
Proposed FAR: 30.5% (1,977 sq. ft.)

Setbacks:
Front Setback 30 ft. from centerline of road

+ 20 ft. beyond property line
Side Yard Setback 10 ft. each side
Rear Setback 20 ft.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

Faults: No faults found

FEMA Flood Zone: Parcel falls within FEMA Flood Zone

Fire Hazard Severity: No Fire Hazard Severity rating found

GW Ordinance: Parcel not in Groundwater Deficient Area

Landslides: No Landslides found

Local Drainage: Sulphur Creek - North Fork
Sulphur Creek - Main Fork
Other *

Soil Type: Pleasanton loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Special Species: Potential Special Species may occur *

Spotted Owls: Potential Spotted Owls may occur *

HazMat Releases: Smith, Harold & Son, Inc.
(within 1500 ft.) St. Helena Cemetery Assoc.

Prouty Estate

Agricultural Use USTs: Spring Creek Vineyard
(within 1500 ft.)

*  Contact Planning, Building, & Environmental Services Department for details.

(AT TIME OF PLAN PREPARATION)

Remodel + Addition for:
Troy Watters

1178 Hudson Ave., St. Helena, CA 94574
APN: 009-421-003-000

PROJECT LOCATION

A.P.N.  009-421-003-000
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REMODEL AND ADDITION OF AN EXISTING 1,126 SQ. FT. TWO
BEDROOM, TWO BATHROOM EXISTING RESIDENCE. THE PROJECT
PROPOSES TO ADD A MASTER BEDROOM, FAMILY/DINING ROOM
EXTENSION, OUTDOOR GRILLE AREA, AND AN OUTDOOR COVERED
STRUCTURE. A PORTION OF THE FRONT LIVING ROOM WILL BE
REMOVED TO CREATE AN EXTENDED FRONT PORCH. THE EXTERIOR
WILL FEATURE NEW METAL ROOF, BOARD AND BATT SIDING AS WELL
AS NEW EXTERIOR DOORS AND WINDOWS. THE PROJECT WILL
FEATURE NEW HARDSCAPE AREAS, SITE DRAINAGE AND UPDATED
LANDSCAPE.

R E V I S I O N S

Date:
10/03/2017

Project No:
160902

Sheet Title:

Sheet #:

These drawings are the property of Paul Kelley
Architect and have been prepared specifically for this
project. These drawings are not to be used for any

other project, by any other entity or in another location.
Copyright 2017 Paul Kelley Architect, Inc.

Consultant:

DESIGN REVIEW SUBMITTAL
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Water Neutrality Analysis 
 
 
Department of Public Works 
City of St. Helena 
1480 Main Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 
 
Re: Watters Residence - Water Neutrality Analysis  

1178 Hudson Ave., St. Helena, CA 94574 
APN: 009-421-003-000 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Troy Watters is proposing to remodel his existing two bedroom, two bath residence. The existing residence 
also includes a study. The remodel and addition proposes to add a master bedroom, family room/dining 
room extension (“open” design), a new outdoor covered structure and grille area. No additional bathrooms 
are proposed. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide an analysis of the theoretical existing and proposed water demand as 
required by the City of St. Helena Municipal Code Section 13.12.050. 
 
 
Existing Theoretical Domestic Water Demand (Baseline) 
The theoretical water demand for the existing two bedrooms plus study is calculated based on 150 gallons 
per day (gpd) per bedroom in accordance with the City of St. Helena Water Neutral Policy for Development: 
 

Theoretical Water Demand = 3 bedrooms* X 150 gpd per bedroom 
Theoretical Water Demand = 450 gpd 

  * (2 bedrooms + study = 3 bedrooms for calculation purposes) 
 
 
Proposed Theoretical Domestic Water Demand 

The proposed residence will be outfitted with water efficient fixtures (e.g. U.S. EPA WaterSense, U.S. EPA 
Energy Star) meeting the requirements of the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code and the City of 
St. Helena. 
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January 20, 2017 
1178 Hudson Ave. 

Water Neutrality Study 
Page 2 of 2 

 
 

 

Listed below is a summary of the water saving fixtures that will be installed in this residence during 
construction, and the respective fixture flow rates: 

 
Fixture Type     Maximum Flow Rate 
1. Showerheads    2 gpm @ 80 psi 

2. Lavatory faucets    1.2 gpm @ 60 psi 

3. Kitchen faucets    1.8 gpm @60 psi 

4. Water closets (gravity tank)   1.28 gpf 

5. Clothes washer    19.7 gpl 

6. Dishwasher     6.3 gpl 

Notes: 
• Items 1-4 are per 2016 California Green Building Standards Code, Chapter 4 Residential Mandatory Measures,  
• Section 4.303.3 - Indoor Water Use - Plumbing fixture and fittings - Table 4.303.2 Fixture Flow Rates. 
• Gallons per minute (gpm) 
• Gallons per flush (gpf) 
• Gallons per load (gpl) 

 
Landscape Water Demand 
The existing impervious surface of this property (3,423 sq.ft.) will be increased by 738 sq. ft. for building 
addition, hardscape, etc. resulting in a decrease of the total landscape area. Additionally, the existing 
sprinklered sod area of this property (1,161 sq. ft.) will be reduced by 327 sq. ft. resulting in a decrease of 
irrigation demands. The remaining non-impervious area is planted with existing drought resistant trees and 
succulents. Therefore we anticipate a net reduction in the amount of water used for site irrigation. Please 
see sheets A1.20 and A1.21 for the existing and proposed vegetation plans as reference.  
 
Existing vs. Proposed Water Demand 
The calculations shown on the attached Proposed Water Use Calculation spreadsheet indicate that the 
proposed project will result in a theoretical net decrease in water demand of 163.2 gpd: (450 gpd existing – 
286.8 gpd proposed = 163.2 gpd) after implementation of required water saving features for this project. 
 
Conclusion 
The proposed three-bedroom plus study residence will result in a moderate decrease in the theoretical 
projected water use compared to the existing two bedrooms plus study existing residence. This project, 
therefore, is in compliance with the City of St. Helena Municipal Code Section 13.12.050 and the St. Helena 
Water Neutral Policy for Development.  
 
 
This project research and calculations were prepared by: 
Jessica Hunter, Design Associate at Paul Kelley Architect, Inc. 
 
Attachments: Proposed Water Use Calculation Spreadsheet 
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      Daily Uses per #  of Gallons 
      Occupant Occupants per Day

Showerhead 2 gpm1 X 8 minutes4 X 1 5 X 8 ₌ 128

Lavatory faucets 1.2 gpm1 X 0.25 minutes4 X 3 5 X 8 ₌ 7.2

Kitchen faucets10 1.8 gpm1 X 4 minutes4 X 1 5 X 8 ₌ 57.6

Water closets 1.28 gpf2 X 1 flush4 X 3 5 X 8 ₌ 30.7

Clothes washer 19.7 gpl3, 8 X 1 load X 0.37 6 X 8 ₌ 58.3

Dishwasher 6.3 gpl3, 9 X 1 load X 0.1 6 X 8 ₌ 5

TOTAL 286.8

Notes:
1 gpm - Gallons per minute
2 gpf - Gallons per flush
3 gpl - Gallons per load
4 Flow duration per 2016 CALGreen, Section 4.303 - Table 4.303.1
5 Daily uses per occupant per 2016 CALGreen, Section 4.303 - Table 4.303.1 
6 Daily uses per occupant per U.S. EPA Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual 
7 Number of occupants assumes two (2) people per bedroom per St. Helena  Water Neutral Policy for Development.

Offices, dens, tv rooms, etc. are considered bedrooms with out without a closet.
8 Water use per load varies based on setting. Range = 7 gpl to 19.7 gpl per Miele.
9 Water use per load varies based on setting. Range = 1.3 gpl to 6.3 gpl per Miele.

10 Indoor or outdoor kitchen use.
Fixture "Water Use" Gallons per Day = Flow rate X Duration X Daily Uses X Occupants

Flow RateFixture Type

PROPOSED WATER USE CALCULATION SPREADSHEET

Watter’s Residence - APN: 009-421-003-000  
       Flow Duration /
            Description
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Design Review – Written Statement 
 
 
January 20, 2017 
 
Re: 1178 Hudson Ave. 

St. Helena, CA 94574 
APN:  009-421-003-000 

 
Summary: 
 
Existing Residence: 2-bedroom, 2-bath Single Family Detached 
Existing floor area: 1,126 sq. ft. 
 
Proposed Residence: 3-bedroom, 2-bath Single Family Detached 
Proposed floor area: 1,977 sq. ft. 
Floor area increase: 851 sq. ft. 
 
Lot area:  6,480 sq. ft. 
Zoning:   Medium Density Residential (MR) District 
Year Constructed: 1956 
 
 
Statement: 
 
We propose to remodel and construct additions the existing residence at 1178 Hudson Ave. The project 
proposes to add a Master Bedroom, to extend the existing open-concept Family Room and Dining Room, to 
construct a new Outdoor Covered Structure in the rear yard, and to provide new exterior finishes throughout. 
 
The revisions to the street side exterior include an extended porch by removing area from the existing living 
space; however, the building height and street frontage width will not change.  The small addition to the rear 
is single-story and will not be visible from the street. The remodeled residence will feature a new metal roof, 
board and batt siding, as well as new exterior doors and windows. We will also add new accordion French 
doors to the existing Bedroom 2 and Master Bedroom/Family Room additions.  
 
Changes to the front yard are minimal, but include a refinished chip-seal driveway. In the rear yard, the 
existing patio terrace with pergola will be removed and replaced with an outdoor covered structure and grille 
area. The project will feature new hardscape areas, site drainage and updated landscape. All property 
fences are existing to remain. 
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January 20, 2017 
1178 Hudson Ave. 

Design Review Application – Written Statement 
Page 2 of 2 

 
 

 

The new interior work consists of remodeling the existing dining area (vaulting ceilings), reconfiguring the 
existing study, and replacing the existing plumbing fixtures with new water saving fixtures, etc.  
 
We have prepared a water neutral analysis to show that the remodeled project with retrofit will use less water 
than currently allotted. 
 
 
Prepared by, 
 

 
Paul Kelley, MGBP 
Principal Architect 
 
 
Cc: Troy Watters 
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 

Planning Commission Meeting of  December 5, 2017 

 

 

 

AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing 

 

FILE NUMBER: PL-17-065 

 

SUBJECT: Request by Ibrahim Agirman for Use Permit approval in order to sell items 
classified as "home furnishings" at 1226 Main Street in the CB: Central Business 
district. 

 

PREPARED BY: Joseph Brockhoff, Planning Intern 

 

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

APPROVED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

 

APPLICATION FILED:10/30/17 ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE:11/06/17 

 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 1226 Main Street 

 

APN: 009-083-017 

 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Central Business/CB: Central Business 

 

APPLICANT: Ibrahim Argirman PHONE: 707-812-3190 

 

BACKGROUND 

The applicant Ibrahim Argirman, currently operates Ottoman Art retail store at 1228 
Main Street. A property adjacent to his current location at 1226 Main Street has opened 
up and Mr. Argirman is seeking to expand his floor space by operating his store in both 
the 1226 and 1228 Main Street Locations. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Mr. Agirman is requesting a use permit to operate a store at 1226 Main street to sell 
"home furnishing" items defined in section 17.48.090(C) of the St Helena Municipal 
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Code as “china, glassware, and metal ware for kitchen and table use; bedding and 
linen; brooms and brushes; lamps and shades; mirrors and pictures; carpets and rugs; 
and window coverings.” 

The applicant has stated a desire to expand the limited floor space (1,100 SF) of his 
current location at 1228 Main St. to display hand-made oriental rugs, along with some 
lamps and ceramic products.  Hours of operation will be 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. seven 
days a week. There will be one (1) full-time employee. No expansion of or modifications 
to the existing structure or individual store footprints will take place, and both stores will 
be accessible through two individual adjacent front door entryways at 1226 and 1228 
Main Street.  

 

ANALYSIS 

CEQA 

Staff finds that the project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to 
Section 15301, Class 1, which exempts the operation, leasing, or minor alteration of 
existing facilities. The proposed project is not subject to any of the exceptions to the use 
of a categorical exemption as outlined in CEQA Section 15300.2. The project site is not 
located on or near an environmentally sensitive area, is not visible from a scenic 
highway, is not included on a hazardous waste site, and will not impact historic 
resources or otherwise generate or contribute to any potentially significant impacts. 

 

GENERAL PLAN 

The subject property has a General Plan land use designation of Central Business (CB). 
This designation provides for retail, personal service uses, offices, restaurants, 
hotels/motels, service stations, public and quasi-public uses, and similar and compatible 
uses that serve local residents and the surrounding area. Emphasis is on pedestrian-
oriented retail and service uses on the ground floor level, with office and residential 
uses on the upper levels. The intent is for the CB district to remain primarily local 
resident-serving in character. New uses which serve both local residents and tourists 
are allowed. General Plan policies applicable to the proposed project include: 

 

• 2.6.35 Maintain the Central Business District as the City’s social and cultural core and 
the primary center for retail business. 

• 2.6.38 Encourage primarily local serving businesses in the CB and SC designated 
areas. 

• 3.4.2 Support the development of a responsible visitor-serving component to the City’s 
economy as a valuable source of jobs, tax revenues, and cultural amenities. 

  

Staff finds the use permit is consistent with the goals, policies and implementation 
measures found in the General Plan in that the home furnishing products sold at 
Ottoman Arts are both local-serving and visitor serving in nature. The applicant has 
been operating his store at 1228 Main St. under the same conditions and this request is 
essentially for a small expansion of an already conforming use. 

 

ZONING 
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Consistent with the Central Business land use designation in the General Plan, the site 
exhibits a zoning designation of Central Business (CB). This designation provides for 
retail, personal service uses, offices, restaurants, hotels/motels and other similar and 
compatible uses. The intent is for the CB district to remain primarily locally serving in 
character. New uses which serve both local residents and tourists are allowed; 
however; uses which are primarily tourist-serving are not permitted. Local serving 
businesses are considered to be those that derive a significant portion of their revenue 
from St. Helena residents, and which provide services and products which satisfy local 
resident’s day to day needs. It is presumed that the “local” customer base is defined by 
regular repeat customers from the community. 

  

Staff finds the use permit is consistent with the zoning in the Central Business District 
which are intended to keep the CB district primarily local serving in character in that the 
applicant has stated that most of his business comes from "local" residents and "repeat 
customers".  

 

PARKING 

The property at 1226 Main St. is located in the Parking Impact Overlay District. 
According to the St. Helena Municipal Code the basic parking requirement in this district 
for buildings existing as of February 1, 1980, shall be at least one space for each one 
thousand two hundred (1,200) square feet of ground floor area and one space for each 
two thousand four hundred (2,400) square feet floor area of basement or upper floors 
(floor area to include exterior measurements).The ground floor area at 1226 Main St. is 
approximately 980 square feet and the lease agreement between Ibrahim Agirman and 
the property owner, Laurie Titus includes the use of one off-street parking space located 
at the rear of the building. (See attachment 4) 

 

SIGNAGE 

The applicant states he would make use of the existing awning and windows to be his 
signage envelope to conform to the City of St Helena Signage Ordinance. Approval of a 
separate sign permit is required prior to the installation of any new sign.   

 

Use Permit  

The purpose of a use permit is to allow the proper integration of essential or desirable 
uses which may be suitable only in certain locations or zoning districts in the City, or to 
ensure that such uses are designed or arranged on the site in a particular manner. In its 
review of applications for use permits, the Planning Commission shall evaluate each 
proposed use in order to consider its impact on the City. Pursuant to Municipal Code 
Section 17.168 050, no use permit shall be granted unless the following findings can be 
made: 

1. That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, dust, light, glare, radiation 
or refuse that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the community. 

2. That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect the 
health, safety, or welfare of neighboring properties or uses. 
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3. That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the "normally 
acceptable" range identified in the General Plan. 

4. That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of public 
services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply, communication 
facilities, police protection, and fire protection. 

5. That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from the 
proposed location. 

6. That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the City's goal of maintaining 
the economic viability of a local serving economy. 

7. That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and would 
not conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it would be located. 

8. That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the City's General Plan. 

9. That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety, or welfare. 

10. That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar 
uses whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the City or would be in conflict 
with the General Plan. 

11. That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate off-
street parking to accommodate the long term parking needs of employees and business 
owners and customers is available. 

12. That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and 
delivery truck traffic generated by the proposed use. 

 

Staff Response: 

Staff finds that the project meets and/or complies with the required findings to approve a 
use permit as identified above. The findings included in the attached resolution identify 
this compliance. 

 

ISSUES 

Staff has not identified any issues that require additional discussion in relation to this 
application. 

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

As of the completion of this report staff had received no correspondence related to this 
application. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission: 

1. Determine that the project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to 
Section 15301, Class 1, which exempts the operation, leasing, or minor alteration of 
existing facilities; and 

2. Accept the required findings and approve a Use Permit for Ibrahim Argirman to sell 
"home furnishing" items as described in St. Helena Municipal Code section 17.48.030 at 
1226 Main St. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
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Resolution 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL MAP 

FLOOR PLAN 

PARKING SPACE 
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USE PERMIT AMENDMENT PL17-065

CITY OF ST. HELENA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GRANTED TO 1226 MAIN STREET

 
 
APPLICANT: Ibrahim Agirman                                  
PARCEL OWNER:   Laurie Titus                         APN: 009-083-017
   

RECITALS
 

1. Request by Ibrahim Agirman for a Conditional Use Permit to change the terms of the current 
Use permit at an existing tenant space located at 1226 Main Street in the CB: Central Business 
district from women’s clothing to home furnishings. Under St. Helena Municipal Code 
17.48.030 this would allow Mr. Ibrahim to sale items at 1226 Main St. such as china, 
glassware, and metal ware for kitchen and table use; bedding and linen; brooms and brushes; 
lamps and shades; mirrors and pictures; carpets and rugs; and window coverings;

 

2. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, held a noticed public 
hearing on December 5th 2017. 

 

RESOLUTION
 

The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, approved the Conditional 
Use Permit on the following basis: 
 

A. The Planning Commission hereby finds that this project is exempt from the requirements of 
CEQA pursuant to Section 15301, Class 1, which exempts the operation, leasing, or minor 
alteration of existing facilities. 

 

B. The Planning Commission makes the following use permit findings, Section 17.168.050, to 
support the motion to approve the use permit:

 

1. That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, dust, light, glare, radiation or 
refuse that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the community in that the use 
permit is for the expansion of a small existing retail space into an adjacent retail space and 
would not allow for the manufacturing of any products;

2. That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect the health, 
safety, or welfare of neighboring properties or uses in that the use permit is for the 
expansion of a small existing home furnishing retail space and no increase in noise is 
expected;

3. That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the "normally 
acceptable" range identified in the General Plan in that the use permit is for the expansion 
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of a small existing retail space into an adjacent retail space and no measurable increase in 
traffic is expected;

4. That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of public 
services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply, communication facilities, 
police protection, and fire protection in that the use permit is for the expansion of a small 
existing retail space into an adjacent retail space which will not increase any of these 
services;

5. That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from the proposed 
location in that the use permit is for the expansion of a small existing retail space into and 
adjacent retail space which would not alter the existing ingress or egress of the area;

 

6. That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the City's goal of maintaining the 
economic viability of a local serving economy in that the items listed in the CUP are defined 
in the St. Helena Municipal Code as items that serve the local community’s needs; 

7. That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and would not 
conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it would be located in that 
the use permit is consistent with the zoning requirements of the Central Business District 
and the use of the property will not change;

8. That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the City's General Plan in that the use 
permit is consistant with all General plan policies that guide land use in the Central 
Business District;

9. That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety, or welfare in that the 
use permit is for the expansion of a small existing retail space; 

10. That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar uses 
whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the City or would be in conflict with the 
General Plan in that the terms of the use permit comply with and reinforce General Plan 
goals for the Central Business District;

11. That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate off-street 
parking to accommodate the long-term parking needs of employees and business owners 
and customers is available in that the lease agreement provides an off-street parking spot 
directly behind the building. 

12. That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and delivery 
truck traffic generated by the proposed use in that the proposed use will not significantly 
increase traffic or the need for additional deliveries of the home furnishing items listed 
under St. Helena Municipal Code 17.48.090(C) 
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C. The Use Permit Amendment for the above described use is granted subject to compliance with 
the following conditions. The Use Permit Amendment shall be in conformance with all City 
ordinances, rules, regulations and policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit. The 
conditions noted below are particularly pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit 
violation of other laws and policies not so listed.
 

1. The Use Permit Amendment shall be vested within one (1) year from the date of approval. A 
building permit for the tenant improvements allowed under this permit shall have been obtained 
within one (1) year from the effective date of the permit or the permit shall expire; provided 
however that the permit may be extended for up to two (2) one-year periods pursuant to the St. 
Helena Municipal Code, Section 17.08.130, Extension of Permits and Approvals.

 

2. This permit is valid for this use only. New permits must be applied for upon any change in use. 
This permit will expire if the use is discontinued pursuant to then existing ordinances and 
regulations. 

 

3. The permit shall not become effective until fourteen (14) calendar days after approval, providing 
that the action is not appealed by the City Council or any other interested party within that 14 day 
period.

 

4. Any request for an extension of the permit must be justified in writing and received by the 
Planning Department at least thirty (30) days prior to expiration.

 

5. All required fees, including planning fees, development fees, housing fees, building fees toilet 
retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District fees shall be paid prior to issuance of 
building permit. Fees shall be those in effect at the time of the issuance of the building permit. 

 

6. Compliance with all permit conditions shall occur in accordance with specific regulations but in 
all cases no later than prior to occupancy or initiation of use unless another time is set by law or 
by this approval. Occupancy or final inspection of a project may be withheld if all conditions, 
including payment of fees for services rendered by the City, are not met.

 

7. In any action or proceeding to attack, challenge, invalidate, set aside, void or annul the City’s 
approval of applicant’s Project, in whole or in part, applicant shall defend, at its own expense 
and without any cost to the City, and with counsel acceptable to the City, and shall fully and 
completely indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and employees harmless from 
and against any and all claims, causes of action, damages, costs, attorney’s fees and liability 
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of any kind, so long as the City reasonably promptly notifies the applicant of any such claim, 
action, or proceedings and the City cooperates fully in the defense of the action or 
proceedings.

 

8. Provided they are in general compliance with the permit, minor modifications may be approved 
by the Planning Director.

 

9. This permit shall run with the land and shall be binding upon all parties having any right, title or 
interest in the real property or any part thereof, their heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure 
to their benefit and benefit of the City of St. Helena.

 

10. The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance. The owner/applicant is responsible for meeting with the Building Official/Fire 
Inspector to review compliance with Building and Fire Codes, including fire protection systems 
and the accessibility standards of Title 24.

 

11. Fire equipment shall be inspected annually by the Fire Department.

 

12. To reduce disturbance of residents in the project vicinity, construction activities which 
generate noise that can be heard at the property line of any parcel of real property within the 
City limits shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Delivery of 
materials/equipment and cleaning and servicing of machines/equipment shall be limited to 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Exceptions to these time restrictions may be granted by the Public 
Works Director for one of the following reasons: (1) inclement weather affecting work, (2) 
emergency work, or (3) other work, if work and equipment will not create noise that may be 
unreasonably offensive to neighbors as to constitute a nuisance. The City Engineer must be 
notified and give approval in advance of such work. No construction activities shall occur on 
Sundays or federal or local holidays that generate noise that can be heard at the property line 
of any parcel of real property within the City limits.

 
Public Works:

 

1. Approval of this project shall be subject to the requirements of, and all improvements shall be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the most current version at the time of 
improvement plan submittal, Caltrans Standards and Specifications, the City of St. Helena 
Municipal Code, the St. Helena Water and Sewer Standards, the St. Helena Street, Storm 
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Drain and Sidewalk Standards, and all current federal, state and county codes governing such 
improvements.

2. The applicant shall be required to obtain an encroachment permit for improvements on public 
right-of-ways prior to receiving a grading or building permit authorizing site work or 
construction activities on the site. 

 

3. The applicant shall be required to submit to the requirements for annual inspections of 
food/beverage service establishments and businesses that handle hazardous wastes for illicit 
stormwater discharges as required by the State National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges. The annual stormwater illicit 
discharge inspections are performed and invoiced to the applicant by Napa County 
Department of Environmental Management.

 

4. Any new and modified existing water laterals, meters and backflow prevention devices shall 
be required and constructed in accordance with the requirements of the City of St. Helena’s 
Water Standards.

5. Where fire sprinklers are required, applicant shall install an appropriately-sized water service 
with appropriate backflow and meter devices prior to Certificate of Occupancy. Fire system 
calculations shall be submitted with building plans prior to permitting to verify fire service 
lateral and meter sizing.

6. All wastewater lines of the proposed development must be connected to the St. Helena sewer 
system and designed in accordance with the City sewer system standards. Any new fixture 
units added to the existing building may require assessing the existing sewer lateral, possible 
upgrade of the sewer lateral to the building, including a sewer cleanout at the property line.

7. Trash areas, dumpsters and recycling containers shall be enclosed and roofed per State and 
County standards to prevent water run-on to the trash area and water runoff from the area, to 
contain litter and trash so that it is not dispersed by the wind or run-off during waste removal. 
In the event that wine or food waste is disposed in these areas, the enclosed trash area shall 
drain to the sanitary sewer system. An area drain connected to the sanitary sewer shall be 
installed in the enclosure area and a structural control such as an oil/water separator or sand 
filter shall be included. No other area shall drain into the trash enclosure. A sign shall be 
posted prohibiting the dumping of hazardous materials into the sanitary sewer.

8. The applicant shall comply with the provisions of St. Helena Municipal Code 
17.48.090.C.6.d., including but not limited to maintaining a minimum four foot (4’) clear path 
of travel along the sidewalk to provide for disabled access and maintaining a one and one-half 
foot (1-1/2’) clear recovery zone from the face of curb. No obstructions of any kind shall be 
allowed in those zones. Tables shall not be left on the sidewalk when the business is closed. 
Table placement shall be limited to the placement on the “recommended outdoor seating 
configuration” conceptual plan attached herewith.
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9. An encroachment permit shall be obtained from the City of St. Helena for outdoor dining use. 
The application must include documentation of required liability insurance. The City of St. 
Helena maintains the preeminent right to use the sidewalk and suspend the right to encroach 
whenever the city needs use of the sidewalk for other public use or for repair. 

 

10. New sidewalk may be required in the public right-of-way to maintain and connect the current 
path of travel as determined by the Public Works Director.

 

11. Any missing or broken curb, gutter and/or sidewalk along the project frontage shall be 
installed and/or replaced per City specifications prior to Certificate of Occupancy, extent to 
be determined by the Public Works Department.

 

12. The applicant shall repair all public improvements that are damaged by the construction 
process in accordance with the City Water/Sewer/Street/Storm Drain/Sidewalk Standards 
prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

 

13. Existing streets being cut by new utility services will require edge grinding and an A.C. 
overlay per City standards, extent to be determined by the Public Works Department.

 

14. Non-existent, deteriorating or non-standard driveway approaches shall be replaced at the 
direction of the Public Works Department prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

 

15. Any existing driveway approach not directly connected to a driveway shall be replaced with 
sidewalk/curb/gutter, as applicable and as directed by the Public Works Department, prior to 
Certificate of Occupancy.

 

16. An encroachment permit shall be required for any work performed in the public right of way. 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Use Permit Amendment was duly and regularly 
approved by the Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena at a regular meeting of said 
Planning Commission held on December 5th 2017 by the following roll call vote:
 

AYES:  
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
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ABSTAIN: 
 
 
 
APPROVED:      ATTEST:
 
   
                                                                                
Grace Kinster                                                             Noah Housh 
Chair, Planning Commission                                     Director of Planning 
 
     

1226 Main Street
Conditional Use Permit

December 5th 20127
Page 1 of 5
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 

Planning Commission Meeting of  December 5, 2017 

 

 

 

AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing 

 

FILE NUMBER: PL16-094 

 

SUBJECT: Mitigated Negative Declaration, Design Review and Use Permit applications 
requesting approval to construct an approximately 9,500 square foot addition to an 
existing 111,000 square foot building to operate a custom crush winemaking facility 
capable of making 120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln in 
southeast St Helena.      

 

PREPARED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

APPROVED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

 

APPLICATION FILED:11/15/17 ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE:07/31/17 

 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln 

 

APN: 009-660-004 

 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Industrial/Industrial 

 

APPLICANT: Karen Ames PHONE: 707-254-8598 

 

BACKGROUND 

Property Description 

The proposed project is located east of State Route (SR) 29 in the eastern portion of the 
City of St. Helena, at 420 La Fata Street. The property is a 5.89-acre parcel (APN 009-
66-004) that contains an existing industrial building, within an area bounded by Dowdell 
Lane, La 

Fata Street, and Mills Lane. 
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The site is currently occupied by an approximately 111,300-square-foot industrial 
building that contains a variety of light industrial type uses including warehouse, 
automotive, and other commercial and industrial land uses. The primary tenant of the 
existing building site is the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse. The site is improved with 
parking, landscaping and a storm water retention pond. An existing landscaped outdoor 
seating area with gravel paths and several benches is located near the intersection of 
Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street. 

  

This proposed application represents an expansion of the Napa Valley Wine 
Warehouse, which was initially approved in 1983 (Use Permit 96-114), amended in 
1995 (Use Permit Amendment No. 95-78) and then further amended in 1996 (Use 
Permit Amendment 96-114). The past approvals have allowed “…a 100,000 square foot 
building for use as a wine warehouse and a 22,500 square foot commercial building” 
and have permitted “General Office” uses to operate from the existing industrial 
building, in addition to allowing an expansion in the wastewater volumes allowed to be 
produced by the tenants in the building. The proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility 
office is identified as likely to take the place of the existing space currently leased by 
Britton Tree Services Incorporated.   

  

The site is adjacent to the City’s Urban Limit Line, with existing vineyards to the north 
and east. Portions of the project site north of the existing building have been planted 
with grape vines. A winery warehouse facility and multi-tenant light industrial uses are 
located south of the project site. A PG&E substation and one-story tilt-up light industrial 
buildings are located to the west. Both of the adjacent streets are paved and the site is 
well served by all public utilities and services.  

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility would expand the existing industrial 
building by constructing an approximately 9,500 square feet addition to the northwest 
area of the existing warehouse building and converting approximately 3,000 square feet 
of the existing warehouse into a barrel storage and tank room for the facility. The 
proposed expansion would be constructed in an area currently developed with an 
existing retention pond and parking. The entire custom crush operation is expected to 
occupy approximately 12,500 square feet. 

  

The proposed Custom Crush Facility is proposed as an expansion of the existing Napa 
Valley Wine Warehouse, which currently provides wine case storage for local wineries. 
The proposed project would create a “one stop shop” for local vintners to crush, 
ferment, bottle, and store wines. When completed, the proposed facility is expected to 
have capacity to process approximately 120,000 tons of grapes annually (equivalent to 
about 50,000 cases of wine). The applicant intends to operate with four full-time and up 
to four part-time employees. The hours of operation will normally be from 8:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. However, during the harvest season, 
(approximately August through November), longer hours of operation would be 
expected to occur. 
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Industrial Wastewater Treatment System 

A proposed self-contained wastewater treatment system would be constructed on top of 
a 900-square-foot concrete slab directly north of the proposed Custom Crush Facility. 
Wastewater from wine production would be treated through this system and then 
pumped via a lift station into the existing 8- inch gravity sewer main in La Fata Street. 
The wastewater treatment system would consist of a 10,000-gallon equalization tank for 
pre-treatment, a 10,000-gallon moving bed biofilm reactor tank, and a clarifier. A screen 
trellis would be installed along the northern boundary of the wastewater treatment 
system. The onsite system would pre-treat industrial wastewater from wine production 
to acceptable levels prior to discharging into the City’s sewer system. 

  

Bio-Retention Facility 

A 900-square-foot bio-retention facility would be constructed near the intersection of La 
Fata Street and Mills Lane. All the storm water runoff from the new impervious areas will 
be collected by downspouts or storm drains and routed to the bio-retention facility. 
Downstream of  

the bio-retention facility, the water will be collected and conveyed through a new 2-inch 
storm drain to the proposed new storm water retention pond. 

  

Retention Pond 

The existing storm water retention pond located at the northwest corner of the site 
would be relocated and expanded. As proposed, a new approximately 9,100-square-
foot retention pond would be constructed at the corner of Dowdell Lane and La Fata 
Street. The new retention pond, with a capacity of 41,000 cubic feet, would 
accommodate flows from the additional impervious areas introduced as part of the 
Custom Crush Facility as well as the flows generated from the existing improvements 
onsite. The retention pond would be excavated to a depth of six to eight feet and 
designed with 1-2 foot berms and a 4-foot-wide spillway to Dowdell Lane. A 5-foot tall 
fence would be installed along the perimeter of the new retention pond and all pond 
boundaries would be significantly landscaped. 

  

Access and Parking 

The project site is currently accessed from two existing driveways on La Fata Street. 
The two driveways provide access to 26 parking spaces and two loading docks. The 
project would add two new driveway entrances (for a total of four), from La Fata Street 
to access the project area. A total of eight new parking spaces are proposed to be 
added to the project site. The project also includes the restriping of a portion of the 
existing parking lot. Combined, the project site will provide 88-parking spaces.  

  

Landscaping 

Proposed landscaping would consist of trees and shrubs, and expands the landscaping 
on both La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane. A total of 30 trees would be planted on the 
project site, including one Redwood and two Coast live oaks. The trees and shrubs 
would primarily be planted along the frontage of La Fata Street, Mills Lane, and Dowdell 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 103 of 540



Lane. New landscaping would also be installed around the perimeter of the new 
retention pond.      

 

ANALYSIS 

November 7, 2017 Planning Commission Review 

  

On November 7, 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, Use Permit and Design Review at a noticed public hearing. After 
hearing from staff, the applicant and several members of the public, the Commission 
discussed the project and its merits, but ultimately continued the item to the December 
5, 2017, meeting date to allow additional public comment. This was both to provide an 
expanded public review and comment period and in response to the unprecedented 
impacts of the North Bay Firestorm, which occurred during the public review and 
comment period for the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  

  

During their review, the Commission identified concerns over the projects potential to 
impact the City's water and waster water systems, traffic circulation system and 
potential noise impacts associated with the proposed use.  

  

Two public comments identified concerns over the project, focused specifically on 
seismic risks and potential sewer treatment plant impacts while a third public comment 
indicated full support for the project given its industrial zoning designation and potential 
to support local agricultural efforts. 

  

The full project analysis is available in the November 7, 2017, staff report (attached).   

 

ISSUES 

Detention Basin Location and Fence Height 

The only unresolved issue with the project that has been identified by staff is the 
location of the stormwater detention basin and associated safety fence surrounding this 
feature. As state requirements for the pre-treatment of streamer have increased, the 
design of stormwater treatment features and infrastructure have tended toward larger 
pre-treatment features and locations. Several constraints on the project location, 
primarily that the site was previously developed and efforts on the part of the design 
team to reduce traffic and noise impacts on adjacent properties, limit the available 
locations for stormwater infrastructure. These limitations and constraints resulted in the 
design team proposing to locate the strormwater detention basin at the intersection of 
La Fata St and Dowdell Ln.   

  

In response to concerns raised by staff, the design team spent significant efforts to 
ensure the basin will serve both as stormwater infrastructure and a landscape amenity 
for the development. The design incorporates significant landscaping, preserves several 
large redwood trees providing a visual buffer to the existing building, utilizes low berms 
and a decorative safety fence to ensure the visual appearance is aesthetically pleasing, 
and incorporates pedestrian access along the edge of the berm, between the building 
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and adjacent roadways. The fencing surrounding the detention basin is required to be of 
a minimum 5-foot height to deter individuals from entering the feature (as a safety 
measure). The Industrial Zoning District identifies fencing in the front setback shall have 
a maximum height of 3.5-feet. It is the opinion of staff that the life and safety 
requirements of stormwater detention, take precedence over the zoning code height 
limitation.  

  

Further, the proposed location of the addition and ancillary support equipment is 
supported by staff to reduce overall project impacts (resulting from noise and 
circulation). However, the development of these features forces the relocation of the 
basin. The proposed location of the basin allow the needs of the current and proposed 
development be met (parking, circulation and stormwater treatment). Further, several 
code sections give the Commission authority to exercise flexibility with regards to height 
limitations through the use permit process (17.120.010 1. B. and 17.112.080 B. 4.). 
Given all of the information above, staff finds the issue of the detention basin and 
associated safety fence to have been resolved, and a condition allowing the height 
exception has been added to the project resolution.                

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

Two comment letters specific to the Mitigated Negative Declaration have been received 
(attached). The first came from Caltrans, commenting as a Responsible Agency under 
CEQA specific to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. The second was written by 
Chris Malan, representing the Living Rivers Council. The letter from Ms. Malan voiced 
concerns which were based on inaccurate information regarding the City's wastewater 
treatment infrastructure and capacity. A formal response to these comments has been 
provided as a part of the final Mitigated Negative Declaration (attached). 

  

One letter in general support of the project was received from Tom Redmond, a 
neighboring property owner.  

  

A formal Response to Comments was prepared and has been incorporated into the 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, both attached to this report for the Commission to 
review prior to acting on the recommendation.    

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended by the Planning and Community Improvement Department that the 
Planning Commission:   

  

1. Accept the analysis and findings identified in the Initial Study and approve the 
associated Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 
  

2. Accept the required findings and approve the Use Permit and Design Review for 
the proposed St Helena Custom Crush project which would construct an 
approximately 9,500 square foot addition to an existing 111,000 square foot 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 105 of 540



building to operate a custom crush winemaking facility capable of making 
120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln in southeast 
St Helena.      

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

PC Reso-Use Permit and DR St Helena Custom Crush 

Use_permit_resubmittal-Set 1 

17-02-28_Lyve System_Komes Winery Set 2 

Side-folding-grille Set 3 

Past Use Permit Approvals 

C. Stormwater Control Plan Rev. 9.20.17 

D. Water Well Yield Test_Custom Crush_03-24-2016 

E. Water Use St. Helena Custom Crush_03-17-17 

F. Helena Custom Crush Winery_Sewer Main Analysis_Rev2_09-20-17 

H. Traffic Analysis_Custom Crush_July 2017 

CalTrans Comment Letter 

PC Staff Report-Custom Crush 

Tom Redmon Letter 

LTR_Project Statement_10-26-2016 

FINAL IS-MND_St. Helena_Custom Crush (11.28.17) 

LRC Comment on MND on PL 16-094 St. Helena Custom Crush 

Custom Crush CEQA R2C (11.28.17) (3) 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 106 of 540



CITY OF ST. HELENA PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION PC20xx-xx

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ST. HELENA 
GRANTING APPROVAL OF DESIGN REVIEW AND A USE PERMIT 

FOR THE ST HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY, TO ALLOW THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF A 9,500 SQUARE FOOT ADDITION TO AN EXISTING 
STRUCTURE TO HOUSE A  WINE PRODUCTION FACILITY PRODUCING A 

MAXIMUM OF 120,000 GALLONS OF WINE, LOCATED AT 420 LA FATA STREET/890 
DOWDELL LANE (File No. PL16-094) 

PROPERTY OWNER: JOHN KOMES (DOWDELL INVESTORS, LLC)  

APN: 009-660-004

Recitals

A.  On November 15, 2016, Karen Ames submitted an application for Design Review 
and Use Permit approval requesting to construct an approximately 9,500 square foot 
addition to an existing wine warehouse to expand the use to include a 120,000 gallon 
custom crush wine making facility at 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln in the Industrial 
Zoning District; and

B. On September 25, 2017, the City of St Helena published a draft Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, which analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the St 
Helena Custom Crush facility, for a 30-days public review and comment period; and

C. On November 7, 2017, the Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State 
of California, considered the project, staff report, and all testimony, written and spoken, at 
a duly noticed public hearing.

D. Now, therefore let it be found that, the Planning Commission adopts the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program, and approves 
the requested Use Permit and Design Review for the St Helena Custom Crush Facility 
project located at 420 La Fata St and 890 Dowdell Ln on the following basis:  

Resolution

A. CEQA Findings 
1. The Planning Commission has independently reviewed and analyzed the Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and other information in the record and has 
considered the information contained therein, prior to acting upon or approving the 
Project, 
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2. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the Project has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA and consistent with state and local guidelines 
implementing CEQA,

3. On the basis of the whole record, there is no substantial evidence that the Project 
as designed, conditioned, and mitigated, will have a significant effect on the 
environment.

4. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration represents the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City as lead agency for the Project.

B. The Planning Commission has considered the Design Review design criteria 
identified in Municipal Code Section 17.164.030 to support the motion to approve the 
Design Review given that the project has been found to demonstrate:

1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the General Plan is 
found in that the project proposes a land use consistent with the Industrial land 
use designation, within the Urban Limit Line and is accomplished through an 
addition to an existing structure thereby limiting the expansion of development 
within the community;

2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site is supported 
given that the design incorporates features and materials compatible with the 
existing development, but which also enhance the aesthetic value of the existing 
building;

3. Relationship of the design to the site is found to be compatible given the limited 
scale of the addition, the proposed setbacks and the industrial context of the 
surrounding neighborhood;

4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the 
Commission as having a unified design or historical character is supported given 
that the scale and features incorporated into the design are compatible with the 
surroundings and the Commission has not previously identified this area as 
having a unified design or historical character;

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in 
areas between different designated land use is found to be given that the 
addition is of a size and scale that respects the existing development of the 
surrounding industrial properties and will serve to enhance the character through 
the contemporary design elements design and use of quality materials;

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site is maintained given 
that the addition is proposed in a location which maintains the access and 
function of other features on the property while also respecting the context  and 
functionality of the surrounding neighborhood;

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project is found in that the design provides 
appropriate design elements and exterior features such as board and bat siding 
and a cupola skylight;
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8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 
create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community which the project does through 
appropriate setbacks and thoughtful site planning of the circulation and access 
locations as well as the siting of the ancillary features of the use;

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures which they are given 
the provided site plan, setback and landscaping proposed maintains existing 
features on site while also exceeding the landscaping square footage and 
dimension requirements of the zoning code;

10.Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions 
of the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept 
which the ancillary functions such as  the waste treatment, storage and disposal 
functions, the loading dock and the stormwater treatment infrastructure are found 
to be;

11.Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient 
for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles is found to be given the parking lot design 
improvements, the improvements to the circulation features and the conditions 
placed on the project approval, including bicycle parking;

12.Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project which the project seeks to do through careful site planning of the 
detention basin, and preservation of existing redwood trees and other significant 
landscape features on site;

13.Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions which they 
are given the siding choices, design theme and elements such as wood 
screening walls and decorative fencing;

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, whether the design is compatible with such character which 
the design is found to be as is required and necessary, given the findings, 
features and elements referenced above;

15.Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship 
of plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors 
create a desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape 
concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site which 
it does through careful and appropriate planting choices and locations, the 
maintenance of the significant landscape features and the extensive landscaping 
of the detention basin;
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16.Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate 
of St. Helena, which it is given the drought tolerant elements and existing 
vegetation proposed and appropriately sited;

17.Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of 
green building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape 
materials which are, based on the significant energy and water saving 
requirements of the California Building Code and City of St Helena development 
criteria, in addition to the passive lighting elements proposed in the design.

C. Let it be further resolved that the Planning Commission has considered the findings 
identified in Municipal Code Section 17.168.050 to support the motion to approve the Use 
Permit given that the project has been found to demonstrate:

A.    That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, light, glare, radiation or 
refuse that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the community given the 
industrial nature of the projects surroundings and the conditions placed on the project;

B.    That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect the 
health, safety or welfare of neighboring properties or uses given that the functions of 
the project are primarily located within the proposed addition and the project is not 
anticipated to generate excessive levels of noise;;

C.    That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the normally 
acceptable range identified in the general plan is found based on the analysis of the 
traffic report and the conditions placed on the project limiting idling and the location of 
the project within the City’s industrial zoning district;

D.    That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of 
public services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply, communication 
facilities, police protection and fire protection is found based on the projects use of well 
water, the significant pre-treatment infrastructure proposed for wastewater, the 
significant improvements to the energy efficiency of proposed features, the 
incorporation of skylights and fire sprinklers;

E.    That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from the 
proposed location is found to be the case given that two additional access drives are 
proposed to occur as a part of the project improvements and the parking lot is proposed 
to be restriped to further improve access to the property.;

F.    That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the city’s goal of maintaining 
the economic viability of a local-serving economy in that the proposed use is supporting 
the agricultural base of the City’s economy by providing additional opportunities for wine 
making in a way that focuses on the production of wine, without incorporating visitor 
serving components;
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G.    That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and would 
not conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it would be located 
is supported in that the use is an industrial production facility, incorporating 
infrastructure improvements and features to support the industrial nature of the land 
uses in the area;

H.    That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the city’s general plan given 
that it is an industrial use in an area designated for industrial land uses;

I.    That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety or welfare is 
supported given that the production of wine is not generally a hazardous use and the 
project was not identified as having features or elements of a particularly hazardous 
nature;

J.    That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar 
uses whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the city or would be in conflict 
with the General Plan is also found given that the use is conditional in the land use 
designation which requires individual review and action on any similar requested land 
use, the review of which requires analysis of incremental effects and individual project 
merits;

K.    That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate off-
street parking to accommodate the long-term parking needs of employees and 
business owners and customers is available is supported given that the project meets 
or exceeds all of the parking requires for both the proposed custom crush wine 
production land use, as well as the existing uses operating from the project site as is 
demonstrated on plan submitted for project review and approval;

L.    That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and 
delivery truck traffic generated by the proposed use is found based on the proposed 
number of employees supporting the use, the analysis in the Traffic Report and 
information in other supporting sections of the CEQA document. This is further 
supported by the project’s requirement to pay the “fair share” of its impacts on the 
circulation network and traffic mitigation improvements identified in the Highway 29 
Specific Plan.  

D.  Now therefore be it further resolved that, the Use Permit and Design Review for the 
above described project is granted subject to compliance with all applicable provisions of 
the Zoning Code subject to each of the following conditions. Permit shall be in 
conformance with all City ordinances, rules, regulations and policies in effect at the time of 
issuance of a building permit. The conditions noted below are particularly pertinent to this 
permit and shall not be construed to permit violation of other laws and policies not so 
listed.

1. The Use Permit and Design Review shall be vested within one (1) year from the date 
of approval.  A building permit for the use allowed under this approval shall have been 
obtained within one (1) year from the effective date of the Use Permit and Design 
Review decision or these approvals shall expire; provided however that the approved 
Use Permit and Design Review may be extended for up to two (2) one-year periods 
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pursuant to the St. Helena Municipal Code, Section 17.08.030, Extension of Permits 
and Approvals.

2. This permit is valid for this use and design only, and permits the construction of an 
approximately 9,500 square foot addition to accommodate the operation of a 120,000 
gallon custom crush facility. New permits must be applied for any change in use.  
These permits will expire pursuant to the City of St Helena ordinances and regulations 
if the use is discontinued.  

3. The Use Permit and Design Review shall not become effective until fourteen (14) 
calendar days after approval, providing that the action is not appealed by the City 
Council or any other interested party within that 14 day period.

4. Any request for an extension of the Use Permit or Design Review must be justified in 
writing and received by the Planning Department at least thirty (30) days prior to 
expiration.

5. All required fees, including planning fees, development impact fees, building fees, 
retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District fees shall be paid prior to issuance 
of building permit.  

6. Compliance with all permit conditions shall be clearly identified on all plans submitted 
for building permit approval, shall occur in accordance with specific regulations but in 
all cases no later than prior to occupancy or initiation of use unless another time is set 
by law or by this approval. Occupancy or final inspection of a project may be withheld if 
all conditions, including payment of fees for services rendered by the City, are not met.

7. The applicant will defend and indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and 
employees harmless of any claim, action or proceedings to attack, set aside, void or 
annl an approval so long as the City promptly notifies the applicant of any such claim, 
action, or proceedings and the City cooperates fully in the defense of the action or 
proceedings.

8. Provided they are in general compliance with the approved Use Permit and Design 
Review, minor modifications found to be in substantial conformance with the approved 
design and use may be approved by the Planning Director.

9. This Use Permit and Design Review shall run with the land and shall be binding upon 
all parties having any right, title or interest in the real property or any part thereof, their 
heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure to their benefit and benefit of the City of 
St. Helena.

10.The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance. The owner/applicant is responsible for meeting with the Building Official / 
Fire Inspector to review compliance with Building and Fire Codes, including fire 
protection systems and the accessibility standards of Title 24.

11.Construction documents shall be in compliance with approved plans and exhibits.
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12.This use permit and design review approval shall supersede the previous 1983, 
1995 and 1996 Use Permits (and amendments) previously granted to the subject 
site. However, this approval shall not supersede, amend or affect other use permits 
granted for the other specific uses of spaces within the building, or legal non-
conforming businesses operating from other spaces within the building.   

13.All existing General Office uses are non-conforming and subject to abatement if 
abandoned for a specific period of time, as identified in the Zoning Code. However, 
offices serving Industrial businesses located within the existing building (but in other 
tenant spaces, or for wine wholesalers who store their wine within the warehouse at 
420 La Fata, are permitted uses.  

14.As a condition of approval, the applicant shall pay a fee, based on the project’s 
contribution to cumulative traffic volumes, for the future signalization of SR 
29/Dowdell Lane and/or the realignment of Mills Lane. Upon payment of said fee, 
the proposed project is deemed to have contributed its fair share towards overall 
circulation improvements in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area.

15.Construction activities and business operation shall be in compliance with all 
mitigation measures adopted in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and associated 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 

16.Consistent with St. Helena Municipal Code Article IV, Water Conservation Section 
18.44, New Development, the applicant shall be required to retrofit up to 2 single 
family dwelling units prior to receiving a certificate of occupancy.  Appeals to this 
requirement may be made pursuant to Article IV, Section 18.46. The exact number 
of retrofits may change dependent upon final floor area submitted for the building 
permit, and tenants operating from these locations at this time.

17.Compliance with all conditions of approval shall be clearly identified and included on all 
plans submitted for building permit review and issuance.

18.The business owner and occupant are notified that this property is located in an 
industrial area where impacts associated with other industrial uses may occur and/or 
be allowed.

19.  Business hours are permitted as 8:00 am to 5:00 pm however extended hours of 
operation are permitted during the wine grape harvest and crush season (August 
through November), as necessary.   

20.Existing trees proposed to be retained on site are required to be protected using 
boundary fencing set up along the perimeter of the dripline of each tree during all 
phases of construction.

21.Retail sales and on-site tasting are expressly prohibited as a component of the St 
Helena Custom Crush facility and associated wine warehouse.  
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22.Loading in the public right-of-way is prohibited. The approved use (custom crush 
facility and wine warehouse) is required to maintain two loading docks as long as these 
businesses are in operation.     

23.All lighting is limited to a maximum height of 15-feet and required to incorporate cut-off 
lenses and shall be designed and located to prevent light trespass off of the subject 
property. 

24.Trash enclosures shall be designed and located so as to allow vehicular access and 
fully screen trash bins from view.
 

25.Material and equipment storage is only permitted in areas fully screened from public 
view. This includes the primary wine making location and other material and 
equipment storage and operation areas.  Compliance with this condition must be 
clearly demonstrated on all plans submitted for building permit review. 

26.As a condition of approval, the applicant shall pay a fee, based on the project’s 
contribution to cumulative traffic volumes, for the future signalization of SR 29/Dowdell 
Lane and/or the realignment of Mills Lane. As such, the proposed project would have 
contributed its fair share towards overall circulation improvements in the Highway 29 
Specific Plan area.

27.Siding material of new addition is required to be board-and-bat, as indicated on project 
elevations.

28.All pumice must be stored in the designated waste disposal and storage area in the 
north-west corner of the project site (unless otherwise approved by the Planning 
Director) and shall be regularly removed during all phases of wine production so as to 
limit odor and other associated impacts.    

29.Project is required to incorporate bicycle parking facilities on-site, in keeping with 
Zoning Code Section 17.124-060 H.   

30.Planning Commission finds that the proposed 5-foot fence surrounding the storm-
water detention basin is a life and safety requirement and therefore is permitted to 
exceed the zoning code height limitation of 3-feet for fences in the front setback.    

31.Compliance with all conditions and requirements of the Napa County Department of 
Environmental is required.

Public Works Department Conditions of Approval

32.Approval of this project shall be subject to the requirements of, and all 
improvements shall be designed and constructed in accordance with, the most 
current version at the time of improvement plan submittal, Caltrans Standards and 
Specifications, the City of St. Helena Municipal Code, the St. Helena Water and 
Sewer Standards, the St. Helena Street, Storm Drain and Sidewalk Standards, and 
all current federal, state and county codes governing such improvements.
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33.For any improvements outside the existing building envelope, a grading and 
drainage plan showing topographic data, all easements, infrastructure onsite and 
directly adjoining, and an erosion control plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building permit.  If the 
project entails more than 50 cubic yards of soil disturbance, 10,000 square feet of 
disturbance area, a cut or fill of 3 feet or more, or alteration of any drainage pattern, 
a grading permit shall be required. 

34. Improvement plans shall incorporate all grading, drainage, and utilities shown on the 
approved Use Permit/Design Review package, those improvements agreed to in 
public hearings, the requirements of these conditions of approval, and those 
improvements required by any codes in effect at the time of permit plan submittal. 

35.Drainage needs to be routed to prevent inundation of neighboring properties. 
Grading and/or site improvement plans shall show how 2-year and 10-year storm 
flows shall be infiltrated on site and/or diverted at the property lines to prevent 
inundation of neighboring properties. The applicant shall submit a drainage and 
hydrology analysis for the project impact, including downstream erosion potential, to 
the City of St. Helena Public Works Department with the Improvement Plan 
submittal in accordance with City of St. Helena, Napa County and State of California 
codes in effect at the time of improvement plan submittal.

36.Erosion and sediment control plans shall conform to the latest State and City codes 
at a minimum.

37.The applicant shall incorporate water conservation practices into the proposed 
project per the Theoretical Water Use Report prepared by Delta Consulting & 
Engineering, dated March 17, 2017.  Any and all non-conforming appliances and 
plumbing fixtures shall be removed from the premises.  The water conservation 
requirements shall be replicated in full on the architectural plans submitted for 
building permit review and issuance.

38.A detailed Post-Construction Stormwater Control Plan (SWCP) that identifies and 
sizes all permanent post-construction stormwater treatment BMPs shall be prepared 
and submitted for review approval. The Plan shall be prepared in accordance with 
the latest edition of the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
(BASMAA) Post-Construction Manual and the requirements of the State Water 
Resources Control Board Phase II Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) 
General Permit (Order 2013-0001 DWQ). 

39.Prior to occupancy the applicant shall enter into and record a Post-Construction 
Stormwater Operations and Maintenance Agreement with the City.

40.Site plans submitted for the building permit review shall identify the location of any 
trees within the project area. Additionally, please identify all existing vegetation 
including location, species, and sizes and indicate what vegetation is to be protected 
or removed. If proposed/new landscaping involves an area greater than 500 square 
feet or rehabilitation of more than 2,500 square feet, the proposed landscaping shall 
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comply with the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO).  
MWELO compliance shall be demonstrated as part of the building permit submittal.

41.The Applicant shall keep adjoining public streets free and clean of project dirt, mud, 
materials, and debris during the construction period, as is found necessary by the 
City Engineer.

42.Any new and modified existing water laterals, meters and backflow prevention 
devices shall be required and constructed in accordance with the current 
requirements of the City of St. Helena’s Water Standards and the California 
Department of Health Standards.  Existing meter boxes located within a driveway 
shall be retrofitted with a traffic-rated box.  New laterals shall be located 
perpendicular to the water main and outside any driveway/drive aisle.

43.Remodels or new construction which requires fire sprinklers shall install an 
appropriately-sized water service with appropriate backflow and meter devices prior 
to Certificate of Occupancy.  Fire system calculations shall be submitted with the 
Grading and Drainage Plan to verify fire service lateral and meter sizing.  Deferred 
submittals are not accepted. No construction may commence until adequate access 
to fire water supply is available to building sites as approved by the Fire Chief.

44.Trash areas, dumpsters and recycling containers shall be enclosed and roofed per 
State and County standards to prevent water run-on to the trash area and water 
runoff from the project site, to contain litter and trash so that it is not dispersed by 
the wind or run-off during waste removal. In the event that wine or food related 
material is disposed in these areas, the enclosed trash area shall drain to the 
sanitary sewer system. An area drain connected to the sanitary sewer shall be 
installed in the enclosure area and a structural control such as an oil/water separator 
or sand filter shall be included. No other area shall drain into the trash enclosure. A 
sign shall be posted prohibiting the dumping of hazardous materials into the sanitary 
sewer.

45.Unless otherwise explicitly permitted, all existing septic tanks/systems and/or 
underground fuel storage tanks shall be abandoned under permit and inspection of 
Napa County Department of Environmental Services or other designated agency. If 
there are none, the project engineer shall provide a letter describing the scope of 
the search done to make this determination.

46.The applicant shall repair all public improvements that are damaged by the 
construction process in accordance with the City Water/Sewer/Street/Storm 
Drain/Sidewalk Standards prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

47.Existing streets being cut by new utility services will require edge grinding and an 
A.C. overlay per City standards, extent to be determined by the Public Works 
Department. 

48.The applicant shall be required to obtain an encroachment permit for improvements 
on public right-of-ways prior to receiving a grading or building permit authorizing site 
work or construction activities on the site.  
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49.All wastewater lines of the proposed use must be connected to the St. Helena sewer 
system and designed in accordance with the City sewer system standards. 
Wastewater shall not contain wine production byproducts. A sewer sampling 
manhole shall be installed at or near the unit cleanout per City Standards. 

50.Wastewater discharged is subject to all of the requirements and limitations set forth 
in Chapter 13.24, Wastewater Discharge, of the St. Helena Municipal Code.

51.Apply for and obtain a Wastewater Discharge Permit from the Department of Public 
Works as specified in St Helena Municipal Code Section 13.24.50.  The permit 
conditions will require:

a. Discharge flow rate shall not exceed 5,700 gallons per day.

b. Pretreatment of winery wastewater is required to achieve the following 
discharge limits for the following constituents and characteristics:

Constituent or
Characteristic

Maximum Allowable 
Concentration

(mg/L)
pH 6.0 < pH < 9.0
BOD              250
TSS 250
FOG 40

52.Prior to the occupancy and operation of the winery facilities, the owner shall install a 
pretreatment system consistent with the Wastewater Pretreatment System 
Schematic Diagram provided in the Septic Feasibility Report prepared by Delta 
Engineering & Consulting Engineers dated September 20, 2017.

53.The pretreatment system shall provide protection from accidental discharge of 
prohibited materials or other wastes regulated as defined in Chapter 13.24, 
Wastewater Discharge, of St. Helena Municipal Code. Such facilities shall be 
provided and maintained at the Owner’s expense. Detailed plans showing facilities 
and operating procedures to provide this protection shall be submitted to the City for 
review and approval prior to building permit approval. 

54.Wastewater with a pH less than 6.0 or greater than 9.0 shall be automatically held in 
an onsite tank. This wastewater shall only be released after receiving approval to 
discharge from the wastewater treatment plant operator. Release of said wastewater 
shall then be limited to the periods from of 6:00 am to 9:00 am and from 5:00 pm to 
8:00 pm. The flow rate of the release or discharge shall then not exceed 4.2 gpm.

55.At the owner’s expense, sampling and discharge water quality analysis shall be 
performed for the above listed constituents and/or characteristics at monthly 
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intervals by a California-certified laboratory under chain of custody documents.  
Such reports shall be submitted to the City by the 15th day of the following month.

56.The owner shall notify the City and take immediate corrective action upon receipt of 
any laboratory report or other information indicating that the concentration of any 
constituent listed in the table above exceeded the maximum concentration. Failure 
to take immediate corrective actions may result in enforcement actions as provided 
under the St. Helena Municipal Code or other applicable law.  

57.The pretreatment system shall record daily flow totals and pH. Owner shall 
continuously maintain records of all daily flows and pH and all laboratory reports for 
a rolling three year period.  Said records shall be made available to the City for 
review upon request.

58.The owner shall test and calibrate the pH meter and discharge pump lockdown 
system logic annually to confirm that they still function to hold wastewater with a pH 
less than 6.0. Written confirmation of the testing and results shall be submitted to 
the City.

59.The City shall have the right to randomly sample and test the discharge for the 
above listed constituents. Owner agrees to reimburse the City for the cost of such 
testing.  The sampling manhole shall be accessible at all times. The City shall have 
the right to inspect all parts of the pretreatment system at any time during normal 
business hours.

60. In order to confirm the theoretical assumptions in the Theoretical Sewer Capacity, 
the applicant is required to perform 7-day flow monitoring at the downstream 
sanitary sewer manholes (No. 1-89 and No. 1-94) to verify that the existing sewer 
pipe has adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed additional flows prior to 
building permit approval. Peak sewer flows will not be allowed to exceed 2/3 full 
pipe. If the proposed wastewater discharge regimen increases peak flows to greater 
than 2/3 full pipe at the monitored locations and with the current infrastructure, the 
owner must share the cost of sewer upgrades with a dollar amount proportional to 
the increase in wastewater flow as a result of the site development.

61.All ground disturbing activities associated with the project are subject to the City of St. 
Helena’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan requirements (Chapter 13.32.090 D.3 of 
the Municipal Code) as a condition of project approval. 

62.As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required to demonstrate the project’s 
ability to comply with the City’s “Safe Yield” specifications for municipal water use and 
demonstrate that any net increase in water use from the proposed project is offset. 

Fire Department Conditions of Approval

63. Installation of approved interior fire sprinkler system is required, unless waived by the 
Fire Chief.
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64.One hour minimum fire resistant construction on all exterior walls within 10’ of property 
boundary.  Fire resistant construction of interior walls shall be determined by type of 
occupancy.

65.Any gates installed to control vehicular access to a property are required to be setback 
30-feet from the property line and/or edge of pavement, whichever is greater. No 
vehicle gates may be installed without Fire Department and Public Works Department 
review and explicit approval. 

Building Department Conditions of Approval

66.A building permit is required for all onsite demolition, construction and/or change of 
occupancy.  

67.The applicant will be required to comply with the codes adopted at the time the 
applicant applies for a building permit.  At this time the City of St. Helena utilizes the 
2016 Title 24 codes.

68.High Pile storage, as defined in the California Building Code, could trigger additional 
building code requirements.  

69.When submitting plans for a building permit, the plans shall include all 
documentation listed on the building permit application checklist.   

70.The applicant shall provide a construction waste management plan with the building 
permit application.

71.The plans for construction shall include a checklist for compliance with the California 
Green Buildings Standards Code, mandatory measures. Provide a reference on the 
checklist indicating where the mandatory measures can be found on the plans.

72.When submitting plans, the title page shall include all information referenced on the 
building permit application checklist Title Page requirements. 

73.Building Permit application materials and plans shall include any documentation 
pertaining to special loads applicable to the design and the specified section of the 
code that addresses the condition; special inspections for any systems or 
components requiring special inspection; requirements for seismic resistance; and a 
complete list of deferred submittals at time of application.  Any deferral of the 
required submittal items shall have prior approval of the Building Official however 
deferral of fire sprinkler design is not allowed.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Use Permit and Design Review was duly and 
regularly approved by the Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena at a regular 
meeting of said Planning Commission held on November 7, 2017 by the following roll 
call vote:

AYES: 
NOES:
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ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Grace Kistner Noah Housh, 
Chair, Planning Commission Planning and Community 

Improvement Director
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SITE PLAN
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· ADDED CIRCULATION PLAN
· ADDED POND GRADING PLAN

ABBREVIATIONS
AB AGGREGATE BASE
AC ASPHALT CONCRETE
AD AREA DRAIN
ARV AIR RELEASE VALVE
BC BEGIN CURVE
BFE BASE FLOOD ELEVATION PER FIRM
BM BENCHMARK
BO BLOWOFF
BCR BEGIN CURB RETURN
BVC BEGIN VERTICAL CURVE
BS BOTTOM OF STAIRS
BSW BACK OF SIDEWALK
CB CATCH BASIN
C&G CURB AND GUTTER
CMU CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
CP CONCRETE PIPE
℄ CENTERLINE
CO CLEANOUT
COMM COMMUNICATION
CV CHECK VALVE
CW COLD WATER
DCV DOUBLE CHECK VALVE
DG DECOMPOSED GRANITE
DIP DUCTILE IRON PIPE
DS DOWNSPOUT
DW DRIVEWAY/DOMESTIC WASTE
DWG DRAWING
EC END OF CURVE
(E) EAST
<E> EXISTING
ECR END CURB RETURN
EG EXISTING GROUND
EGR EDGE OF GRAVEL
EP EDGE OF PAVEMENT
EVC END VERTICAL CURVE
FC FACE OF CURB
FDC FIRE DEPT. CONNECTION
FG FINISH GRADE

FH FIRE HYDRANT
FIRM FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP
FL FLOW LINE
FM FORCE MAIN
FS FINISH SURFACE
GB GRADE BREAK
GL GUTTER LINE
GR GRAVEL
HP HIGH POINT
IE INVERT ELEVATION
INST INSTALL
INV INVERT
IP IRON PIPE
IRR IRRIGATION
JP JOINT POLE
LF LINEAL FEET/FOOT
LH LAMP HOLE
LP LOW POINT
MH MANHOLE
MON MONUMENT
(N) NORTH
<N> NEW
OC ON CENTER
OG ORIGINAL GROUND
OH OVERHEAD
OHL OVERHEAD LINE
<P> PROPOSED
PCC PORTLAND CONCRETE CEMENT
PD PRESSURE DISTRIBUTION
PG&E PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
PI POINT OF INTERSECTION
PIV POST INDICATOR VALVE
⅊ PROPERTY LINE
PRC POINT OF REVERSE CURVE
PSI POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH
PUE PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
PVC POLYVINYL CHLORIDE
PVI POINT OF VERTICAL INTERSECTION

PW PROCESS WASTE
R RADIUS
RC RELATIVE COMPACTION
RT RIGHT
ROW RIGHT OF WAY
RWL RAIN WATER LEADER
RCP REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
(S) SOUTH
S SLOPE (FEET/FOOT)
SAD SEE ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS
SD STORM DRAIN
SDP SUBDRAIN PIPE
SED SEE ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS
SLD SEE LANDSCPE DRAWINGS
SLV SLEEVE
SMD SEE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS
SPD SEE PLUMBING DRAWINGS
SS SANITARY SEWER
SSCO SANITARY SEWER CLEAN OUT
SSFH SANITARY SEWER FLUSH HOLE
SSMH SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE
STA STATION
STD STANDARD
SW SIDEWALK
TC TOP OF CURB
TFC TOP FACE OF CURB
TOC TOP OF CONCRETE
TS TOP OF STAIRS
TW TOP OF WALL
TYP TYPICAL
UG UNDERGROUND
VC VERTICAL CURVE
VG VALLEY GUTTER
(W) WEST
WM WATER METER
W/S WATER SERVICE
WV WATER VALVE
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GRADING NOTES

SURVEY NOTES

UTILITY NOTES PROJECT STATEMENT
1. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY UNDERGROUND SERVICE ALERT (U.S.A.) AT 1-800-227-2600 PRIOR TO START OF ANY CONSTRUCTION.

2. ALL WORK SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (O.S.H.A.) STANDARDS AS SET
FORTH BY THE FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND/OR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURE A TRENCH PERMIT
FROM THE CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF INDUSTRIAL SAFETY PRIOR TO EXCAVATION OF ANY TRENCH OVER FIVE (5) FEET IN DEPTH.

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY ALL PUBLIC OR PRIVATE UTILITY COMPANIES 48 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK ADJACENT TO
EXISTING UTILITY LINES UNLESS THE COUNTY ENCROACHMENT PERMIT SPECIFIES OTHERWISE.

4. ONE WEEK PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION IN EXISTING STREET AREAS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT AND REQUEST PG&E, CURRENT
TELEPHONE COMPANY, CITY ENGINEER (WATER DIVISION), NAPA SANITATION DISTRICT AND CURRENT CABLE PROVIDER FOR MARKING THE
LOCATION OF THEIR RESPECTIVE FACILITIES.  COSTS OF REPAIRING ANY INJURIES OR DAMAGES CAUSED BY THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE
BORNE BY THE CONTRACTOR.  VARIOUS UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES WERE PLOTTED ON THE PLANS FROM THE INFORMATION OBTAINED
FROM THE RESPECTIVE UTILITY COMPANIES, THEREFORE, NO WARRANTY, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR
CORRECTNESS OF THEIR LOCATION.  BURIED UTILITIES WERE NOT VERIFIED, NOR WAS ANY SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION CONDUCTED.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE VERIFICATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES IN THE FIELD.  LOCATIONS OF UTILITIES AND
UNDERGROUND FACILITIES SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE AND FOR GENERAL  INFORMATION ONLY.  SEE NOTE 3 ABOVE.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROTECTING EXISTING FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS FROM DAMAGE RESULTING FROM
CONTRACTORS WORK.  ANY DAMAGE CAUSED BY CONTRACTOR SHALL BE REPAIRED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE ALL NECESSARY UTILITY RELOCATIONS, IF REQUIRED, WITH THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES
AND/OR THE OWNER.

8. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK IN THE STREET AREAS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO PLACEMENT OF BASE ROCK UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED.

9. TRENCHING AND BACKFILL WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY AND UNDER PRIVATE ROADS SHALL COMPLY WITH THE COUNTY OF NAPA
STANDARDS.  CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE SAFETY STANDARDS FOR TRENCH SAFETY.

10. IF ELECTRIC, GAS, TELEPHONE, CABLE T.V. LINES AND/OR OTHER SERVICES, ETC., MUST BE INSTALLED BY OTHERS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
COORDINATE THE INSTALLATION OF THESE FACILITIES WITH PG&E, CURRENT TELEPHONE COMPANY, CURRENT CABLE TV PROVIDER OR
THEIR CONTRACTOR(S) AND COOPERATE FULLY IN THE EXECUTION OF THIS WORK CONCURRENTLY WITH THE PROGRESS OF THE REST OF
THE WORK.

11. EXISTING UTILITIES SHALL BE KEPT IN SERVICE AT ALL TIMES.  UTILITIES THAT INTERFERE WITH THE WORK TO BE PERFORMED SHALL BE
PROTECTED AS REQUIRED BY COUNTY OF NAPA, PG&E, OTHER UTILITIES, AND THE OWNER.

12. ALL STORM DRAIN SYSTEM INSTALLATION SHALL BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH COUNTY OF NAPA STANDARDS.  PLASTIC PIPE FOR
THE STORM DRAIN SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION 64 OF THE CALIFORNIA STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.  CORRUGATED METAL PIPE (C.M.P.)
SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION 66 OF THE CALTRANS STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.  REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE (R.C.P.) SHALL BE CLASS 3
PER SECTION 65 OF THE CALTRANS STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.

13. CONTRACTOR HAS THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS FOR STORM DRAIN PIPING.  REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE (R.C.P.) SHALL BE CLASS III PER
CALTRANS STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS, POLYVINYL CHLORIDE PIPE (P.V.C.) FOR THE STORM DRAIN SHALL COMPLY WITH ANSI/ASTM D 3034-78,
SDR 35 REQUIREMENTS OR CORRUGATED POLYETHYLENE PIPE SUCH AS ADVANCED DRAINAGE SYSTEMS (A.D.S.) N-12 OR APPROVED EQUAL.
USE OTHER IF SPECIFIED ON THE PLANS.

14. ASBESTOS CEMENT PIPE (A.C.P.) SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCES.

15. UTILITY LINES SHOWN IN THESE PLANS DO NOT REPRESENT EXACT LOCATION, CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH DESIGNER ENGINEER
IF HE/SHE FINDS A CONFLICT IN THE FIELD DURING CONSTRUCTION.

THIS PROJECT IS TO OBTAIN A USE PERMIT FOR A CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY FACILITY. THE PROPOSED WINERY IS REQUESTING TO PRODUCE UP
TO 120,000 GALLONS OF WINE PER YEAR, AND THE BUILDING WILL BE LOCATED WHERE THE EXISTING RETENTION POND IS CURRENTLY LOCATED
(AT NORTHWEST SIDE OF THE EXISTING WAREHOUSE. THE EXISTING POND WILL BE RELOCATED TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE PARCEL.
THE FORMER RETENTION POND WILL BE FILLED AND THE PROPOSED BUILDING WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AT THIS LOCATION. THE VOLUME
CAPACITY OF THE EXISTING RETENTION POND IS APPROXIMATELY 35,000 CUBIC FEET WHEREAS THE NEW PROPOSED POND WILL HOLD
APPROXIMATELY 41,000 CUBIC FEET. THE PROJECT ALSO INCLUDES THE CONSTRUCTION OF A CONCRETE PAD FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
PROCESS WASTEWATER SYSTEM MANUFACTURE BY LYVE SYSTEMS.

1. THE BOUNDARY ON THESE DRAWINGS DOES NOT REPRESENT A PROPERTY LINE  SURVEY.  PROPERTY LINES SHOWN HEREON ARE  BASED ON
RECORD DATA, AND MAY NOT REPRESENT  THE TRUE POSITIONS OF THE LINES.

2. THE TOPOGRAPHY IS  BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY OF DECEMBER, 2015 PERFORMED BY RICHERS SPENCE AND ASSOCIATES

3. THE VERTICAL DATUM OF THE SURVEY IS NAVD88.

4. THE BENCHMARK USED IN FIELD SHALL BE THE CALTRANS BM #681. ELEVATION=240.50'

5. DELTA CONSULTING & ENGINEERING ASSUMES NO LIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, REGARDING THE ACCURACY OF THE TOPOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION SHOWN ON THESE PLANS.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT EXISTING SURVEY MONUMENTS OR REPLACE THEM AT HIS OWN EXPENSE.

DEMOLITION NOTES
1. ALL PERMITS AND ASSOCIATED FEES REQUIRED FOR ANY DEMOLITION WILL BE PROVIDED AT THE TIME OF THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENT

PHASE.

GENERAL NOTES

0

Scale in feet

400'

1. ANY AND/OR ALL MOVEMENT OF EARTH SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CITY OF ST. HELENA STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS (CURRENT EDITION),
THE COUNTY OF NAPA CONSERVATION REGULATIONS, THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, THE PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL REPORT (IF ANY), AND
THESE PLANS.

2. THE SOILS ENGINEER SHALL BE NOTIFIED AT LEAST THREE (3) DAYS IN ADVANCE OF COMMENCING WORK, INCLUDING SITE STRIPPING AND
GRADING OPERATIONS.  THIS WORK SHALL BE OBSERVED AND TESTED BY THE SOILS REPRESENTATIVE AT THE OWNER'S EXPENSE.

3. SITE SHALL BE VISUALLY INSPECTED BY THE CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF CLEARING, GRUBBING AND GRADING WORK TO BE
DONE.  NO ADDITIONAL GRADING BEYOND WHAT IS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS SHALL BE COMPLETED.

4. SOIL STRIPPED IN THE AREAS TO BE PAVED SHALL BE STOCKPILED FOR USE IN LANDSCAPED AREAS.  CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE
WITH LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR.

5. SPOILS SHALL NOT BE LEFT IN PILES EITHER ON- OR OFF-SITE.  RATHER IT SHALL BE REMOVED FROM OR SPREAD OUT OVER THE PROPERTY
INVOLVED.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL CONDUCT ALL GRADING OPERATIONS IN SUCH A MANNER AS TO PRECLUDE WIND BLOWN DIRT AND DUST AND RELATED
DAMAGE TO NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES.  SUFFICIENT WATERING TO CONTROL DUST IS REQUIRED AT ALL TIMES.  CONTRACTOR SHALL
ASSUME LIABILITY FOR CLAIMS RELATED TO WIND BLOWN MATERIAL.  IF THE DUST CONTROL IS INADEQUATE AS DETERMINED BY THE PUBLIC
WORKS DIRECTOR OMAR HIS DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVE, THE CONSTRUCTION WORK SHALL BE TERMINATED UNTIL CORRECTIVE
MEASURES ARE TAKEN.

THE CITY OF ST. HELENA REQUIRES THE CONTRACTOR TO:
A.  WATER ALL ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION AREAS AT LEAST TWICE DAILY;
B.  COVER ALL TRUCKS HAULING SOIL, SAND, AND OTHER LOOSE MATERIALS;
C.  APPLY WATER THREE TIMES DAILY TO ALL UNPAVED ACCESS ROADS, PARKING AREA, AND STAGING AREAS AT THE CONSTRUCTION
SITE;
D.  SWEEP ADJACENT PUBLIC STREETS WITH WATER SWEEPERS IF VISIBLE SOIL MATERIAL IS CARRIED ONTO STREETS.

7. ANY SPOILS GENERATED BY PROJECT CONSTRUCTION OR IMPROVED DRIVEWAY SHALL NOT BE DEPOSITED WITHIN 50 FEET OF THE TOPS OF
THE BANKS OF ANY STREAM, POND, OR LAKE; WITHIN THE FLOODWAY OF ANY STREAM; IN THE RIPARIAN ZONE ALONG ANY DRAINAGE WAY; IN
ANY MARSH OR WETLAND; IN ANY VERNAL POOL; OR IN ANY OTHER AREA THAT IS DETERMINED BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE CITY OF ST.
HELENA CONSERVATION DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING TO BE BIOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE.  THE LOCATION OF THE SPOILS DISPOSAL AREA(S)
SELECTED FOR EACH "PROJECT" SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO BOTH THE CITY OF ST. HELENA PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING DEPARTMENTS FOR
THEIR APPROVAL AT LEAST TEN (10) WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF ANY GRADING OF EXCAVATION WORK ON-SITE.

8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE TO THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT AN EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN, AND A SCHEDULE FOR
IMPLEMENTATION OF SUCH MEASURES, IF ANY LOT OR STREET GRADING IS TO BE DONE BETWEEN OCTOBER 15 THROUGH APRIL 15.
HYDROSEEDING OF ALL GRADED SLOPES SHALL BE COMPLETED BY OCTOBER 15.

9. WATER AND / OR DUST PALLATIVES SHALL BE APPLIED IN SUFFICIENT QUANTITIES DURING GRADING AND OTHER GROUND DISTURBING
ACTIVITIES ON-SITE TO MINIMIZE THE AMOUNT OF DUST PRODUCED.

10.  OUTDOOR NOISE PRODUCING ACTIVITIES SHALL BE LIMITED TO WEEKDAYS BETWEEN 8:00 AM AND 5:00 PM.

11. TREES AND/OR VINES THAT ARE TO BE REMOVED SHALL ALSO HAVE THEIR STUMPS AND MAJOR ROOT SYSTEMS REMOVED.  AFTER A TREE,
VINE, OR A STUMP IS REMOVED, THE RESULTING CAVITY SHALL BE CLEANED OR LARGER ROOTS (2 INCH DIAMETER OR LARGER).  SOIL
SHOULD BE REMOVED AND DISHED TO PROVIDE ACCESS FOR COMPACTION EQUIPMENT.

12. ORGANIC MATERIAL SHALL BE HAULED OFFSITE AND DISPOSED OF BY THE CONTRACTOR IN A RESPONSIBLE MANNER (COUNTY APPROVED
LANDFILL OR ANOTHER COUNTY APPROVED SITE).

13. ALL EARTHWORK, SCARIFICATION, BACKFILL, AND COMPACTION SHALL BE PERFORMED PER THE PLANS AND CITY OF ST. HELENA
REQUIREMENTS.

14. ALL STATIONS (SHOWN ON THE PLAN AND PROFILE) ARE TAKEN ALONG THE SEWER MAIN CENTERLINE UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLAN,
AND SHOW MEASUREMENTS IN A HORIZONTAL PLANE.

1. ALL MATERIAL, WORKMANSHIP, AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS SHALL CONFORM TO THE CITY OF ST. HELENA, "WATER AND SEWER
STANDARDS," ADOPTED JUNE 1993, AND "STREET, STORM DRAIN & SIDEWALK STANDARDS," ADOPTED JUNE 1998, INCLUDING ALL ADDENDA,
STANDARD PLAN REVISIONS, AND SPECIAL PROVISIONS.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR BEING FAMILIAR WITH THE PROVISIONS AND REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED IN THE CITY OF
ST. HELENA STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS, ESPECIALLY SECTION 6 - SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM.  THE COMPLETE "PUBLIC WORKS CITY
STANDARDS" DOCUMENT CAN BE FOUND IN THE PUBLIC WORKS SECTION OF THE CITY OF ST. HELENA'S WEBSITE.  CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE
A COPY OF THE COMPLETE DOCUMENT AVAILABLE AT THE JOB SITE AT ALL TIMES.

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL REQUEST INSPECTIONS A MINIMUM OF 24 HOURS IN ADVANCE BY CALLING (707) 968-2658 8:00 A.M. TO 9:00 A.M. MONDAY
THROUGH FRIDAY.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT AT LEAST 48 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY ALL PUBLIC OR PRIVATE UTILITY COMPANIES 48 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK ADJACENT TO
EXISTING UTILITY LINES UNLESS THE ENCROACHMENT PERMIT SPECIFIES OTHERWISE.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY UNDERGROUND SERVICE ALERT (U.S.A.) AT 1-800-227-2600 AND THE CITY OF ST. HELENA STREETS &  WATER
DEPARTMENT AT (707) 967-2871 PRIOR TO START OF ANY CONSTRUCTION.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBERS TO THE POLICE, FIRE AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENTS AND KEEP
THEM INFORMED DAILY REGARDING STREETS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND DETOURS.  DETOURS SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED UNLESS
APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE CITY ENGINEER.  CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN 2-WAY TRAFFIC ON CRANE AVENUE.

8. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE VERIFICATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES IN THE FIELD.  LOCATIONS OF UTILITIES AND
UNDERGROUND FACILITIES SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE AND FOR GENERAL INFORMATION ONLY.

9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN SUFFICIENT BARRICADES TO PROVIDE FOR THE SAFETY OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE CITY ENGINEER.

10. ALL MATERIAL SHALL BE FURNISHED AND INSTALLED BY THE CONTRACTOR UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

11. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK IN THE STREET AREAS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO PLACEMENT OF BASE ROCK UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED.

12. CONTRACTOR SHALL CONFORM TO EXISTING STREETS, SURROUNDING LANDSCAPE AND OTHER IMPROVEMENTS WITH A SMOOTH
TRANSITION IN PAVING, CURBS, GUTTERS, SIDEWALKS, GRADING, ETC., AND TO AVOID ANY ABRUPT OR APPARENT CHANGES IN GRADES OR
CROSS SLOPES, LOW SPOTS OR HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS.  ALL IMPROVEMENTS FOR LATERAL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REPLACED IN-KIND.

13. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE ALL NECESSARY UTILITY RELOCATIONS, IF REQUIRED, WITH THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

14. CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT HE SHALL ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY.  THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY CONTINUOUSLY
AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DEFEND, INDEMNIFY AND HOLD THE OWNERS AND THE
ENGINEER HARMLESS FROM ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, IN CONNECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE OF WORK ON THE PROJECT;
EXCEPTING FOR LIABILITY ARISING FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE OWNERS OR THE ENGINEER.

15. SHOULD ANY CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTOR FIND ANY DEFICIENCIES, ERRORS, CONFLICTS OR OMISSIONS IN THESE PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS OR SHOULD HE BE IN DOUBT AS TO THEIR MEANING OR INTENT, HE SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER FOR A WRITTEN
CLARIFICATION, ADDENDUM, ETC.  SHOULD HE FAIL TO DO SO BEFORE SUBMITTING A PROPOSAL, HE CANNOT CLAIM ADDITIONAL
COMPENSATION FOR WORK REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THE PROJECT.

16. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ALWAYS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED DIMENSIONS.  IF THERE IS A CONFLICT, NOTIFY THE ENGINEER AND
OBTAIN A CLARIFICATION.  NO DEVIATIONS OR SUBSTITUTIONS SHALL BE ALLOWED WITHOUT OBTAINING WRITTEN APPROVAL FROM THE
ENGINEER.

17. PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURE CONSTRUCTION PERMITS FROM THE CITY OF ST.
HELENA AND OTHER AGENCIES AS NECESSARY AND PAYALL FEES INCLUDING INSPECTION FEES.

18. ONE WEEK PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION IN EXISTING STREET AREAS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT AND REQUEST PG&E, PAC BELL,
CITY ENGINEER (WATER DIVISION),  AND COMCAST CABLE TELEVISION COMPANY FOR MARKING THE LOCATION OF THEIR RESPECTIVE
FACILITIES.  COSTS OF REPAIRING ANY INJURIES OR DAMAGES CAUSED BY THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE BORNE BY THE CONTRACTOR.
VARIOUS UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES WERE PLOTTED ON THE PLANS FROM THE INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM THE RESPECTIVE UTILITY
COMPANIES, THEREFORE, NO WARRANTY, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR CORRECTNESS OF THEIR
LOCATION.  IF A UTILITY LOCATION AND/OR ELEVATION IS UNKNOWN, POTHOLING SHOULD BE PERFORMED.

19. A PRECONSTRUTION CONFERENCE SHALL BE CALLED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO ANY EQUIPMENT BEING MOVED ONTO THE SITE.  TO BE
PRESENT AT THIS CONFERENCE ARE: THE OWNER, ENGINEER, GRADING CONTRACTOR, UNDERGROUND CONTRACTOR, P.G.&E
REPRESENTATIVE, AND THE CITY INSPECTOR ( WATER & SEWER).

20. WORK DONE WITHIN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY OF ALL PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY SHALL BE DONE UNDER AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT ISSUED BY THE
CITY OF ST. HELENA.

21. ALL STATIONS (SHOWN ON THE PLAN AND PROFILE) ARE TAKEN ALONG CENTERLINE UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLAN, AND SHOW
MEASUREMENTS IN A HORIZONTAL PLANE.

22. HOURS OF OPERATION ARE LIMITED TO 8:00 AM TO 5:00PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY.  INSPECTION IS AVAILABLE 8:00 TO 3:00 WEEKDAYS
ONLY, UNLESS A SPECIAL APPOINTMENT IS MADE.

23. SITE SHALL BE VISUALLY INSPECTED BY THE CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF CLEARING, GRUBBING AND GRADING WORK TO BE
DONE.

24. TRENCHING AND BACKFILL SHALL COMPLY WITH CITY OF SAINT HELENA CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE SAFETY
STANDARDS FOR TRENCH SAFETY.

SITE MAP
IMAGE FROM GOOGLE EARTH PRO DATED 2016
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EXISTING PLANT LEGEND

Sym. Plant Name Size Qty

Existing Trees

Trees To Remove
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Pistacia chinensis

Cotoneaster spp.

Anacardiaceae spp.

Rosa banksiae

Lagerstroemia indica
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Miscanthus sinensis 'Morning Light'

PLANT LEGEND

Sym. Plant Name Size Qty

WUCOLS

IV

Arcotostaphylos uva-ursi 'Sunset'

Pistacia chinensis

Salvia leucantha 'Santa Barbara'

Berberis thunbergii 'Monomb'

Muhlenbergia capillaris 'Lenca'

Perovskia atriplicifolia 'CrazyBlue'

Teucrium chamaedrys

Campsis radicans 'Monbal'

Miscanthus sinensis 'gracillimus'

Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Moudry'

Juncus patens

Trees
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Lagerstroemia indica

Existing Trees
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L4.1

IRRIGATION PLAN
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L4.2

IRRIGATION PLAN

PER PLAN
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L4.3

IRRIGATION PLAN

PER PLAN

05

T
h
e
s
e
 
d
o
c
u
m

e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 
a
n
d
 
m

a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
,
 
i
n
 
w

h
o
l
e
 
o
r
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,
 
i
n
 
a
n
y
 
f
o
r
m

 
o
r
 
b
y
 
a
n
y
 
m

e
a
n
s
,
 
e
l
e
c
t
r
o
n
i
c
 
o
r
 
m

e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l
,
 
w

i
t
h
o
u
t
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
w

r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
n
s
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
w

n
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
I
n
2
i
t
 
S
t
u
d
i
o
,
 
L
L
C
.
 
 
U

n
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
d
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
m

a
y
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
y
o
u
 
t
o
 
c
i
v
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
m

i
n
a
l
 
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.

4
2
0
 
L
A
 
F
A
T
A
 
S
T
R
E
E
T
,
 
S
T
.
 
H

E
L
E
N

A
,
 
C
A
 
9
4
5
7
4

03-14-17 REVISION

10-25-17 

2

revisions:

scale:
project #:

issued for:

drawn by:

drawing:

of

CITY REVIEW

TEAM

CBH002

11/10/2016

100%-COMPLETE

09

3

-

-

A
P
N

:
 
0
0
9
-
6
6
0
-
0
0
4

PER PLAN

10.25.17

Agenda Item
 #5.1.

Page 150 of 540



L4.4

IRRIGATION PLAN

PER PLAN

06

T
h
e
s
e
 
d
o
c
u
m

e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 
a
n
d
 
m

a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
,
 
i
n
 
w

h
o
l
e
 
o
r
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,
 
i
n
 
a
n
y
 
f
o
r
m

 
o
r
 
b
y
 
a
n
y
 
m

e
a
n
s
,
 
e
l
e
c
t
r
o
n
i
c
 
o
r
 
m

e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l
,
 
w

i
t
h
o
u
t
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
w

r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
n
s
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
w

n
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
I
n
2
i
t
 
S
t
u
d
i
o
,
 
L
L
C
.
 
 
U

n
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
d
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
m

a
y
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
y
o
u
 
t
o
 
c
i
v
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
m

i
n
a
l
 
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.

4
2
0
 
L
A
 
F
A
T
A
 
S
T
R
E
E
T
,
 
S
T
.
 
H

E
L
E
N

A
,
 
C
A
 
9
4
5
7
4

03-14-17 REVISION

10-25-17 

2

revisions:

scale:
project #:

issued for:

drawn by:

drawing:

of

CITY REVIEW

TEAM

CBH002

11/10/2016

100%-COMPLETE

09

3

-

-

A
P
N

:
 
0
0
9
-
6
6
0
-
0
0
4

PER PLAN

10.25.17

Agenda Item
 #5.1.

Page 151 of 540



L4.5

IRRIGATION PLAN

PER PLAN

07

T
h
e
s
e
 
d
o
c
u
m

e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 
a
n
d
 
m

a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
,
 
i
n
 
w

h
o
l
e
 
o
r
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,
 
i
n
 
a
n
y
 
f
o
r
m

 
o
r
 
b
y
 
a
n
y
 
m

e
a
n
s
,
 
e
l
e
c
t
r
o
n
i
c
 
o
r
 
m

e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l
,
 
w

i
t
h
o
u
t
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
w

r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
n
s
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
w

n
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
I
n
2
i
t
 
S
t
u
d
i
o
,
 
L
L
C
.
 
 
U

n
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
d
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
m

a
y
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
y
o
u
 
t
o
 
c
i
v
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
m

i
n
a
l
 
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.

4
2
0
 
L
A
 
F
A
T
A
 
S
T
R
E
E
T
,
 
S
T
.
 
H

E
L
E
N

A
,
 
C
A
 
9
4
5
7
4

03-14-17 REVISION

10-25-17 

2

revisions:

scale:
project #:

issued for:

drawn by:

drawing:

of

CITY REVIEW

TEAM

CBH002

11/10/2016

100%-COMPLETE

09

3

-

-

A
P
N

:
 
0
0
9
-
6
6
0
-
0
0
4

PER PLAN

10.25.17

Agenda Item
 #5.1.

Page 152 of 540



L4.6

IRRIGATION PLAN

PER PLAN

08

T
h
e
s
e
 
d
o
c
u
m

e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 
a
n
d
 
m

a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
,
 
i
n
 
w

h
o
l
e
 
o
r
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,
 
i
n
 
a
n
y
 
f
o
r
m

 
o
r
 
b
y
 
a
n
y
 
m

e
a
n
s
,
 
e
l
e
c
t
r
o
n
i
c
 
o
r
 
m

e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l
,
 
w

i
t
h
o
u
t
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
w

r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
n
s
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
w

n
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
I
n
2
i
t
 
S
t
u
d
i
o
,
 
L
L
C
.
 
 
U

n
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
d
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
m

a
y
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
y
o
u
 
t
o
 
c
i
v
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
m

i
n
a
l
 
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.

4
2
0
 
L
A
 
F
A
T
A
 
S
T
R
E
E
T
,
 
S
T
.
 
H

E
L
E
N

A
,
 
C
A
 
9
4
5
7
4

03-14-17 REVISION

10-25-17 

2

revisions:

scale:
project #:

issued for:

drawn by:

drawing:

of

CITY REVIEW

TEAM

CBH002

11/10/2016

100%-COMPLETE

09

3

-

-

A
P
N

:
 
0
0
9
-
6
6
0
-
0
0
4

PER PLAN

10.25.17

LIMIT OF WORK

L
I
M

I
T
 
O

F
 
W

O
R
K

LIMIT OF WORK

LIMIT OF WORK

L
I
M

I
T
 
O

F
 
W

O
R
K

Agenda Item
 #5.1.

Page 153 of 540



L4.7

IRRIGATION PLAN

PER PLAN

09

T
h
e
s
e
 
d
o
c
u
m

e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 
a
n
d
 
m

a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
,
 
i
n
 
w

h
o
l
e
 
o
r
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,
 
i
n
 
a
n
y
 
f
o
r
m

 
o
r
 
b
y
 
a
n
y
 
m

e
a
n
s
,
 
e
l
e
c
t
r
o
n
i
c
 
o
r
 
m

e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l
,
 
w

i
t
h
o
u
t
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
w

r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
n
s
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
w

n
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
I
n
2
i
t
 
S
t
u
d
i
o
,
 
L
L
C
.
 
 
U

n
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
d
 
r
e
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
m

a
y
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
y
o
u
 
t
o
 
c
i
v
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
m

i
n
a
l
 
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.

4
2
0
 
L
A
 
F
A
T
A
 
S
T
R
E
E
T
,
 
S
T
.
 
H

E
L
E
N

A
,
 
C
A
 
9
4
5
7
4

03-14-17 REVISION

10-25-17 

2

revisions:

scale:
project #:

issued for:

drawn by:

drawing:

of

CITY REVIEW

TEAM

CBH002

11/10/2016

100%-COMPLETE

09

3

-

-

A
P
N

:
 
0
0
9
-
6
6
0
-
0
0
4

PER PLAN

10.25.17

Agenda Item
 #5.1.

Page 154 of 540



Agenda Item
 #5.1.

Page 155 of 540

asimpson
Line

asimpson
Text Box
WWTS1.0



SIDE:-

J

681 683
BRICK

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 156 of 540



M
E
T
S
V:
S

E
L

H.
R
G
V:
_H
R
U
C
E
5

OptionsCover image:
V

Model 683, standardbodylbrickpaltteurn:clearanodized V
Installationand Service: Overhead Door Company of Madison V‘V_.._~C,]i'-fiat‘

it

Model6531,i/videbodybrickpattern,clearanodizedaluminumit Em”é,g'e,'-myEgregsDoor ;‘iVVV~_,i_f_VV;

Ctartain . 1

‘

Q

:5 Panelwidth‘ 7"l(178 mm)standard
V

11 1/4" (286 mm) wide body

V

Aluminumclear anodized

Trlley assembly 1 1/8" (29 mm) Height:1 5/8" 41 mm)

> Trackdetail ; 1. V

c

c

‘ . " .
I

V. 5

Top-mou—nted,heavy-dutyaluminumsections

_ V

Width: 1 3/8" (35 mm) _
V

_
5

r Curves1 _9o°; standardbody:10" (254 mm)and
-

"

i 14" (356 mm) radius; Wide body: 22"V
;_:_V., ; (559 mm) radius 120°, 135° and 150°; - .- _

.»

Radius TVStandard body: 10" (254 mm) radius ""1 l 5.

.V V

V

_
_

22" (559 mm) widebody };.':.

Leadpost 5.; Hook lod<and wallchannel; bi-part;top and

5 bottom shootbolts ‘

Intermediatepost Bottom shoot bolt

andbottomplatesr ;'»__V

. ‘ix.

_.._._,.“..,__ .._..._.l.. -..._......r.«,..........«~ .-~.-, _.....-um;

V’, '_ Vr.V._V ,
V. _ N, _ 1 4

V Traislingseindpost -‘_7 Traveling;fixed;hook lockand vsialljamb; ;_
i

top andbottom

g L_ieadpost Concealedcylinder-operatedholokloicklfli
:'_.:I - V‘ accessible from interior and exterior "

1
. .

V _

lfltennrediatePost
I

Concealed Cylinder-0Peratedshoot bolt5 ‘hp; 5

,
accessible from one side only

V

Trailingend:post Attached 10' max. (3048 mm) protection
i

‘

~

'

=
‘ plate self-lockinginto a steel V-Stop '

‘V

' 1-

....
- 2 . .

4.

_
V _ , - _ - 1

<

.-. .. - .
A

. ,
A

_ _ _ .
A ,

. ,
«

-._ ._ _ ‘H

. -_ ,._ r _ V. V- _ - < V‘
‘ __,\--_ 11,-. _t .

V_ -

.
,.V

. . »..-' . - / -5 ..
»

.~ . r.- ._, 1. . _ . V» ,,
V -s I -, _ . ;_ M. .u V.

.
V

V

,-._
V

v_ , 2 _ -r , _
—

V

, 5, .
V V »

7 '. _.
,

_‘ _
—-

-V__. .
V

_; , V, , - ._ _: .V V‘ ~_.‘. _. __ _V - __. . - -. . _ V V

._ :V._V,;
' ' ‘ ' ' '

: . _, V-V
' ~. _ _.; " , .,

V V

V. »_ ,‘V “»'
V“'
..-

-.. .£ :'v:“~ E M” a ran.
* , , '

..
'

A .2 '-A -- av - - .--- ~ -~»- ~« ~ ->-- A «»

-- - r — - ~

,
«

;--- 1‘ .5: _~‘-‘-. L 5‘; ‘- - .
f_.‘'.'u‘.v. :,

V

_ V. _» - ~. - 4 _ j ‘- ~
-'

. '-,

_
': *- '

.
a

3;: - 1 .
~
'

V

r f'.'
' .7 ‘." '-.- '

- A.. : ‘

.
’ ‘

T '1‘
’

. :.
"

'..‘ "' -. Z. -' '_u
I

.1 - . -' ‘ ..‘, .._ ._-
‘ .2 .,

' ' ' ' K ‘

.
' ‘ ‘ .» ~ 1- ‘."«

»

.3‘
«,

. .__,_ , .rV . ..-; __- ..x. ,—.._> .
: r,” - _ ; 5- 1,1,’ _., .,. 1‘-, r

.-.
l - v'

uv

..
_A .

‘—\ n. _. .:'_._.....

;;j Thumb-turn.guardsandprotectionbars :7

Image above: ’ 5, I‘ TVerticaladjustmentulPwardoridownvirard

_ Custom radii and curves

F

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 157 of 540



MODELS 681/683

Grilles that breathe with style

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 158 of 540



'._;ArgsqyrggFur ~r<as§6eni§a1_

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 159 of 540



Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 160 of 540



Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 161 of 540



at

w
m

no
w

cH
zo

w
m

oc
m

m
am

o
m

m
W

Z
U

zm
m

z
w

m
no

w
um

u 3
>

H
b

H
O

“
H

m
m

mO
M

w
H

H
H

om
aQ

>
rm

m
oo

m
um

om
z>

yp
oo

::
4<

:.
x>

._
._

=
.m

m
z 82

8
m

w
m

ss
w

snUw
nm

nn
ou

nw
nw

on
m

a.
m

m
w

m
am

:8
3.

..:
28

3
>

;§
§%

n:
<

cm
2.

zm
rm

zp
m

n.
m

m
w

m
sm

.
O

?
95

.3
G

3

m
xm

zw
a m

w
oz

N
M

Q
O

M
U

H
Z

Q
m

m
m

m4

w
w

m
m

%
&

xxvo
w

"
m

o<
m

w
zz

m
ze

oo
cm

m
m

na
H

oz
m

po
u

cu
m

m
m

w
zu

a w
zm

zo
zm

za
20

.
m

m
-q

m

W
cm

m
W

M
N

K
H

H
om

em
m

na
ac

om
m

a.
m

m
rm

zw
m

aw
am

om
n>

rH
m

ow
zH

>
.

ow
w

za
m

u 6
0

zw
m

w <
»r

rm
«

su
zm

zw
w

m
m

oc
m

m
w

cH
ru

H
zm

m
w

om
m

w
aw o

zz
m

w
”

uo
zu

m
pu

H
=

<
m

m
?o

?m
w

m
zu

¢
oo

w
um

m
ou

oo
p

zm
m

w
m

w
m

.
no

s:
5.

xo
am

m
m

au
aw

na
m

a m
a

m
uu

w
w

nm
nw

ou
m

om
m

a
m

am
da

am
zn

no
ns

m
uz

sm
go

.
H

m
m

u
cm

m
m

m
na

w
n o

nm
a?

m
m

m
om

aa
m

no
nm

nn
zn

nw
on

on
m

po
o.

oo
o

m
nc

m
w

mm
oo

n t
w

nm
tm

?m
zo

cm
m

w
an

m
m

m
.m

oo
m

ad
m

nm
m

oo
n

no
ss

m
nn

uw
w

U
sw

w
nw

so
tu

n:
w

m
w

m
nm

m o
m

nu
m

?n
m

m
a

um
m

xw
an

m
m

ns
m

ao
nn

sm
m

m
n ao

ns
m

n
on

m
um

»:
nm

H
m

m
nn

»o
:

on
co

za
m

w
ww

an
rm

m
m

dm
.

as
m

uz
nn

om
m

on
da

m
cu

m
m

m
na

w
n >s

m
bn

E
m

nn
H

m
do

nw
w

nw
m

w
m

um
zm

m
m

om
na

n
cc

w
pn

us
o

w
zn

w
cn

w
aa«am

w
sn

m
an

no
m

w
w

ot
om

zm
nw

wom
m

w
nm

cm
m

m
zw

nu
uu

m
w

w
m

nm
w

oo
n m

m
m

m
on

ar
m

nm
um

an
m

um
nm

an
pw

o
rm

m
m

?w
m

nw
m

m
nm

an
no

um
da

w
n

«U
m

no
bm

nn
cn

aw
oa

om
m

m
no

an
m

w
oo

n m
H

m
m

zw
ns

uu
ns

m
m

w
sm

nm
um

un
m

um
nm

um
um

zm
m

xm
vm

.
«u

m
m

H
m

D
bH

?n
no

aa
w

m
m

w
oaa

n
ar

m
ow

nw
on

m
a.

m
m

w
m

aw
m

dm
nm

on
nw

w
w

m
on

aw
w

.
um

w
a

w
no

n
m

m
U

cu
w

vn
sm

m
nw

aoon
zo

<
m

aU
m

n
m

p.
H

em
m

.

zo
z.

em
m

w
m

m
ow

m
.

am
H

e
w

m
m

or
<

m
u
aw

U
m

m
w

m
nn

w
uono
aa

w
m

m
w

os
om

na
n

nw
nw

on
m

a.
m

m
w

m
sm

m
m

m
ow

w
ot

m
n

m
m

nn
w

os H
.

ar
m

m
w

m
nn

w
nn

no
aa

w
m

a
=

m
H

m
U

wm
w

uu
m m

am
a

ns
pm

U
no

um
on

H
m

m
xm

au
nm

ac
s

«u
m

nm
w

w
m

oa
aw

m m
:

H
do

na
m

un
m

w
oc

m
pp

nw
w

on
uc

nm
cm

nn
no

m
m

nn
w

o:
H

m
uo

u.
nw

m
m

m
m

da
m

nm
ov

m
cw

nm
w

w
um

m
tr

ue
:

m
xm

au
nma

m
:

no
sm

nd
sn

nw
oa

m
un

no
=

<
m

nm
»o

:
m

no
a

on
m

cm
m

no
m

so
ns

m
n

on
m

am
w

w n
oa

am
nn

w
m

w m
w

nw
w

un
w

m
m

.

m
m

nd
uo

a
M

.
H

um
m

w
m

uu
w

auno
as

w
m

m
w

oa
E

m
xm

m
ar

m
no

uw
ot

w
am

m
w

nn
w

an
m

n
H

.
au

m
n

m
am

U
uo

no
m

m
n

cm
m

£0
5

a
no

n
nm

sm
?m

nm
ou

on
m

. m
ca

m
m

.
uc

m
n.

pw
os

a.
ow

m
um

.
H

m
aw

m
nw

on
ow

H
m

cm
m n

sm
n

co
cw

n
U

m
w

au
zu

w
oc

no
m

cw
uo

cb
aw

sa
zm

m
m

n
no

m
um

no
aa

ca
w

nw
.

N
.

ew
m

n
na

n
U

no
uo

m
m

m
nm

m
S

on
ya

ao
n

om
bm

nm
nm

w
m

<
m

H
m

om
ao

w
m

m
nz

m
a

m
D

<
m

dm
m

w
%m

m
m

m
nnn

u
sm

m
pn

s.
m

m
m

m
dw

.on
cm

w
m

m
?m

on
am

w
or

uo
nw

zm un
ou

m
un

w
m

m
on

zm
m

m
.

E
95

:

@
:5

S
as

‘m
s

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 162 of 540



u.
es

m
a

m
am

vn
ou

om
m

n
cm

m
zo

cp
m

no
n

nm
nm

uw
nm?n

w
m

m
w

o
ao

w
m

m
H

z
m

xn
m

m
m

on
«a

m
::

on
am

~H
<

m
nn

m
U

nm
U

H
m

=Hm
so

m
w

um
nn

um
w

m
a Ha

ns
m

nm
sm

nm
p

m
w

m
a.

».
as

w
n

ds
m

nu
ou

om
m

ncm
m

co
cw

a
so

n
am

xm
m

xo
m

m
m

w
cmnm

aw
zm

w
on

ar
m

U
H

O
<

H
m

H
o=

on
uz

up
w

n
m

m
n<

w
nm

m w
ao

w
cu

w
socm

nm
d

m
cu

up
w

.
m

m
zm

n
nm

uw
nw

nw
. m
am

ua
w

m
:U

uH
%

.
no

aa
ns

w
nm

nu
on

m
m

nu
uw

ap
m

m
.

U
ow

w
nm

U
w

on
m

nn
w

os
.m

am
m

w
nm

U
ao

dm
nn

uo
s.

m
.

au
m

n
na

n
U

w
ou

om
m

n
cm

m
zo

cw
o

un
o<

H
D

m
m

nm
nc

m
nmHa

o?
m

m
m

m
an

m
on

m
m

mn
o

w
an

m
w

oa
m

am
U

no
uo

m
m

n
H

on
m

nw
oa

.

m
.

eu
m

n
m

w
po

zp
ao

«u
m

U
no

no
m

m
a

cu
m

zo
cw

n
no

n
no

am
w

w
nns

un
:

ar
m

n»
nw

.m
ao

m
wo

m
aw

w
an

m
w

aw
an

«u
m

m
no

zo
aw

n
<

pm
u»

H
»n

<
om

m
H

on
m

w
m

m
H

<
H

D
?

m
oo

bo
aw

.

4.
au

m
a

nu
»

un
ou

om
m

acm
m

zo
cw

n
U

m
no

au
w

nw
uw

msu
n:

m
cn

no
ca

nw
aoH

m
nn

cm
m

m
m

un
zo

sp
m

so
n

no
sm

w
un

na
w

n:
«u

m
vc

uu
om

m
m

m
nm

uw
w

m
um

m
no

w
«a

m
uw

m
nn

w
nn

aw
ay

»:
::

%
a=

M
n

zo
cw

m
um

H
on

m
dm

a.

m
.

gr
an

«S
m

U
do

uo
m

m
m

cu
m

to
zw

u
so

d
U

m
M

u
no

un
w

un
n

sw
an

da
m

n»
nw

.m
om

um
nm

ww
w

w
a.

o.
es

m
n

da
m

un
ou

om
m

u
cm

m
zo

cw
m

so
d

U
m

w
nu

cn
w

oc
m

no
uc

uw
w

n
am

m
yn

s.
m

m
m

m
nw

.
on

zm
w

m
w

nm
.

H
o.

eu
m

n
on

m
un

w
nmda

m
cm

m
um

na
w

nso
cw

n
no

n
m

m
n

m
uu

m
om

nm
un

m
om

da
m

m
uU

no
<

m
H

om
m

w
aw

w
m

?c
m

m
m

ss
om

m
w

sn
nm

sm
nn

m
w m

nm
m

nnc
oc

w
a

U
m

nm
nn

w
am

nw
m

wno
ar

m
nw

dw
on

zo
aw

m
U

m
w

n
no

am
w

un
n

aw
n:

m
um

nm
sm

?m
w

m
w

m
s.

H
p.

ar
m

».
m

m
m

m
ao

um
nu

m
nm

a
on

D
m

w
pm

a
uw

m
am

zu
aw

na
m

m um
«u

m
m

uu
w

w
nm

nn
.

m
nm

nu
m

nmo
m

m
um

nn
m

m
n bm

ux
w

zo
no

m
nn

os
ao

um
nm

«u
m

H
an

a
nm

na
uw

nw
w

nns
m

m
nm

on
m

ac
om

m
m

w
an

U
cm

w
am

m
m

oz
am

nm
m

an
nc

m
no

am
nm

w
m

m
<

m
w

H
m

U
H

m
.

H
M

.
ar

m
»

da
m

nm
um

nw
nwon

m
ea

n
zu

uw
nu

m
dn

m
m

nm
H

m
w

um
nd

m
nm

no
m

m
H

<
m

«u
m

m
cd

oa
oc

w
w

m
m

un
am

H
H

<
m

n%
H

cn
w

un
m

m
m

w
n om

sm
nm

dm
nU

K
?r

m
un

ou
om

m
n

cm
m

.

m
m

nn
w

os
w

.
ar

m
cm

m
m

m
na

un
ne

w
as

m
uo

dm
am

m
n?

w
um

n
cm

m
um

on
m

an
m

nm
cu

um
nn

no
no

av
pw

m
an

m
sp

a:
nu

m
ow

w
oz

w
nono

nn
w

nw
ou

m
.

m
m

na
w

nm
zm

pp
U

m
M

u
no

am
on

am
dn

m
aw

n:
m

pg
n<

o?
nw

nm
w

nm
m

. H
zw

m
m

.
H

m
nz

w
m

dw
oa

mm
an

U
ow

w
ow

m
mPD

m
m

»
on

m
a

3
uu

am
om

w
m

m
cm

un
mon

m
ua

uw
aw

aa u
m

na
w

d.
ar

m
no

na
w

nw
ou

m
=

aw
n

U
m

w
oz

m
?m

um
H

nH
n:

w
m

nH
%

U
m

??
H

dm
:n

n
«s

aw
D

m
na

w
n

m
am

m
am

H
=

n
U

m
no

nm
nw

cm
nno

U
m

us
w

n
<

w
oH

m
dw

o=
om

od
zm

n
H

m
sm

m
am

U
ow

w
n

:
H

w
m

nm
n.

aw
n

m
m

w
:H

a
no

zo
H

eH
oz

m

H
.

H
um

cm
m

w
m

na
un

sc
m

n
U

m
am

m
oa

n
:

m
A

H
.

w
m

m
n

on
m

U
nu

o<
m

w
on

»
m

sm
pp

m
U

M
H

.
a:

m
U

m
9

pp
m

m
om

nz
w

m
cm

m
on

yx
.

w
am

:
ac

m
e

U
m

nb
w

w
m

a
cu

:
m

aw
ns

w
so

m
us

cm
m

.

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 163 of 540



Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 164 of 540



Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 165 of 540



31

pm
.

H
um

m
un

w
w

nm
an

m
sm

w
p

U
~o

<
H

nm
no

n
m

um
m

un
w

om
m

a
m

do
nm

om
on

nn
m

m
:m

am
m

m
um

nm
nm

n
nm

nw
nw

m
uw

m
am

nm
nm

m
w

m
.

ar
m

nm
m

w
uzom

as
nw

m
m

r m
no

nm
um

m
an

dm
nw

nw
w

zn
m

m
m

m
m

sm
w

w
U

m
H

m
<

H
m

€m
a

m
a

m
uu

H
o<

m
nU

m
as

m
m

w
m

na
w

an
U

w
nm

nn
on

.

H
¢.

iw
m

nm
im

?m
?

om
am

nm
nw

onm
om

ap
p

cm
m

m
0:

«s
um

um
un

m
.w

m
z

a
oo

m
-m

m
o-

oo
».

m
sm

w
y

so
n

m
xn

m
m

nm
oo

nu
n.

H
m

H
:

m
<

m
nm

am
zm

m
dm

tm
nm

n
om

am
nw

nw
oa

m
xn

m
m

amm
oo

m
un

m
am

a:
w

sm
ca

m
m

m
m

nu
m

nw
ou

.m
am

oz
um

d
m

sw
pp

m
un

w
wm

an
m

m
bm

nw
m

wc
m

U
m

m
aw

no
m

xn
m

m
u a

rm
H

w
aw

dw
nw

os
.

H
m

m
am

m
um

nw
w

wcm
m

U
m

na
m

nm
sn

m
nm

um
ot

sm
n

m
sm

w
w

ow
n

m
am

zm
dm

n
ou

w
m

zn
m

m m
m

zm
n

m
an

zm
nm

w
no

aa
m

nw
w

oa
.

pm
.

m
w

nm
m

nc
w

ua
m

anm
sm

pp
U

m
w

nm
uw

nn
m

m
m

aa
nm

w
w

m an
ar

m
H

cm
nm

nn
am

nn
.

pm
.

20
m

w
os

m
. m

tz
w

sm
m

.
on

m
m

nm
m

mao
m

w
m

w
nm

nw
oa

mmu
m

w
p

U
m

H
um

nm
w

w
m

a
on

oo
sm

nn
zo

nm
az

w
nz

oc
n

w
uu

no
<

m
H

on
m

m
am

:wm
na

w
on

D
m

m
w

a:
w

m
<

w
m

£.

H
g.

aa
m

U
cm

w
am

m
m

oz
sm

n
m

an
um

:
on

nc
uw

sd
m

m
am

pp
m

nx
ao

zw
m

ao
m

as
d

ns
w

m
cm

m
H

m
H

on
m

nm
a

H
:

m
m

H
sn

cm
dn

w
w

w
m

um
m

zs
m

nm
va

nw
n

m
m

m
on

w
m

nm
a

aw
n:

od
w

m
H

H
an

zm
n?

w
w

w
cm

m
m

sm
w

U
m

m
w

w
oz

m
a.

H
m

.
ss

m
nm

«c
m

H
»

H
nu

cm
?w

w
m

p
cw

m
nn

w
na

m
au

ow
nm

w
o?

w
nc

w
nc

nw
au

m
an

un
nm

.d
w

m
nm

m
xw

m
nm

m
~»

o:
«-

no
-n

m
na

as
w

au
ow

ap
:

u?
ou

m
nn

w
.

as
m

nm
H

m
m

co
on

m
w

w
ns

m
xu

m
nn

m
n=

«a
w

n
=

no
ab

w
m

us
nm

Z
H

H
H

on
n:

H
H

m
om

nn
w

dn
H

m
nm

w
.a

on
sm

w
m

o?
w

nc
w

nz
w

m
w

m
nn

H
<

w
nw

m
m

on
H

um
w

m
gm

om
an

H
m

um
.

m
cn

w
m

nn
u4

w
nH

m
m

am
w

w
an

w
ca

m
um

wo
n

sp
aw

n
nw

m
uc

nm
m

am
snon

ns
m

sw
nm

w
m

.
m

am
nn

m
m

nw
oa

on
m

sm
n.

no
w

m
m o

n
m

ca
m

m
.

w
m

nn
w

on »
.

ar
m

m
xw

m
m

w
zacm

m
m

zw
nu

ua
«r

m
uc

w
pu

na
a

zs
w

nz
:m

<
m

oc
dm

w
nm

u
m

m
um

nm
am

cm
m

U
m

ua
w

am
m

um
zm

um
<

w
H

w
m

<
sw

am
sm

nm
so

cm
m

‘
zo

nn
m

m
m

on
w m

m
au

w
w nm

nn
m

n.m
un

m
ow

m
uo

um
us

w
nm

.
ar

m
m

xw
m

nw
na

w
m

um
w

ao
zu

no
am

on
aw

so
cm

m
m

zw
ns

ps
«u

m
dz

w
w

np
na

m
m

om
ns

m
am

nm
on

m
zp

m
w

am
nn

am
n?

m
um

zw
um

<
m

w
H

m
<

w
e

m
cu

uw
w

.o.
x.

aw
w

m
.w

an
m

um
om

m
w

nm
m

on
w

rm
dn

m
w

m
oa

ns
.

w
ou

m
nd

sw
nn

sn
oz

.
m

m
w

uo
w

w z
w

m
nm

nm
.xm

w
m

a
an

yo
ne

».
m

am
zm

nw
w

w
a w
<

m
=

.
m

nw
nn

oa
en

m
m

m
m

n<
w

nm
H

m
m

w
m

ow
w

no
am

on
sw

aocm
m

.

m
m

nn
w

on w
.

an
»

nu
nm

nw
m

nx
H

m
U

m
nm

uw
nw

?m
n?

m
a

do
H

m
no

?n
na

pm
cm

m
m

m
na

w
n

m
m

ns
m

om
m

w
nm

om
da

m
no

cz
dw

w
m

no
dn

m
n

on
nd

m
no

ca
nw

on
zw

um
.

H
m

m
w

m
m

wnm
w

au
m

mn
sm

a
ar

m
m

on
m

no
w

uncu
m

m
m

na
w

n
zm

m
m

cw
wm

an
H

m
?:

H
m

H
H

<
m

um
no

aa
w

m
m

w
ouo

n
dz

m
on

m
a.

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 166 of 540



"‘
-1

"
1

‘m
w

vm
w

m
m

w
m

nmw
e

m
nm

nc
w

w
n sm

m
nw

nnon
m

w
w

a m
w

w
nu

w
suno

aa
w

m
m

w
ouy

aw
n

on
ar

m
m

um
s a

w
<

on
zo

<
m

aU
m

H
.

H
m

m
m

an
as

no
w

w
oz

w
aaHO

H
H

nm
w

w <
on

m
"

>
m

m
m

u
no

aa
w

m
m

w
oz

m
nm m
m

m
nn

w
.

m
nn

m
n.

nz
m

un
aw

sm
on

x

zo
m

m
”

zo
sm

w
m

m
m

za
u

no
aa

w
m

m
w

on
m

nm m
m

cs
no

w
. xw

m
a m

ow
. m

w
m

=
:.:

nDw
?m

nn
on

m
m

.
U

oc
nm

w
w

H
ad

m
m

no
nm

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 167 of 540



35
//

ry
u

?
*"

""
/"

""
5’

,
g;

na
L

g7
JW

O
’)W

W
)

\1
/

_
N

V
'1

d 8
00

1:
!

15
%

};
7:

0
<

a°
!d

s0
"

I
X

24
. 3,

;
9/

2;
¢y

(W
//

94
(j

J4
s’

.7
J(

ja
0

I
I

fr
.o

-
"‘

)\
ha

:
.‘

-.
n

.
.

92
d)

...
E

00
0

€v
3d

J~
_L

M
O

O
N

IM
__

_j
__

__
_.

.

“N
M

\)IL
)

1'

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 168 of 540



£1
‘

,
“

u

.D
E

7v
1'

N
V

IJ
80

01
:!

E
IN

O
D

B
S

,m
,u

9¢
/

[3
/,6

/M
67

7
_,

//
m

g,
//

/7
)W

_,
l9

’I
/.,

L
§!

/0
'7

-7
-

ll
Q

.
|

I

6
I‘

:
L

.I

0 *5
.

3!
‘E

M
ac

aw
u‘

.
m

la
m

ua
s

'

an
us

:
f

?v
m

w
o_

\l 8 ".

». *2

g
J/

4.
/4

/X
5

.O
-

.4
]!

Z
M

E
D

D

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 169 of 540



2:
...

H
IM

nH
am

om
m

a.
m

m
rm

z>

m
m

w
m

w
m

nx
>

za
m

>
ca

n
um

m
za

a
an

r>
m

xm
u.

nu
zr

m
m

m
um

uo
su

m
w

r
e>

zm
m

a.
m

nr
m

z>
.o

»
ob

m
ub

as
no

nm
cn

n
nr

m
m

ow
w

oz
w

nm
cm

m
om

H
m

sm
w

a
«a

m
ou

na
0»

m
n.

m
nw

m
vm

.
nm

w
um

on
nw

m
n

=
ao

no
nm

nn
cn

n
m

H
oo

.o
oo

m
nc

un
m

m
oo

n
vc

w
w

m
pn

m
m

od
cm

m
w

m
m

th
an

tm
nm

w
o?

um
m

an
u

-.
m

oo
m

nc
m

nm
m

oo
n

no
aa

m
nn

w
m

w
ca

w
w

m
w

amm
um

nm
w

m
nm

ao
m

m
u

m
nn

m
m

n u
m

nw
w

sm
z

>
n

ns
m

m
ow

w
oz

as
m

H
on

un
w

o?
u

om
a

uo
am

m
w

w rm
nm

.

O
:

>
m

m
m

m
m

oH
m

em
nn

m
w

zc
ac

m
uu

ar
e

sm
m

nm
nH

w
us

e
m

m
m

no
m

>
.a

.
w

m
nw

no
lm

u.
ar

m
m

m
m

nm
nw

w
H

uo
.u

u
m

m
m

na
n

>
.m

.
m

lw
w

ol
m

m
m

am
m

w
wo

m
>

.w
.§

m
«m

N
o

a
.

no
m

€w
n_

-
nu

nw
on

aw
nm

an
m

m
.

n:
=

m
m

m
mm

an
nH

am
om

H
m

m
zm

nn
m

a
m

H
os

m
H

um
nm

a
am

ps
:

m
um

nr
om

o.
o

m
um

na
w

nm
s;

m
ro

cw
a

de
n

cm
nc

:.n
«

o
o

m
€m

m
um

vo
w

w
nu

m
mso
n

m
o

H
w

m
nm

z.

0
va

n
cm

m
no

no
um

om
a

no
vw

on
vw

m
n

n
um

r:
rM

nH
m

m
m

xr
us

pp
:w

:.

v
nn

m
nm

zn
no

cm
m

nu
an

no
w

m
m

d
m

m
no

m
n

nw
em

om
%

m
m

:m
=

nm
om

m
w

m
:

as
nr

m
zs

a
nw

nw
cw

na
w

n

m
nw

aw
n

m
sm

w
w c

m
H

:
zm

on
sm

nn
w

nm
nm

m
:H

m
nw

o:
v

m
am

uc
w

un
w

m
m

H
m

m
cw

w
m

au
m

w
m

na
hn

.
3

no
nm

un
um

nn
wc

um
nw

w
. um

nn
H

5m
=

n
n

"c
u

no
um

na
un

<
uo

H
un

H
S

on
nr

m
n

H

H
.

oo
sm

nn
c

nk
oa

.
uv

nm
nw

nw
am

.
m

am
w

cu
w

m
w

ama
w

n
nu

n:
H

m

~
m

m
na

w
n n

o
H

:
H

um
m

w
m

nmm
a

:
nm

m
cw

m
nw

on
m

w
uv

w
w

nm
cwnr

m
n

vm
ns

w
n.

IF
-

05
.4

22
...

.
3.

8
_S

>
_Z

m
ax

m
m

a
m

a.
:.m

_.
m

z>
D

>
:~

..O
1.

Z
~>

2%
:

:9
3

S
vm

?:

a§
__

§.

:2
3

~2
2

as
S

.£
.§

§z
>

5:
5

8.
$3

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 170 of 540



Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 171 of 540



E
:.

go
.

N
o.

m
un

an
m

M
an

:
zw

nm
n

H
w

nw
no

rm
on

n
«H

m
vn

ou
m

nn
wH

w
zm

.

m
sm

nm
w

w am
:

m
H

nm
w

w
m

nm
sn

m
.ro

m
nu

os
no

cm
am

rm
na

w
: a

H
n

=
w

sm
m

d.

>
H

H
u

m
sv

no
cm

m
vn

no
<

n¢
rm

.3
»

na
n

hd
m

H
5m

m
H

.

=
u<

m
ca

n
nn

w
nn

nm
m

cw
m

nw
ca

on
nr

m
m

nc
m

nm
nw

ouon
nr

m
aw

o
H

m
m

uo
a

tw
nm

m
nu

nu
m

m m
nn

m
.w

m
m

uw
nm m
an

nm
m

an
w n

m
m

vo
:m

um
nm

oa
am

w
A

vn
w

sm
nw

w
m

un
m

xv
ow

w
nm

v
m

m
<

H
m

m
m

om
m

no
m

m
a n

rm
au

uw
m

w
u

m
<

m
=

n
am

a
m

w
nm

on
m

uu
uu

no
m

co
w

m
um

um
on

nn
wsm

nw
nn

m n
rn

n
am

m
rn

cw
m

sn
oc

nn
ou

m
n.

un
na

w
n

so
vc

nn
w

dm
on

m
an

w
aa

a
on

«r
m

cn
m

aw
m

m
m

.
zo

sm
m

an
ar

m
m

xw
m

nw
nwu:»

H
m

»=
w

_
w

rm
su

m
cc

»H
a»

=
m

.
m

un
tu

nm
ro

cm
w

nn
om

nr
m

sw
nu

w
m u

m
nm

n
oa

m
n?

c
w

uo
n

km
no

au
w

m
nm

.
>

na
H

n»
od

uH
nn

m
m

m
m

w
cn

mza
pp

m
vu

sm
.a

n
.m

n:
rm

na
an

ao
am

m
w

g
rm

=
m

m
am

H
um

m
us

.

zo
nH

:n
w

nm
nw

h:
H

nm
am

w
amas

rm
vm

nm
on

ua
sm

nw
p

H
m

am
.

m
m

un
hn

m
w

m
nm

a
no

vn
uv

u«
o<

m
m

cw
zm

um
w

om
an

.
on

m
au

nm
y

no
nn

m
w

am
w

no
vm

m
w

m
vo

m
m

m
on

m
m

m
H

m
up

ac
av

m
w

nm
.

on
m

w
nn

rm
aw

m
w

=
ua

m
H

u=
m

.
m

an
nm

m
sn

z
m

uw
w

w
m

.
a

an
_H

=
m

n»
o:

om
rc

am
z

. n
o

vm
m

w
uH

o<
m

a
vw

n>
r-

om
m

>
.

w
m

m
on

m m
m

un
c<

uH
om

nr
m

m
w

am
w no

sm
nn

cn
nw

on
nw

m
a. m

w
vw

uma
n

no
nm

nm
H

<
m

m
vu

no
<

m
H

m
no

a
":

0
zm

uu
no

:=
n<

m
=

<
H

no
=

am
=

N
H

m
m

w
nr

om
uu

nn
am

anon
w

m
m

uo
nu

wzm
nm

n o
cu

w
hn

w
no

nn
no

w
w

om
an

m
om

ns
m

om
em

nm
n

cm
m

m
m

om
nH

m
m

:H
=

m a
n

em
na

e
nr

m
an

nm
u

m
uw

pw
.

aw
m

vo
m

m
w

m
hn

m
w

aw
n:

no
cm

m
uu

no
ca

am
ow

n:
m

aw
n.

~
m

no
nm

m
nu

um
no

zs
nw

m
m

u_
n:

an
m

cc
~c

<
m

m u
m

m
vn

w
.

nm
nd

m
sw

H
av

do
<

m
E

m
=

nm
on

zw
w

w
m

H
m

nm
H

:
nr

u
5

m
an

m
no

a
um

m
nm

n
zu

w
pm

rm
am

~an
«y

um
w

on
sn

.
ow

:
H

:
n

w
m

v
m

en
no

m
r

on
nr

m
an

m
m

m
w

n n
za

w
.

m
cw

2
w

un
xw

sm m
nn

nm
m

w
:

no
aa

m
nn

w
m

w
an

m
on

L
<

«
cu

m
w

m
.

m
w

xw
Q

m
u"

:
w

an
m

un
g

U
??

?n

5:
3.

._
. nn

nw
m

m
=

m
n

32
:"

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 172 of 540



.5
:.m

E
m

m
zz

m3
D

m
nm

au
m

x
S

.
33

:5
_u

_m
::

=
._

n
no

aq
zm

m
m

oa
m

uU
..o

<
m

a:..
m

m
cn

zm
n»

m
am

za
am

zp
no

:5
C

m
m

_u
m

..:
.:»

m
aa

m
U

os
am

__
_.

m
:m

m
m

m
o:

os
.m

"

.1
33

5.
25

m
nc

m
w

m32
no

::
=

m
_.

nm
m

_ m
?m

nm
m_m

no
U

m
cm

m
a 3

..
..:

m
3m

::
m

m
n»

:..
_.

3o
S

m
m

an
m

nm
an

m
. 33

:.
m

an
n:

m
:._

U
::

o:
om

U
_.

oQ
:n

~m
0.

.
m

m
_.

<
.n

m
m

.2
35

:
m

_.
m

am
m

_m
._

:m
n_

8
m

cv
to

l
:5

..m
m

_n
_m

:»
m

m
an

. U
cm

im
m

m
m

m
om

ar
m

zm
_u

m <
m

__
m

< no
aa

cs
z

m
xm

:_
_u

_m
m

9.
m

an
: c

m
m

m
96

m
m

m
o:

oi
m

.

1_
._

_u
:m

_.
;:

mm
an

_u
1=

..:
a.

n_
u:

=
:m

_.
n.

m
_

3.
22

5.
26

8.
.

ni
m

i
.?

.m
:m

_u
o3

m
:o

_.
_.

Im
m

:3
m

_
m

an
_u

_:
n_

_u
:..

m
.

m
nc

cu
am

sn
.

m
_m

n:
.m

nm
_ m

:_
oU

:m
_.

.
.u

m
..=

_
m

nc
zu

am
zn

.
:3

3
03

.3
m

an
m

m
m

am
.

m
m

}:
m

an
O

m
an

:
m

:U
_u

:m
m

.
C

am
:

m
:U

_u
_<

m
an

._.
._

n_
:m

..1
m

_
_.

m
::

n_
..<

.
ra

m
n_

m
m

:_
:m m

an
. W

m
um

:
‘

om
:m

w
w

_
E

m
w

m
ro

cm
m

zm
m

an
m

8.
.m

m
m

.
m

n:
:u

_=
m

:»
m

m
:.B

_
m

an
. rm

m
m

m
sm

.
>

50
m

an
._

._
.c

nx
xm

aa
r

>
28

_»
m

_u
m

:..
.

.m
_c

n.
.:n

a_
w

n.
Jm

_.
..

.
_~

m
:_

u:
o_

m
H

m
..<

m
sn

_n
:_

.::
.:_

o
m

m
vm

rd
.

.<
_m

E
nm

_
m

an
.Um

:n
m

_
_.

.m
_u

o_
.m

:..
:.<

.
1.

no
ac

xm
ns n

o:
m

:.:
n:

o:
.

m
.

>
:.:

_m
_

n:
..:

n.
T

._
.:,

m
w

ro
um

.
2.

m
an

: 0
25

..
cm

m
m

si
n:

:._
m

0:
2

_u
_m

_.
.:m

x
am

nm
_.

5_
:m

m
m

w
m
m

:=
=

m
...3

:m
»c

..m
8

:3
3

:m
..m

Q
m

U
o<

m
.

."
3‘

L
O

"'
19

0.
0

U
3‘

.D
'D

U
5B

Z
'%

'

O
m

?
no

:<
m

m
0.

3
~u

_m
3_

.:.
...

..

oo
an

>
..

S
m

Z
m

m
zs

uo
n

_u
m

_u
_.

cm
..< E
.

.2
:

1.
6

_u
_u

:_
._

:.:
u

O
oa

im
m

m
o:

m
_u

?.
.o

<
m

u2
.5

vw
ou

om
m

n
_m

:n
_m

nm
_u

a
U

_m
:m

m
m

».
o_

_o
E

m
”

_.
>

_u
_u

_.
o<

m
n_ ?z
nm

nm
nm

E
m

:
_m

U
m

_m
n_

..m
x:

:u
: n

:
3.

:._
m

m
am

»
vz

m
m

m
om

E
m

«S
am

_u
_.

oQ
cn

»m
E

m
w

m
ro

cm
m

.

N
.

>
E

u_
.o

<
m

n_
as

a
33

w
m

as
oo

nm
_m

Z
m

a
n<

n_
c:

m
m

m
: m

m
:

_o
m

.:m
:5

m
..o

_.
m

m
m

..:
.m

m
.

m
.

>
3.

.=
_m

n_
15

»
E

n
..m

..m
::

o:
no

se
s5

:_
n_

:m
<

m 3
cm

_.
m

_o
nm

»m
n_

3
am

xm
23

.
_.

o_
.

:..
m

o_
._

m
::

m
__

< m
_.

.._
u_

.o
<

m
u

un
w

is
e

m
w

m
m m

am
un

m
sn

5
rm

«m
a

s:
..m

::
._

m
m

m
no

aa v
rm

m
m

_m
no

sm
cd

nn
m

a.

F
>

an
._

:o
:m

_
m

E
u.

.o
<

m
_

<
1:

cm
..m

n_
c:

.m
Q

3.
.

_.
.5

&
3:

6
3

2.
...

:9
2

nr
m

m
mom

E
m

no
:m

:.c
n:

o_
...

O
m

..<
D

o:
<

m
m

Q
3.

_u
_m

::
m

.,

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 173 of 540



 

 1104 ADAMS STREET, SUITE 203, ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA 94574 
707-963-8456 TELE + WWW.DELTACIVIL.COM + 707-963-8528 FAX 

STORMWATER CONTROL PLAN (SCP) 

 

REGULATED PROJECT 

 
FOR THE 

 

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY 

USE PERMIT 

 
PROJECT LOCATED AT 

 
420 LA FATA STREET 

ST. HELENA, CA 94574 
 

COUNTY: NAPA 
APN:  009-660-004 

 
  INITIAL SUBMITTAL: APRIL 6TH 2016 

REVISION #1 SUBMITTAL: MARCH 17, 2017 
REVISION #2 SUBMITTAL: SEPTEMBER 20, 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED FOR REVIEW BY: 
 

CITY OF ST. HELENA 
1480 MAIN STREET 

ST. HELENA, CA 94574 
 
 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 174 of 540

http://www.deltacivil.com/


 

1 

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY                                                                                                                                    SEPTEMBER 20, 2017 
SCP 
 

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A. INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL REQUIREMENTS     2 

B. PROJECT DATA FORM        3 
C. PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION       4 
D. LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STRATEGIES    5 
E. DRAINAGE DESIGN        6 
F. SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES       8 
G. POST-CONSTRUCTION BMP IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 9 

H. APPENDIX A (VICINITY MAP)       10 
I. APPENDIX B (DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AREAS MAP)    11 

  

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 175 of 540



 

2 

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY                                                                                                                                    SEPTEMBER 20, 2017 
SCP 
 

INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

This Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) has been prepared in coordination with Appendix D of the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Post-Construction Manual dated July 14th, 
2014, Titled “Design Guidance for Stormwater Treatment and Control for Projects in Marin, Sonoma, Napa, 
and Solano Counties. 
 
On February 5, 2013, California’s State Water Resources Control Board reissued the Phase II Stormwater 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Small Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4s). To assist applicants in demonstrating project compliance with the NPDES permit requirements. As 
detailed in the BAASMA Post Construction Manual, projects can fall into one of four classifications: 
 

• Exempt due to creation or replacement of less than 2,500 square feet (SF) of impervious area. 

• Single Family Homes which create or replace 2,500 square feet (SF) or more of impervious surface.  

• Small Projects which create or replace between 2,500 and 5,000 SF of impervious surface.  

• Regulated Projects which create or replace 5,000 SF or more of impervious surface. 
 

This project was concluded to be a “Regulated Project” due to the construction of impervious areas above 
5,000 sf. This Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) has been prepared per Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the BASMAA 
Post-Management Manual and in conjunction with the Best Management Practices (BMPs) as shown on the 
revised Used Permit Plans prepared by this office dated March 17, 2017. 
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ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY                                                                                                                                    SEPTEMBER 20, 2017 
SCP 
 

PROJECT DATA FORM 

Project Name / Number St. Helena Custom Crush Winery 

Application Submittal Date September 20, 2017 (Revision #2)   

Project Location 420 La Fata Street, St. Helena CA 94574 

Project Phase Number  N/A 

Project Type & Description 
 

The project includes the construction of a building on 
the northwest side of the existing warehouse along 
with an uncovered asphalt area for bin storage, and 
the construction of a concrete slab to install a waste 
water treatment system. 

Total Project Site Area (Acres) 5.7 Acres 

Total New or Replaced Impervious Surface 
Area (Square Feet) 

New 17,576 sf 
Replaced 1,900 sf 
 

Total Pre-Project Impervious Surface  
Area 
 

182,740 sf 

Total Post-Project Impervious Surface Area 200,316 sf 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 177 of 540



 

4 

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY                                                                                                                                    SEPTEMBER 20, 2017 
SCP 
 

PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION 

Project Location and Description  

The parcel is approximately 5.7 acres with relatively flat slopes ranging from 0 to 3 percent, and it is 
accessible via Dowdell Lane which intersects State Highway 29. 
 
The project proposes to construct a new winery building on the northwest side of the existing warehouse 
which includes an open area of asphalt concrete that will be used to storage macro bins and other 
equipment as necessary. On the northeast side of the new building, a concrete slab will be constructed to 
support a waste water treatment system (WWTS). This WWTS will be used to treat the process waste water 
from the proposed facility. In addition, the project includes the relocation of the existing stormwater retention 
pond to the intersection of the parcel. Approximately 17,576 square feet of new impervious surfaces area 
will be added to the parcel. 

Existing Site Features and Conditions 

The parcel is approximately 5.7 acres. It has an existing vineyard, a driveway two parking lots, a retention 
pond, a picnic area, and a warehouse with approximately 112,000 sf of foot print. The vineyard is located 
parallel to Mills Lane on the northwest side of the parcel. The driveway located on the northeast side of the 
parcel with a mainly purpose to serve access and maintenance to the utility feature of the parcel. The 
parking lots with a capacity of approximately 70 vehicles are mainly to serve customers for the existing 
warehouse and commercial spaces in the property. One parking lot is located parallel to Dowdell Lane and 
the second one is located parallel to La Fata Street. The existing retention pond located on the northeast 
side of the parcel with approximately 41,000 cf, will be to the parcel corner by the intersection of Dowdell 
and La Fata. This new retention pond will have a slightly higher capacity than the existing one to support the 
new improvements. The picnic area will be improved and modified in order to accommodate the retention 
pond. The warehouse has some commercial spaces by Dowdell Lane of which they were mentioned in the 
project description.  
 

Stormwater Control: Opportunities and Constraints 

To minimize the impact from the proposed constructions, the implementations of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), a bio-retention facility, and the relocation of the existing pond have been incorporated into 
the design to control the run-off rate and quality of stormwater discharged. In addition to the previous 
measures, grading and land clearing will only occur in the necessary areas for the development. 
 
Following the natural gradient of the existing land, stormwater runoff currently travels as a sheet flow into 
the vineyards on the northwest side of the parcel. Based on the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) Custom Soil Resource Report, the subject parcel is mainly composed of Cortina (a very gravelly 
loam) and a small portion of Pleasanton Loam. Based on this information, the potential for stormwater runoff 
is expected to be minimal due to the high infiltration rate of the in-situ soils. 
 
The relatively flat slopes on the subject parcel was one of the most difficult constraints to work with, so for 
this reason the implementation of two duplex sump/pump lift stations are being proposed to treat the 
stormwater runoff. For a complete detail on this system see utility plans attached to this application. 
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SCP 
 

Stormwater Outfall Structures within Jurisdiction of DFG, RWQCB, and/or ACE 

N/A 
 

Slopes and Distances between Project Footprint and Open Stormwater Conveyance 
Systems 

All the stormwater runoff derived from the new constructed impervious area will be collected by downspouts 
or storm drains. The stormwater will be routed to the bio-retention facility. Downstream of the bio-retention 
facility, the water will be collected and pumped to the new proposed retention pond. See Section D3 for 
information on stormwater conveyance into the bio-retention facility. 
 
 

LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STRATEGIES  

Site Layout Optimization 

 Site Design BMP      Activity 
 
Limit Development Envelope 

 
One new building will be added to the parcel. 
The extension of the driveway will comply with 
the fire department standard for this new facility. 
The relocation of the retention pond (with 
slightly higher capacity as the existing) will 
reduce and minimize the stormwater runoff on 
the site. 

 
Preserve Natural Drainage Features 

 
Construction shall occur to minimize the 
disturbance of natural areas and to maximize 
the remaining natural land condition. An 
additional landscape area will be added to the 
surrounding of the new retention pond. 

 
Minimize Impervious Areas 

 
The proposed site plan proposes regrade part 
of the existing pavement area and reroute the 
stormwater into the new bio-retention facility.   

 
Use of Drainage as a Design Element 

 
The natural topography the land is relatively flat. 
For this reason, a bio-retention facility and the 
relocation of the retention pond are proposed to 
be constructed on site. Storm drain pipes will 
route stormwater runoff into a stormwater pump 
lift station that will convey it to the bio-retention 
facility and to the retention pond. 
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Use of Permeable Pavements 

 
N/A  
 

Dispersal of Runoff  to Pervious Areas 

At completion of the project, approximately 80% of the parcel will be covered with impervious areas. The 
existing impervious areas are already directed to an infiltration bed and to the retention pond. The new 
impervious or reconstructed areas will be directed to a new bio-retention facility. The bio-retention facility will 
collect and treat the stormwater runoff collected via downspouts and drop inlets from the building and from 
the uncovered asphalt area. Due to the relatively flat surface, a duplex sump/pump lift station will be 
proposed to collect the stormwater runoff and convey it into the bio-retention facility. A second duplex 
sump/pump lift station will deliver the excess stormwater into the new retention pond. See plans prepared by 
Delta Engineering for additional details on the proposed stormwater pumping system. 
 

Stormwater Control Measures 

To treat the stormwater derived within the project area, a bio-retention facility and a retention pond are 
proposed. The bio-retention facility shall compromise of a 4% of the new impervious tributary area. The new 
retention pond shall have approximately the same capacity as the existing retention pond. All stormwater 
runoff conveyed to the retention pond will be allowed to evaporate, infiltrate into the ground, or during heavy 
rainy events spill directly over the spillway into the gutter on Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street.  
 

DRAINAGE DESIGN  

Drainage Study  

A. Drainage Management Areas 

In order to analyze the impact of the impervious areas related to the project, the development area 
was divided into Drainage Management Areas (DMAs). Each DMA is associated with a specific 
storm water outfall location that will receive storm water runoff from an impervious or landscaped 
area. 

 
DMA #1 is associated with the new proposed facility building, the uncovered area on the right side 
of the proposed building, and the new proposed driveway. DMA #2 is associated with the concrete 
slab that will support the wastewater treatment system. 
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B. Bioretention Facility Design 

There is one DMA that requires a bio-retention facility. The sizing factor for the bio-retention facility 
is based on 4% of the total impervious area draining to the facility. See Table 1 below for 
stormwater runoff factors for the proposed bio-retention facility. 

 

 
 

DMA #1 consists of three main areas.  

• New building 11,428 sf. 

• Storage area 1,175 sf. 

• New and reconstructed driveway 5,973 sf. 
Total impervious area of 18,576 sf.  
The post-project surfaces consist of roof and asphalt paving with a runoff factor of 1.0. From the 
previous table, the minimum square footage required for the bio-retention facility is 18,576 sf x 4% 
= 743 sf. A 900 sf bio-retention facility will be installed as part of the project design. For complete 
details on the calculations see Table 2 below. 
 

 
 

C. Draining to Self-Retaining Areas 

DMA #2 has a total impervious area of 900 sf, consisting of the concrete slab for the WWTS. The 
stormwater runoff will sheet flow toward the northeast and infiltrate into the existing vineyards. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.04 743 900

DMA Runoff 

Factor

DMA Area x 

runoff factor
DMA name

Table 2 Bio-Retention Facility #1

Total> 18,576

Facility Name:

Bio-Retention Facility #1

1 18,576 Roofs and Asphalt 1 18,576

Sizing Factor

Minimum Facility 

Area (SF)

Proposed Facility 

Area (SF)

DMA Area 

(square feet)
Post-project surface type
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SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES  

Source Control BMPs  

Please see below for a summary of the Source Control BMP Selection Worksheet which identifies all 
anticipated activities and potential pollutant sources associated with the project’s use.  
 

a. Roads and Driveways – The new proposed driveway shall be paved with asphalt or similar material 
which shall minimize any dust generation.  The driveway shall be sloped according to plans to help 
direct the storm water to its intended destination. 

 
b. Interior Storm Drain Inlets – Owner shall inspect and maintain drain inlets to prevent blockages and 

overflow.  
 
c. Landscaping – Minimal landscaping is proposed for the project due to the desire to maintain the 

existing woods surrounding the parcel.  The existing woods and natural ground cover of the project 
site shall encourage infiltration and plant uptake. 

 
d. Roofs, Gutters and Downspouts – Gutters and downspouts shall be connected to the closed storm 

water system.  See “New or Reconstructed Storm Water Conveyance Systems” for further details. 
 
e. Outdoor Storage Areas – Shall be keep clean and free of debris that might cause blockages in 

storm drains inlets. 
 
f. Processing Areas – Winery process area is undercover to keep rainwater out.  Area shall be 

graded to prevent run-on and drains are plumbed to the wastewater system. 
 
g. Interior Floor Drains – All interior floor drains shall be plumbed to the sewer system and not 

connected to the storm drain system. 
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POST-CONSTRUCTION BMP IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 

The owners of the property shall work directly with the City of St. Helena on establishing a BMP 
Maintenance Agreement. This agreement shall be recorded with the City of St. Helena once the project 
construction has been completed. In this agreement, the owners agree to finance the maintenance required 
of the bio-retention facility described in this report. The Maintenance Agreement shall contain a plan 
including, but not limited to, all the best management practices described in this report. Construction 
documents for this project shall serve as the Implementation Agreement for the installation of the best 
management practices described in this report. 
 

• General maintenance for bio-retention facilities: The following activities should be completed at least 
annually however the frequency should be adjusted in response to the needs of each facility. 
 

• Clean up: Remove any soil or debris blocking the inlets or overflows. Remove trash that typically 
collects near inlets or gets caught in vegetation. 
 

• Prune or cut back plants: To ensure flow into inlets and across the surface of the facility. Remove and 
replant as necessary. When replanting, maintain the design surface elevation and minimize the 
introduction of soil. 
 

• Control weeds: Performed by manual methods and soil amendment. In response to problem areas or 
threatening invasions, corn gluten, white vinegar, vinegar-based products, or non-selective natural 
herbicides such as Burnout or Safer’s Sharpshooter may be used. 
 

• Add mulch (also called compost mulch): Reduces the ability of weeds to establish, keeps soil moist, 
and replenishes soil nutrients. Mulch is added from time to time as necessary to maintain a mulch layer 
thickness (some agencies require 3"). However, ensure the underlying soil surface beneath the mulch 
layer is a minimum 6" below the overflow elevation, consistently throughout the surface area of the 
facility. In particular, ensure that the top of the mulch layer is below the facility overflow, so that as the 
facility fills during a major storm, the entire surface is become wetted before the overflow elevation is 
reached. 

 
Landscape maintenance personnel should be aware of the following: 

• Do not add fertilizer to bio-retention facilities: Compost tea, available from various nurseries and garden 
supply retailers, may be applied at a recommended rate of 5 gallons mixed with 15 gallons of water per 
acre, up to two weeks prior to planting and once per year between March and June. Do not apply when 
temperatures are below 50°F or above 90°F or when rain is forecast in the next 48 hours. 
 

• Do not use synthetic pesticides on bio-retention facilities: Beneficial nematodes and non-toxic controls 
may be used. Acceptable natural pesticides include Safer® products and Neem oil. 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 183 of 540



 

10 

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY                                                                                                                                    SEPTEMBER 20, 2017 
SCP 
 

APPENDIX A  

VICINITY MAP 
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APPENDIX B 

DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AREA SITE MAP 
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5365 BROADWAY STREET
AMERICAN CANYON, CA 94503-9678

Contractor's License #258826

Napa (707) 226-9698 Vallejo (707)642-9698regson id
3’

I FAX (707) 226-1648

Report of Water Well Test

To; Napa Valley Wine Warehouse Site: 420 La Fata
420 La Fata St. Helena, Ca. 94574
St. Helena, Ca. 94574

Date/Time Gallons per minute Pumping Level Psi Water Clarity
W24716 7:30 am 22 35

7:45 22 50' 35

8:00 21 62' 35
8:15 21 68' 35
8:30 21 74' 35
8:45 21 79' 35
9:00 21 82' 35
9:15 21 85' 35
9:30 21 87' 35
9:45 21 89' 35

10:00 21 91' 35
10:15 20 92' 50
10:30 20 93' 50
10:45 20 95' 50
11 :00 20 97' 50
11:15 19.5 97' 50
11:30 19.5 97' 50
11:45 19.5 98' 50
12:00 pm 19.5 98' 50
12:15 19.5 98' 50
12:30 19.5 98' 50
12:45 19.5 98' 50

1:00 19.5 98' 50
1:15 19-5 98' 5.0

All Major Brands Available
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5365 BROADWAY STREET
AMERICAN CANYON, CA 94503-9678

Contractor’s License #258826

Napa (707) 226-9698 Vallejo (707) 642-9698regson
PUMP & WELL SERVICE

“X '7'") mms,.

Report of Water Well Test

To: Napa Valley Wine Warehouse Site: 420 La Fata
420 La Fata St. Helena, Ca. 94574
St. Helena, Ca. 94574

Date/Time Gallons per minute Pumping Level Psi Water Clarity
Continued from previous page:

03/24/16 1:30 pm 19.5 98' 50

Recovery:

1 :31 pm 85 '

1:32 75'
1:33 70'
1:34 66'
1 :35 60'

1 :40 55 '

1:45 52'
1 :50 49'
1:55 46'
2:00 43'
2:15 35'
2:30 30'

2:45 27'

3:00 24'

3:15 22'
3:30 pm 21 '

These are the results after a 6 hour te t and 2 hour recovery using existing equipment.
Gallons per minute produced at time of inal test: 19.5
Results of above reported test not warr teed beyond this date.

All Major Brands Available
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5365 BROADWAY STREET
AMERICANCANYON,CA 94503-9678

Contractor’s License #258826

Napa (707) 226-9698 Vallejo (707) 642-9698

FAX (707) 226-1648

Surface Inspection Report

Date: 03/24/16
Job site; 420La Fata St. Helena, Ca. 94574 wot; 32127
Well: Drilled: Yes Dug: Depth: 545'
Casing: Material: PVC Diameter: 6" Condition:
SanitzuySeal: lingroundl Yes Well Cap: Yes Condition: Good
Height above grade: 20" Comments: Good
Pump & Motor: Make: Qrundfos & Franklin Model: 16530-24 Date Code : 89
Horsepower: 3HP Phase: Three
N.l’. Voltage: 460 N.P. Amps: 4.8 S. F.: 1-15
PumpCondition: Good Shut Off Head: 500'
Flow Rate: Open Discharge: 22 G.P.M. Operating Pressure: l9
Motor Continuity: (l0) R-Y: Y-B: R—B: (30)RX-l 3
Motor Ground: (RX 100K): good Amps (actual):
Amps: Open discharge: 4.9 Amps; Operating Pressure: 4-8
30 Balance: L1 4.9 L2 4.9 L3 4 .8 Stinger:
Electrical Voltage: 484 Phase: Three Fuse Size: 101-\ FRS
Breaker Size & Brand: TransformerSize: Quantity:
Controls & Panels:
1.12x12x6 RT Box Condition: Good 3. 30A GE Disconnect Condition; Good
2.Size1 Furnas Startelfondition: Good 4. FYG—2M1 condition; Good
Wire: Size: 10 + 12 Condition: Good Distance:
Sub Wire: Size: 14-4 Condition: Good Distance:
Plumbing:Material: Galv. & PVC Sizes: 1-1/4" + 1-1 /2" Condition; Good
Storage Tank: Material: Size: Condition:
PressureTanks: Material:Metal Model: 302 XTI-‘O1 Quantity: 2
Condition: Ggxx] Air Pressure: 39 + 40 Pressure Switch Setting: 42-62
Comments:
l.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

Mechanic Allen Gaab

All Major Brands Available
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WATER USE REPORT 

 

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the City of St. Helena’s Council meeting of March 22, 2011, the City council adopted the definition of 
“Safe Yield” as proposed by the Safe Water Yield Committee. The ordinate mandates post-construction water use of 
the given project to be less than or equal to the pre-construction water use.  
 
The subject parcel is located on 420 Lafata Street in St. Helena and is comprised of a warehouse that includes 
multiple tenants. The warehouse’s tenants are the following: Britton Tree Services (910 Dowdell Lane), OK Tire Store 
(890 Dowdell), St. Helena Fitness (930 Dowdell), Gutenberg Printing (960 Dowdell), and Napa Valley Winery 
Warehouse (NVWW, 420 Lafata Street). The owner of the warehouse is seeking to obtain a use permit to crush, 
ferment, age, and bottle up to 120,000 gallons of wine per year. A new crush facility building will be constructed at 
the northwest corner of the warehouse. No changes are planned for the existing warehouse. The water related to the 
wine production will be provided from the existing well and all domestic water use will be from the City of St. Helena 
municipal water system. 
 
For the purpose of this report, there will be no mention of St. Helena Fitness, Gutenberg Printing, and NVWW as it is 
assumed there will be no changes to these tenants’ future water use. 
 
This report discusses the existing and proposed internal water demand for the new crush building facility, OK Tire 
Store, and St. Helena Fitness. Due to possible changes in the tenants at OK Tire Store and Britton Tree Services, a 
water neutral feasibility analysis will be presented instead of a direct comparison between the existing and proposed 
water usage. The feasibility analysis will review the possibility of each tenant staying or vacating and other 
alternatives to comply with the safe water yield. Additionally, there are no proposed changes to the external water 
use, therefore it is not analyzed in this report. 

WATER USE ANALYSIS 

Baseline Water Use  

Current Internal Water Use  
Using the current St. Helena Water Policy, the existing internal baseline flow for the project was able to be estimated 
using Table 4 from the Napa County Department of Environmental Management (NCDEM) Regulations for Design, 
Construction, and Installation of Alternative Sewage Treatment Systems Appendix B. These regulations specify the 
effluent flow for an office employee as 15 gallons per day per employee. 
 
Britton Tree Services has four (4) full time and twelve (12) part time employees. Assuming a maximum of sixteen (16) 
employees contributing to water use per day over approximately 250 days per year, the baseline water use by Britton 
Tree Services is summarized in the table below: 
 

 

Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

Employees (16) 240 87,600           0.27

Total 240 87,600           0.27

E X I S T  I N G  B A S L E L I N E   W A T E R   U S E - B R I T  T  O N   T  R E E   S ER V I C E S

Gallons
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Based on the above table, the existing baseline water use from Britton Tree Services is approximately 240 gallons 
per day.  
 
OK Tire Store has six (6) full time employees. Utilizing the same table from NCDEM, OK Tire Store’s baseline water 
use by OK Tire store is summarized in the table below: 
 

 
 
Based on the above table, the existing baseline water use from OK Tire Store is approximately 90 gallons per day. 
 
Analyzing both OK Tire Store and Britton Tree Services, the existing baseline is summarized in the table below: 
 

 
 
Based on the table, the combined baseline is approximately 330 gallons per day. 
 

Proposed Water Demand  

The new crush facility building proposes to have four (4) full time and four (4) part time employees. Assuming a 
maximum of eight (8) employees contributing to water use per day over approximately 250 days per, the proposed 
water use for the new crush facility building is summarized in the table below: 
 

 
 

Utilizing the information above, the proposed water use for the crush facility is estimated at 120 gallons per day.  
 
 

Gallons Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

Employees (6) 90 32,850           0.10

Total 90 32,850           0.10

E X I S T  I N G  B A S L E L I N E   W A T E R   U S E - O K   T  I R E   S T  O R E

Gallons Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

Britton Tree Services 240 87,600           0.27

OK T ire Store 90 32,850           0.10

Total 330 120,450         0.37

E X I S T  I N G  B A S L E L I N E   W A T  E R   U S E 

Gallons Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

Employees (8) 120 43,800           0.13

Total 120 43,800           0.13

P R O P O S E D   W A T E R   U S E - C R U S H   F A C I L I T  Y
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Existing and Proposed Water Demand Comparison  

As mentioned earlier in this report, several options will be analyzed to provide alternatives to mitigate the increased 
water use from the crush facility building. At the time of the building permit, the owners shall work with the City of St. 
Helena to determine the best option to comply with water use requirements. 
 
Option 1: Britton Tree Service and OK Tire Store vacant 
In this option, Britton Tree Service and OK Tire Store may leave the premise and take their business elsewhere. The 
vacant space in both tenant spaces will be converted to a storage space for the crush facility building. By doing so, 
the baseline credit of 330 gallons per day will be available to be applied to the proposed water use contributing from 
the new crush facility building. See the table below for a summary of the uses: 
 

 
 
With both Britton Tree Service and OK Tire Store vacant, there will be a net water credit of 210 gallons per day after 
the crush facility building is built. 
 
Option 2: Britton Tree Service vacant 
In this option, only Britton Tree Service will leave the premise. No changes will be made to OK Tire Store. The vacant 
space in Britton Tree Service will be converted to a storage space for the crush facility building. By doing so, only the 
baseline credit from Britton Tree Service of 240 gallons per day will be available to be applied to the proposed water 
use contributing from the new crush facility. See below for a table that summarizes the uses: 
 

 
 
With Britton Tree Service vacant, there will be a net water credit of 120 gallons per day after the crush facility is built. 
 
 
 

Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

 (Existing) Britton Tree Services 240 87600 0.27

 (Existing) OK T ire Store 90 32850 0.10

 (Proposed) Crush Facility 120 43800 0.13

Water Use Savings 210 76,650 0.24

W A T  E R   U S E   C O M P A R I S I O N - O P T  I O N   1

Gallons

Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

 (Existing) Britton Tree Services 240 87600 0.27

 (Proposed) Crush Facility 120 43800 0.13

Water Use Savings 120 43,800 0.13

W A T E R   U S E   C O M P A R I S I O N - O P T  I O N   2

Gallons
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Option 3: Offsite Retrofits 
In this option, both Britton Tree Service and OK Tire Store will remain on site with no corresponding changes 
associated in water use. The owners propose to go off site within the city limits and perform retrofits to existing water 
fixtures required to offset the increased water use of 120 gallons per day.  
 
For the purpose of this report, it is assumed that a standard residential home consists of three bedrooms with one 
and a half bathroom and each bedroom is occupied by two people. Furthermore, it is assumed that only the 
bathroom and kitchen water fixtures will be retrofitted. See below for a table that summarizes the water savings from 
retrofitting a standard residential home to a low flow fixture residential home:  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Based on the above calculations, it is estimated that there will be an approximate savings of 74 gallons per day per 
home. Given that the crush facility is estimated to use 120 gallons per day, it is estimated that the owners will need to 
retrofit two (2) standard homes which will save the City of St. Helena approximately 148 gallons of water per day. 
 
At the time the building permit, the owners shall work with the City of St. Helena staff to address permitting fees, 
scheduling, and timeline for the retrofitting process. 
 
Option 4: Purchase water credits 
In this option, the owners shall coordinate with private developers within the city limits to purchase excess water 
credits to offset the increased water use of 120 gallons per day. One example would be to purchase water credits 
from Brad Oldenbrook, managing partner of Exclusive Holdings LLC, for the project located 601 and 603 Fulton 

 2 Toilet 1.60 gpf 3 6 28.8 gal 10,512 gal 0.03 af

2 Lavatory Faucet 2.2 gpm 0.25 min 3 6 9.90 gal 3,613.50 gal 0.01 af

1 Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gpm 4 min 1 6 52.8 gal 19,272 gal 0.06 af

 1 Shower Head 2.5 gpm 8 min 1 6 120 gal 43,800 gal 0.13 af

Total 212 gal 77,198 gal 0.24 af

S T  A N D A R D   H O M E   D A I L Y   W A T  E R   U S E   ( N O T     L O W   F L O W )

Average Flow Duration Daily Use Occupants
Total Daily Water 

Use

Total Annual Water 

Use

Total Annual 

Water Use

 2 Toilet 1.28 gpf 3 6 23.0 gal 8,410 gal 0.03 af

2 Lavatory Faucet 1.5 gpm 0.25 min 3 6 6.75 gal 2,463.75 gal 0.01 af

1 Kitchen Faucet 1.5 gpm 4 min 1 6 36.0 gal 13,140 gal 0.04 af

 1 Shower Head 1.5 gpm 8 min 1 6 72 gal 26,280 gal 0.08 af

Total 138 gal 50,293 gal 0.15 af

S T A N  D A R D   H O M E   D A I L Y   W A T  E R   U S E   W I T H   L O W   F L O W   F I X T  U R E S

Average Flow Duration Daily Use Occupants
Total Daily Water 

Use

Total Annual Water 

Use

Total Annual 

Water Use

Acre Feet

Daily Annual Annual

Standard Home (Not Low Flow) 212 77,198 0.24

Standard Home (Low Flow) 138 50,293 0.15

Savings 74 127,491 0.39

P R O P O S E D   W A T E R   U S E   S A V I N G S 

Gallons
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Lane. Brad Oldenbrook had retrofitted several sweat-equity homes and deed-restricted homes located on the south 
side of Voorhees Circle to meet their water neutral requirements for 601 and 603 Fulton Lane. After all retrofits have 
been completed, they have an excess water credit available.  
 
These agreements are between the private parties and the City is not involved. The City requires verification of the 
consummated transfer of credits. The owners shall discuss the City’s water neutral requirements prior to 
consummating any transfer agreement. Because this is a side deal with a third party that has a lot of variables 
unknown at this time, the details of the agreement shall be provided to the City of St. Helena at a later time from the 
owner. 
 

CONCLUSION 

The construction of the new crush facility building is not expected to increase the water-use on the property if the 
recommendations of any of the options are followed. The owner shall work with the City of St. Helena to determine 
the best option to meet the water neutral requirements for the new crush facility building. 
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APPENDIX A 

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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APPENDIX B 

NAPA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT TABLE 4 
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BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

St. Helena Custom Crush winery is applying to the City of St. Helena for a Use Permit to construct and operate a 
winery facility. As the project is proposing to outfall the pretreated effluent to the city municipal sewer system, the City 
Public Works staff requested a capacity review and analysis of a downstream portion of the existing sewer system in 
the project vicinity. The City’s sewer system map identified a 10-inch diameter sewer main located at the intersection 
of La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane. This downstream section of the main shall be analyzed to its theoretical 
capacity. 
 
This report describes the sewer main layout in the project vicinity and analyzes the capacity of the existing 10-inch 
sewer main impact of the estimated existing peak daily flow demand and the future peak daily flow demand based on 
the proposed development of the custom crush building. 
 
The existing sewer main information presented herein is based on the following: 

• City of St. Helena Sewer System Map dated October 2003.  

• Field survey of the parcel located at 420 La Fata Street prepared by RSA+ dated December 2015.  

• Project site meeting with Bryan Jackson, Delta Consulting & Engineering and Glenn Price, City of St. Helena 
Street and Sewer Division Supervisor on December 9, 2015. 

 
This report will analyze both the existing and the proposed flow demand from the new improvements under the Use 
Permit, and compare the total/sum flow to the capacity of the existing 10-inch sewer main. Based on the collected 
information, this office will determined if the existing conditions will support the future peak demand. 
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EXISTING SEWER SYSTEM AND SEWER MAIN CAPACITY 

System Layout 

Based on the sources noted above, the existing 10-inch sewer main coming out from  La Fata Street flows from a 
manhole located at the intersection of Dowdell and La Fata Street in a southwestern direction to a manhole located at 
the intersection of La Fata Street and Vintage Avenue. At this intersection, sewer main outfalls to and joins the 
Vintage Avenue sewer main which flows northeast towards the City of St. Helena Wastewater Treatment Plant. See 
Appendix A-Sewer System Map for a schematic of the existing sewer mains. 

System Capacity 

According to directions provided by City of St. Helena Public Work Department staff, the maximum capacity of a 
gravity sewer main shall be based on the pipe flowing 2/3 full. Based on industry standards, Manning’s Equation is a 
viable method used to calculate the flow rate of water through a partially full pipe in gravity flow conditions. Per the 
sewer capacity calculations outline in Appendix D for the subject 10-inch sewer main, this section of pipe has the 
capacity to convey approximately 1.6 cubic feet per second (cfs) or 710 gallons per minute (gpm) when the pipe is 
flowing 2/3 full. 
 
St. Helena Custom Crush is proposing to connect to the 8-inch sewer main at the manhole in La Fata Street located 
approximately 280 feet northwest of the manhole located in the intersection of La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane. 
From the La Fata/Dowdell manhole, the sewer main exits via a 10-inch diameter PVC pipe which will be the focus of 
this analysis. 

EXISTING SEWER MAIN DEMAND 

Currently existing, the sole source of wastewater flowing to the manhole at the La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane 
intersection and corresponding downstream 10-inch sewer main is from the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse (NVWW) 
(subject parcel). The NVWW consists of several different businesses which outfalls to a lift-station located at the 
southwest side of the building. The lift-station conveys the building’s effluent via a force main to the manhole located 
in the La Fata Street right of way approximately 280ft northwest of the manhole located in the intersection of Dowdell 
Lane and La Fata Street. The 8-inch sewer main conveys wastewater to the manhole at the intersection of La Fata 
Street and Dowdell Lane where it outfalls to the subject 10-inch sewer main.   
 
Karen Ames, General Manager of (NVWW), provided the 2015 annual water use in monthly readings for the entire 
building.  See Appendix C for the breakdown of the monthly water usage for 2015.  The NVWW was approved under 
the Use Permit Amendment 96-114 to generate up to 2,500 gallons per day. Based on the water meter readings 
provided, the peak water use of 35,156 gallons occurred in the month of March. Assuming all the water which passes 
through the meter generates effluent on a one-to-one ratio, and based on a typical 8-hour work day. This translates 
to roughly 1,172 gallons per day (gpd) or approximately 3 gallons per minute (gpm). Currently the NVWW is only 
generating about half of their approved wastewater amount. The subject 10-inch sewer main capacity of 710 gpm 
vastly exceeds the currently estimated peak flow rate of 3 gpm from the NVWW. 
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PROPOSED SEWER MAIN DEMAND 

The increase in wastewater flows entering the 10-inch sewer main on La Fata Street comes from the proposed St. 
Helena Custom Crush wine production activities. The employees at St. Helena Custom Crush are not considered in 
the wastewater calculations because the St. Helena Custom Crush will replace the Britton Tree Services 
Incorporated with a reduced number of employees. For purposes of this report, wastewater generated by the St. 
Helena Custom Crush will be conservatively estimated as equal to the existing conditions. 
 
St. Helena Custom Crush winery is applying for a use permit to produce 120,000 gallons of wine per year. 
Calculations to develop wastewater flow rates based on this production capacity are described in the project’s Septic 
Feasibility Report prepared by this office dated September 20st, 2017, and was submitted with the Use Permit 
Application.  The report estimated a peak daily wastewater flow generated from St. Helena Custom Crush to be 
5,700 gpd. 
 
The peak daily flow was averaged over a typical harvest day which is spread over twelve (12) hours. This resulted in 
a peak flow rate of approximately 8 gpm which will outfall to a flow equalization tank for pre-treatment. The process 
wastewater will subsequently flow into a pre-treatment unit where after treatment will be pumped via a lift station at 
4.2 gpm into the existing 8-inch gravity sewer main in La Fata Street. Based on this analysis, wastewater generated 
at the St. Helena Custom Crush site will result in a flow rate of 4.2 gpm entering the 8-inch sewer main in La Fata 
Street. 
 
This office preformed a similar Sewer Capacity Analysis for the Redmon Ranch Winery Use Permit of which 
proposes to contribute a flow to the same 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street. The Redmon Sewer Capacity 
Analysis estimated a discharge flow rate between 10-40 gpm. The discharge range is due to the pending pump final 
design for the Redmon Ranch Winery project.  
 
Assuming the maximum flow rates from both facilities, a combined wastewater discharge of 44.2 gpm will be added 
to the 10-inch Sewer Pipe Main in La Fata Street to the 10-inch pipe. 

CONCLUSION 

The capacity of the existing 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street, downstream of the manhole at the intersection of 
La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane, was analyzed in this report.  This section of the sewer system is the concentration 
point of all wastewater generated upstream.  Based on an analysis using Manning’s Equation, this section has the 
capacity to convey 710 gpm when the pipe is flowing 2/3 full. 
 
The current wastewater flowing through this pipe is estimated to be 3 gpm. The project proposes to connect to the 
sewer system with an additional rate of 4.2 gpm. Redmon Ranch Winery is estimated to contribute an additional 
maximum peak flow of 40 gpm. A summation of the existing and proposed wastewater generation results in a total 
peak flow of 47.2 gpm. 
 
Based on this analysis, the existing 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street is adequate to accommodate the proposed 
wastewater flows from the St. Helena Custom Crush development. The 10-inch sewer main in La Fata will have an 
additional 662.8 GPM or 93% capacity after development. 
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APPENDIX A 

CITY OF ST. HELENA SEWER SYSTEM MAP 
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APPENDIX B 

VICINITY MAP: LA FATA STREET SEWER MAIN LAYOUT  
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APPENDIX C 

LA FATA STREET 2015 WATER USE 
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APPENDIX D 

CALCULATIONS 

Manning’s Equation 
 
Q = (1.49 / n) * A * Rh^(2/3) * S^(1/2)                    Rh = A / Pw 
 
Where: 
Q = Flow Rate (Cubic Feet / Second) 
1.49 = Constant (When using English Units) 
n = Manning’s Coefficient (Based on Pipe Material) 
A = Cross-Sectional Area of Water in Pipe (Square Feet) 
Rh = Hydraulic Radius (Feet) 
Pw = Wetted Perimeter (Feet) 
S = Slope (Feet / Feet) 
 
Manning’s Equation Component Calculations – Circular Pipe Flowing Partially Full (More than Half) 
 
Θ = 2 * arcos [ (r – h) / r ] 
 
A = π * r2 – [ r2 * (Θ – sinΘ) ] / 2 
 
Pw = 2 * π * r – r * Θ 
 
 
Where: 
Θ = Angle between radial lines from pipe center to the two high water level points in pipe (Radians) 
π = 3.14 (Pi Constant) 
h = Distance between pipe crown and high water level in pipe (Feet) 
r = Radius (Feet) 
 
Solved Manning’s Equation for 2/3 Full Flow in 10-inch Sewer Main in La Fata Street: 
 
Known Components 
n = 0.01 (PVC Pipe – Smooth Inner Walls) 
r = 0.4167 Feet (Radius of 10-inch Diameter Pipe) 
h = 0.277 Feet (Upper 1/3 Vertical Distance of 10-inch Diameter Pipe) 
S = 0.005 Feet / Feet  
 
Inputting Known Components into Above Component Calculations Yields: 
Θ = 2.462 Radians 
A = 0.387 Square Feet 
Pw = 1.592 Feet 
Rh = 0.243 Square Feet 
Q = 1.586 Cubic Feet / Second 
Q = 710 Gallons / Minute 
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1. Executive Summary 
 
The proposed Komes Custom Crush Winery project would consist of a production winery 
(120,000 gallons/yr.) and associated employees located at 420 La Fata Street in St. Helena.  
Since the proposed winery would be located in the City’s industrial zoned area, there would no 
guest tasting, tours, or marketing events associated with the proposed project.  The proposed 
project would generate 11 AM and 11 PM weekday peak hour trips and 18 Saturday peak hour 
trips.  The project vehicle trips were added to existing, near-term, and cumulative background 
volumes. The SR-29/Mills Lane and SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersections would be operating at 
LOS C or better under existing and near-term conditions during the weekday AM and PM and 
weekend time periods with proposed project traffic.  The SR-29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata 
Street/Dowdell Lane intersections would operate at LOS B or better during the same time 
periods.  Proposed project traffic would add less than one (1) second of overall vehicle delay to 
the intersections and would make up less than one (1) percent of overall peak hour volumes at 
this intersections consistent with City of St. Helena significance thresholds for unsignalized 
intersections on Main Street (SR-29). The exception would be under existing conditions where 
proposed project volumes would represent 1.1% of overall volumes at the SR-29/Dowdell Lane 
intersection during the weekend mid-day peak hour.  However, further mitigation at the SR-
29/Dowdell Lane intersection is not recommended at this time for the following reasons: 
 

1. The completion of the St. Helena SR-29 Channelization Project.  It is understood that the 
SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection currently meets the peak hour signal warrant under 
existing conditions.  However, the installation of a two-way-left-turn-lane on SR-29 at 
Dowdell Lane greatly improves vehicle access to Dowdell Lane to/from SR-29 and 
reduces overall vehicle delays.  The new two-way-left-turn-lane allows stop-sign 
controlled outbound vehicles (making a left-turn) to merge more safely onto SR-29 by 
providing a refuge lane to merge into southbound through-traffic.  Similarly, the TWLTL 
also allows southbound motorists on SR-29 to make a left-turn (inbound) to Mills Lane 
and Dowdell Lane without delaying through-traffic on the highway.  Indirectly, the signal 
at the SR-29/Grayson Avenue intersection just north of Dowdell Lane benefits minor 
street stop-sign controlled traffic (at times) by providing more “gaps” in southbound 
traffic; 

 
2. The proposed project description does not include any guest visitation or marketing 

events what-so-ever (just this fact alone greatly reduces the overall traffic generation).  
The project description focuses on employment and truck deliveries related to proposed 
winery production uses.  Again, there would be no tastings, tours, or marketing events. 

 
All remaining study intersections on SR-29 and La Fata Street would continue to operate within 
accepted City of St. Helena LOS thresholds with proposed project traffic.  Primary access to the 
proposed project site would be provided directly by La Fata Street through three (3) driveways 
along the project frontage.  Vehicle sight distance to the north and south from proposed project 
driveway(s) on La Fata Street meets the recommended sight distance of 150 feet based on 
vehicle speeds of 25 mph. 
 
With regard to driveway access; given that multiple driveways would provide access to various 
winery production facilities it is recommended that truck deliveries use the first and third 
driveways (respectively).  These driveways would be connected by an internal parking and 
circulation area.  Trucks could enter one driveway (southern-most) and exit out the northern-
most driveway without having to turn around on-site.   
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The City St. Helena's Highway 29 Specific Plan was reviewed for the project study area and for 
additional circulation improvements for the Dowdell Lane, Grayson Avenue, and Mills Lane 
intersections at Highway 29 (see Section 7. Highway 29 Specific Plan).  Based on a review of 
the recommended Plan circulation improvements, the following information and proposed 
project mitigation is recommended: 
 
The Highway 29 Specific Plan recommends the potential funding mechanisms for remaining 
circulation improvements in the study as follows: 
 
Mills Lane Realignment:  For that portion of the Specific Plan area lying east of Highway 29 
and adjacent to Mills Lane, new and upgraded improvement costs are estimated at $1,926,000, 
which does not include ROW costs.  These improvements shall be borne by benefitting 
development north and south of Mills Lane.  Anticipated improvements include realignment of 
Mills Lane, the extension of Fountain Street and relocation of the existing Napa Valley Wine 
Train railroad crossing at Mills Lane and Highway 29; 
 
Highway 29/Dowdell Lane Traffic Signal:  Although this signal location is outside of the 
Specific Plan area, it will serve existing and new development on the east side of Highway 29 
and is planned to operate in synchronization with the Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane 
intersection.  The City of St. Helena collected fees specifically for the installation of this signal 
from development that occurred on the east side of Highway 29 in the 1980’s.  These funds may 
be supplemented by City of St. Helena traffic mitigation funds.  New development elsewhere in 
the community may be required to pay their fair share of the traffic signal costs based on their 
contribution of traffic to this intersection in addition to City-wide traffic impact fees. 
 

3. Given that the Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements for the Mills Lane 
realignment and signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection have yet to 
completed (or funded); it is recommended that the propose project contribute a “fair 
share” contribution to these Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements based 
on their contribution to cumulative year 2035 volumes at this roadway/intersection.  
Using the weekday PM peak hour proposed project trip generation (worst case), the 
project would contribute 11 PM peak hour trips to the roadway and intersection network 
at Highway 29.  Based on a net increase between existing and cumulative year 2035 PM 
peak hour volumes at the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection; the proposed project 
contribution would represent 1.7% of cumulative traffic volumes (11 project trips / 632 
net cumulative traffic increase).  At such time in the future the City determines that the 
Mills Lane realignment and/or signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane is 
necessary; the proposed project would have contributed their fair share towards overall 
circulation improvements in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area.  Should the City 
determine other funding mechanisms appropriate (such as a special assessment district 
encompassing businesses along Dowdell Lane); total cumulative volumes on Dowdell 
Lane just west of SR-29 during the PM peak would total 199 vehicles.  Again, the 
proposed project’s proportional share of these PM peak hour volumes on Dowdell Lane 
would be 5.5% (11 project trips / 199 total cumulative volumes).   
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2. Introduction 
The following report provides a focused traffic analysis for the proposed Komes Custom Crush 
Winery project located at 420 La Fata Street in the City of St. Helena (see Figure 1—Project 
Vicinity Map).  The proposed project would consist of constructing a new on-site building on the 
northwest portion of the project site (88’ x 108’ or 9,504 sq. ft.) adjacent to the Napa Valley Wine 
Warehouse building.  A portion of this warehouse (3,000 sq. ft.) would be converted into a barrel 
storage and tank room.  The total existing and on-site development would total approximately 
12,500 square feet when completed.  The project statement indicates that winery related 
activities would include crush, fermentation, barrel storage, and bottling to support local wineries 
that otherwise would not have crush capabilities.   Existing on-site parking includes two parking 
fields on the south and west sides of the building(s) totaling 70 spaces with three (3) ADA 
spaces accessible from Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street.  Trucks would access the site from 
La Fata Street via driveway modifications that would allow convenient one-way ingress and 
egress.  One of key components of the proposed project as it relates to potential traffic 
generation; the applicant proposes no winery visitation and no marketing events for these 
facilities.  Traffic generation would primarily consist of production, employment, and delivery 
components associated with the proposed winery and custom crush activities during the 
seasonal crush/harvest period.  It is noted that the proposed project has the potential to reduce 
traffic on SR-29 by focusing crush activities at the project site rather than at individual wineries 
spread throughout the St. Helena Area.  In addition, office components associated with 
proposed project uses would replace existing office uses currently occupied by Britton Tree 
Services, Inc. At this time, it is not known where Britton Tree Services would re-locate their 
business.  For the purpose of this study, it is assumed Britton Tree Services would stay in the 
industrial area off of Dowdell Lane.  Therefore, overall trip generation associated with proposed 
project employment would be conservative in nature since vehicle traffic associated Britton Tree 
Services is still assumed to be to/from Dowdell Lane and would not leave the study area.  

Proposed project analysis is based on our discussions with the applicant’s consultant, winery 
information provided by the project applicant, and our familiarity with the study area in and 
around Dowdell Lane and State Route 29.  Some of the key traffic issues related to proposed 
project development would be as follows: 

 Existing and future traffic conditions at key study intersections along Dowdell Lane and 
SR-29; 

 
 Unique characteristics of proposed custom crush winery uses related to employees, 

hours of operation for different project components, and truck deliveries; 
 

 Proposed project daily and peak hour trip generation associated with proposed winery 
and crush uses during the weekday and weekend peak periods; 

 
 Project access and circulation from proposed (existing) driveways off Dowdell Lane and 

La Fata Street; 
 

 Future traffic projections and/or circulation improvements based on the Updated St. 
Helena General Plan Circulation Element. 
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3.  Existing Conditions 

Proposed Project Site 
The proposed Komes Custom Crush Winery project would be located at 420 La Fata Street on 
the east side of the roadway immediately north of Dowdell Lane. As noted, there are existing 
uses (Napa Valley Wine Warehouse) on-site in addition to fitness (St. Helena Health & Fitness 
Center) and automobile (O K Tire Store) uses.  These latter business front Dowdell Lane. The 
site is served by four existing driveways with two on Dowdell Lane and two on La Fata Street.  
The building and site modifications proposed by the applicant would occur in the northwest 
quadrant of the parcel. On-street vehicle parking is allowed on Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street 
study area.  La Fata Street extends in a north-south direction east of SR-29 between Mills Lane 
and Vintage Avenue that would provide direct and indirect access to the site.  A description of 
both local and state roadway facilities in the project study area is provided as follows: 

Roadways 
Main Street (State Route 29/128), also referred to as the St. Helena Highway, is the primary 
north-south travel route through the Napa Valley and extends between St. Helena and Rutherford 
in the project area. Beyond the study area, SR 29 provides access north through the town of 
Calistoga and south through the towns of Yountville, Napa, and American Canyon. It is classified 
as a two-lane rural arterial road and in the immediate project area consists of two 12-foot wide 
travel lanes with a new two-way-left-turn lane,  small striped shoulder areas (2-4 feet) and no street 
parking. The speed limit on Main Street is 35 mph in the project area.  It is noted that construction 
on SR-29 for the “Highway 29 Channelization Project” in the vicinity of Dowdell Lane has been 
completed.   
 
Grayson Avenue extends in an east-west between SR-29 and South Crane Avenue.  Located 
approximately 540 feet north of Dowdell Lane, Grayson Avenue provides access to commercial, 
institutional (schools), and residential areas west of SR-29.  A two-lane street, Grayson Avenue 
has on-street parking along its south side with some limited area parking (where curb and gutter 
exist) on its north side.  The speed limit is 15 mph consistent with school-area proximity.  It is noted 
that a new traffic signal was activated at Grayson Avenue/SR-29 intersection in November, 2016. 
 
Dowdell Lane extends east from SR-29 for approximately 0.95 miles and provides access to 
commercial-retail, light-industrial, residential, and agricultural areas.  A two-lane street, the roadway 
is paved for approximately the first 0.30 mile segment and is about 38-40 feet wide.  This segment 
provides access primarily to commercial and light-industrial areas and parking is allowed on both 
sides of the street.  Once past the project site, the roadway narrows significantly (10-20 feet) and is 
unimproved.  This segment provides access to agricultural and residential areas.  The speed limit 
on Dowdell Lane is 25 mph and this roadway would provide direct access to the project site. 
 
La Fata Street extends in a north-south direction between Mills Lane and Vintage Avenue 
approximately and would provide direct access to the proposed project site.  A two-lane street, La 
Fata Street provides access to commercial-retail and light-industrial areas.   Similar to the improved 
segment of Dowdell Lane, La Fata Street is approximately 38-feet wide with parallel parking on 
both sides of the street.  It is noted that at its intersection with Dowdell Lane, the north and south 
legs of La Fata Street is slightly off-set by approximately 18 feet.  However, field observations 
indicate no significant operational issues given the low traffic volumes on the roadway.  Access to 
the proposed project site can be gained indirectly using Mills Lane or Vintage Avenue to La Fata 
Street. 
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Vintage Avenue is located south of the project site and extends in an easterly direction from 
SR-29 for approximately 0.25 miles.  A two-lane street, Vintage Avenue provides access to 
light-industrial and commercial areas with vehicle parking on both sides of the street (38-foot 
width) and a 25 mph speed limit. 
 
Mills Lane is located immediately north of the project site and extends in an easterly direction 
from SR-29 for approximately 0.83 miles.  The roadway is paved to La Fata Street with 
unimproved sections further east adjacent to agricultural and residential areas.  The roadway 
width is narrow (approximately 15-feet) and does not readily accommodate two-way traffic flow.  
However, roadway shoulders are not improved and vehicles can pull to the side to allow passing 
traffic.  Traffic calming measures (large boulders) have been placed at its intersection with La 
Fata Street to prevent large vehicles (trucks) from turning through the Mills Lane/La Fata Street 
intersection. 

Rail Activity 
Railroad tracks currently parallel SR-29 approximately 25 feet east of the highway crossing over 
Dowdell Lane and Mills Lane in the project study area.  The rail crossing at Dowdell Lane is 
controlled by automated gates and flashing red lights.  The Mills Lane crossing has recently 
been improved with new concrete paving with flashing red lights and warning signs.  This single-
track rail line serves the Napa Valley Wine Train.  Based on discussions with Wine Train staff, 
there is one (1) train per day on weekdays and two (2) trains per day on weekends travelling 
through the study area between St. Helena and points south.   

Construction Activity 
Caltrans has completed the Highway 29 St. Helena Lane Channelization project in the study 
area.  The project limits extend between Mee Lane and Charter Oak Avenue.  Work on the 
entire project was expected to be tentatively completed in early 2017.  In coordination with the 
City of St. Helena, a new traffic signal was activated at the Grayson Avenue/SR-29 as part of 
this overall lane channelization project on SR-29 in November (2016).  Field observations 
indicate that during peak commute periods, north-south through-traffic on SR-29 does queue 
past Mills Lane and Dowdell Lane dependent on the amount of outbound (eastbound) traffic 
from Grayson Avenue. 

Existing Volumes 
For the purpose of this traffic analysis, new weekday and weekend peak period intersection 
counts were conducted at the following intersections: 
 
  Intersection      Control 

1. SR-29/Mills Lane     Stop-Sign (Mills Ln.) 
2. SR-29/Grayson Avenue    Signal 
3. SR-29/Dowdell Lane     Stop-Sign (Dowdell Ln.) 
4. La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane   Stop-Sign (La Fata St.) 

 
The counts (conducted in February 2017) were adjusted upward to reflect peak harvest season 
conditions by comparing them to peak seasonal volumes identified in the Caltrans traffic 
volumes for SR-29. The peak periods during the weekday AM commute period (7:00-9:00 am), 
PM commute period (4:00-6:00 pm), and Saturday afternoon peak period (Noon-6:00 pm) were 
evaluated. From these peak period counts, the highest peak hour volumes were utilized for 
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analysis: AM 7:45-8:45 am, PM 4:30-5:30 pm, and Saturday 2:00-3:00 pm. Similarly, the highest 
peak hour of project trips generated during the same periods were applied to the “plus project” 
conditions.  
 
Traffic conditions along SR-29 (particularly south of Pope Street) are also influenced by 
northbound vehicle queues, which can extend from Pope Street beyond Mills Lane and Dowdell 
Lane. During these times, traffic flows reflect “stop-and-go” conditions with vehicle speeds below 
25 mph. Field observations noted that traffic flows on SR-29 near Dowdell Lane fluctuated 
between relatively free-flow conditions and stop-and-go conditions dependent on the day 
(weekday or weekend) and time period.  With the new traffic signal activated at Grayson 
Avenue, vehicle queues on SR-29 can now extend slightly further south from previous levels.  
However, the construction of the two-way-left-turn lane on SR-29 allows motorists from stop-
sign controlled minor streets to access to/from the highway in a safer manor causing less delay 
for through-traffic. 
 
Seasonally adjusted existing weekday AM and PM and weekend mid-day intersection volumes 
are shown in Figure 2.   

Existing Intersection Operation 
Intersection traffic operating conditions are measured by Level of Service (LOS), which applies 
a letter ranking to successive levels of intersection performance. LOS ‘A’ represents optimum 
conditions with free-flow travel and no congestion. LOS ‘F’ represents severe congestion with 
long delays at the approaches. The operating conditions were evaluated using the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and unsignalized 
intersections. Minor street stop-sign controlled intersection LOS (such as evaluated in this 
analysis) typically reflect delays experienced by the minor street approach. Level of service 
definitions are shown in Table 1. 

Existing weekday and weekend peak hour LOS (adjusted for peak seasonal crush/harvest 
conditions) are shown in Table 2.  As calculated, the SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection is 
operating at LOS C (17-19 seconds of delay) during all three peak hour periods.  The calculated 
LOS of C for the SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection represents overall vehicle delay for the stop-
sign controlled westbound left-turn and right-turn movements from Dowdell Lane onto SR-29.  
The remaining Mills Lane and Grayson Avenue intersections at SR-29 are operating at LOS B 
or better during all three peak hour periods.  It is noted that new signal operation at the Grayson 
Avenue/SR-29 intersection has improved overall vehicle delays at this location.  The new signal 
helps to provide additional “gaps” in SR-29 north-south traffic that allows the adjacent 
intersections of Dowdell Lane and Mills Lane to operate more efficiently.  However, significant 
north-south vehicle queuing on SR-29 still occurs during peak weekday and weekend periods.  
For this reason, it is likely that calculated vehicle delays at project study intersections along SR-
29 may be longer than calculated.   
 
The La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane intersection is operating at LOS A (9-10 seconds of delay) 
during the same weekday and weekend time periods for the northbound and southbound stop-
sign controlled movements. 
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TABLE 1 
INTERSECTION LEVEL-OF-SERVICE DEFINITIIONS 

Level of 
Service 

Type of 
Flow Delay Maneuverability 

Stopped Delay/Vehicle (sec)
Signalized/ 

Roundabouts 
Unsignalized/
All-Way Stop 

A 

S
ta

bl
e 

F
lo

w
 

Very slight delay. Progression is 
very favorable, with most vehicles 
arriving during the green phase 
not stopping at all. 

Turning movements are 
easily made, and nearly all 
drivers find freedom of 
operation. 

< 10.0 < 10.0 

B 

S
ta

bl
e 

F
lo

w
 

Good progression and/or short 
cycle lengths. More vehicles stop 
than for LOS A, causing higher 
levels of average delay. 

Vehicle platoons are 
formed. Many drivers begin 
to feel somewhat restricted 
within groups of vehicles. 

>10.0 
and 

< 20.0 

>10.0 
and 

< 15.0 

C 

S
ta

bl
e 

F
lo

w
 Higher delays resulting from fair 

progression and/or longer cycle 
lengths. Individual cycle failures 
may begin to appear at this level. 
The number of vehicles stopping is 
significant, although many still 
pass through the intersection 
without stopping. 

Back-ups may develop 
behind turning vehicles. 
Most drivers feel somewhat 
restricted. 

>20.0 
and 

< 35.0 

>15.0 
and 

< 25.0 

D 

A
pp

ro
ac

hi
ng

 
U

ns
ta

bl
e 

F
lo

w
 The influence of congestion 

becomes more noticeable. Longer 
delays may result from some 
combination of unfavorable 
progression, long cycle lengths, or 
high volume-to-capacity ratios. 
Many vehicles stop, and the 
proportion of vehicles not stopping 
declines. Individual cycle failures 
are noticeable. 

Maneuverability is severely 
limited during short periods 
due to temporary back-ups.

>35.0 
and 

< 55.0 

>25.0 
and 

< 35.0 

E 

U
ns

ta
bl

e 
F

lo
w

 Generally considered to be the 
limit of acceptable delay. Indicative 
of poor progression, long cycle 
lengths, and high volume-to-
capacity ratios. Individual cycle 
failures are frequent occurrences. 

There are typically long 
queues of vehicles waiting 
upstream of the 
intersection. 

>55.0 
and 

< 80.0 

>35.0 
and 

< 50.0 

F 

F
or

ce
d 

F
lo

w
 Generally considered to be 

unacceptable to most drivers. 
Often occurs with over saturation. 
May also occur at high volume-to-
capacity ratios. There are many 
individual cycle failures. Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths 
may also be major contributing 
factors. 

Jammed conditions. Back-
ups from other locations 
restrict or prevent 
movement. Volumes may 
vary widely, depending 
principally on the 
downstream back-up 
conditions. 

> 80.0 > 50.0 

References: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual 
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TABLE 2 
EXISTING HARVEST (NO PROJECT) CONDITIONS:  PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LOS 

Intersection 

 
Control 

Type 

Wkdy. AM Wkdy. PM  Saturday Peak 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1 SR-29 / Mills Lane TWSC C 15.7 B 14.9 B 13.9 

2 SR-29  / Grayson Avenue Signal B 12.4 A 8.6 A 8.4 

3 SR-29 / Dowdell Lane TWSC C 17.9 C 18.4 C 16.9 

3 La Fata Street / Dowdell Lane TWSC A 9.3 A 9.5 A 8.9 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. 
 

Signal Warrants 
Based on the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD) for peak hour 
signal warrant criteria, the SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection was evaluated for signalization.1  The 
peak hour warrant is one of several standards to help determine if installation of a traffic signal may 
be appropriate.  Qualifying for signalization using the peak hour warrant does not necessarily mean 
a signal should be installed.  The SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection qualifies for signalization under 
the peak hour warrant using existing PM peak hour volumes.  As previously noted, the construction 
of the Highway 29 Channelization project has improved vehicle access to/from SR-29 and Dowdell 
Lane in addition to the new signal at Grayson Avenue.  For these reasons, it is not recommended 
that a signal be installed at the SR-29-/Dowdell Lane intersection at this time.  The SR-29/Mills 
Lane and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane intersections do not qualify for peak hour signal warrant 
satisfaction under existing conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 

1 California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD), Chapter 4C, Peak hour signal warrant (#3), 
2014. 
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4.  Near-Term Year 2020 (No Project) Conditions 

Near-Term Methodology 
Near-term traffic conditions represent existing and other approved/pending development traffic 
that can reasonably be assumed to be generated in the short-term horizon.  Based on previous 
development studies conducted in the City of St. Helena, the horizon year 2020 was established 
for near-term conditions.2 Weekday and weekend peak hour approved development trips were 
based on traffic projections provided for recently updated City of St. Helena General Plan 
Circulation Element and specific development projects as follows: 
 

 Crocker-Star Winery:  The winery is located just east of the project site on the north side 
of Dowdell Lane (700 Dowdell Lane).  The winery is currently under construction and 
would produce 25,000 gallons per year.  Tasting and visitation would be small with a 
maximum of 12 guests during a typical weekday and 16 guests on a Saturday.  
Employment would range from seven full-time and three part-time employees.   
 

 Davies Winery:  The winery is located north of the proposed project site on Main Street 
at northwest corner of Main Street/Grayson Avenue intersection (555 Main Street).  The 
winery is currently being modified to produce 75,000 gallons per year.  Tasting and 
visitation would consist of 160 guests per day weekday and weekend.  Employment 
would range from 15 full-time employees with an additional 30 part-time employees 
(harvest season).   
 

 Redmon Winery:  This winery is located on Dowdell Lane east of La Fata Street and (like 
the proposed project) would be a production-only winery.  The winery would produce 
24,000 gallons per year with 2 full-time and 2 part-time employees (4 part-time during 
crush).  An associated commercial kitchen would employ 2 full-time and 1 part-time 
employees.  
 

 Culinary Institute of America Campus Master Plan (Greystone Campus & Vineyard 
Lodge Housing):  The CIA is located at 2555 Main Street and 830 Pratt Avenue.  The 
initial study/mitigated negative declaration indicates a net reduction in project trips from 
proposed uses (or transfer of uses) from this development.3  

  
 
Larger development projects located outside of St. Helena and other infill project traffic are 
contained within the General Plan update volume projections.  The weekday and weekend peak 
hour approved/pending development trips were added to existing (seasonal) volumes at the 
study intersections.  The forecast weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hour near-term traffic 
volumes are shown in Figure 3.  
 
 
 

                                                 

2Omni-Means Engineering Solutions, Traffic Impact Analysis for the Proposed Davies Vineyards Winery Use Permit 
Modification, City of St. Helena, August 19, 2014. 
3 City of St. Helena, Culinary Institute of America Campus Master Plan (Greystone Campus 2555 Main Street & 
Vineyard Lodge Housing 830 Pratt Avenue), IS/MND, Crane Transportation Group, December 9, 2016. 
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Near-Term Roadway Improvements 
 
As noted previously, Caltrans has completed constructing the Highway 29 St. Helena Lane 
Channelization project in the study area.  Specifically, the project goal was to “rehabilitate the 
pavement, widen the shoulders, construct a two-way-left-turn-lane, and improve the 
bicycle/railroad crossing at Whitehall Lane.”   
 
The new traffic signal at the Main Street/Grayson Avenue intersection was installed in 
conjunction with the Highway 29 Channelization project and was activated in November, 2016.  
No other roadway/intersection improvements are scheduled for the project study area at this 
time. 

Near-Term (No Project) Intersection Operation 
With near-term (no project) volumes, study intersection LOS have been calculated and are 
shown in Table 3.  With new circulation improvements on SR-29, the minor street stop-sign 
controlled intersections of SR-29/Mills Lane and SR-29/Dowdell Lane would operate at 
acceptable conditions.  During the three peak periods, overall intersection operation would be 
LOS C.  The creation of two-way-left-turn lane on SR-29 allows outbound vehicles from Dowdell 
Lane (turning left) to merge into through-traffic in a safer manor by allowing a “refuge” area.  
The remaining intersections of SR-29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane would 
continue to operate at LOS A-B during all three time periods with near-term (no project) traffic. 

Signal Warrants 
The SR-29/Dowdell Lane would continue to meet the peak hour signal warrant with near-term 
(no project) traffic volumes.  However, in light of the current circulation improvements (two-way-
left-turn-lane) installed on SR-29 and improved operations at the stop-sign controlled 
intersection; a signal would not be recommended for this location at this time.  In addition, the 
signal at the SR-29/Grayson Avenue intersection located approximately 540 feet north of 
Dowdell Lane provides “gaps” in southbound through-traffic on SR-29 allowing greater 
opportunity for outbound left-turning vehicles to merge into traffic.   
 
 

TABLE 3 
NEAR-TERM (NO PROJECT) HARVEST CONDITIONS:  PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LOS 

Intersection 

 
Control 

Type 

Wkdy. AM Wkdy. PM  Saturday Peak 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1 SR-29 / Mills Lane TWSC C 20.2 C 19.8 C 17.1 

2 SR-29  / Grayson Avenue Signal B 13.3 A 9.9 A 9.8 

3 SR-29 / Dowdell Lane TWSC C 19.4 C 20.8 C 18.6 

3 La Fata Street / Dowdell Lane TWSC A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.0 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. 
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5.  Proposed Project Impacts 

Significance Criteria 
 
The significance criteria applied in this study are based on the City of St Helena’s General Plan 
Circulation Element documentation for roadway and intersection operations. Based on this 
information, the significance criteria are provided as follows: 
 
The City’s current LOS standard is LOS D for signalized intersections on Main Street (SR 
29/128) and LOS C elsewhere. Based on City of St. Helena and CEQA standards, a project’s 
impact would be considered significant if any of the following conditions occur: 
 

 If operating conditions at a signalized intersection on Main Street (SR 29/128) 
deteriorate from LOS D without the project to LOS E or F with the project. 

 
 If operating conditions at a signalized intersection on Main Street (SR 29/128) operating 

at LOS E without the project deteriorate to LOS F with the project. 
 

 If the average intersection delays at a signalized intersection operating at LOS E or F 
without the project increases by more than five seconds with the project. 

 
 If operating conditions at an unsignalized intersection on Main Street (SR 29/128) 

operating at LOS D or better without the project degrade to LOS E or F with the project 
and the volumes would qualify for signalization under the Caltrans peak hour volume 
warrants for signalization. If operating conditions at an unsignalized intersection not on 
Main Street operating at LOS C or better without the project degrade to LOS D, E, or F 
with the project and the volumes would qualify for signalization under the Caltrans peak 
hour volume warrants for signalization. 

 
 If average delay at an unsignalized intersection on Main Street (SR 29/128) operating at 

LOS E or F without the project increases by five or more seconds with the project and 
the volumes qualify for signalization under the Caltrans peak hour volume warrants for 
signalization. If average delay at an unsignalized intersection not on Main Street 
operating at LOS D, E, or F without the project increases by five or more seconds with 
the project and the volumes qualify for signalization under the Caltrans peak hour 
volume warrants for signalization. 

 
 If traffic volumes at an unsignalized intersection meet the peak hour signal warrant 

thresholds, then a significant impact is considered if volumes increase by one percent 
with the project. 

 
 For vehicle queuing, if the lane storage length sufficiently accommodates the 95th 

percentile vehicle queue length without the project and the vehicle queue length would 
increase to exceed the available storage with the project.  If the 95th percentile queue 
length exceeds the available storage length without the project and the turning 
movement volume would increase by three percent or more with the project and 
increase the total intersection volume by one percent. 
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Project Components 
The proposed Komes Custom Crush Winery project would consist of wine production, 
employment, and associated truck deliveries.  There would be absolutely no wine tasting, tours, 
or marketing events associated with the proposed use permit.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would consist of the following vehicle trip generation components: 
 
Proposed Winery Components: 
 

 Winery production: 120,000 gallons per year; 
 

 Employment:  4 full-time and 8 part-time employees during the weekday and weekend 
periods.  This employment reflects peak harvest/crush activity (weekday/weekend) 
during the eight-week period; 

 
 Trucks:  1 truck per day (non-crush periods).  2 trucks per day (harvest/crush period). 

Project Trip Generation 
The proposed project’s weekday and weekend peak hour traffic volumes have been calculated 
and are shown in Table 4. The trip generating components of the project are based on 
information supplied by the project applicant’s planning consultant (Project Statement) in 
combination with winery production and employment trip ratios research by Napa County (Napa 
County Planning, Building, and Environmental Services Department Use Permit trip rates).4  5  
Discussions with the applicant’s assistant winemaker indicated that their crush period for 
processing fruit would likely occur over a four-month period.  During this crush period, there 
would be 40 trucks (per season) or 80 truck trips.  Total estimated truck trips would include 
bottling trucks to/from the site.  Therefore, on a daily basis the number of truck trips in/out of the 
project site would be quite low during the crush season.  At most, 1-2 trucks per day over the 
course of a four-month season.   
 
With the proposed winery having no visitation or marketing events, the project trip generation 
would represent just production, employment, and associated truck deliveries.  Based on 
proposed project components, the following weekday AM and PM and weekend (Saturday) trip 
generation has been estimated: 
 
Weekday: 

AM Peak Hour:      11 trips (9 in, 2 out) 
PM Peak Hour:        11 trips (2 in, 9 out) 

 
Weekend (Saturday): 

Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour (non-Crush): 16 trips (8 in, 8 out) 
Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour (Crush):  18 trips (9 in, 9 out) 
 
 

                                                 

4 Ms. Donna Oldford, Winery Entitlement Consultant/Planner, St. Helena Custom Crush Winery, Project Statement, 
APN 009-660-004, 420 La Fata Street, St. Helena, May, 2016. 
5 County of Napa, Conservation, Development, and Planning Department, “Use Permit Application Package,” Winery 
Traffic Information/Trip Generation Sheet (page 15), June 8, 2015. 
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TABLE 4 
DAILY AND PEAK HOUR PROJECT TRIP GENERATION: 

PROPOSED KOMES CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY PROJECT 

 
Weekday Daily, AM & PM Peak Hour Traffic:  
Daily Trips: 
4 full time employees x 3.05 one-way trips  =   12.2 daily trips 
8 part-time employees x 1.90 one-way trips  =   15.2 daily trips   
120,000 gallons/1,000 x .009 trucks x 2 o-w trips =     2.2 daily trips 
Total Weekday Daily Trips     =    29.6 daily trips 
 
Total AM and PM Peak Hour Trips: 
29.6 daily trips x 0.38% (80% in, 20% out—AM Peak)=     11 (9 in, 2 out)  
29.6 daily trips x 0.38% (20% in, 80% out—PM Peak)=     11 (2 in, 9 out) 
  
Weekend (Saturday) Daily and Mid-Day Peak Hour Traffic: 
Daily Trips: 
4 full time employees x 3.05 one-way trips  =     12.2 daily trips  
8 part-time employees x 1.90 one-way trips  =     15.2 daily trips 
Total Weekend (Saturday) Daily Trips   =     27.4 daily trips 
 
Total Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour Trips: 
27.4 daily trips x 0.57% (50% in, 50% out—M-D Peak)=     16 (8 in, 8 out) 
 
Weekend Crush (Saturday) Daily & Mid-Day Peak Hour Traffic: 
Daily Trips: 
4 full time employees x 3.05 one-way trips  =   12.2 daily trips 
8 part-time employees x 1.90 one-way trips  =   15.2 daily trips 
120,000 gallons/1,000 x .009 daily trucks x 2 trips =    2.16 daily trips 
40 trucks / 84 days  x 2  trips     =    1.0 daily trips 
Total Crush Saturday Daily Trips    =    31.0 daily trips 
 
Total Crush Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour Trips: 
31.0 daily trips x 0.57% (50% in, 50% out- M-D peak) =    18 (9 in, 9 out)  

 
Source:  Production, employee, and truck  data provided by Ms. Donna Oldford  (Planning Consultant), March, 2017.  
Daily and peak hour calculations based on County of Napa, Conservation, Development, and Planning Department, 
“Use Permit Application Package,” Napa County Winery Traffic Generation Characteristics, June 2015. 
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Overall project trip generation compares favorably with total winery and kitchen employment for 
weekday and weekend (12 employees, respectively) and related trucks associated for each use.  
For proposed winery uses there would be a maximum of one (1) delivery truck per day under 
normal (non-crush conditions).  As noted for crush activities, the winery would be producing 
120,000 gallons of wine per year. The applicant’s winemaker estimates a total of 40 trucks 
during a four-month crush period or 80 truck trips.  This production would result in approximately 
5 truck trips per week.  However, crush activities tend to represent a bell curve where 
production can occur slowly then reach a peak before beginning to ease down over the four-
month crush period.  Therefore, a peak crush activity of one-two trucks per day has been 
assumed for peak crush activities as a conservative measure. In addition, proposed project trip 
generation characteristics are driven by employment and truck deliveries and not visitation or 
marketing events.  For this reason, proposed project traffic tends to peak during the weekday 
AM and PM and weekend mid-late afternoon hours when employees are either traveling to or 
from the site.      

Project Trip Assignment 
The proposed project would gain access directly from La Fata Street via three driveways (two 
existing driveways currently serve existing site uses and a new driveway).  The most direct 
route to/from the proposed project site is via Dowdell Lane from SR-29.  However, indirect 
access to site can also be gained via Mills Lane (to the north) or Vintage Avenue (to the south) 
to access SR-29.  It is noted that no large trucks are permitted to/from Mills Avenue via La Fata 
Street.  As a conservative measure, all project trips have been routed to/from SR-29 via Dowdell 
Lane with 70% to/from the north and 30% to/from the south on SR-29.  Proposed project 
distribution is based on existing traffic flows at the SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection, previous 
transportation studies, and the unique employee characteristics associated with the project (no 
guest visitation or marketing events). 
 
Existing plus project weekday AM and PM and weekend peak hour intersection volumes have 
been shown in Figure 4. 

Existing plus Project Conditions 
With proposed project traffic added to existing harvest season traffic, study intersection LOS 
was calculated and is shown in Table 5.  As calculated, the four study intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable conditions (LOS C or better) with very slight increases in 
vehicle delay.  In addition, proposed project trips would represent less than one (1) percent of 
the overall peak hour volumes at the SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection during the weekday AM 
and PM peak hours.  During the weekend mid-day peak hour, overall project volumes would 
represent 1.1% of overall volumes at the SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection.  However, overall 
intersection operations would continue at LOS C during this time period.  The SR-29/Dowdell 
Lane intersection would continue to meet the peak hour signal warrant.  With recent circulation 
improvements on SR-29 a signal is not recommended for the intersection at this time. As a 
conservative measure, proposed project trips accessing the project site to/from Dowdell Lane 
were assumed to use the project driveways on La Fata Street (please see Project Site Access 
for a discussion of driveway access). 
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TABLE 5 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT HARVEST CONDITIONS:  PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LOS 

Intersection 

 
Control 

Type 

Wkdy. AM Wkdy. PM  Saturday Peak 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1 SR-29 / Mills Lane TWSC C 15.7 C 15.0 B 14.0 

2 SR-29  / Grayson Avenue Signal B 12.4 A 8.6 A 8.4 

3 SR-29 / Dowdell Lane TWSC C 18.1 C 18.6 C 17.3 

3 La Fata Street / Dowdell Lane TWSC A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.0 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for unsignalized 
intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. 

Near-Term plus Project Conditions 
Proposed project trips were added to near-term (no project) intersection volumes for the 
weekday AM and PM and weekend mid-day peak hours and our shown in Figure 5. 
 
With near-term plus project volumes, study intersection LOS has been calculated and are 
shown in Table 6.  During the three peak periods overall intersection operations at the SR-
29/Mills Lane and SR-29/Dowdell Lane would continue at LOS C with proposed project trips 
adding less than one second of vehicle delay.  As noted previously, the creation of a two-way-
left-turn lane on SR-29 allows outbound vehicles from Dowdell Lane (turning left) to merge into 
through-traffic in a safer manor by allowing a “refuge” area.  The remaining intersections of SR-
29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane would continue to operate at LOS A-B 
during all three time periods with near-term (no project) traffic.  Proposed project trips would 
make up less than one (1) percent of overall traffic volumes at the SR-29/Dowdell Lane 
intersection. 
 
 

 

TABLE 6 
NEAR-TERM PLUS PROJECT HARVEST CONDITIONS:  PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LOS 

Intersection 

 
Control 

Type 

Wkdy. AM Wkdy. PM  Saturday Peak 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1 SR-29 / Mills Lane TWSC C 20.2 C 18.8 C 17.2 

2 SR-29  / Grayson Avenue Signal B 13.3 A 9.9 A 9.9 

3 SR-29 / Dowdell Lane TWSC C 19.6 C 21.3 C 20.5 

3 La Fata Street / Dowdell Lane TWSC A 9.6 A 9.7 A 9.2 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for unsignalized 
intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. 
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6.  Cumulative Conditions 

Cumulative Year 2035 Projections 
The long-term cumulative year 2035 conditions were derived from traffic projections provided for 
the City of St. Helena General Plan update (Circulation Element). The Year 2035 volumes 
reflect projected traffic growth with buildout of the City’s General Plan. The long-term cumulative 
volumes include the Year 2020 harvest season volumes calculated for the near-term approved 
development scenario plus an added growth rate of 2.25 percent per year to year 2035 (15 
years).  It is noted that traffic growth related to General Plan buildout was applied to through-
traffic volumes on SR-29.  Future traffic growth on La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane was 
generated from local approved/pending project-specific volumes.  

Cumulative Year 2035 (No Project) Conditions 
The cumulative Year 2035 (no project) peak hour volumes are shown in Figure 6 and the 
intersection LOS are shown in Table 7. As calculated, the SR-29/Mills Lane and SR-29/Dowdell 
intersections would operate at LOS D during all three study periods for the Mills Lane and 
Dowdell Lane outbound (westbound) approaches at SR-29.  The two-way-left-turn lane on SR-
29 would continue to allow outbound vehicles from Mills Lane and Dowdell Lane (turning left) to 
merge into through-traffic in a safer manor by allowing a “refuge” area.  The remaining 
intersections of SR-29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane and Project 
Driveway/Dowdell Lane would  operate at LOS B or better during all three time periods with 
cumulative (no project) traffic.  

Cumulative Year 2035 plus Project Conditions 
The Year 2035 plus project volumes are presented in Figure 7 and the calculated intersection 
LOS are listed in Table 7. The SR-29/Mills Lane and SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersections would 
continue to operate at LOS D’ during the weekday AM and PM and Saturday peak hours, with 
delay increases of less than one second. The proposed project trips would not constitute a 
significant impact, as the delay increases would be less than the significance threshold of one 
second at the SR-29 (Main Street ) intersection.  The remaining study intersections of SR-
29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane operate at LOS A-B with cumulative plus 
project volumes.  
 
 

TABLE 7 
YEAR 2035 NO PROJECT AND PLUS PROJECT HARVEST CONDITIONS:  PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LOS 

Intersection 

 
Control 

Type 

Wkdy. AM Wkdy. PM  Saturday Peak 

2035 
NP 

2035 
+ Prj 

2035 
NP 

2035 
+ Prj 

2035 
NP 

2035 + 
Prj 

1 SR-29 / Mills Lane TWSC D 27.0 D 27.0 D 25.0 D 25.2 C 22.9 C 23.0 

2 SR-29  / Grayson Avenue Signal B 17.2 B 17.4 B 12.7 B 12.7 B 14.2 B 14.4 

3 SR-29 / Dowdell Lane TWSC D 27.2 D 27.8 D 31.2 D 31.2 D 25.5 D 26.4 

4 La Fata Street / Dowdell Lane TWSC A  9.5 A  9.6 A  9.0 A  9.7 A  8.7 A  9.2 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for unsignalized 
intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 238 of 540



 

means 

N
orth 

figure 6 

PEAK HOUR VOLUMES: 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
H

W
Y.

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

DOWDELL   LN. 

M
cC

O
R

M
IC

K 
 S

T.
 

FO
U

NT
AI

N 
  S

T.
 

LA
 F

AT
A 

 S
T.

 
LA

 F
AT

A 
 S

T.
 

4 

MILLS   LN. 

GRAYSON  AVE. 

1 

2 

3 

 S
.R

.  
29

/1
28

 

MILLS   LN. 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
  H

W
Y.

 

1 

3   (20)   [12] 
3     (6)     [4] 

[1
00

3]
  (

10
69

)  
11

31
 

[6
]  

   
   

(6
)  

   
   

9 

11
03

  (
10

79
)  

[1
15

0]
 

10
   

   
(1

2)
   

   
  [

9]
 

3     (1)     [0] 
23   (57)   [25] 
3     (2)     [1] 

[7
]  

 (2
7)

   
16

 
[2

]  
   

(9
)  

   
5 

[1
]  

   
(6

)  
   

6 [4]   (12)   11 
[22]   (27)   58 
[6]   (17)   22 

6 
   

 (9
)  

   
[5

] 
3 

   
 (3

)  
   

[1
] 

1 
   

 (1
)  

   
[1

] 

DOWDELL   LN. 

LA
 F

AT
A 

  S
T.

 
LA

 F
AT

A 
  S

T.
 

GRAYSON   AVE. 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
  H

W
Y.

 

2 

DOWDELL  LN. 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
  H

W
Y.

 

3 

47  (105)   [36] 
13    (48)   [15] 

[1
02

4]
  (

96
9)

  1
06

6 
[1

1]
   

 (1
2)

   
   

38
 

94
9 

 (1
02

6)
  [

11
30

] 
95

   
   

(3
4)

   
   

[3
3]

 

4 

10
2 

   
  (

61
)  

   
 [3

0]
 

10
00

  (
10

25
)  

[1
12

6]
 

[25]   (64)  104 
[47]   (34)    71 

[6
7]

   
   

(5
2)

   
   

56
 

[9
81

]  
(1

00
8)

  1
03

2 

Cumulative Without Project Volumes: 
 Weekday AM, (PM), and [Saturday] Peak Hour 

PROJECT SITE 
Komes Winery 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 239 of 540



 

means 

N
orth 

figure 7 

PEAK HOUR VOLUMES: 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
H

W
Y.

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

DOWDELL   LN. 

M
cC

O
R

M
IC

K 
 S

T.
 

FO
U

NT
AI

N 
  S

T.
 

LA
 F

AT
A 

 S
T.

 
LA

 F
AT

A 
 S

T.
 

4 

MILLS   LN. 

GRAYSON  AVE. 

1 

2 

3 

 S
.R

.  
29

/1
28

 

MILLS   LN. 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
  H

W
Y.

 

1 

3   (20)   [12] 
3     (6)     [4] 

[1
00

9]
  (

10
75

)  
11

32
 

[6
]  

   
   

(6
)  

   
   

9 

11
09

  (
10

80
)  

[1
15

6]
 

10
   

   
(1

2)
   

   
  [

9]
 

3     (1)     [0] 
23   (57)   [25] 
3     (2)     [1] 

[7
]  

 (2
7)

   
16

 
[2

]  
   

(9
)  

   
5 

[1
]  

   
(6

)  
   

6 [13]   (14)   20 
[22]   (27)   58 
[6]   (17)   22 

8 
  (

18
)  

 [1
4]

 
3 

   
 (3

)  
   

[1
] 

1 
   

 (1
)  

   
[1

] 

DOWDELL   LN. 

LA
 F

AT
A 

  S
T.

 
LA

 F
AT

A 
  S

T.
 

GRAYSON   AVE. 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
  H

W
Y.

 

2 

DOWDELL  LN. 

ST
. H

EL
EN

A 
  H

W
Y.

 

3 

48  (111)   [42] 
14    (51)   [18] 

[1
02

4]
  (

96
9)

  1
06

6 
[1

4]
   

 (1
3)

   
   

41
 

94
9 

 (1
02

6)
  [

11
30

] 
10

1 
   

  (
35

)  
   

 [3
9]

 

4 

10
2 

   
  (

61
)  

   
 [3

0]
 

10
06

  (
10

26
)  

[1
13

2]
 

[25]   (64)  104 
[47]   (34)    71 

[6
7]

   
   

(5
2)

   
   

56
 

[9
87

]  
(1

01
4)

  1
03

3 

Cumulative Plus Project Volumes: 
 Weekday AM, (PM), and [Saturday] Peak Hour 

PROJECT SITE 
Komes Winery 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 240 of 540



Proposed Komes Custom Crush Winery Project Page 24 
City of St. Helena R2281TIA003.docx 

7.  Highway 29 Specific Plan 

Planned SR-29 Specific Plan Circulation Improvements 
In addition to cumulative highway operation on State Route 29 (Main Street); The City of St. 
Helena’s Highway 29 Specific Plan has been reviewed for planned circulation improvements in 
the project study area.6  The proposed project site would be located within the Specific Plan 
area on the east side of Main Street.  Specifically, the east side of the plan area encompasses 
Dowdell Lane from Main Street extending east of La Fata Street.  The plan area then extends 
north past Mills Lane before extending west back to Main Street.  On the west side of Main 
Street, the plan area extends along Grayson Avenue from Main Street west to Crane Avenue 
before extending north along Sulphur Creek and back to Main Street. 
 
One of the prime circulation objectives of the Plan is to “Improve circulation and access for the 
easterly portion of the Specific Plan area through upgrading existing roads and providing for the 
installation of new traffic signals at the intersection of Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane 
and the intersection of Highway 29/Dowdell Lane.” Specific components of Plan include the 
following: 
 

 A traffic signal at Highway 29 and Grayson Avenue for any new development on both 
the east and west sides of Highway 29 (completed); 

 A traffic signal at Highway 29 and Dowdell Lane for any new development on the east 
side of Highway 29; 

 Realignment of Mills Lane (south to Grayson Avenue), for any new development on the 
east side of Highway 29. 

 
As part of the above circulation improvements, additional ROW and turn lanes would be 
required as follows: 
 

 Installation of a traffic signal at the reconfigured intersection (Highway 29/Grayson 
Avenue/Mills Lane) constructed to Caltrans standards that will include a westbound 
(northbound) left-turn lane onto Grayson Avenue (partially completed); 

 Installation of an northbound right-turn lane from Highway 29 onto realigned Mills Lane 
to minimize back-up of turning vehicle on Highway 29; 

 Installation of acceleration and deceleration lanes at the intersection of Highway 29 and 
Mills Lane.  This will require acquisition of additional ROW at the intersection to 
accommodate these new lanes. 

SR-29 Specific Plan Circulation Improvements Completed-to-Date 
As previously noted, Caltrans has completed the Highway 29 St. Helena Lane Channelization 
project in the study area.  The project limits extended between Mee Lane and Charter Oak 
Avenue.  In coordination with the City of St. Helena, a new traffic signal was activated at the 
Grayson Avenue/SR-29 as part of this overall lane channelization project on SR-29 in 
November (2016).  This project includes a separate northbound left-turn lane on Highway 29 at 
Grayson Avenue.   In addition, a separate southbound left-turn has been installed on Highway 

                                                 

6 City of St. Helena, Highway 29 Specific Plan, Jerry Haag & TJKM Associates, February 22, 2005. 
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29 at Mills Lane (these northbound/southbound left-turns lanes at Grayson Avenue and Mills 
Lane were designed as part of the overall Highway 29 Lane Channelization project).   
 
Circulation improvements in the project study area related to Highway 29 Specific Plan that 
have not been completed include the following: 
 

 Realignment of Mills Lane south to Grayson Avenue; 
 Signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection. 

Potential Funding Mechanisms 
The Highway 29 Specific Plan recommends the potential funding mechanisms for remaining 
circulation improvements in the study as follows: 
 
Mills Lane Realignment:  For that portion of the Specific Plan area lying east of Highway 29 
and adjacent to Mills Lane, new and upgraded improvement costs are estimated at $1,926,000, 
which does not include ROW costs.  These improvements shall be borne by benefitting 
development north and south of Mills Lane.  Anticipated improvements include realignment of 
Mills Lane, the extension of Fountain Street and relocation of the existing Napa Valley Wine 
Train railroad crossing at Mills Lane and Highway 29; 
 
Highway 29/Dowdell Lane Traffic Signal:  Although this signal location is outside of the 
Specific Plan area, it will serve existing and new development on the east side of Highway 29 
and is planned to operate in synchronization with the Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane 
intersection.  The City of St. Helena collected fees specifically for the installation of this signal 
from development that occurred on the east side of Highway 29 in the 1980’s.  These funds may 
be supplemented by City of St. Helena traffic mitigation funds.  New development elsewhere in 
the community may be required to pay their fair share of the traffic signal costs based on their 
contribution of traffic to this intersection in addition to City-wide traffic impact fees. 
 
Given that the Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements for the Mills Lane realignment 
and signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection have yet to completed (or 
funded); it is recommended that the propose project contribute a “fair share” contribution to 
these Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements based on their contribution to 
cumulative year 2035 volumes at this roadway/intersection.  Using the weekday PM peak hour 
proposed project trip generation (worst case), the project would contribute 11 PM peak hour 
trips to the roadway and intersection network at Highway 29.  Based on a net increase between 
existing and cumulative year 2035 PM peak hour volumes at the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane 
intersection; the proposed project contribution would represent 1.7% of cumulative traffic 
volumes (11 project trips / 632 net cumulative traffic increase).  At such time in the future the 
City determines that the Mills Lane realignment and/or signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell 
Lane is necessary; the proposed project would have contributed their fair share towards overall 
circulation improvements in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area. 
 
 
 
 
 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 242 of 540



Proposed Komes Custom Crush Winery Project Page 26 
City of St. Helena R2281TIA003.docx 

8.  Project Site Access, Circulation, and Design 
Parameters  

Access/Onsite Circulation 
 
The project site plan is illustrated in Figure 8.  There are currently four (4) driveways serving the 
proposed project site; two driveways off Dowdell Lane and two driveways off of La Fata Street.  
With all proposed project improvements located off of La Fata Street in the northwest quadrant of 
the site, it is very likely that all project trips associated with proposed winery activities would use 
these driveways and parking areas.  As part of proposed project improvements, a third driveway 
access to La Fata Street would be added adjacent to the crush pad and processing areas.  This 
third driveway would be located approximately 90 feet south of Mills Lane and would allow larger 
trucks to access in/out of the crush and/or loading dock areas without having to the same entry 
driveways on La Fata Street.  Based on correspondence from the project architect, “Grape 
deliveries and other shipping and receiving activities will be adjacent to and make use of existing 
truck traffic areas on the west side of the building adjacent to La Fata Street.  All trucks will arrive 
and leave the production area on La Fata Street.  The ingress will make use of an existing 
driveway at the existing driveway at the existing truck docks, and the egress from the production 
area would be via proposed northern-most driveway on La Fata Street.”7 Actual peak period project 
trips at these driveways off La Fata Street would be quite low with 11 vehicle trips to/from the site 
during the weekday AM and PM peak hours and 18 vehicle trips to/from the site during the 
weekend harvest/crush periods. 
 
Currently, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities on La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane along 
the proposed project frontages.  Existing pedestrian sidewalks are located on the south side of 
Dowdell Lane both east and west of La Fata Street and on La Fata Street (both sides) south of 
Dowdell Avenue. 

La Fata Street--Dowdell Lane Operations 
Weekday peak hour and weekend mid-day peak hour trips estimated for proposed project uses 
have all been assigned to La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane via SR-29.  As with proposed 
project driveways, this would equate to 11 weekday AM and PM peak hour trips and 18 mid-day 
weekend peak hour trips.  However, it is likely that some employee trips may use Mills Lane or 
Vintage Avenue as an alternative to Dowdell Lane to reach SR-29.  On a daily basis, the 
proposed project is expected to add 29 weekday and 31 weekend trips (harvest/crush season). 
The La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane intersection would continue to operate at LOS A during the 
weekday and weekend peak hour time periods.  With respect to truck trips, the project would 
generate approximately 2 truck trips during the weekday (non-harvest) and about 2-4 daily truck 
trips on Dowdell Lane during the crush/harvest season. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 

7 Mr. Thomas Faherty, Architect, Valley Architects, Letter to Mr. Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement 
Director, City of St. Helena, 890 Dowdell Lane, Custom Crush Facility, file PL16-018, November 8, 2016. 
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Sight Distance 
Sight distances for vehicles turning in/out of the winery driveways were evaluated. The desired 
vehicle visibility or "corner sight distance" is a function of the travel speeds on the primary street. 
Caltrans design standards indicate that for appropriate corner sight distance, "a substantially clear 
line of sight should be maintained between the driver of a vehicle waiting at the cross road and the 
driver of an approaching vehicle in the right lane of the main highway.8  The speed limit on La Fata 
Street is 25 mph (prima facie) but traffic flows are generally lower given the relatively short 
segment of roadway between Mills Lane and Dowdell Lane.  
 
Based on the Caltrans design standards, the La Fata Street project driveway(s) require a sight 
distance of about 150 feet.  Visibility on La Fata Street to the north and south is approximately 150 
feet from the mid-block driveway, therefore the sight distance is adequate.   

9.  Conclusions/Recommendations 
The proposed Komes Custom Crush Winery project’s weekday and weekend peak hour trip 
generation would not significantly affect intersection LOS on La Fata Street or Dowdell Lane.  
The SR-29/Mills Lane and SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersections would be operating at LOS C 
during the weekday AM and PM and weekend time periods with proposed project traffic under 
existing and near-term conditions.  Proposed project traffic would add less than one (1) second 
of overall vehicle delay to the intersections and would typically make up less than one (1) 
percent of overall peak hour volumes consistent with City of St. Helena significance thresholds 
for unsignalized intersections on Main Street (SR-29).  The exception would be at the SR-
29/Dowdell Lane intersection where proposed project trips would make up 1.1% of overall traffic 
volumes during the weekend mid-day peak hour.  Additional mitigation at the SR-29/Dowdell 
Lane intersection is not recommended at this time due to the following circulation improvements 
and proposed project characteristics: 
 

1. The completion of the St. Helena SR-29 Channelization Project;  It is understood that the 
SR-29/Dowdell Lane intersection currently meets the peak hour signal warrant under 
existing conditions.  However, the installation of a two-way-left-turn-lane on SR-29 at 
Dowdell Lane has improved vehicle access to Dowdell Lane to/from SR-29 and overall 
vehicle delays.  The new two-way-left-turn-lane allows stop-sign controlled outbound 
vehicles (making a left-turn) to merge more safely onto SR-29 by providing a refuge lane 
to merge into southbound through-traffic.  Similarly, the TWLTL allows southbound 
motorists on SR-29 to make a left-turn (inbound) to Dowdell Lane without delaying 
through-traffic on the highway.  Indirectly, the signal at the SR-29/Grayson Avenue 
intersection just south of Mills Lane would also benefit traffic at Dowdell Lane (at times) 
by providing more “gaps” in southbound traffic; 

 
2. The proposed project description does not include any guest visitation or marketing 

events what-so-ever (just this fact alone greatly reduces the overall traffic generation).  
The project description focuses on employment and truck deliveries related to proposed 
winery production and commercial kitchen uses.  Again, there would be no tastings, 
tours, or marketing events. 

                                                 

8 Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, Sixth Edition, July 1, 2014. 
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The proposed project is estimated to generate 11 AM weekday peak hour trips and 11 PM 
weekday peak hour trips.  During the weekend harvest/crush season (worst case), the project is 
estimated to generate 18 mid-day (late afternoon) peak hour trips.  Truck delivery trips would 
include 2 daily trips during non-harvest conditions and 2-4 daily truck trips during the 
harvest/crush period.  All study intersections on La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane would 
continue to operate within accepted City of St. Helena LOS thresholds with proposed project 
traffic. 
 
Vehicle sight distance to the north and south on La Fata Street from proposed project 
driveway(s) on Dowdell Lane meets the recommended sight distance of 150 feet based on 
vehicle speeds of 25 mph or less. 
 
With regard to driveway access on La Fata Street; it is recommended that proposed winery-
related employees use the associated parking areas to various winery production facilities.  By 
using proposed project driveways off La Fata Street, proposed project activities would not 
interfere with existing business on the south side of the building that fronts Dowdell Lane and its 
associated parking areas. 
 
The Highway 29 Specific Plan recommends the potential funding mechanisms for remaining 
circulation improvements in the study as follows: 
 
Mills Lane Realignment:  For that portion of the Specific Plan area lying east of Highway 29 
and adjacent to Mills Lane, new and upgraded improvement costs are estimated at $1,926,000, 
which does not include ROW costs.  These improvements shall be borne by benefitting 
development north and south of Mills Lane.  Anticipated improvements include realignment of 
Mills Lane, the extension of Fountain Street and relocation of the existing Napa Valley Wine 
Train railroad crossing at Mills Lane and Highway 29; 
 
Highway 29/Dowdell Lane Traffic Signal:  Although this signal location is outside of the 
Specific Plan area, it will serve existing and new development on the east side of Highway 29 
and is planned to operate in synchronization with the Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane 
intersection.  The City of St. Helena collected fees specifically for the installation of this signal 
from development that occurred on the east side of Highway 29 in the 1980’s.  These funds may 
be supplemented by City of St. Helena traffic mitigation funds.  New development elsewhere in 
the community may be required to pay their fair share of the traffic signal costs based on their 
contribution of traffic to this intersection in addition to City-wide traffic impact fees. 
 

4. Given that the Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements for the Mills Lane 
realignment and signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection have yet to 
completed (or funded); it is recommended that the propose project contribute a “fair 
share” contribution to these Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements based 
on their contribution to cumulative year 2035 volumes at this roadway/intersection.  
Using the weekday PM peak hour proposed project trip generation (worst case), the 
project would contribute 11 PM peak hour trips to the roadway and intersection network 
at Highway 29.  Based on a net increase between existing and cumulative year 2035 PM 
peak hour volumes at the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection; the proposed project 
contribution would represent 1.7% of cumulative traffic volumes (11 project trips / 632 
net cumulative traffic increase).  At such time in the future the City determines that the 
Mills Lane realignment and/or signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane is 
necessary; the proposed project would have contributed their fair share towards overall 
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circulation improvements in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area.  Should the City 
determine other funding mechanisms appropriate (such as a special assessment district 
encompassing businesses along Dowdell Lane); total cumulative volumes on Dowdell 
Lane just west of SR-29 during the PM peak would total 199 vehicles.  Again, the 
proposed project’s proportional share of these PM peak hour volumes on Dowdell Lane 
would be 5.5% (11 project trips / 199 total cumulative volumes).   

1.  
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TECHNICAL APPENDICES: 
 
 

 Weekday PM and Weekend Mid‐Day Intersection LOS Calculation Sheets 
 

 Signal Warrant Sheets (SR‐29/Dowdell Lane) 
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-CITY OF ST. HELENA
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1480 MAIN STREET- ST. HELENA, CA 94574

PLANNING COMMISSION

November 7, 2017

AGENDA SECTION:  Public Hearing

FILE NUMBER: PL16-094

SUBJECT:   Mitigated Negative Declaration, Design Review and Use Permit applications 
requesting approval to construct an approximately 9,500 square foot addition to an existing 
111,000 square foot building to operate a custom crush winemaking facility capable of making 
120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln in southeast St Helena.     

PREPARED BY: Noah Housh, Planning Director

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning Director

APPLICATION FILED:  November 15, 2016      ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE?

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 420 La Fata St/890 Dowdell Ln 

APPLICANT: Karen Ames                                      PHONE:707-254-8598

APN: 009-660-004

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Industrial/Industrial

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The proposed project is located east of State Route (SR) 29 in the eastern portion of the City of 
St. Helena, at 420 La Fata Street. The property is a 5.89-acre parcel (APN 009-66-004) that 
contains an existing industrial building, within an area bounded by Dowdell Lane, La
Fata Street, and Mills Lane.

The site is currently occupied by an approximately 111,300-square-foot industrial building that 
contains a variety of light industrial type uses including warehouse, automotive, and other 
commercial and industrial land uses. The primary tenant of the existing building site is the Napa 
Valley Wine Warehouse. The site is improved with parking, landscaping and a storm water 
retention pond. An existing landscaped outdoor seating area with gravel paths and several 
benches is located near the intersection of Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street.

This proposed application represents an expansion of the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse, which 
was initially approved in 1983 (Use Permit 96-114), amended in 1995 (Use Permit Amendment 
No. 95-78) and then further amended in 1996 (Use Permit Amendment 96-114). The past 
approvals have allowed “…a 100,000 square foot building for use as a wine warehouse and a 
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22,500 square foot commercial building” and have permitted “General Office” uses to operate 
from the existing industrial building, in addition to allowing an expansion in the wastewater 
volumes allowed to be produced by the tenants in the building. The proposed St. Helena Custom 
Crush Facility office is identified as likely to take the place of the existing space currently leased 
by Britton Tree Services Incorporated.  

The site is adjacent to the City’s Urban Limit Line, with existing vineyards to the north and east. 
Portions of the project site north of the existing building have been planted with grape vines. A 
winery warehouse facility and multi-tenant light industrial uses are located south of the project 
site. A PG&E substation and one-story tilt-up light industrial buildings are located to the west. 
Both of the adjacent streets are paved and the site is well served by all public utilities and 
services. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility would expand the existing industrial building by 
constructing an approximately 9,500 square feet addition to the northwest area of the existing 
warehouse building and converting approximately 3,000 square feet of the existing warehouse 
into a barrel storage and tank room for the facility. The proposed expansion would be constructed 
in an area currently developed with an existing retention pond and parking. The entire custom 
crush operation is expected to occupy approximately 12,500 square feet.

The proposed Custom Crush Facility is proposed as an expansion of the existing Napa Valley 
Wine Warehouse, which currently provides wine case storage for local wineries. The proposed 
project would create a “one stop shop” for local vintners to crush, ferment, bottle, and store 
wines. When completed, the proposed facility is expected to have capacity to process 
approximately 120,000 tons of grapes annually (equivalent to about 50,000 cases of wine). The 
applicant intends to operate with four full-time and up to four part-time employees. The hours of 
operation will normally be from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. However, 
during the harvest season, (approximately August through November), longer hours of operation 
would be expected to occur.

Industrial Wastewater Treatment System
A proposed self-contained wastewater treatment system would be constructed on top of a 900-
square-foot concrete slab directly north of the proposed Custom Crush Facility. Wastewater from 
wine production would be treated through this system and then pumped via a lift station into the 
existing 8- inch gravity sewer main in La Fata Street. The wastewater treatment system would 
consist of a 10,000-gallon equalization tank for pre-treatment, a 10,000-gallon moving bed 
biofilm reactor tank, and a clarifier. A screen trellis would be installed along the northern 
boundary of the wastewater treatment system. The onsite system would pre-treat industrial 
wastewater from wine production to acceptable levels prior to discharging into the City’s sewer 
system.

Bio-Retention Facility
A 900-square-foot bio-retention facility would be constructed near the intersection of La Fata 
Street and Mills Lane. All the storm water runoff from the new impervious areas will be 
collected by downspouts or storm drains and routed to the bio-retention facility. Downstream of 
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the bio-retention facility, the water will be collected and conveyed through a new 2-inch storm 
drain to the proposed new storm water retention pond.

Retention Pond
The existing storm water retention pond located at the northwest corner of the site would be 
relocated and expanded. As proposed, a new approximately 9,100-square-foot retention pond 
would be constructed at the corner of Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street. The new retention pond, 
with a capacity of 41,000 cubic feet, would accommodate flows from the additional impervious 
areas introduced as part of the Custom Crush Facility as well as the flows generated from the 
existing improvements onsite. The retention pond would be excavated to a depth of six to eight 
feet and designed with 1-2 foot berms and a 4-foot-wide spillway to Dowdell Lane. A 5-foot tall 
fence would be installed along the perimeter of the new retention pond and all pond boundaries 
would be significantly landscaped.

Access and Parking
The project site is currently accessed from two existing driveways on La Fata Street. The two 
driveways provide access to 26 parking spaces and two loading docks. The project would add 
two new driveway entrances (for a total of four), from La Fata Street to access the project area. A 
total of eight new parking spaces are proposed to be added to the project site. The project also 
includes the restriping of a portion of the existing parking lot. Combined, the project site will 
provide 88-parking spaces. 

Landscaping
Proposed landscaping would consist of trees and shrubs, and expands the landscaping on both La 
Fata Street and Dowdell Lane. A total of 30 trees would be planted on the project site, including 
one Redwood and two Coast live oaks. The trees and shrubs would primarily be planted along 
the frontage of La Fata Street, Mills Lane, and Dowdell Lane. New landscaping would also be 
installed around the perimeter of the new retention pond.     

ANALYSIS
GENERAL PLAN
The project site is designated as Industrial by the St Helena 1993 General Plan. The Industrial (I) 
land use designation is described on page 2-8 and 2-26 of the General Plan as: 
The I designation provides for industrial parks, warehouses, light manufacturing, auto and farm 
related equipment sales and repairs, viticulture support services, and similar and compatible 
uses. The FAR shall not exceed 0.50. This designation is found in two places: an area along 
Sulphur Springs Creek between Highway 29 and Valleyview Street, and an area east of Highway 
29 and south of Mills Lane.

As an agricultural service center, St. Helena needs to accommodate industrial-type uses that 
support the region's agricultural and wine-making industries. The City also needs to 
accommodate warehouse uses, distribution centers, and other similar "light" industrial activities 
that may not be directly related to agriculture, but serve the North Valley population. The City is 
not striving to establish a true industrial base in the sense of heavy manufacturing or materials 
processing.
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The Land Use Map designates the area south of Mills Lane and east of State Highway 29 for 
industrial-type uses. This area is flat, free of flooding, has direct access to rail and highway 
transportation, and is physically separated from sensitive residential or retail uses. The Plan 
also designates an area west of Highway 29, along the Sulphur Springs Creek corridor between 
the Service Commercial uses along the highway and Valleyview Street. This area has historically 
been occupied by industrial type uses such as the City Corporation Yard, a nursery, a gravel 
mining operation, and a contractor's yard.

Some of the most applicable 1993 General Plan policies include:

2.6.1 New development should be required to occur in a logical and orderly manner within well-
defined boundaries, and be consistent with the ability to provide urban services.

2.6.4 Permit infill development and higher densities within currently developed areas wherever 
possible to minimize and postpone the need for expansion of the Urban Service Area.

2.6.53 Maintain a buffer between industrial areas and residential areas to the north.

2.6.54 Support the development of only those industries that are consistent with agricultural and 
environment al values and the role of the City as an agriculturally-based service center for the 
surrounding area.

2.6.55 Ensure that industrial projects are designed and sited so as to provide a positive image of 
the community. Landscaping and setbacks should be utilized to minimize visual impacts.

Staff Response: Staff finds that the proposed project implements the Industrial General Plan land 
use designation in that it proposes a light manufacturing use, which supports maintaining St 
Helena as viticulture focused agricultural service center. The project implements many of the 
policies of the 1993 General Plan in that the proposed addition to the existing building would 
expand the building in a logical manner, within the boundaries of the Urban Limit Line, the 
Industrial land use designation and the project site itself. It is essentially an infill development, 
proposing to add approximately 10-percent of floor area to an existing building on a developed 
parcel, surrounding be developed properties. Further, the project in no way diminishes the buffer 
between the industrial areas identified within the General Plan, and those residential land uses to 
the north. Finally, the proposed custom crush facility is a use consistent with the identified role 
of St Helena as an agricultural based service center for the surrounding area and the design 
incorporates materials and landscape elements, as well as an overall location on La Fata Street, 
that will improve the current image of that part of the community.   

ZONING
The project site is located in the Industrial Zoning District. The Industrial zoning district is 
consistent with and implements the Industrial General Plan designation. Section 17.60 of the 
zoning code identifies the Industrial zoning District land use regulations with 17.60.010 stating 
that the purpose of the Industrial Zoning District is:

17.60.010 Purpose.
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The industrial district (I) designation provides for industrial parks, warehouses, light 
manufacturing, auto and farm-related equipment sales and repairs, viticulture and 
winery support services and similar and compatible uses. 

Specific to the proposed project, this section identifies that wineries (excluding retail sales and 
tasting=custom crush facilities) are a conditional use in this zoning district. A minimum 20-foot 
setback from all public streets is required; building heights are limited to a maximum of 45-feet; 
and a maximum floor area ratio of 0.50 (F.A.R.) is required for uses other than warehouse. 
Fencing is limited to three-feet in the front setback.  
Zoning Code Section 17.060.070 G. identifies the landscaping criteria for the Industrial zoning 
District and identifies a minimum of 10-percent of the site is required to be landscaped and a 
minimum of 15-feet of landscape buffer is required adjacent to City streets (given it is a re-
design, this applies to the areas proposed to accommodate the custom crush land use).  
Parking requirements must be consistent with the provisions of 17.124 except that:  
Office uses shall provide 1 space per 300 square feet while General Industrial uses require 1 
space per 650 square feet. 
However Wine Warehouses are regulated separately. Wine warehouses shall provide at least one 
parking space per three hundred (300) square feet of office floor area and parking spaces for 
warehouse floor area as follows:
1.    For warehouses up to twenty-five thousand (25,000) square feet in size: one parking space 
per five thousand (5,000) square feet of warehouse floor area.
2.    For warehouses in excess of twenty-five thousand (25,000) square feet: five parking spaces 
plus one parking space for each ten thousand (10,000) square feet of warehouse floor area, in 
excess of twenty-five (25,000) square feet. Total parking spaces required for warehouse floor 
area under this section shall not exceed fifteen (15) spaces.
 
Staff Response-Staff finds that the proposal to expand the existing industrial building and use by 
constructing an approximately 9,500 square feet addition to the northwest area of the existing 
warehouse building to accommodate the St Helena Custom Crush facility is consistent with the 
intent and specific development criteria of the Industrial Zoning District. The project is a wine 
making facility which is consistent with the stated purpose of the Industrial Zoning district. The 
design of the addition proposes a 40-foot setback from La Fata Street, a maximum height of 38-
feet, incorporates a significant amount of landscaping (greater than 10%) in the area of the 
proposed addition with the new landscaped areas being designed to meet the 15-foot landscape 
buffer dimension. The project proposes to provide a total of 88-parking spaces more than 
meeting the code requirements for all on-site uses (the parking analysis for the proposal was very 
conservative, breaking up the warehouse uses into separate warehouses which increased the 
required parking count and conservatively analyzing the parking demand for the existing uses 
and tenants).         

CEQA
An Initial Study of the proposed project resulted in the preparation of a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. Supporting the CEQA analysis and 
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documentation of the projects potential impacts, several studies were required including storm 
water control plan, well yield analysis, water use analysis (including documentation of 
compliance with the City’s Water Neutrality Ordinance), sewer capacity analysis, septic 
feasibility analysis and a traffic report. Copies of these documents were included as appendices to 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The results of this analysis identified potential impacts to 
Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources and Hydrology and Water Quality.  
However, as identified in the attached document, all of these impacts were able to be mitigated to 
levels less-than-significant

The draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for a 30-day comment period from 
September 25, 2017 to October 24, 2017, and the only comment received came from CalTrans, 
whom requested some additional information (attached). The comments from CalTrans did not 
trigger any significant changes to the analysis or document.      

Further, in keeping with the requirements of AB 52, Tribal consultation was sought with all 
Tribes which have previously requested consultation under AB 52. Only the Yocha Dehe tribe 
responded to the City’s request for consultation, and they indicated no concerns with the 
proposed project and did not request any further consultation.     

WATER
A theoretical Water Use Analysis was completed by Delta Consulting and Engineering for the St 
Helena Custom Crush Facility. Due to potential changes in the existing tenants whom current 
rent space at the project location, this analysis identified a variety of methods that would allow 
the proposed project to meet the requirements of the St Helena Water Neutrality Ordinance. 

Based on this description of the proposed use, the potential changes with existing tenants at the 
location, the water neutrality analysis identifies the project will be in compliance with the 
requirements of the Ordinance either through off site retrofits of two single family homes, 
through changes in the current tenants at the property or lastly though an option that would 
require City Council approval to purchase off-site retrofits. 

It is worth noting that the project utilizes an onsite well to provide a majority of the projects 
water needs.   

DESIGN REVIEW

The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring value to 
the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community as a place to live 
and work. Below (and in the attached resolution) staff has included information identifying how 
the following design criteria, required to be considered by the Planning Commission in review of 
any Design Review application (Zoning Code Section 17.164.030) are met by the proposed 
project design.  

1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the General Plan is found in 
that the project proposes a land use consistent with the Industrial land use designation, 
within the Urban Limit Line and is accomplished through an addition to an existing 
structure thereby limiting the expansion of development within the community;
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2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site is supported given that 
the design incorporates features and materials compatible with the existing development, 
but which also enhance the aesthetic value of the existing building;

3. Relationship of the design to the site is found to be compatible given the limited scale of 
the addition, the proposed setbacks and the industrial context of the surrounding 
neighborhood;

4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as having a 
unified design or historical character is supported given that the scale and features 
incorporated into the design are compatible with the surroundings and the Commission has 
not previously identified this area as having a unified design or historical character;

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas 
between different designated land uses is found to be given that the addition is of a size 
and scale that respects the existing development of the surrounding industrial properties 
and will serve to enhance the character through the contemporary design elements design 
and use of quality materials;

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site given that the addition is 
proposed in a location which maintains the access and function of other features on the 
property while also respecting the context  and functionality of the surrounding 
neighborhood;

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project is found in that the design provides appropriate 
design elements and exterior features such as board and bat siding and a cupola skylight;

8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an 
internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the 
general community which the project does through appropriate setbacks and thoughtful 
site planning of the circulation and access locations as well as the siting of the ancillary 
features of the use;

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are appropriate to the 
design and the function of the structures which they are given the provided site plan, 
setback and landscaping proposed maintains existing features on site while also exceeding 
the landscaping square footage and dimension requirements of the zoning code;

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of the 
project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept which the 
ancillary functions such as  the waste treatment, storage and disposal functions, the loading 
dock and the stormwater treatment infrastructure are found to be;

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient for 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles be given the parking lot design improvements, the 
improvements to the circulation features and the conditions placed on the project approval, 
including bicycle parking;
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12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the project which 
the project seeks to do through careful site planning of the detention basin, and 
preservation of existing redwood trees and other significant landscape features on site;

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an appropriate 
expression of its design concept and function and whether they are compatible with the 
adjacent and neighboring structure and functions which they are given the siding choices, 
design theme and elements such as wood screening walls and decorative fencing;

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical 
character, whether the design is compatible with such character which the design is found 
to be as is required and necessary, given the findings, features and elements referenced 
above;

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship of plant 
masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors create a desirable 
and functional environment and whether the landscape concept depicts an appropriate 
unity with the various buildings on the site which it does through careful and appropriate 
planting choices and locations, the maintenance of the significant landscape features and 
the extensive landscaping of the detention basin;

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being properly 
maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate of St. Helena 
which it is given the drought tolerant elements and existing vegetation proposed and 
appropriately sited;

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of green 
building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green building 
materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape materials which are, 
based on the significant energy and water saving requirements of the California Building 
Code and City of St Helena development criteria, in addition to the passive lighting 
elements proposed in the design.

USE PERMIT
The purpose of a use permit is to allow the proper integration in the city of essential or desirable 
uses which may be suitable only in certain locations or zoning districts, or to ensure that such 
uses are designed or arranged on the site in a particular manner. In its review of applications for 
use permits, the planning commission shall evaluate each proposed use in order to consider its 
impact on the city. No use permit shall be granted unless all of the following general findings can 
be made (Zoning Code Section 17.168 040):

1. That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, dust, light, glare, radiation or refuse 
that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the community in that all equipment, 
storage and refuse disposal areas are fully screened from public view and the storage and 
disposal of grape pumice has been reviewed and conditioned to reduce potential impacts 
during wine production.
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2. That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect the health, 
safety, or welfare of neighboring properties or uses in all wine production activities will 
occur within the proposed addition and the use is not anticipated to generate significant 
increases in noise beyond those allowed in the Industrial zoning district.

3. That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the "normally 
acceptable" range identified in the General Plan given that the project is not projected to 
significantly increase traffic levels in the industrially designated properties or on the 
circulation network of St Helena.

4. That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of public 
services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply, communication facilities, 
police protection, and fire protection given that the project has been thoroughly analyzed for 
potential impacts to public services and specific conditions and mitigation measures, 
including the construction and expansion of infrastructure to reduce these potential impacts, 
has been required as an element of the project CEQA review and approval.

5. That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from the proposed 
location is found to be the case given that two additional access drives are proposed to occur 
as a part of the project improvements and the parking lot is proposed to be restriped to 
further improve access to the property.

6. That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the City's goal of maintaining the 
economic viability of a local serving economy is found in that the proposed use is supporting 
the agricultural base of the City’s economy by providing additional opportunities for wine 
making in a way that focuses on the production of wine, without incorporating visitor 
serving components.

7. That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and would not 
conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it would be located is 
supported in that the use is an industrial production facility, incorporating infrastructure 
improvements and features to support the industrial nature of the land uses in the area.

8. That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the City's General Plan is found given 
that it is an industrial use in an area designated for industrial land uses.

9. That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety, or welfare is supported 
given that the production of wine is not generally a hazardous use and the project was not 
identified as having features or elements of a particularly hazardous nature.

10. That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar uses 
whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the City or would be in conflict with the 
General Plan is also found given that the use is conditional in the land use designation which 
requires individual review and action on any similar requested land use, the review of which 
requires analysis of incremental effects and individual project merits.

11. That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate off-street 
parking to accommodate the long term parking needs of employees and business owners and 
customers is available.

12. That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and delivery 
truck traffic generated by the proposed use is found based on the proposed number of 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 334 of 540



420 La Fata Street
St Helena Custom Crush Facility

November 7, 2017
Page 10 of 11

employees supporting the use, the analysis in the Traffic Report and information in other 
supporting sections of the CEQA document. This is further supported by the project’s 
requirement to pay the “fair share” of its impacts on the circulation network and traffic 
mitigation improvements identified in the Highway 29 Specific Plan.

CORRESPONDENCE

As of the date of the drafting of this report, one comment letter has been received from CalTrans 
(attached) specific to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.

ISSUES

Detention Basin Location and Fence Height

The only unresolved issue with the project that has been identified by staff is the location of the 
stormwater detention basin and associated safety fence surrounding this feature. As state 
requirements for the pre-treatment of streamer have increased, the design of stormwater 
treatment features and infrastructure have tended toward larger pre-treatment features and 
locations. Several constraints on the project location, primarily the fact that the site was 
previously developed and efforts on the part of the design team to reduce traffic and noise 
impacts on adjacent properties, the available locations for stormwater infrastructure are relatively 
limited. These limitations and constraints resulted in the design team proposing to locate the 
strormwater detention basin at the intersection of La Fata St and Dowdell Ln.  

In response to concerns raised by staff, the design team spent significant efforts to ensure the 
basin will serve both as stormwater infrastructure and a landscape amenity for the development. 
The design incorporates significant landscaping, including preserving several large redwood trees 
which serve as a visual buffer from the existing building, utilizes low berms and a decorative 
safety fence to ensure the visual appearance is aesthetically pleasing, and incorporates pedestrian 
access along the edge of the berm, between the building and adjacent roadways. From the staff 
perspective, the proposed location of the addition and ancillary support equipment is the 
best place to site these elements in order to reduce overall project impacts (resulting from noise 
and circulation). The need to site these features in the location of the current detention basin, 
forces the relocation of the basin, and the proposed location at the intersection is the best site to 
allow the needs of the current and proposed development be met (parking, circulation and 
stormwater treatment).  Given this, staff finds the issue of the detention basin and associated 
safety fence to have been resolved.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended by the Planning and Community Improvement Department that the Planning 
Commission:  

1. Accept the analysis and findings identified in the Initial Study and approve the associated 
Mitigated Negative Declaration; and

2. Accept the required findings and approve the Use Permit and Design Review for the 
proposed St Helena Custom Crush project which would construct an approximately 9,500 
square foot addition to an existing 111,000 square foot building to operate a custom crush 
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winemaking facility capable of making 120,000 gallons of wine, located at 420 La Fata 
St/890 Dowdell Ln in southeast St Helena.     

ATTACHMENTS
Resolution to Approve the Project
Applicant Provided Project Description/Summary
Project Plans 
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ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH WINERY 
PROJECT STATEMENT 

420 LA FATA STREET, ST. HELENA, CA 94574 
APN: 009-660-004 

CITY OF ST. HELENA ZONING: INDUSTRIAL 
 

This application is for a use permit for a 120,000 gallon per year custom crush facility to be located on a 5.7-
acre parcel in a city industrial zoned at the address mentioned above. We wish to add a building (88’ x 108’) 
at the northwest portion of the property by the existing Napa Valley Wine Warehouse (NVWW), and convert 
approximately 3,000 ft2 of the existing wine storage warehouse into barrel storage and tank room to 
complete the custom crush facility. When complete, the custom crush winery will be approximately 12,500 
sf2. The proposed building will be constructed where the retention pond currently resides at the northwest 
corner of the warehouse. This retention pond was constructed as part of and as a requirement for the 
construction of the warehouse. Its capacity is estimated to be 262,000 gallons. We proposed to 
relocate/construct a new reservoir with higher capacity at the southwest corner of the parcel. The new 
retention pond will have a capacity of approximately 306,000 gallons and all existing storm drainage will be 
redirected to the new pond. The new retention pond will have a perimeter landscaping and security fencing. 
 
We intend to operate St. Helena Custom Crush winery (SHCCW) with (4) full time and eight (8) part time 
employees. The hours of operation will be 8 am to 5 pm with varying hours during harvest season. The 
operations office for the SHCCW will take the place of the existing office space leased by Britton Tree 
Services Incorporated.  
 
We propose to use an existing well for the winery water requirements. Process wastewater will be pre-
treated to acceptable levels prior to be discharge to the City sewer system. Domestic waste will continue to 
be discharged into the City sewer system through the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse sewer system.  
 
We intend to use the facility for local custom crush, fermenting, barrel aging, and bottling to support local 
wineries who would otherwise not have crush capabilities. We are not seeking any for visitation tours, or 
tastings events to be held at this facility. 

The Proposal 

The applicant proposes a new custom crush project consisting of a custom crush facility and infrastructure 
improvements described in this Project Statement and reflected in the civil and architectural drawings 
submitted with the use permit application. The application is for approval of a use permit for a new custom 
crush facility, to be partially located within the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse and to be partially located in a 
new 88’ x 108’ building adjacent to the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse 

Relationship to Local Plans and Policies  

The subject property is an extension of an already permitted business. The NVWW was approved by the 
June 30, 1983 (Use Permit # 96-114), for 100,000 ft2 wine warehouse space and 22,500 ft2 commercial 
building space with related off-street parking. The parking areas accommodate a total of seventy (70) 
parking spaces, three of which are Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible. The subject property 
can be accessed through multiple driveways off of Dowdell Lane a publicly maintained street. 
 
The NVWW provides wine case storage for local wineries. A custom crush facility would create a “one stop-
shop” for local vintners to crush, ferment, bottle, and store wines, and hopefully, reduce traffic on State 
Highway 29 during harvest. In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the goal and policies outlined 
in the City of St. Helena General Plan and Industrial Zoning District. 
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We request, revision, discussion, and approval of a use permit for a custom crush facility, as described 
herein and as reflected in the exhibits and plans included with this application. 

 
The proposed custom crush facility will comply with all regulations of the City of St. Helena, the California 
Unified Building Code, and related all municipal codes. 

Landscape 

The original landscape and irrigation plans prepared for the NVWW by Barons Company, on August 10th 
1983, are included in the submission of this use permit application. This project proposes no landscaping 
changes to the existing landscaping on the parcel.  

 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Nat Komes  
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ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 
CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND INITIAL STUDY 
 

Project Title: St. Helena Custom Crush Facility 
 

Lead agency name and address: City of St. Helena 
1480 Main Street, St. Helena, CA 94574 
 

Contact person and phone number: Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director 
(707) 968-2792 
 

Project Location: 420 La Fata Street, St. Helena, California (APN 009-660-004) 
 

File Number: PL16-018 (Use Permit) 
PL 16-094 (Design Review)  
 

Project sponsor’s name and address: Karen Ames 
22 Valley West Circle 
Napa, CA 94458 
 

Property Owners:  Nat Komes 
1974 West Zinfandel Lane 
St Helena, CA 94574 
 

General Plan Designation: Industrial  
 

Zoning: Industrial 
 

Description of project:  The St. Helena Custom Crush Facility consists of custom wine 
production and storage facility.  The facility includes a 9,500-
square-foot addition and the use of 3,000 square feet of the 
existing building for wine storage, within an existing 111,300-
square-foot industrial/commercial building.  The project includes 
a self-contained industrial wastewater treatment system, a water 
storage tank, a bio-retention facility, the relocation and 
expansion of the existing retention pond, new access driveways, 
the restriping of a portion of the existing parking lot, and the 
installation of new landscaping. 
 

Surrounding land uses and setting; 
briefly describe the project’s 
surroundings: 

The project site is surrounded by land designated as Agriculture 
to the north, Agriculture and Industrial to the east, Industrial to 
the south, and Industrial and Service Commercial to the west. 
 

Previous CEQA Documents: Use Permit # 96-114, June 30, 1983 
	

Other public agencies whose 
approval is required (e.g. permits, 
financial approval, or participation 
agreements): 

Regional Water Quality Control Board; Napa County Department 
of Environmental Health 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose and Intent  
 
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility 
Project  (hereinafter referred to as the “project”) has been prepared by the City of St. Helena as lead agency 
in full accordance with the procedural and substantive requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines.   
 
This IS/MND is intended to inform City decision-makers, responsible agencies, interested parties and the 
general public of the proposed project and its potential environmental effects. This IS/MND is also intended 
to provide the CEQA-required environmental documents for all city, local and state approvals or permits 
that might be required to implement the proposed project. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c) lists the following purposes of an Initial Study: 
 

1. Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration. 

2. Enable an Applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts before an 
EIR is prepared, thereby possibly enabling the project to qualify for a Negative Declaration. 

3. Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required. 
4. Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project. 
5. Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration that a 

project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
6. Eliminate unnecessary EIRs. 
7. Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project. 

 

The City of St. Helena, as the lead agency, has conducted an Initial Study to determine the level of 
environmental review necessary for the proposed project. Consistent with Section 15070(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the Initial Study identified potentially significant effects, but: 
 

1. Revisions in the Project plans or proposal made by or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed 
negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would avoid the effects or 
mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect would occur; and 

2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the Project as 
revised may have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
Therefore, as the lead agency, the City of St. Helena has determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is 
the appropriate level of environmental review.  
 
Public Review  
 

In accordance with CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines, a 30-day public review period for the St. Helena 
Custom Crush Facility Project commenced on September 25, 2017 and will conclude on October 25, 2017. 
This IS/MND has been distributed to interested or involved public agencies, organizations, and private 
individuals for review. In addition, the IS/MND has been made available for general public review at the 
following location:   
 

City of St. Helena 
Planning Department 
1480 Main Street 
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St. Helena, CA 94574 
Hours: 9:00 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday – Friday 

 
During the public review period, the public will have an opportunity to provide written comments on the 
information contained within this IS/MND. The City will use the final IS/MND and all comments and 
correspondence received within the public comment period for all environmental decisions related to the 
proposed. 
 
In reviewing the IS/MND and as articulated in Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, affected public 
agencies and interested members of the public should focus on the sufficiency of the document in 
identifying and analyzing potential impacts on the environment from the proposed project, and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project are proposed to be avoided or mitigated. Pursuant to Section 
15204(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, such public agencies and persons should focus on the proposed finding 
that the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility Project will not have a significant effect on the environment. If 
public agencies or persons believe that the proposed project may have a significant effect, they should: 
 

1. Identify the specific effect; 

2. Explain why they believe the effect would occur; and 

3. Explain why they believe the effect would be significant. 

 

Finally, per Section 105204(c), reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit 
data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by 
facts in support of the comments. 
 
Comments on the IS/MND should be submitted in writing and received by the City of St. Helena prior to the 
end of the 30-day public review period on October 25, 2017.  Written comments should be submitted to: 
 
Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director 
City of St. Helena 
Planning Department 
1480 Main Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 
 
Phone: (707) 968-2792 
Email: nhoush@cityofsthelena.org 
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Project Location  
 

The proposed project is located east of State Route (SR) 29 in the eastern portion of the City of St. Helena, 
Napa County, California (see Figure 1: Regional Location).  
 
The proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility Project would be located on an existing 5.89-acre parcel 
(APN 009-66-004) that contains an existing industrial building, within an area bounded by Dowdell Lane, La 
Fata Street, and Mills Lane (see Figure 2: Project Vicinity).  
 
The site is currently occupied by an approximately 111,300-square-foot industrial building that contains a 
variety of light industrial type uses including warehouse, automotive, and other commercial land uses. The 
primary tenant of the existing building site is the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse. The site is improved with 
parking, landscaping and a retention pond. An existing landscaped outdoor seating area with gravel paths 
and several benches is located near the intersection of Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street.  
 
This proposed application represents an expansion of the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse, which was initially 
approved in 1983 (Use Permit # 96-114). The proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility will take the place 
of the existing office space formerly leased by Britton Tree Services Incorporated. The site is adjacent to 
existing vineyards to the north and east. Portions of the project site north of the existing building have been 
planted with grape vines. A winery facility and multi-tenant light industrial uses are located south of the 
project site.  A PG&E substation and one-story tilt-up light industrial buildings are located to the west. Both 
of the adjacent streets are paved and the site is well served by all public utilities and services.  
 
General Plan and Zoning  
 
The City of St. Helena General Plan provides the vision for the community’s natural and built environment 
through a series of goals and policies. To ensure that the community’s vision is realized, the General Plan 
has been designed to be internally consistent and cross-referenced with other documents, including the 
City’s Zoning Ordinance, which guides, controls and regulates future growth and redevelopment. The 
project site exhibits a land use designation of Industrial per the General Plan Land Use Map.  
 
The City of St. Helena Zoning Ordinance implements the goals and policies of the General Plan. Several 
different districts are identified in the Zoning Ordinance that are intended to, among other things, provide 
for a wide range of uses and implement the community’s vision to preserve, protect and enhance its unique 
character and quality of life. The project site is zoned as (I) industrial. 
 
Project Description 
 
Custom Crush Facility 
 
The proposed St. Helena Custom Crush Facility would expand the existing industrial building by introducing 
approximately 9,500 square feet to the northwestern corner of the building and converting approximately 
3,000 square feet of the existing warehouse into a barrel storage and tank room. The proposed expansion 
would be constructed where the existing retention pond is currently located. The entire custom crush 
operation is expected to occupy approximately 12,500 square feet (see Figure 3: Limits of Work).  
 
The proposed Custom Crush Facility is an expansion of the existing Napa Valley Wine Warehouse, which 
currently provides wine case storage for local wineries. The proposed project would create a “one stop 
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shop” for local vintners to crush, ferment, bottle, and store wines. When completed, the proposed facility is 
expected to be able to process approximately 120,000 tons of grapes annually (equivalent to about 50,000 
cases of wine). The applicant intends to operate with four full-time and up to four part-time employees. The 
hours of operation will normally be from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. During the 
harvest season, which lasts approximately four months, longer hours of operation would be expected to 
occur.  
 
Industrial Wastewater Treatment System 
 
A proposed self-contained wastewater treatment system would be constructed on top of a 900-square-foot 
concrete slab adjacent to, and north of the proposed Custom Crush Facility (see Figure 3). Wastewater from 
wine production would be treated through this system and then pumped via a lift station into the existing 8-
inch gravity sewer main in La Fata Street. The wastewater treatment system would consist of a 10,000-gallon 
equalization tank for pre-treatment, a 10,000-gallon moving bed biofilm reactor tank, and a clarifier. A 
screen trellis would be installed along the northern boundary of the wastewater treatment system. The 
onsite system would pre-treat industrial wastewater from wine production to acceptable levels prior to 
discharging into the City’s sewer system.   
 
Bio-Retention Facility 
 
A 900-square-foot bio-retention facility would be constructed near the intersection of La Fata Street and 
Mills Lane (see Figure 3). All the stormwater runoff from the new impervious areas will be collected by 
downspouts or storm drains and routed to the bio-retention facility. Downstream of the bio-retention 
facility, the water will be collected and conveyed through a new 2-inch storm drain to the proposed new 
retention pond.  
 
Retention Pond  
 
The existing retention pond located at the northwest corner of the site would be relocated and expanded. 
As proposed, a new approximately 9,100-square-foot retention pond would be constructed at the corner of 
Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street (see Figure 3). The new retention pond, with a capacity of 41,000 cubic feet, 
would accommodate flows from the additional impervious areas introduced as part of the Custom Crush 
Facility as well as the flows generated from the existing improvements onsite. The retention pond would be 
excavated to a depth of six to eight feet and designed with 12-foot berms and a 4-foot-wide spillway to 
Dowdell Lane. A fence would be installed along the perimeter of the new retention pond.  
 
Access and Parking 
 
The project site is currently accessed from two existing driveways on La Fata Street. The two driveways 
provide access to 26 parking spaces and two loading docks. The project would add two new driveway 
entrances, for a total of four, from La Fata Street to access the project site. A total of eight new parking 
spaces would be added to the project site. The project also includes the restriping of a portion of the 
existing parking lot.  
 
Landscaping  
 
Proposed landscaping would consist of trees and shrubs. A total of 30 trees would be planted on the project 
site, including one Redwood and two Coast live oaks. The trees and shrubs would primarily be planted along 
the frontage of La Fata Street, Mills Lane, and Dowdell Lane. New landscaping would also be installed 
around the perimeter of the new retention pond. 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 348 of 540



 

NOVEMBER 2017 P A G E  | 6  ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 

 
Architecture 
 
The existing building is a one story concrete tilt-up building with exposed aggregate walls and a red standing 
seam metal roof. The articulation on the south elevation (facing Dowdell Lane) is provided by a mansard 
styled roof with vent dormers. The building entrances are covered with green cloth awnings and punctuated 
with warehouse roll up door at loading dock bays. On the west elevation (facing La Fata Street) and the east 
elevation, architectural articulation is provided by large gables with round red-colored vents. The north 
elevation is similar to the south elevation except there are no dormer vents.   
 
The proposed Custom Crush Facility would incorporate a standing seam metal roof and dormer vents and 
round gable vents consistent with the existing elevations. The project proposes to use a board and batt 
siding or metal siding on the exterior elevations of the building addition.     
 
Water Supply 
 
The proposed facility would use both municipal water and groundwater extracted from an existing 
groundwater well onsite. Municipal water would be used for the restroom and potable consumption. 
Groundwater from an existing well, located along the east property line near the northeastern corner of the 
building, would be used for all winemaking operations. The well is drilled to a depth of 545 feet below the 
ground surface. The project includes a new 2-inch-diameter pipeline of approximately 30 feet in length that 
would extend from the well head to the new 10,000-gallon water storage tank.  
 
Domestic Wastewater 
 
Domestic wastewater will continue to be discharged into the City sewer system through the existing Napa 
Valley Wine Warehouse sewer connection. These flows are discharged into the municipal system via the 
existing 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street.   
 
Solid Waste 
 
A covered solid waste containment area is proposed and will contain standard 4-yard dumpsters on a 
permanent basis, including separate containers for recyclable refuse materials. Permanent dumpsters will 
be served by municipal disposal hauling services. Two seasonal 10-yard containers, one of which will be 
used for recyclable materials, will provide additional capacity during harvest and will be hauled to the Upper 
Valley Disposal and Recycling facility for disposal.  
 
Site Preparation and Construction 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that construction would occur over an approximately 12-
month construction period. Site preparation will initiate with the removal of existing impervious surfaces, 
the fence surrounding the existing retention pond, an existing wastewater dispersal system, vegetation, and 
trees. A total of 25 trees ranging between 4 to 22 inches in diameter at breast height will be removed to 
accommodate the proposed building expansion, relocation of the retention pond and parking lot 
improvements.  
 
Approximately 1,500 cubic yards of cut soil will be removed from the project site in order to create the new 
retention pond. No import of soil will be necessary as excess cut will be reused onsite to fill the abandoned 
retention pond and achieve level topography for the building pad expansion area and parking lot.  
 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 349 of 540



 

NOVEMBER 2017 P A G E  | 7  ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 

Following completion of grading activities, infrastructure improvements and building foundations would be 
constructed. Utilities, storm drains and catch basins would be installed. As part of the proposed expansion, 
focused demolition and reconstruction at the northwest corner of the building will occur. Lastly, the new 
driveways, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, striping, landscaping, and signage would be installed.  
 
Construction equipment expected to be utilized during site preparation and grading includes tractors, 
backhoes, haul trucks, graders, pavers and water trucks. Site and foundation preparation is assumed to 
include the use of either auger cast piles or driven piles. All material and equipment would be staged on-site 
or, through issuance of an encroachment permit, at abutting right-of-ways. 
 
Required Discretionary Actions 
 
The proposed project requires the following discretionary entitlements from the City of St. Helena: 
 

• Use permit for a winery (pursuant to Section 17.60.030 of the Municipal Code). 
• Design Review for additions to the building and changes to the site layout (pursuant to Section 

17.60.040 of the Municipal Code). 
 
Other Public Agency Review 
 
Other than the City of Saint Helena, there are no other public agency review or approval requires including 
responsible or trustee agencies that have jurisdiction over the project.  The Napa County Department of 
Environmental Health as the Certified Uniform Program Agency will have review authority over any 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan, if warranted. The Regional Water Quality Control Board will issue 
compliance with the Project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 
 
Consultation Under AB 52 
 
In accordance with AB 52 (PRC Section 21084.2), lead agencies are required to consider Tribal Cultural 
Resources (TCR) including a site feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place or object, of cultural value to 
the tribe and is listed on the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or a local register, or the Lead 
agency, at its discretion, chooses to treat resources as such. AB 52 mandates that a lead agency initiate 
consultation with a tribe with traditional and/or cultural affiliations in the geographic area where a subject 
project is located if a project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource. Should the tribe respond requesting formal consultation in accordance with the procedural 
requirements of AB 52, the lead agency must work with the tribe or representative thereof to determine the 
level of environmental review warranted, identify impacts, and recommend avoidance or mitigation 
measures to reduce any potential impacts.  
 
In accordance with AB 52, a summary of the proposed project was mailed to the following local tribes on 
September 5, 2017: 
 

• Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation Tribe 
• Cortina Band of Indians  
• Wappo 
• Middletown Rancheria of Pomo 

 
Documents Incorporated By Reference 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 recognizes the desirability of reducing the volume of documentation 
necessary for environmental review and authorizes incorporation by reference any portion of relevant 
documents that provide general background to the environmental document. As such, this Initial Study 
incorporates the following documents, which were reviewed as part of the analysis of certain topical 
sections provided herein: 
 

1. City of St. Helena, 1993 General Plan;  
2. City of St. Helena, 1993 General Plan EIR; and 
3. City of St. Helena, Zoning Ordinance, as amended. 

  
Additional documents not reflected in this section are identified and analyzed within the Initial Study. These 
documents are available for review at the City of St. Helena Planning Department, 1480 Main Street, St. 
Helena, CA 94574. 
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Figure 1
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Figure 2

Data source: Napa County GIS; US Census Bureau
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Figure 3

Data source: Napa County GIS; US Census Bureau
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Data source: Napa County GIS; US Census Bureau; CA Dept. of Conservation

Custom Crush Facility: Important Farmland
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation is Incorporated" as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 
 

Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation  
Agricultural & Forestry   Hydrology / Water Quality X Transportation / Traffic  
Air Quality X Land Use / Planning  Tribal Cultural Resources  
Biological Resources X Mineral Resources  Utilities / Service Systems  

Cultural Resources X Noise  
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 

Geology / Soils  Population / Housing    
Greenhouse Gases  Public Services    

 
The CEQA Initial Study (IS) Checklist and written explanations are provided in Section 4 below. The IS 
Checklist and narrative indicate the level of significance of the potential environmental effects of the 
proposed project upon each of the noted environmental resources. 
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5. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
The following discussion addresses the potential level of impact relating to each aspect of the environment.  
 
5.1. AESTHETICS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; General Plan EIR; Project plans date stamped March 17, 2017; 
California Scenic Highway Mapping System, 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, Accessed May 3, 2017. 

 
Existing Aesthetics Setting:  
 
The City of St. Helena is situated in the relatively narrow valley floor and framed by wooded foothills of the 
Mayacama and Vaca Mountain ranges located to the east and west, respectively. The valley floor undulates 
to the north and exhibits a gradual rise in elevation in a northerly direction of approximately 362 Feet above 
sea level. Foothills are readily visible from most locations in the flatland areas of the City, particularly from 
east/west oriented streets. 
 
Natural features that contribute to the distinct character of St. Helena include Sulphur Creek, York Creek, 
the Napa River, and oak and bay wooded hillsides located at the north end of St. Helena and at the base of 
Howell Mountain Road, east of the Napa River. Agricultural land uses, primarily viticulture, account for 
approximately 48 percent of the city’s land use. As such, the vineyards serve as dynamic visual features and 
are central in defining the visual character of the City. The long established urban form within the City limits 
contrasts with the surrounding natural and agricultural uses and provides for a distinct visual character. 
Notable visual features include distinctive architecture, tree lined streets, and the interspersed vineyards. 
 
The project site is currently occupied by existing structures, paved areas, vineyards, trees, and ornamental 
landscaping. The existing retention pond, located in the northwest corner of the site contains primarily non-
native grassland and is surrounded by trees. The project site is adjacent to agricultural lands and other 
existing developed industrial land uses.  
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Aesthetics Impact Discussion: 
 
5.1(a,c) (Effect a Scenic Resource or Vista, Degrade Visual Character) Less Than Significant Impact: A 
scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the 
benefit of the general public. The City has not identified any specific vistas, but rather states that the sense 
of a strong connection to the surrounding agricultural open space and hillsides should be and that views of 
Vineyards, hillsides, creeks and major landscape features should be maintained. 
 
The subject project site is currently utilized for industrial use as a wine storage business. The site is adjacent 
to existing vineyards on the north and east sides. Portions of the site north of the existing building have 
been planted with grape vines. To the south is a combination of a winery facility and multi-tenant light 
industrial uses.  West of the site is a PG&E substation and one-story tilt-up light industrial buildings. The 
proposed Custom Crush Facility, which would be located at the northwest corner of the existing building, 
would not impact agricultural scenic resources located to the north and east. Additionally, parcels to the 
south and west of the proposed project are developed with similar industrial uses.  
 
The proposed project is subject to Design Review in order to ensure that the architectural style, massing, 
color and materials, and other proposed design elements of the proposed building expansion are 
compatible with the existing character. At a minimum, 30 trees will be planted to compensate for the 
proposed removal of 25 trees from the project site. Development of the proposed project is consistent with 
existing zoning designations and the visual character of the area. Based on limited visibility from SR 29 and 
the existing visual character of the area, impacts to scenic vistas and the existing visual character from the 
proposed project would be less than significant.  
 
5.1(b) (Scenic Resources from Designated Scenic Highway) No Impact: There are no designated scenic 
highways within the City of St. Helena. The nearby SR 29 is considered eligible to be officially designated. 
However, the project site is located approximately 900 feet from SR 29 and not visible from the highway. As 
such, the proposed project will not damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings viewable from a designated (or eligible) State scenic highway. 
Therefore, the project will have no impacts to scenic resources. 
 
5.1(d) (Light and Glare) Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is adjacent to existing industrial 
developments, which are current sources of light and contribute to the ambient light conditions. Existing 
uses in the project area including employees and deliveries introduce light and glare from the routine 
operation of vehicles as well as lighting from existing buildings and parking areas.  
 
The project would introduce minimal new site lighting relative to the existing lighting onsite and in the 
project vicinity. In order to prevent light pollution and/or glare onto adjacent properties and roadways, the 
project must comply with St. Helena Municipal Code provision 17.68.060(F), which requires that all exterior 
lighting be directed or shielded so as to prevent glare onto any public roadways and properties of 
residential character. Further, proposed landscaping will screen the site from the adjacent properties and 
roadways to further obscure and/or filter light and glare. Finally, exterior parking lot (pole mounted) lights 
are limited to a maximum height of 15-feet. With adherence to these uniformly applied development 
standards, including Municipal Code provision 17.68.060(F) and with the introduction of landscaping as 
proposed, light and glare impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.2. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

    

 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan: Open Space and Conservation Element (6-1), (6-3); and 
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

 
Agricultural and Forestry Resources Setting: Agriculture remains one of the dominant land use in the City 
of St. Helena and the greater Napa County. Located within the northern portion of the Napa Valley; the 
majority of the City’s land is located on the valley floor, where soils, weather, and water resources are 
conducive to viticulture. Viticulture serves as the most prolific agricultural use and requires relatively large 
parcels in contrast to other land uses in St. Helena. According to the 1993 General Plan, agricultural land 
comprises 47% of the incorporated area, and of that total, the majority of acres are actively cultivated with 
vineyards. The City of St. Helena promotes the retention of agricultural activities and discourages 
encroachment into agricultural lands through the application of land use designations directed to maintain 
large parcels for agricultural use and limiting residential and commercial development within the Urban 
Limit Line (ULL) and to parcels already designated for such uses.   
 
According to California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), 
Napa County supports 30,655 acres of “Prime Farmland,” 9,574 acres of “Farmland of Statewide 
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Importance,” 16,312 acres of “Unique Farmland,” 18,651 acres of “Farmland of Local Importance,” and 
178,987 acres of “Grazing Land1.” 
 
According to the California Department of Conservation's FMMP, the project site is mostly designated as 
Urban and Built­Up Land, with the vineyard portion designated as Prime Farmland (see Figure 4: Important 
Farmland). The project site is not under Williamson Act contract. The project site is zoned as (I) industrial. 
Lands surrounding the project site are designated as Urban and Built­Up Land, Prime Farmland, Farmland 
of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance.  
 
In accordance with the definition provided in California Public Resources Code Section 12220(g), “forest 
land” is land that can support, under natural conditions, 10 percent native tree cover of any species, 
including hardwoods, and that allows for the preservation or management of forest-related resources such 
as timber, aesthetic value, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreational facilities, and other 
public benefits. The project site is mostly developed and contains trees planted along the periphery of the 
project site for visual screening. As such, the project site would not meet the definition of forest land 
pursuant to Section 12220(g) of the Public Resources Code. None of the land within the project site is zoned 
as forest land, timberland zone, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. 

 
Agricultural and Forestry Resources Impact Discussion: 
 
5.2(a-b) (Farmland and Agricultural Use) Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is mostly 
developed and contains a small area used for agricultural use (vineyard) that is designated as Prime 
Farmland. The site is located adjacent to lands that are currently used for agricultural production. The 
proposed project would convert approximately 0.2 acre of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses. The 
project will not interfere with a Williamson Act contract. 

According to the California Department of Conservation's FMMP, Napa County supports 30,655 acres of 
“Prime Farmland.” The conversion of 0.2 acre of Prime Farmland results in an approximate 0.00065 percent 
decrease of existing Prime Farmland in Napa County. The California Department of Conservation would 
consider the conversion of 0.2 acre of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural to be less than significant at a 
State level.2 Likewise, it is expected that the City of St. Helena would consider the conversion of 0.2 acre of 
Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses to be less than significant based on the extensive amount of 
farmland remaining within the city. Additionally, the site is zoned as (I) industrial and is located adjacent to 
and contiguous to existing urban uses.   
 
The City of St. Helena General Plan contains policies regarding the preservation of agricultural lands. For 
example, the City maintains large parcels for agricultural use and limits residential and commercial 
development within the ULL and to parcels already designated for such uses.   
 
Based on the percentage of agricultural lands converted relative to existing acreage within the County, 
consultation with the California Department of Conservation, and the General Plan policies in place to 
preserve agriculture within the City of St. Helena, impacts regarding the conversion of farmland would be 
considered less than significant. 
 

                                                        
1  California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Napa County 2012-2014 Land Use Conversion Table.  
2  Personal communication with Kerri Kisko, Land Conservation Act Program Staff, California Department of Conservation, June 9, 

2017.   

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 367 of 540



 
 

NOVEMBER 2017  P A G E  | 25  ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 
 

5.2(c-d) (Forest Land) No Impact: The site is already developed and contains a number of landscape trees.  
None of these trees are used for timber production and no forest resources are located onsite.  As a result, 
the project will have no impact to timberlands or forest land.  
 
5.2(e) (Other Conversions of Farmland or Forest Land) Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is 
surrounded by existing Industrial and Agricultural uses. According to the California Department of 
Conservation's FMMP, the project site is surrounded by lands designated as Urban and Built­Up Land, Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance. None of the lands 
surrounding the project site are under a Williamson Act contract.  

The proposed project would convert 0.2 acre of Prime Farmland currently planted in vineyard to agricultural 
supporting industrial uses. The project is limited to the expansion of an existing industrial building and 
associated improvement including relocation of the retention pond, landscaping and parking lot 
improvements. The project is not expected to induce conversion of nearby farmland. The site is well served 
by existing utilities, services and infrastructure and does not introduce any new services that would support 
an expansion of use beyond the limits of the subject project site. Any future projects would require review 
under CEQA including an evaluation of potential agricultural impacts and mitigation to offset impacts, as 
warranted. Therefore, impacts from conversion of other farmlands as a result of the proposed project will 
be less than significant.  

In the absence of forested lands within the project site, and the absence of forested lands within the vicinity, 
there is no potential for future development to convert existing forested land to non-forest uses or 
encourage the loss or conversion of forested land to another use. Therefore, the project will have no 
impacts associated with the conversion of forestlands. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.3. AIR QUALITY 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

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

 

    

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

 

    

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

 

    

d) Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

 
    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; General Plan EIR; BAAQMD 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan; 
and BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines May 2017.  

 
Air Quality Setting: The City of St. Helena is located within the San Francisco Bay Area air basin regulated 
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Air quality within the Bay Area Air Basin is 
affected by natural geographical and meteorological conditions as well as human activities such as 
construction and development, operation of vehicles, industry and manufacturing, and other anthropogenic 
emission sources. The Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act establish national and state 
ambient air quality standards respectively. The BAAQMD is responsible for planning, implementing, and 
enforcing air quality standards within the Bay Area Air Basin, including the City of St. Helena.   
 
The Bay Area Air Basin is designated as non-attainment for both the one-hour and eight-hour state ozone 
standards; 0.09 parts per million (ppm) and 0.070 ppm, respectively. The Bay Area Air Basin is also in non-
attainment for the PM10 and PM2.5 state standards, which require an annual arithmetic mean (AAM) of less 
than 20 µg/m3 for PM10 and less than 12 µg/m3 for PM2.5. In addition, the Basin is designated as non-
attainment for the national 24-hour fine particulate matter (PM2.5) standard and will be required to prepare 
a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM2.5. All other national ambient air quality standards within the Bay 
Area Air Basin are in attainment. 
	
Air quality emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5) from construction and operation are evaluated pursuant to the BAAQMD CEQA Air 
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Quality Guidelines established in May 20103 and updated in May 2017. With release of the 2017 Bay Area 
Clean Air Plan (CAP) and the associated EIR, it is expected that updated thresholds and guidelines may be 
developed in the near term. In the absence of updated guidelines and thresholds, based upon its own 
judgment and analysis, the City of St. Helena recognizes these thresholds represent the best available 
scientific data and has elected to rely on BAAQMD Guidelines dated May 2017 in determining screening 
levels and significance.4 BAAQMD air quality thresholds are presented in Table 1 below.   
 

Table 1: Air Quality Significance Thresholds 
 

Pollutant 

Construction 
Thresholds 

Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily 
Emissions 
(lbs./day) 

Average Daily 
Emissions 
(lbs./day) 

Annual Average 
Emissions 

(tons/year) 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 82 15 

PM2.5 54 54 10 

CO Not Applicable 
9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm 

(1-hour average) 

Fugitive Dust 

Construction Dust 
Ordinance or other 
Best Management 

Practices 

Not Applicable 

Single-Source Health Risks and Hazards for New Sources or New Receptors 

Excess Cancer Risk  > 10.0 per one million 

Chronic or Acute Hazard Index > 1.0 

Incremental annual average PM2.5 > 0.3 µg/m3 

Cumulative Health Risks and Hazards for Sensitive Receptors  

Excess Cancer Risk > 100.0 per one million 

Chronic Hazard Index  > 10.0 

Annual Average PM2.5 > 0.8 µg/m3 

                                                        
3  Adopted by Board of Directors of the BAAQMD in June 2010 (Resolution No. 2010-6). 
4  In March 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court ordered BAAQMD to set aside use of the significance thresholds within the 

BAAQMD 2010 CEQA Guidelines and cease dissemination until they complete an assessment of the environmental effects of the 
thresholds in accordance with CEQA. The Court found that the thresholds, themselves, constitute a “project” for which environmental 
review is required. In August 2013, the First District Court of Appeal reversed the Alameda County Superior Court’s decision. The 
Court held that adoption of the thresholds was not a “project” subject to CEQA because environmental changes that might result 
from their adoption were too speculative to be considered “reasonably foreseeable” under CEQA. In December 2015, the California 
Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeal's decision and remanded the matter back to the appellate court to reconsider the case 
in light of the Supreme Court's opinion. The BAAQMD published a new version of the Guidelines dated May 2017, which includes 
revisions made to address the Supreme Court’s opinion. The May 2017 Guidelines update does not address outdated references, 
links, analytical methodologies or other technical information that may be in the Guidelines or Thresholds Justification Report. The 
BAAQMD is currently working to update any outdated information in the Guidelines. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

GHG Annual Emissions 
Compliance with a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy  

OR 
1,100 metric tons or 4.6 metric tons per capita 

Source: BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines  
Note:  ROG = reactive organic gases, NOx = nitrogen oxides, PM10 = course particulate matter or particulates 
with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers (µm) or less, PM2.5 = fine particulate matter or particulates 
with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5µm or less; and GHG = greenhouse gas. 

 
Air Quality Impact Discussion: 
 
5.3(a) (Conflict With Applicable Air Quality Plan) Less Than Significant Impact: The BAAQMD adopted 
the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan (CAP) on April 19, 2017 to comply with state air quality planning 
requirements set forth in the California Health & Safety Code. The 2017 CAP includes a wide range of control 
measures designed to decrease emissions of the air pollutants that are most harmful to Bay Area residents, 
such as particulate matter (PM), ozone (O3), and toxic air contaminants (TACs); to reduce emissions of 
methane and other “super-greenhouse gases (GHGs)” that are potent climate pollutants in the near-term; 
and to decrease emissions of carbon dioxide by reducing fossil fuel combustion.  
 
The proposed control strategy for the 2017 CAP consists of 85 distinct measures targeting a variety of local, 
regional and global pollutants. The control measures have been developed for stationary sources, 
transportation, energy, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands, waste management, water, and 
super-GHG pollutants. Implementation of some of the control measures could involve retrofitting, replacing, 
or installing new air pollution control equipment, changes in product formulations, or construction of 
infrastructure that have the potential to create air quality impacts.  
 
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines set forth criteria for determining consistency with the CAP. In general a 
project is considered consistent if a) the project supports the primary goals of the CAP, b) includes control 
measures and c) does not interfere with implementation of the CAP measures.  
 
The proposed project would have a less than significant impact due to a conflict with the Clean Air planning 
efforts since, a) the project supports the goals of the CAP in that it constitutes infill development and 
provides opportunities would create a “one stop shop” for local vintners to crush, ferment, bottle, and store 
wines; b) includes control measures to protect air quality during construction by implementing best control 
measures set forth by BAAQMD; and c) the proposed project would generate air quality emissions well 
below the BAAQMD criteria pollutant thresholds (see Section 5.3(b-c) below). Therefore, the project will have 
less than significant impacts due to a conflict with the regional air quality plan. 
 

5.3(b-c) (Violate Air Quality Emission Standards) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: Air quality 
emissions associated with the proposed project would result from short-term construction activities and 
ongoing operation. BAAQMD Guidelines, as adopted in 2010 and updated May 2017 include “screening 
criteria” that provide a conservative estimate above which a project would be considered to have a 
potentially significant impact to air quality. Projects that are below the screening criteria threshold are 
reasonably expected to result in less than significant impacts to air quality since pollutant emissions would 
be minimal. Additionally, when projects fall below the screening criteria levels, a quantitative analysis of the 
project’s air quality emissions is not required.  
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Air quality emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5) from construction and operation are evaluated pursuant to the 2010 CEQA Guidelines. 
There is no carbon monoxide (CO) emissions threshold applicable to construction emissions. For carbon 
monoxide (CO), the operational significance threshold is 9.0 particles per minute (8-hour average) and 20.0 
ppm (1-hour average). The screening level criteria for a general light industry development are shown in 
Table 2 below. 
 

Table 2: BAAQMD Screening Criteria For General Light Industry 
 
Land Use Type Operational Screening Size Construction Screening Size 

General Light Industry 541,000 sf (NOX) 259,000 sf (NOX) 

Source: Table 3-1, pg. 3-2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District May 2017 CEQA Guidelines. 

 
 

During construction activities, the project would generate temporary air pollutant emissions associated with 
site preparation, ground disturbance, the operation of heavy-duty construction equipment, workers 
traveling to the site, and the delivery of material to the project site. These activities would create temporary 
emissions of fugitive dust from site grading, and the release of toxic air contaminants, particulate matter, 
and ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) from combustion of fuel and the operation of heavy-duty 
construction equipment. Table 2 above shows that the screening level to determine significant air quality 
impacts from construction of general light industry development is 259,000 square feet. The project 
proposes the development of 9,550 square feet of new industrial uses and the reconstruction and 
expansion of the existing retention pond, both of which fall well below the screening level. As such, air 
quality emissions generated from construction activities will not approach levels that exceed BAAQMD 
thresholds and impacts would be less than significant.   
 
The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines consider contributions of fugitive dust to be less-than-significant 
if best management practices (BMPs) are implemented to reduce emissions. As such, Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1, which provides for a variety of dust control measures during construction activities including watering 
the project site, covering haul loads, limiting idling time, and temporarily halting construction when winds 
are greater than 15 miles per hour, is set forth below. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
(BAAQMD-recommended best management practices), air quality emissions from construction activities will 
be further minimized and the project will have less than significant impacts to air quality. 
 
At operation, the proposed Custom Crush Facility would continue to function in a similar manner as the 
existing condition, with a minor expansion of use. Air quality emissions would primarily be generated from 
the operation of vehicles (mobile sources). Table 2 above indicates that the operational project level 
screening size for general light industry is 541,000 square feet. As the proposed project will exhibit a net 
increase of 9,500 square feet of new industrial uses and the relocation and expansion of the existing 
retention pond, the project remains well below the established screening size for operational emissions. At 
operation, the proposed project will not violate any air quality standard or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant in non-attainment, namely O3, PM10, and/or PM2.5. 
Therefore, air quality emissions generated by the proposed project will result in less than significant 
impacts. 
 
5.3(d) (Exposure sensitive receptors to Pollutant Concentrations) Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation: The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as “facilities or land uses that include members of the 
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population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly and 
people with illnesses.” Sensitive receptors may include schools, hospitals or residential areas. In St. Helena, 
sensitive receptors include residential land uses, elementary, junior and high schools, and hospitals, care 
facilities and convalescent homes. The nearest sensitive receptors, St. Helena High School and a single-
family residence, are located approximately 0.2 mile from the project site. The project has the potential to 
generate temporary air quality impacts associated with fugitive dust emissions during construction 
activities.  
 
In order to ensure that fugitive dust emissions are reduced to levels below significance Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 shall be implemented. AQ-1 is set forth pursuant to BAAQMD Basic Control Strategies and requires 
covering haul trucks, watering during active ground disturbance, limiting idling time, proper maintenance of 
equipment, and other standard measures. With implementation of AQ-1 potential impacts to sensitive 
receptors during construction will be reduced to levels below significance.  
 
At operation, the project would not generate emissions that would impact sensitive receptors. Air quality 
emissions generated from the custom crush facility would be similar to emissions generated by the existing 
Napa Valley Wine Warehouse. Therefore, potential impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to 
pollutants at operation of the proposed project will remain below levels of significance.  
 
5.3(e) (Objectionable Odors) Less Than Significant Impact: There may occasionally be localized odors 
during construction activities associated with construction activity. Odors associated with construction are 
short term in duration and will cease once construction is complete. The level of odors associated with 
construction will be minimal given the limited scope and scale of the project. During operation, the project 
has the potential to generate odors from crushing and fermenting the grapes. However, the odors would be 
localized and mostly contained within the indoor Custom Crush Facility. While the odors may be noticed by 
people working or visiting the project site or surrounding industrial areas, the odors would not affect a 
substantial number of people. Therefore, the project will have less than significant impacts to air quality due 
to objectionable odors. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  

 
AQ-1:  Latest BAAQMD recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control for fugitive dust and 

exhaust during all construction activities shall be incorporated into all demolition and construction 
plans to require implementation of the following (the following shall be augmented as warranted 
based on forthcoming BAAQMD updated recommended mitigation measures that may be in effect 
when onsite development is proposed in the future):  

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved 
access roads) shall be watered three times per day using recycled water.  

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material shall be covered.  

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power 
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.  

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.  

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible. 
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are 
used.  
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6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure 
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for 
construction workers at all access points.  

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper working condition prior to operation.  

8. Construction equipment staging shall occur as far as possible from existing sensitive receptors 
(away from the southeast property line and surrounding residences).  

9. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the Lead Agency 
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. 
The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable 
regulations. 
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5.4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan: Open Space and Conservation Element (6-1), (6-2), (6-6). 
 
Biological Resources Setting: Biological resources are protected by federal and state statutes including the 
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Clean Water Act 
(CWA), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). These regulations provide the legal protection for plant 
and animal species of concern and their habitat at the federal and state level.  
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As reported in the General Plan a number of plant and animal species with special-status have been 
recorded or are suspected to occur within the urban limits of the City of St. Helena. The city also contains 
species that are identified in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) due to rarity and threats, 
and are considered sensitive resources.  
 
The project site supports urban habitat and is surrounded by commercial/industrial developments to 
the south and west. The parcels north and east of the project site are actively cultivated with vineyards. 
The project site has been substantially developed and currently contains an industrial building, two loading 
docks, parking areas, a stormwater retention pond that contains non-native grassland with trees and shrubs 
at the perimeter, and a landscaped outdoor seating area with gravel paths and several benches. The project 
site also contains vineyards, ornamental trees, and other landscaped areas.  
 
Biological Resources Impact Discussion: 

 

5.4(a-b) (Adverse Effects to Sensitive Species and Habitats) Less Than Significant Impact: Construction 
of the proposed addition would result in removal of 25 trees ranging in size between 4 and 22 inches in 
diameter at breast height. Onsite trees may provide perching and potential nesting opportunities to bird 
species including migratory birds that are protected under the MBTA. In order to avoid impacts to nesting 
birds, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires that construction activities occur outside of the bird nesting 
season between September 1st and January 31st. Otherwise, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist 15 days prior to site preparation work when occurring between February 1st and August 
31st. If protected nesting birds are discovered within these areas, the biologist will delineate protective nest 
buffers around active nest, which may range from 75 feet to 200 feet depending on the specific species. 
With implementation of BIO-1, potential impacts to nesting birds and species protected under the MBTA will 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels.  
 
Other than established trees, the existing project site shows no evidence that wildlife habitat exists since the 
site has been developed with an industrial/commercial building with adjacent surface parking lots. Likewise, 
the project site is not known to support any rare, endangered, or special status plant species. There are no 
riparian habitats, wetlands or other sensitive natural communities on the subject site or nearby on the 
agricultural parcels to the north. Therefore, impacts to sensitive species and habitats from the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 
 
5.4(c) (Adverse Effects to Jurisdictional Waters) No Impact:  No federally protected wetlands, including 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pools or coastal wetlands, are known to exist within project site boundary 
or the immediate vicinity. Construction activities are limited to the urban areas that have been previously 
disturbed and are void of wetland and waterways. The existing onsite retention pond serves as a 
stormwater basin, is regularly mowed and maintained, and is not a jurisdictional feature. Therefore, the 
project will have no impact to federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
5.4(d) (Adverse Effect to Wildlife Movement) Less Than Significant Impact: There is no evidence of 
migratory wildlife corridors or nurseries onsite or in the project vicinity. The existing development and active 
agricultural lands surrounding the project sites makes it relatively inaccessible to many species and 
eliminates the possibility of the site functioning as a movement corridor. The proposed expansion of the site 
existing building and associated improvements will not interfere with the movement of any native resident 
or wildlife species and will not impede established wildlife corridors. Therefore, impacts due to a conflict 
with a movement corridor would be less than significant. 
 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 376 of 540



 
 

NOVEMBER 2017  P A G E  | 34  ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 
 

5.4(e) (Conflict with Local Ordinances) Less Than Significant Impact: The vegetation and existing trees 
located on the project site are predominantly ornamental trees that were planted when the existing light 
industrial building was developed. Construction activities would remove approximately 25 trees. The City of 
St. Helena does not have an existing tree preservation policy or tree protection ordinance; however, the 
policies of Section 6.6 of the Open Space and Conservation Element of the 1993 St. Helena General Plan 
require the planting of replacement trees where existing significant trees cannot be saved. At a minimum, 
30 new trees will be planted to reestablish landscaping onsite. As proposed the landscaping plan complies 
the City’s General Plan policies regarding replanting. Therefore, the project would have less than significant 
impacts due to the removal of trees.  
 
5.4(f) (Conflicts with Habitat Conservation Plans) No Impact: At present, no Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan 
exists for the City of St. Helena. The properties to the south, and west of the project site are currently fully 
developed. The parcels to the north and east are existing agricultural land. The project site is located within 
the boundaries of the urban limit line and is not designated as open space nor does it support any 
significant animal or plant habitat. Therefore, the project will not conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan or any other Natural Community Conservation Plan approved by a local, regional 
or state body.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  
 
BIO-1: In order to avoid impacts to birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, site preparation 

activities, including the removal of trees, should occur outside of the bird-nesting season between 
September 1st and January 31st.  If work occurs between February 1st and August 31st, a pre-
construction bird nesting survey shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to tree removal. The 
bird nesting survey will include both an examination of buildings and all trees onsite and within 200 
feet of the Limits of Work, which may include offsite trees or structures.   

 
 If birds are identified, then a qualified biologist will establish a temporary protective nest buffer 

around the nest(s). The nest buffer will be staked or fenced to establish a perimeter. The buffer shall 
be of sufficient size to protect the nesting site from construction-related disturbance and shall be 
established by a qualified ornithologist or biologist. Typically, adequate nesting buffers are 75 feet 
from the nest site or nest tree dripline for small birds and up to 200 feet for sensitive nesting birds 
such as raptors. No construction or earth-moving activity shall occur within any established nest 
protection buffer prior to September 1st unless it is determined by a qualified ornithologist/biologist 
who is monitoring nesting behavior that the young have left the nest and have attained sufficient flight 
skills to avoid construction zones, or that the nesting cycle is otherwise completed. At the end of the 
nesting cycle, and fledging from the nest by its occupants, as determined by a qualified biologist, 
temporary nesting buffers may be removed and construction may commence.  

  
 The biologist/ornithologist conducting the surveys shall provide the City of St. Helena with a report 

detailing the results of the survey and any recommendations required for establishment of protective 
buffers, if tree removal occurs between February 1st and August 31st. 
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5.5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan, Appendix A: Historic Resources, 1993; St. Helena General 
Plan, 7.0 Historic Resources Element, 1993; Napa County General Plan, “Cultural and Historic Resources”, 
Community Character Section, Discussion, Dec 03, 2007 Revised Public Hearing Draft; The Archaeology of 
the Napa Region Edited By Robert F. Heizer Anthropological Records Vol. 12, No. 6, University of 
California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1953; Northwest Information Center File No. 16-1591 Dated 
May 4, 2017. 

 
Cultural Resources Setting: St. Helena and the greater Napa Valley exhibit a long record of human 
occupation, extending as far back as 10,000-12,000 years, when Native Americans first inhabited the Napa 
Valley. At the time of first contact with European settlers of the area, the Wappo had established a village 
near present day St. Helena known as Annakatanoma. As such, the Napa Valley is known to contain 
numerous traces of past human activity, ranging from early Native American sites and artifacts to the relicts 
of historic-era agricultural and ranching activities. Resources have been identified at many locations 
throughout Napa County and are protected under various federal, state, and local statutes, including the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
Within the City limits, more than 200 historic resources have been identified. Two major surveys conducted 
in 1978 and 2006 provide the basis for most of the historic resources identified in the City. Additionally 
individual resources and the Downtown Commercial District are listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. St. Helena’s Historic Commercial District includes 35 contributing resources and 13 non-contributing 
resources.5  
 
Cultural Resources Study 
 
A Record Search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) on May 4, 2017 (NWIC File #16-
1591) for the Las Alcobas Pedestrian Bridge project, located approximately 1.25 miles northwest of the 

                                                        
5  Contributing resources date from the historic period of significance established for the district. Non-contributing resources are those 

that, due to date of construction, alterations, or other factors, do not contribute to the district’s historic significance or character. 
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project site. The Record Search encompasses the subject project site. The Record Search reviewed pertinent 
NWIC base maps that reference cultural resources records and reports, historic-period maps, and literature 
for Napa County (see Appendix B). According to information on file at the NWIC, there have been eight 
cultural resource studies conducted for the project area.  
 
Based on an evaluation of the environmental setting and features associated with known sites, Native 
American resources in this part of Napa County have been found along rivers and creeks in areas populated 
by oak and buckeye. Cultural resources are also found where there is access to a variety of aquatic animal 
resources. The subject project site is located on a well-developed industrial site surrounded by similar 
industrial and agricultural uses. Since the project site has been previously disturbed when the existing 
development was constructed and the surrounding area does not contain rivers and/or creeks, there is a 
low potential for unrecorded Native American resources in the proposed project area. 
 
Paleontological Resources 
 
A paleontological resources search performed using the University of California Museum of Paleontology's 
(UCMP) Miocene Mammal Mapping Project (MioMap) indicated no previous finds of paleontological 
resources on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site.6 According to the MioMap database, the closest 
paleontological find is located approximately five miles northeast of the project site. 
 
Cultural Resources Impact Discussion: 
 
5.5(a) (Historic Resources) No Impact: The only existing structure on the project site is the existing 
industrial building, which was built circa 1983. The existing building is not of sufficient age to convey historic 
significance. Architecture and construction appear to be representative of that era and do not exhibit 
unique or exemplary craftsmanship. The existing building onsite is not historically significant and there are 
no other historic structures that would be affected by the proposed project. Therefore, the project would 
have no impacts to historic resources. 
 
5.5(b) (Archaeological Resources) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: As described above, there is a 
low potential of encountering unrecorded Native American or historic-period archaeological resources in 
the project area. The proposed project would be constructed within previously disturbed areas of the 
project site. Therefore, it is not expected that the excavation would result in the discovery of archaeological 
resources.  
 
However, given the long history of human occupation in St. Helena, ground disturbing activities still hold the 
potential to encounter unidentified resources. Per the grading plan, it is expected that the depth of 
disturbance for the Custom Crush Facility will range from approximately 4-6 feet below the ground surface. 
It is expected that the depth of disturbance for the new retention pond will range from approximately 6-8 
feet below the ground surface. 
 
Albeit low, given the potential for the presence of undiscovered cultural resources associated with past 
Prehistoric human occupation in the vicinity of the project sites, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 is provides that 
in the event that archeological resources are encountered during grading or excavation, all ground 
disturbing activity shall be halted immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the potential 
resource and recommend further action. Implementation of measure CUL-1 will ensure that in the event of 

                                                        
6  University of California Museum of Paleontology, Miocene Mammal Mapping Project (MioMap), 

http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/miomap/, Accessed May 10, 2017. 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 379 of 540



 
 

NOVEMBER 2017  P A G E  | 37  ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 
 

accidental discovery the potential for the project to adversely impact or result in a change to the significance 
of archeological resources would be reduced to less than significant levels.  
 
5.5(c) (Paleontological Resources) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: The St. Helena General Plan 
does not identify the presence of any paleontological or unique geological resources within the boundaries 
of the City Limits. Moreover, the areas proposed for excavation have been previously disturbed or 
developed and were subject to previous ground disturbance. Therefore, limited expectation exists for 
paleontological resources to be present on the project site. Nevertheless, the potential remains for the 
discovery of buried paleontological resources. Because the potential for inadvertent discovery of 
paleontological or unique geological resources exists, Mitigation Measure CUL-2, as set forth below, will be 
implemented. CUL-2 will ensure that proper procedures are followed in the event of a paleontological 
discovery; thereby reducing potential impacts to levels below significance. 
	
5.5(d) (Discovery of Human Remains) Less Than Significant Impact: No evidence suggests that human 
remains have been interred within the boundaries of the project site. However, in the event that during 
ground disturbing activities human remains are discovered to be present, the applicant would be subject to 
the CA Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, which mandates the immediate cessation of ground 
disturbing activities near or in any area potentially overlying adjacent human remains and contacting the 
Napa County Coroner. If it is determined by the Coroner that the discovered remains are of Native American 
descent, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted immediately. If appropriate, the 
project sponsor shall retain a qualified archeologist to provide adequate inspection, recommendations and 
retrieval. Compliance with CA HSC Section 7050.5, as required under state law, and performance of actions 
therein, will ensure that in the event of accidental discovery of historically significant remains, all impacts 
will remain at levels below significance. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  
 
CUL-1:  If during the course of ground disturbing activities, including, but not limited to excavation, grading 

and construction, a potentially significant prehistoric or historic resource is encountered, all work 
within a 100 foot radius of the find (or as otherwise directed by a qualified archeologist) shall be 
suspended for a time deemed sufficient for a qualified and city-approved archeologist to 
adequately evaluate and determine significance of the discovered resource, confer with tribal 
representative, as appropriate, and provide treatment recommendations. Should a significant 
cultural resource be identified, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a resource mitigation plan 
and monitoring program to be carried out during all construction activities. 

 
CUL-2:  In the event that paleontological resources, including individual fossils or assemblages of fossils, 

are encountered during construction activities all ground disturbing activities shall halt and a 
qualified paleontologist shall be procured to evaluate the discovery and make treatment 
recommendations. 
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5.6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

 

    

ii. Strong Seismic ground shaking? 
 

    

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

    

iv. Landslides? 
 

          

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

    

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 
 

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; General Plan EIR; Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), 2016 Napa County Earthquake Hazard Map, http://resilience.abag.ca.gov/earthquakes/napa/, 
Accessed May 5, 2017; Santa Rosa Quadrangle, California 7.5 Minute Series (Topographic),” prepared by 
the Resources Agency Department of Conservation, 1982. 

 
Geology and Soils Setting: The Bay Area is one of the most seismically active regions in the Country. The 
City of St. Helena is located within the San Andreas Fault system, which is 44 miles wide and extends 
throughout much of the North Bay Area. The nearest active faults are: Rodgers Creek (13 miles west), 
Maacama Central (14 miles northwest), Hunting Creek – Berryessa (17 miles northeast), Concord-Green 
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Valley (18 miles southeast), West Napa (21 miles south), and San Andreas (33 miles west). No active faults 
directly traverse the City; however, potential exists for geologic hazards in and around the urban limit line 
associated with ground shaking, including: liquefaction, ground failure, and seismically-induced landslides.  
 
Geology and Soils Impact Discussion:  
 
5.6(a.i) (Faults) No Impact:  Fault rupture occurs when the ground surface fractures as a result of fault 
movement during an earthquake and almost always follows preexisting fault traces, which are zones of 
weakness. Given that the project site is not considered part of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault zone and 
no identified active faults traverse the site, there is no expectation that the site would be vulnerable to fault 
rupture. The nearest fault is the West Napa Fault, which had movement in 2014. The northern limit of 
rupture for the West Napa Fault was approximately 14 miles to the south of the project site.  Other nearby 
faults with surface rupture include the Rodgers Creek Fault, located approximately 13 miles west of the City 
and the San Andreas Fault zone, located 33 miles west. There is no risk of fault-related ground rupture 
during earthquakes within the limits of the project site due to a known Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. 
Therefore, there are no impacts expected due to fault rupture at the project site. 
	
5.6(a. ii) (Ground-Shaking) Less Than Significant Impact: The proximity of the City to the active Rodgers 
Creek Fault and the West Napa Fault places it within Zone VII to VIII (strong to very severe) of the Modified 
Mercalli Intensity Shaking Severity Level. As such, the project site holds potential to expose people or 
structures to substantial adverse effects resulting from strong seismic ground shaking. The resulting 
vibrations would likely cause primary damage to the existing building with secondary effects being ground 
failures in loose alluvium or poorly compacted fill. Both the primary and secondary effects pose a potential 
risk of loss of life or property. 
 
Conformance with standards set forth in the Building Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California 
Building Code 3.7-20 Chapter 3: Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures [CBC]) and the California Public 
Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 7.8 (the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act) will ensure that potential 
impacts from seismic shaking are less than significant. The design specifications ensure that the proposed 
building expansion and associated improvements would not expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of seismic activity. 
Therefore, potential impacts from groundshaking will have a less than significant impact. 
 
5.6(a. iii) (Seismic-related ground failure/liquefaction) Less Than Significant Impact:	Liquefaction is a 
phenomena associated with fine-grained, loosely-packed sands and gravels subjected to ground shaking as 
a result of seismic activity. Liquefaction can lead to total and/or differential settlement and is largely 
dependent upon the intensity of ground-shaking and response of soils underlying the site. According to the 
Susceptibility Map of the San Francisco Bay Area, the project area is mapped as having a Moderate 
susceptibility to liquefaction.7 
 
As previously stated, the foundation and structural design for the proposed building addition will meet the 
latest CBC regulations as well as state and local ordinances for seismic safety. Therefore, hazards related to 
ground failure and/or liquefaction will be less than significant. 
 
5.6(a. iv) (Landslide) No Impact: The risk of landslide is dictated by several factors including precipitation 
conditions, soil types, steepness of slope, vegetation, seismic conditions and level of human disturbance. 

                                                        
7  USGS, Susceptibility Map of the San Francisco Bay Area, https://geomaps.wr.usgs.gov/sfgeo/liquefaction/susceptibility.html, Accessed 

May 5, 2017. 
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When certain conditions are present, landslides can be triggered as a result of seismic activity. Landslides 
have been known to occur within Napa County, but are typically confined to slopes steeper than 15% and 
occur in areas underlain by geologic units that have demonstrated stability problems. Based on the site’s 
relatively flat topography, the proposed addition to the exiting building and associated improvements are 
not located in an area susceptible to landslides. Therefore, the project will have no impacts due to loss of 
structures or life from landslides.  
  
5.6(b) (Erosion) Less Than Significant Impact: Development of the project will require site preparation 
and grading activities that will potentially result in soil erosion or the loss of topsoil if not properly 
controlled. Water and wind serve as the primary catalyst of soil erosion, with steeper slopes intensifying the 
effects. Vegetation removal as part of the site preparation process as well as grading and ground disturbing 
activities associated with development can heighten the potential for and accelerate soil erosion.  
 
Project activities are not expected to generate a substantial loss in topsoil beyond what has occurred during 
previous site development, but will require minimal demolition and grubbing including the removal of 
vegetation such as brush, trees and root systems. Accordingly, construction activities do hold the potential 
to result in erosion if not properly performed. All ground activities associated with the project are subject to 
the City of St. Helena’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan requirements (Chapter 13.32.090 D.3 of the 
Municipal Code) as a condition of project approval. The erosion control plan is required to identify 
techniques such as site watering, sediment capture, equipment staging and laydown pad, and other erosion 
control measures to be implemented during construction activity on the project site.  
 
Adherence to uniformly applied development standards, including the preparation of an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan, will ensure that any potential impacts due to erosion and sedimentation will ensure 
that the project does not result erosion. Therefore, the project will generate a less than significant impact 
related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil. 
 
5.6(c,d) (Unstable Geologic Unit, Expansive Soils) Less than Significant Impact: Lateral spreading, 
lurching and associated ground failure can occur during strong ground shaking on certain soil substrate 
typically on slopes. Lurching generally occurs along the tops of slopes where stiff soils are underlain by soft 
deposits or along steep channel banks whereas lateral spreading generally occurs where liquefiable 
deposits flow towards a “free face,” such as channel banks, during an earthquake.  
 
The project site could contain soils that exhibit expansive potential. In general, expansive soils tend to swell 
with increases in soil moisture and shrink as the soil moisture decreases. Changes in soil moisture content 
can compromise the integrity of foundations, retaining walls and slab on grade improvements from 
differential movements (settlement or heave). 
 
As previously stated, conformance with standards set forth in the Building Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 
2 (the California Building Code 3.7-20 Chapter 3: Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures [CBC]) and the 
California Public Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 7.8 (the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act) will ensure that 
potential impacts due to the presence of expansive soils or a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project would be corrected through adherence to design level 
recommendations provided by the geotechnical engineer. Therefore, the project would result in a less than 
significant impact to do unstable or expansive soils. 
 
5.6(e) (Septic Tanks) Less Than Significant Impact: Industrial wastewater from wine production would be 
treated through a new self-contained wastewater treatment system and then pumped via a lift station into 
the existing 8-inch gravity sewer main in La Fata Street. As stated in response 5.6 (c,d), the project site could 
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contain unstable soils or soils that exhibit expansive potential. However, conformance with standards set 
forth in the Building Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California Building Code 3.7-20 Chapter 3: 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures [CBC]) and the California Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.8 (the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act) will ensure that impacts would remain at less-than-
significant levels. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

    

 
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; General Plan EIR; BAAQMD 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan; 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines May 2017.  

 
Greenhouse Gas Setting: Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are generated from natural geological and biological 
processes and through human activities including the combustion of fossil fuels and industrial and 
agricultural processes. GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane (CH3), 
chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons.  
 
While GHGs are emitted locally they have global implications. GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere, which 
heats up the surface of the Earth. This concept is known as global warming and is contributing to climate 
change. Changing climatic conditions pose several potential adverse impacts including sea level rise, 
increased risk of wildfires, degraded ecological systems, deteriorated public health, and decreased water 
supplies.  
 
To address GHG’s at the State level, the California legislature passed the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act in 2006 (Assembly Bill 32), which requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020. Executive Order S-3-05 provides the California Environmental Protection Agency with the 
regulatory authority to coordinate the State’s effort to achieve GHG reduction targets. S-3-05 goes beyond 
AB 32 and calls for an 80 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2050.  Senate Bill 375 has also been 
adopted, which seeks to curb GHGs by reducing urban sprawl and vehicle miles traveled.  
 
The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, which included thresholds of significance for greenhouse gas 
emissions, were established in May 20108 and updated in May 2017. With release of the 2017 Bay Area 
Clean Air Plan (CAP) and the associated EIR, it is expected that updated thresholds and guidelines may be 
developed in the near term. In the absence of updated guidelines and thresholds, based upon its own 
judgment and analysis, the City of St. Helena recognizes these thresholds represent the best available 
scientific data and has elected to rely on BAAQMD Guidelines dated May 2017 in determining screening 
levels and significance.9 Based on the BAAQMD Guidelines, a project is considered to have a less-than-

                                                        
8  Adopted by Board of Directors of the BAAQMD in June 2010 (Resolution No. 2010-6). 
9  In March 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court ordered BAAQMD to set aside use of the significance thresholds within the 

BAAQMD 2010 CEQA Guidelines and cease dissemination until they complete an assessment of the environmental effects of the 
thresholds in accordance with CEQA. The Court found that the thresholds, themselves, constitute a “project” for which environmental 
review is required. In August 2013, the First District Court of Appeal reversed the Alameda County Superior Court’s decision. The 
Court held that adoption of the thresholds was not a “project” subject to CEQA because environmental changes that might result 
from their adoption were too speculative to be considered “reasonably foreseeable” under CEQA. In December 2015, the California 
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significant impact due to GHG emissions if it: 
 
1. Complies with an adopted Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy; 
2. Emits less than 1,100 metric tons (MT) CO2e per year; or  
3. Emits less than 4.6 MT CO2e per service population per year (residents and employees). 
 
The City of St. Helena does not have a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy pursuant to the BAAQMD 
Guidelines. As such, the thresholds set forth in the BAAQMD Guidelines are used to assess significance.  
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Discussion:  
 

5.7(a) (Significant GHG Emissions) Less Than Significant Impact: GHG emissions from the proposed 
project would occur over the short-term from construction activities, consisting primarily of emissions from 
equipment exhaust and worker and vendor trips. There would also be long-term operational emissions 
associated with vehicular traffic from new uses onsite.  
 
Operational GHG Emissions 
 
At present, the City of St. Helena does not maintain a “qualified” GHG reduction strategy pursuant to the 
BAAQMD Guidelines. As such, BAAQMD’s screening threshold of 1,100 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide 
equivalents per year (CO2e/yr) is used to evaluate project level significance.  
 
The screening size for GHG emissions is 121,000 square feet for general light industry uses. The proposed 
project size is below the screening threshold given that the net increase of industrial uses is 9,500 square 
feet. As such, operational impacts would be considered less than significant.  
 
Construction GHG Emissions 
 
The BAAQMD does not have an adopted Threshold of Significance for construction-related GHG emissions.  
Rather, BAAQMD encourages the incorporation of best management practices to reduce GHG emissions 
during construction. Best management practices are specified under Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 
Furthermore, construction activities associated with the proposed 9,500 square foot addition and new 
retention pond will be minimal. Therefore, potential impacts associated with construction of the proposed 
project will be less than significant. 
 
5.7(b) (Conflict with GHG Plan) No Impact: The proposed project is consistent with all applicable local 
plans, policies, and regulation related to GHG emissions and does not conflict with the stipulations of AB 32, 
the applicable air quality plan, or any other State or regional plan, policy, or regulation of an agency for the 
purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The project entails a 9,500 square foot addition to an 
existing industrial building and ancillary improvements. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
impacts due to a conflict with local, regional and statewide GHG control plans.  
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeal's decision and remanded the matter back to the appellate court to reconsider the case 
in light of the Supreme Court's opinion. The BAAQMD published a new version of the Guidelines dated May 2017, which includes 
revisions made to address the Supreme Court’s opinion. The May 2017 Guidelines update does not address outdated references, 
links, analytical methodologies or other technical information that may be in the Guidelines or Thresholds Justification Report. The 
BAAQMD is currently working to update any outdated information in the Guidelines. 
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5.8. HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 
 

    

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; EnviroStor Database (accessed 5/24/17); GeoTracker 
Database (accessed 5/24/17); Calfire Wildland Hazards Map, Adopted 11/2007. 
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Hazardous Material Setting: The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) defines a 
hazardous material as: “a substance or combination of substances that, because of its quantity, 
concentration or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either: 1) cause, or significantly 
contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating illness; or 2) 
pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly 
treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed.” Regulations governing the use, 
management, handling, transportation and disposal of hazardous waste and materials are administered by 
Federal, State and local governmental agencies. Pursuant to the Planning and Zoning Law, DTSC maintains a 
hazardous waste and substances site list, also known as the “Cortese List.” Existing hazardous materials 
and/or waste within St. Helena include underground storage tanks, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), 
asbestos, and pesticides. 
 
Hazardous waste management in St. Helena is administered by the Napa County Department of 
Environmental Management (DEM) through the Certified Uniform Program Agency. The CUPA program 
oversees five hazardous materials programs: Hazardous Materials Management Plans (HMMP) program, 
California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program, underground storage tank (UST) programs, 
aboveground storage tank (AST) programs, and hazardous waste generation and disposal. The California 
Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and Health (DOSH) (formerly known as 
Cal/OSHA), is charged with enforcement of state regulation and the supervision of workplaces in California 
that are not under direct federal jurisdiction. State worker health and safety regulation applicable to 
construction workers include training requirements for hazardous waste operation and emergency 
response. 
 
A review of available records, databases (EnviroStor and GeoTracker) and reports indicate that the project 
site is located approximately 0.5 mile from a PG & E Voluntary Cleanup site. There are no open “Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup Sites” and no open “Cleanup Program Sites” in the vicinity of the 
proposed project. 
 
Hazards/Hazardous Materials Impact Discussion: 
 
5.8(a,b) (Routine Transport, Upset and Accident Involving Release) Less Than Significant Impact: Site 
preparation and construction activities will result in the temporary presence of potentially hazardous 
materials including, but not limited to fuels and lubricants, paints, solvents, insulation, electrical wiring, and 
other construction related materials onsite. Although these potentially hazardous materials may be present 
onsite during construction, the applicant is required to comply with all existing federal, state and local safety 
regulations governing the transportation, use, handling, storage and disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials. Once construction is complete there will not be any ongoing use or generation of hazardous 
materials onsite. 
 
During site preparation and construction activities Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented 
in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 13.32 Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control 
requirements. BMPs include measures to prevent spills and require onsite materials for cleanup. The 
applicant is required to comply with all federal and state regulations as overseen by Napa County’s CUPA. 
Accordingly, compliance with all applicable local, state and federal laws will ensure that potential impacts 
related to the creation of a significant hazard are at less than significant levels to routine, upset or accidental 
release.  
 
5.8(c) (Emit or Handle Hazardous Materials Within ¼ Mile of School) No Impact: St. Helena High School 
is located approximately 0.2 mile west of the project site. However, the project will not emit hazardous 
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emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste, during operations. 
Therefore, the project will have no impacts due to the release or handling of hazardous materials proximate 
to schools. 
 
5.8(d) (Existing Hazardous Material Sites) No Impact: The California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CAL-EPA) annually updates the California Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (also known as the 
Cortese List”). The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) compiles a record of sites to be included 
on the list, which is then submitted to the CAL-EPA. A search of EnviroStor, performed on May 24, 2017, 
showed no cleanup sites within the project vicinity. A search of Geotracker, performed on May 24, 2017, 
showed no open “LUST Cleanup Sites” and no open “Cleanup Program Sites” in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. There is no indication of spills, leaks, or contaminated soils on the project site. The project will not 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment by virtue of it being located on an identified 
Cortese site. Therefore, the project will have no impacts due to existing hazardous materials onsite or in the 
vicinity. 
 
5.8(e,f) (Public Airport Land Use Plans, Private Airport Land Use Plans) No Impact: The project is not 
located within the boundaries of an airport land use plan or located in close proximity to a private airstrip; 
the nearest airports are is the Angwin-Parrett Field, approximately 6 miles away, the Charles M. Schulz 
Airport, approximately 19 miles away), and the Napa County Airport, which is located approximately 22 
miles south of the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impacts associated with airport-related 
hazards.” 
 
5.8(g) (Impair Emergency Response Plan) No Impact: The project would not impair implementation of, or 
physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The proposed 
project would not alter any existing emergency response or evacuation routes. California has developed an 
emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services by federal, state, and local government, including 
responding to hazardous materials incidents. The State Office of Emergency Services (OES) employs a 
Hazardous Materials (Haz Mat) Division, which enforces multiple programs that address hazardous materials. 
There are no aspects of the proposed project that will interfere with an adopted emergency or evacuation 
plan. Therefore, the project will have no impacts due to a conflict with the emergency response plan.  
 
5.8(h) (Wildland Fire Hazards) No Impact: The City is characterized by a narrow valley floor surrounded and 
intermingled with steep hill terrain, containing areas which are susceptible to wildland fires. Wildland fires are 
of concern particularly in expansive areas of native vegetation of brush, woodland, grassland and forest. 
However, the project site is located within a developed area, and according to the 2007 CAL FIRE “Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones” Map, the site is located outside of the “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” and categorized as 
Non-VHFHZ. Accordingly, the project will have no impacts related to the exposure of people or structure to 
wildland hazards. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
Sources: Napa County General Plan; City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; napawatersheds.org; City of St. 
Helena Comprehensive Flood Protection Project, year 3 Annual Status Report, prepared by Waterways 
Consulting, December 15, 2013; Delta Consulting and Engineering, Stormwater Control Plan for the St. Helena 
Custom Crush Facility, September 20, 2017; Delta Consulting and Engineering, Theoretical Water Use Report 
for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, March 17, 2017; Delta Consulting and Engineering, Septic Feasibility 
Report for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, September 20, 2017; Doshier Gregson, Water Well Yield Test, 
March 24, 2016. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality Setting: The project site is located within the Napa River watershed, which 
contains an area of approximately 426 square miles and extends in a northwesterly direction from San 
Pablo bay in the south to Mount St. Helena in the north over a distance of approximately 55 linear miles. 
The Napa River runs along the northeastern boundary of the City of St. Helena. The Napa River drains the 
watershed and discharges to the Napa Sonoma Marsh on the margins of the San Pablo Bay. Major 
tributaries serving the Napa River include York Creek and Sulphur Creek. The proposed project is located 
near, but outside of dam inundation areas for nearby storage facilities. The dam inundation area for the Bell 
Canyon Dam is approximately 0.2 mile east of the project site.10 
 
In 2011 the City completed major structural modifications to implement the St. Helena Flood Protection 
Project. The Flood Protection project introduced flood control facilities and drainage improvements to 
mitigate the 200-year flood event in areas proximate to the Napa River and its confluence with Sulphur 
Creek. The Flood project included river channel improvements, a levee and floodwall construction. 
Subsequent to installation of flood improvements, FEMA approved a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 
effectively updating the flood insurance rate map (FIRM) and respective flood sensitive areas. The revised 
map went into effect on November 5, 2012.  
 
The project site is located in FEMA Zone X, Other Areas, as delineated on maps numbered 06055C0264E and 
06055C0377E. According to this designation, the project site is determined to be outside of the 0.2% annual 
chance floodplain. 
 
Surface water quality is regulated by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
via the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region (Basin Plan). The RWQCB is responsible 
for implementing Section 401 of the Clean Water Act through the issuance of a Clean Water Certification 
when development includes potential impacts to jurisdictional areas such as creeks, wetlands or other 
Waters of the State. As described in Section 5.4(c) of this document, the project site is not located within or 
adjacent to waters of the U.S. or state.  
 
Dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than one acre 
but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres, are required 
to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction 
Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ from the State Water Resources Control 
Board.11 Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading and disturbances to the 
ground such as stockpiling, or excavation. The Construction General Permit requires the development of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer. 
 
The project will be subject to the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
General Permit, 2009-0009-DWQ (as amended by Order 2010-0014-DWQ), which establishes requirements 
that are applicable to grading, grubbing, and other ground disturbance activities. Construction activities on 
more than one acre are subject to NPDES permitting requirements including the preparation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP includes specifications for Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to be implemented during construction activities to control potential discharge of pollutants from 
the construction area. Additionally, the SWPPP would describe measures to prevent pollutants in runoff 
after construction is complete and develops a plan for inspection and maintenance of the project facilities. 
 

                                                        
10 County of Napa, Dam Inundation Areas, October 2007. 
11 State Water Resources Control Board, Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ, 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtml, Accessed May 16, 2017. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Discussion:  
 
5.9(a,f) (Violations of Water Quality Standards, Otherwise Degrade Water Quality) Less Than 
Significant Impact With Mitigation:  Construction activities have the potential to result in runoff that 
contains sediment and other pollutants that could degrade water quality if not properly controlled. Sources 
of potential pollution associated with construction include fuel, grease, oil and other fluids, concrete 
material, sediment, and litter. These pollutants have the potential to result in impacts due to chemical 
contamination from the release of construction equipment and materials that could pose a hazard to the 
environment or degrade water quality if not properly managed.  
 
To protect water quality during construction, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would be implemented. 
HYDRO-1 requires that prior to construction activities, the project proponent prepare and implement a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with Best Management Practices (BMPs) including but not 
limited to fiber roll protection at all drains, gravel at access driveways, designated washout areas, and the 
development and implementation of a hazardous materials spill prevention plan. These BMPs protect water 
quality from potential contaminants in storm water runoff emanating from construction areas and 
effectively reduce temporary construction related impacts to levels below significance.   
 
In accordance with the City of St. Helena Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control ordinance, a Stormwater 
Control Plan was prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix C). As stated in the Stormwater Control 
Plan, BMPs, a bio-retention facility and the relocation and expansion of the existing retention pond have 
been incorporated into the project’s design to control the run-off rate and quality of stormwater discharged. 
In addition, grading and ground disturbance will only occur in the areas necessary to accommodate the 
proposed expansion and associated improvements.  
 
Following the natural gradient of the existing land, stormwater runoff is largely directed to the existing 
retention pond or sheet flows in a northwest direction through the existing vineyard and Mills Lane right of 
way. Based on the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Custom Soil Resource Report, the subject 
site is mainly composed of Cortina (a very gravelly loam) and a small portion of Pleasanton Loam. 
Stormwater runoff is minimal due to the high infiltration rate of the in-situ soils and the existing retention 
pond.  
 
The installation of the bio-retention facility, relocation of the retention pond, preparation of a SWPPP (per 
HYDRO-1), and adherence to best management practices for erosion control during construction activities 
will ensure that water quality standards as prescribed by the City of St. Helena Stormwater and Runoff 
Pollution Control ordinance and waste discharge requirements are met. No violations of any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements are expected. Therefore, impacts to water quality would be less 
than significant. 
 
5.9(b) (Groundwater Supply and Recharge) Less Than Significant Impact: The City has adequate water 
supply resources to accommodate development of the proposed project without depleting, degrading or 
altering groundwater supplies or interfering substantially with groundwater recharge. The City acquires 
potable water supplies from three sources: 1) Bell Canyon reservoir, a surface water source; 2) the two 
Stonebridge Wells (deep groundwater sources fed by the Sonoma Volcanic aquifer); and 3) the City of Napa.  
 
There is one existing on-site groundwater well that is currently used for landscape irrigation, and will be 
used for wine making purposes. The well yield test prepared by Doshier Gregson in March 2016 (see 
Appendix D) indicates an existing well capacity of 19.5 gallons per minute. The proposed use is projected to 
generate a water demand of 9.5 gallons per minute, which is well within the capacity of the well. 
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Additionally, the project proposes a 10,000-gallon water storage tank, which will provide additional water 
capacity to meet peak demand requirements. As such, groundwater supplies are sufficient to accommodate 
existing uses in addition to the new demand generated by the proposed project and would not substantially 
deplete the groundwater table. 
 
A Theoretical Water Use Report was prepared by Delta Consulting and Engineering for the proposed project 
on March 17, 2017 (see Appendix E) in accordance with City’s “Safe Yield” specification for municipal water 
use. According to the report, the existing internal water use generated by Britton Tree Services and OK Tire 
Store employees is 330 gallons per day (0.37 acre-feet of water per year), based on a total of 22 employees 
and a water demand of 15 gallons per day per employee. The St. Helena Custom Crush office proposes four 
full-time and four part-time employees during harvest season. Assuming a maximum of eight employees’ 
water use per day, the proposed water use is projected to be 120 gallons per day (0.13 acre-feet of water 
per year).  
 
The Theoretical Water Use Report presents several options to offset the increased water use by the Custom 
Crush Facility to ensure that post-construction water use by the proposed project would be less than or 
equal to pre-construction water use. One option assumes that both Britton Tree Services and OK Tire Store 
leave the premises and move their businesses to a different location. Another option considers the 
departure of Britton Tree Services from the premises. The third option presumes that all existing users 
remain and off-site retrofits are performed to existing water fixtures within the city limits to offset the 
increased water use of 120 gallons per day. The final option includes the purchase of water credits to offset 
the increased water use from the proposed expansion. As detailed in the report, implementation of any of 
the options described therein would meet the water neutral requirements for the new facility. As a 
condition of approval, the applicant will be required to demonstrate the project’s ability to comply with the 
City’s “Safe Yield” specifications for municipal water use and demonstrate that any net increase in water use 
from the proposed project is offset.  
 
As described above, the existing on-site groundwater well to be used for wine making purposes, and has 
sufficient capacity to meet the project demands. Additionally, the project proposes a 10,000-gallon water 
storage tank, which will provide additional water capacity to meet peak demand requirements. In addition, 
the applicant is required to demonstrate, through a condition of approval, that any increase in water use 
from the proposed Custom Crush facility is offset in accordance with the City’s Safe Yield specifications. The 
Theoretical Water Use Report identifies four possible options to achieve compliance. Therefore, the project 
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, result in a lowering of the aquifer or otherwise 
interfere with groundwater recharge and impacts under this criterion would be less than significant.   
 
5.9(c-e) (Drainage Pattern, Runoff and Storm Drain Capacity) Less Than Significant Impact: The 
proposed project will not alter the course of a stream or river. Following the natural gradient of the existing 
land, stormwater runoff is currently directed to the existing retention pond or travels as a sheet flow into 
the vineyards on the northwest side of the parcel.  
 
As stated in the Stormwater Control Plan, the existing industrial development currently contains 
approximately 182,740 square feet of impervious surfaces. The total post-project impervious surface area 
would be 200,316 square feet. As a result, approximately 17,576 square feet of new impervious surfaces 
area will be added onsite as a result of the proposed project. Approximately, 1,900 square feet of 
impervious surface area will be replaced. 
 
All the stormwater runoff from the new constructed impervious area will be collected by downspouts or 
storm drains. The stormwater will be routed to the bio-retention facility. Downstream of the bio-retention 
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facility, the water will be collected and pumped to the new proposed retention pond. As previously stated, 
the potential for stormwater runoff is expected to be minimal due to the high infiltration rate of the in-situ 
soils.  
 
The general direction and pattern of drainage following construction will match pre-development 
conditions. While the proposed project would introduce new impervious surfaces onsite, implementation of 
the Stormwater Control Plan would ensure that the proposed project would not substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site. Therefore, the 
project will not result in a drainage pattern that causes substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site nor will 
it result in flooding on- or off-site. Impacts to the drainage pattern, storm drain system and runoff as a 
result of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
5.9(g-h) (Flood Hazards) No Impact: Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel 06055C0264E and 06055C0377E, the project site is located in Zone X, 
Other Areas. According to this designation, the project site is determined to be outside of the 0.2% annual 
chance floodplain. No housing construction is proposed as a part of the project. As such, the proposed 
project will not place residences or structures in a location with a significant risk due to flooding. Therefore, 
there would be no impacts due to flooding. 
 
5.9(i) (Levee or Dam) Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is not located within an area that 
could be affected a levee breech or dam failure. The proposed project is located near, but outside of dam 
inundation areas. The dam inundation area for the Bell Canyon Dam is approximately 0.2 mile east of the 
project site. Therefore, potential impacts from levee or dam failure would be less than significant. 
 
5.9(j) (Seiche, Tsunami, Mudflow) No Impact: The project site is not located within an area that could be 
affected by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. There are no substantial water bodies in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site that could impact the project site by seiche, tsunami or mudflow. Furthermore, according 
the California Department of Conservation, the project site is not located tsunami inundation map.12 
Therefore, there will be no impact from inundation related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow as a result of 
project implementation. 
 
Mitigation Measures: 
 
HYDRO-1:  In accordance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System regulation, the 

applicant shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
prior to construction. The SWPPP shall address erosion and sediment controls, proper 
storage of fuels, temporary erosion control including fiber rolls, staked straw bales, 
geofabric, and sandbag, and identification for use and cleanup of hazardous materials. 
Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other 
appropriate measures. A Notice of Intent, fees, and other required documentation shall be 
filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board. During construction, a monitoring 
report shall be conducted weekly during dry conditions and three times a day during storms 
that produce more than 1/2” of precipitation.  

  

                                                        
12 California Department of Conservation, Napa County Tsunami Inundation USGS 24K Quads, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/Napa, Accessed May 17, 2017. 
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5.10. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan and 6.0 Open Space & Conservation Element; City of St. 
Helena Zoning Map, 2000. 

 
Land Use and Planning Setting: The City of St. Helena is divided into two distinct areas: a developed 
“urban service area” and a more, rural, agricultural and industrial area located around the periphery such 
that the City exhibits a landscape whereby commercial land uses are concentrated in the City center and 
along SR 29, with residential development radiating outwards to the northeast and southwest. The outer 
edge of the urban service area is demarcated by the urban limit line (ULL), which is a parcel specific 
boundary that marks the limit of allowed urban development. The intent of the ULL is to discourage urban 
sprawl and promote sensitive development that preserves the rural and agricultural lands around the City. 
The project site is located within the City of St. Helena’s Urban Limit Line (ULL). The parcel exhibits a General 
Plan Land Use Designation of Industrial and is zoned as (I) Industrial. The project site is surrounded by land 
designated as Agriculture to the north and east, and Industrial to the south and west.  
 
Land Use and Planning Impact Discussion: 
 
5.10(a) (Divide An Established Community) No Impact: Division of an established community typically 
occurs when a new physical feature, in the form of an interstate or railroad, physically transects an area, 
thereby removing mobility and access within an established community. The division of an established 
community can also occur through the removal of an existing road or pathway, which would reduce or 
remove access between a community and outlying areas. The proposed project would not introduce a new 
physical feature that would remove mobility and access within an established community. Likewise, the 
project does not propose the removal of an existing road or pathway that could reduce or remove access 
between a community and outlying areas. Therefore, the project would have no impact due to the physical 
division of an established community.  
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5.10(b) (Land Use Plan, Policy, Regulation Conflict) Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project 
is required to comply with various policy documents, including the 1993 St. Helena General Plan, and the 
City of St. Helena’s Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project does not involve any changes to land uses or 
zoning within the project site. The proposed Custom Crush Facility is compatible with the current land use 
and zoning designations for the project site, which are both designated as Industrial. Overall, the proposed 
project is consistent with the general objectives and guiding policies of the City of St. Helena. Therefore, 
potential impacts due to conflicts with City of St. Helena regulations are considered to be less than 
significant. 
 
5.10(c) (Habitat Conservation Plan) No Impact: The project is not located in an area that is subject to a 
habitat conservation plan or a natural community conservation plan. There are no conservation plans that 
apply to the City of St. Helena. Therefore, the project will have no impact to any conservation plan or natural 
community plan.  
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
 
 
5.11. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan: Open Space and Conservation Element (6-5), (6-6); 
SMARA Maps, Napa County, 2008. 

 
 
Mineral Resources Setting: 

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) identifies mineral resources within 
California. These maps identify and classify mineral resources based on their relative value for extraction. 
According to the 1993 General Plan, surface materials in the St. Helena area are classified as “recent 
alluvium.” The depth of the alluvium is likely to be in the range of 250 to 500 feet. Additionally, the General 
Plan states that there are no known mineral deposits of significance within the City with the exception of the 
aggregate (gravel) being mined from the stream bed of Sulphur Springs, which is west of SR 29 and not 
proximate to the project site. To date, no aggregate mineral resources or other significant mineral resources 
have been mapped within the City of St. Helena.  

 
Mineral Resources Impact Discussion: 
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5.11(a-b) (Mineral Resources or Resource Plans) No Impact: The project site has not been delineated as a 
locally-important mineral resource recovery site on any plans, nor are mineral resources known to be 
present. Furthermore, the site is presently occupied by an existing industrial building and would not support 
mineral extraction. As such, the proposed project, as an expansion of an existing industrial building would 
not result in the loss of availability of a known resource, including locally important mineral resources. 
Therefore, the project will have no impact to mineral resources. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 

 
5.12. NOISE 
 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan: Public Health and Safety Element (8-3). 
 
Noise Setting: Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. It is characterized by various parameters that 
include the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level 
or energy content (amplitude). The sound pressure level is the most common descriptor used to 
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characterize the loudness of an ambient (existing) sound level. The decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify 
sound intensity, but given that the human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies in the entire 
spectrum, noise measurements are weighted more heavily for frequencies to which humans are sensitive in 
a process called “A-weighting,” written as “dBA” and referred to as “A-weighted decibels”. In general, human 
sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 1 dB cannot typically be perceived by the human 
ear, a change of 3 dB is just noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable, and a change of 10 dB is 
perceived as doubling the sound level. 
 
The primary noise sources within the St. Helena City limits include vehicular traffic, the Napa Valley Wine 
Train, and agricultural activities (e.g. Vineyard frost fans, pumps in isolated areas, fixed machinery, and 
heavy vehicle traffic during harvest). Noise sources also include hot air balloon flyovers and limited 
industrial activities, particularly the Sulphur Springs gravel mining operation on Sulphur Springs Creek.  
 
The City of St. Helena Municipal Code Section 8.24.010 (C), limits construction activities which generate noise 
that can be heard at the property line of any parcel within the city limits to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m. and delivery of materials/equipment and cleaning and servicing of machines/equipment limited 
to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Exceptions to these time restrictions may be granted by the public works director. 
No construction activities which generate noise that can be heard at the property line of any parcel of real 
property within the city limits are allowed on Sundays or Holidays. Operational noise levels are addressed 
by the General Plan’s Noise Element according to land use type. For example, industrial and agricultural  
land uses are considered completely compatible with noise exposures less than 70 dBA and tentatively 
compatible in noise exposure areas of up to 80 dBA.  
 
Noise Impact Discussion: 
 
5.12(a,d) (Noise Standards, Temporary or Periodic Noise Increase) Less Than Significant Impact: 
Traffic is the primary noise generator in the vicinity of the project site. The project site is also subject to 
noise generated by agricultural activities on adjacent properties. The nearest sensitive receptors, St. Helena 
High School and a single-family residence, are located approximately 0.2 mile from the project site.  
 
Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary and intermittent noise increases in the 
vicinity from the use of heavy equipment and truck traffic for material delivery and off-haul of materials. 
Construction noise associated with the proposed project would be perceptible to established uses in the 
existing industrial building including workers and customers. Onsite and surrounding activities include 
existing industrial and agricultural uses, which are not considered noise sensitive receptors. Construction 
activities would be limited to weekdays from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. and nighttime construction is not 
proposed. The proposed project would therefore comply with the requirements of the City of St. Helena 
Municipal Code Section 8.24.010 (C), as construction would not occur during the restricted times. 
Construction-related noise impacts would be temporary and cease once construction is complete. 
Therefore, construction-related impacts from noise would be less than significant. 
 
At operation, the proposed project is expected to add approximately 11 trips during the AM and PM 
weekday peak hours and 16-18 trips during the Saturday mid-day peak hour. This would constitute a 
negligible increase in traffic noise of less than 0.5 dB, which falls well below the threshold of a perceptible 
change of 3 dB. As such, implementation of the proposed project will not substantially increase traffic noise 
in the area, and noise impacts from operation of the project would be less than significant.  
 
5.12(b) (Groundborne Vibration and Noise) Less Than Significant Impact: Operation of heavy 
construction equipment, particularly pile driving and other impact devices such as pavement breakers 
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create seismic waves that radiate along the surface of the earth. These surface waves can be felt as ground 
vibration. Vibration from operation of this equipment can result in effects ranging from annoyance of 
people to damage of structures. Varying geology and distance will result in different vibration levels 
containing different frequencies and displacements. In all cases, vibration amplitudes will decrease with 
increasing distance.  
 
Perceptible ground-borne vibration is generally limited to areas within a few hundred feet of construction 
activities. As seismic waves travel outward from a vibration source, they excite the particles of rock and soil 
through which they pass and cause them to oscillate. The rate or velocity (in inches per second) at which 
these particles move is the commonly accepted descriptor of the vibration amplitude, referred to as the 
peak particle velocity (PPV).  
 
The proposed project will require minor construction activities that would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise. Although construction activities may result in temporarily perceptible 
groundborne vibration, the periods of perceptible vibration would be brief and limited to the immediate 
construction area. Therefore, the project is not expected to expose people or structures to excessive 
groundborne vibration and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
5.12(c) (Increase Ambient Noise Levels) Less Than Significant Impact: As stated above, operation of the 
proposed Custom Crush Facility could generate additional noise from an increase in truck trips to the new 
facility as well as activities associated with the onsite operations including new mechanical equipment. 
However, since the proposed project would be located in an existing industrial area away from the 
residential neighborhoods and other sensitive receptors, operational noise impacts would be negligible. The 
new facility is not expected to introduce onsite equipment that would substantially alter the ambient noise 
environment. Therefore, the project’s contribution to the  existing ambient noise levels would be minimal 
and would result in less-than-significant impacts. 
 
5.12(e-f) (Airport Noise) No Impact: The proposed project is not located within two miles of a public 
airport, nor is it located near a private airstrip and does not expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels. Residents or visitors onsite would not be exposed to excessive noise levels 
generated by airport noise and no impacts due to excessive noise exposure would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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5.13. POPULATION AND HOUSING: 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan. 
 
Population and Housing Setting: A project will normally have a significant environmental effect if it will 
displace a large number of people or induce substantial growth or concentration of population. The 
proposed project involves the construction of a 9,500-square-foot addition to an existing wine warehouse 
building and ancillary improvements.  
 
Population and Housing Impact Discussion: 
 
5.13(a) (Substantial Growth) No Impact: The proposed project would not result in substantial changes to 
land uses within the project site or in the vicinity of the project area. Implementation of the project would 
not substantially change development density or intensity, nor does it propose new housing units that 
would induce population growth. Therefore, the proposed addition would have no impact, either directly or 
indirectly, on population growth in the area. 
 
5.13(b-c) (Housing or Person Displacement) No Impact: As an expansion to an existing industrial building, 
the proposed project would not displace people or existing housing that would require the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts will occur due to the displacement of housing or people. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.14. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

 
a) Fire protection? 
 

    

b) Police protection? 
     
c) Schools? 
     
d) Parks? 
     
e) Other public facilities? 
     

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan. 
 
Public Services Setting: The City of St. Helena is well served by established public services including fire 
and police protection, schools and parklands. In order to offset the cost of improving or expanding City 
services to accommodate the demand generated by new development the City charges one-time impact 
fees on new private development. Development impact fees are necessary in order to finance required 
public service improvements and to pay for new development's fair share of the costs necessary to maintain 
acceptable levels of service related to fire and police protection services, open space, parkland and other 
such public services. 
 
Public Services Impact Discussion: 
 

5.14(a-e) (Fire & Police Protection, Schools, Parks, Other Public Facilities) No Impact: The project 
includes the construction of the Custom Crush Facility as an addition to an existing wine warehouse. As 
stated in Section 5.13 Population and Housing, the project will not induce growth in the area, either 
directly or indirectly. As such, the proposed project will not result in any substantial adverse physical 
impacts to existing fire and police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities. Additionally, the 
project will not generate a substantial increase in demands that would warrant the expansion or 
construction of new public facilities. Therefore, no impacts related to fire and police protection, schools, 
parks, or other public facilities would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.15. RECREATION 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

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

    

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

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan: Parks and Recreation Element; St Helena General Plan, 
Appendix C: Inventory of Recreation Resources. 

 
Recreation Setting: St. Helena provides twenty acres dedicated to recreational activities at five locations 
within the city’s limits. Elementary school and high school facilities within the ULL are also utilized to meet 
the community’s recreational needs. Two nearby adjacent California State Parks offer an additional 1,900 
acres of camping, swimming, and hiking trails for local residents and tourists.  
 
The Parks Division of the Public Works Department maintains ten parks, four pathways, street trees, 
benches, and parking lots. These parks include a variety of recreational open spaces including walking trails, 
playgrounds, and picnic areas. The nearest park to the project site is Jacob Meily Park, located 
approximately 0.4 mile to the northwest. Crane Park is located approximately 0.7 mile southwest of the 
project site. 
 
Recreation Impact Discussion:  
 
5.15(a) (Deterioration of Parks) No Impact: The project includes the construction of the Custom Crush 
Facility as an addition to an existing wine warehouse. As stated in Section 5.13 Population and Housing, 
the project will not induce substantial growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. As such, the proposed 
project will not result in any new uses that would substantially increase park or recreational facility usage. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts due to deterioration of existing parks. 
 
5.15(b) (Additional Recreational Facilities) No Impact: The proposed Custom Crush Facility does not 
warrant the need for additional recreational facilities. Implementation of the proposed project will not result 
in any adverse impacts related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities as none are 
needed. Therefore, the project will have no impacts due to the need for additional recreational facilities. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5.16. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 
 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 
 

    

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

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
     
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 
 

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan; St. Helena Bicycle Plan, January 2012; Highway 29 Specific 
Plan, prepared by TJKM Associates and SP2 Engineering, Inc., February 22, 2005; and Focused Traffic 
Analysis for the proposed Komes Custom Crush Project, prepared by Omni Means Engineering Solutions, 
July, 2017. 

 
Transportation and Circulation Setting: The City of St. Helena lies on a north-west/south-east axis, with 
State Route 29 (SR 29) serving as the main route for intercity and regional travel. SR 29 is a two- to four-lane 
rural highway that stretches through Napa County from Vallejo at Napa County’s southern border to Lake 
County in the north. Within the City of St. Helena, SR 29, also referred to as St. Helena Highway and Main 
Street, is confined to two twelve foot travel lanes, with a new two-way-left turn lane, small striped shoulder 
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areas (2-4 feet), a posted speed limit of 35 MPH, and no street parking. Since SR 29 is a major north-south 
thoroughfare for Napa County, heavy through traffic is typical along Main Street. The street network to the 
west of SR 29 is a grid pattern of residential blocks connected to SR 29 by a series of east-west streets 
connecting residential areas. To the east of SR 29, the grid network is discontinuous due to the lack of 
parallel facilities to SR 29 to connect the east-west roadways. 
 
The proposed project would involve the temporary use of existing roadways by construction workers and 
construction equipment in order to access the project site. Construction traffic would primarily use SR 29 to 
access the project site. At operation, the project would contribute to the traffic volumes along project area 
roadways. In order to assess potential traffic impacts due to the proposed project, a project specific focused 
traffic analysis was prepared and informs the following discussion. The Focused Traffic Analysis prepared by 
Omni Means Engineering Solutions (July 2017) is included as Appendix H.  
 
Rail Activity 
 
Railroad tracks currently parallel SR 29, approximately 25 feet east of the highway crossing over Dowdell 
Lane and Mills Lane in the project area. The rail crossing at Dowdell Lane is controlled by automated gates 
and flashing red lights. The Mills Lane crossing has recently been improved with new concrete paving, 
flashing red lights and warning signs. This single-track rail line serves the Napa Valley Wine Train. Based on 
discussions with Wine Train staff, there is one (1) train per day on weekdays and two (2) trains per day on 
weekends that travel through the project vicinity. 
 
Public Transit 
 
Public transit service is readily available throughout Napa County. The primary transit service in Napa 
County is provided by the VINE, a fixed-route bus service providing service to Calistoga, St. Helena, Napa, 
American Canyon, Yountville, and parts of unincorporated Napa County. Two routes pass through St. 
Helena along SR 29: routes 10 and 29. Route 10 provides service from Calistoga to Napa, including stops in 
St. Helena, Rutherford and Oakville, running seven days a week, all day and including weekends. Route 29, 
the Vine Express, is a commuter bus operating from early morning through late afternoon, Monday through 
Friday. The Vine Express extends from Calistoga to the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and El Cerrito BART. Service 
hours are Monday through Friday, 5:20 am to 9:10 pm, Saturday 6:00 am to 8:10 pm, and Sundays 8:30 am 
to 7:00 pm.  
 
Bike and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Currently, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities on La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane along the project 
site frontages. Existing pedestrian sidewalks are located on the south side of Dowdell Lane both east and 
west of La Fata Street and on La Fata Street (both sides) south of Dowdell Lane. 
 
The St. Helena Bicycle Plan was developed as a component of the Napa Valley County Transportation 
Authority’s Countywide Bicycle Plan Update. The Plan is intended to guide and influence the development of 
bikeways, bicycle policies, bicycle programs and bicycle facility design standards to make bicycling 
throughout St. Helena and Napa County more safe, comfortable, convenient and enjoyable for all bicyclists. 
The overarching goal of the Bicycle Plan is to increase the number of persons who bicycle throughout St. 
Helena and Napa County for transportation to work, school, utilitarian purposes, and recreation. 
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In the vicinity of the project site, a Class II Bike Lane is proposed along Mills Lane. State Route 29 in the 
vicinity of the project site is an existing Primary Class II Bike Route and is proposed to have a Class II Bike 
Lane. A Class I Multi-Use Path is also proposed adjacent to, and east of SR 29.  
 
Highway 29 Specific Plan 
 
The purpose of the Highway 29 Specific Plan is to guide and support the future development of properties 
located in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area. The Highway 29 Specific Plan implements 1993 St. Helena 
General Plan Policies 2.6.43 and 2.6.44, which require preparation and approval of a Specific Plan for the 
properties included in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area prior to the approval of new development in this 
portion of the community.  
 
The Highway 29 Specific Plan encompasses an area generally located south of Sulphur Creek, along the east 
and west sides of South Main Street (State Highway 29) and north of Grayson Avenue (west side of Highway 
29) and Dowdell Lane (east side of Highway 29). The planning area consists of 108 acres of land.  
 
The Land Use plan includes anticipated future development of a combination of Service Commercial, Light 
Industrial, High Density Residential, Low Density Residential and other land uses as currently shown in the 
1993 St. Helena General Plan and similarly zoned.  
 
The Circulation concept includes the north-south extension of Oak Avenue between Grayson Avenue and 
Charter Oak, the relocation and reconstruction of the intersection of Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane and 
Highway 29 with the addition of a traffic signal at this intersection, the northerly extension of Fountain 
Street to intersect with Mills Lane, and the widening of Mills Lane through the Specific Plan area. A second 
traffic signal at the intersection of Dowdell Lane and Highway 29 is also identified.  
 
The Highway 29 Channelization Project was completed by Caltrans in 2016. The project implements the 
Highway 29 Specific Plan between Mee Lane and Charter Oak Avenue. The project included a new traffic 
signal at the Grayson Avenue/SR 29 intersection. The project also included a separate northbound left-turn 
lane on SR 29 at Grayson Avenue, a separate southbound left-turn on SR 29 at Mills Lane, pavement 
rehabilitation, widening of northbound and southbound shoulders, and an improved railroad crossing at 
Whitehall Lane along SR 29.  
 
Circulation improvements in the project study area related to Highway 29 Specific Plan that have not been 
completed to date (July 2017) include the following: 
 

• Realignment of Mills Lane south to Grayson Avenue 
 

• Signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection 
 
City Roadway and Intersection Impact Criteria  
 
The 1993 St. Helena General Plan prescribed the following City Roadway and Intersection Impact Criteria to 
identify potential impacts from proposed development projects:  
 

(a) All signalized intersections in St. Helena should maintain [Level of Service] LOS C except along Main 
Street, where LOS D is permitted. Exceptions to this policy are that lower service levels shall be 
permitted at any location where the existing LOS does not meet this standard and in which case the 
LOS cannot be worsened any further. 
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(b) All unsignalized intersections must maintain LOS C. If the LOS degrades below LOS C, an evaluation 

of the need for traffic signalization shall be undertaken according to standard Caltrans signal 
warrants as described below. If signals are not initially warranted, the location shall continue to be 
monitored for signal warrants on a regular basis. 

 
Transportation and Circulation Impact Discussion:  
 
5.16(a) (Conflicts with Plans, Policies, Ordinances) Less Than Significant Impact:  
 
Trip Generation 
 
The proposed Custom Crush Facility would consist of a production winery (120,000 gallons/year) and would 
generate vehicle trips associated with this use, employees, and deliveries. The Custom Crush Facility would 
employ four full-time and four part-time employees. However, the Focused Traffic Analysis is based on four 
full-time and eight part-time employees. As such, the discussion below represents a more conservative 
traffic analysis. 
 
The crush period for processing fruit would likely occur over a four-month period and represents the 
greatest trip generation potential. During this crush period, there would be 40 trucks (per season) or 80 
truck trips. The total estimated truck trips would include bottling trucks to/from the site. As such, on a daily 
basis the number of truck trips in/out of the project site would be relatively low during the crush season. At 
most, the project would result in an additional 1-2 truck trips per day over the course of a four-month 
period. 
 
With the proposed facility having no visitation or marketing events, the project trip generation would result 
from production, employment, and associated truck deliveries. Based on proposed project, the following 
weekday AM and PM and weekend (Saturday) trip generation have been estimated: 
 
Weekday: 
AM Peak Hour: 11 trips (9 in, 2 out) 
PM Peak Hour: 11 trips (2 in, 9 out) 
 
Weekend (Saturday): 
Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour (non-Crush): 16 trips (8 in, 8 out) 
Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour (Crush): 18 trips (9 in, 9 out) 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Existing weekday and weekend peak hour LOS (adjusted for peak seasonal crush/harvest conditions) are 
shown in Table 2 below and consider 4 study area intersections (3 of which are stop way controlled and one 
is signalized). The SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersection is currently operating at LOS C (17-19 seconds of delay) 
during all three peak hour periods. The LOS C for the SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersection represents overall 
vehicle delay for the stop sign controlled westbound left-turn and right-turn movements from Dowdell Lane 
onto SR 29. The Mills Lane and Grayson Avenue intersections at SR 29 are operating at LOS C or better 
during all three peak hour periods.  
 
The new signal, operational as of November 2016, at the SR 29/Grayson Avenue intersection has improved 
overall vehicle delays at this location. The new signal helps to provide additional “gaps” in SR 29 north-south 
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traffic that allows the adjacent intersections of Dowdell Lane and Mills Lane to operate more efficiently. 
However, significant north-south vehicle queuing on SR 29 still occurs during peak weekday and weekend 
periods. For this reason, it is likely that calculated vehicle delays at project study intersections along SR 29 
may be longer than calculated. 
 
The La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane intersection is operating at LOS A (9-10 seconds of delay) during the same 
weekday and weekend time periods for the northbound and southbound stop sign controlled movements. 
Under the plus project condition, all study area intersections continue to operate acceptably.  
 

Table 2: Existing Harvest Conditions Intersection LOS 
	

 

Intersection 

Weekday AM Weekday PM Saturday Peak 
No 

Project 
Plus 

Project 
Conditions  

No 
Project 

Plus 
Project 

Conditions 

No 
Project 

Plus 
Project 

Conditions 
1 SR 29/Mills Lane 

(TWSC) 
C 15.7 C 15.7 B 14.9 C 15.0 B 13.9 B 14.0 

2 SR 29/Grayson Ave 
(Signal) 

B 12.4 B 12.4 A 8.6 A 8.6 A 8.4 A 8.4 

3 SR 29/Dowdell Lane 
(TWSC) 

C 17.9 C 18.1 C 18.4 C 18.6 C 16.9 C 17.3 

4 La Fata St./ Dowdell 
Lane (TWSC) 

A 9.3 A 9.5 A 9.5 A 9.6 A 8.9 A 9.0 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. TWSC = two-way stop-controlled. 

	
Based on the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for peak hour signal warrant criteria, the 
SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersection was evaluated for signalization. (The SR 29/Mills Lane and La Fata 
Street/Dowdell Lane intersections do not qualify for peak hour signal warrant satisfaction under existing 
conditions.) The peak hour warrant is one of several standards to help determine if installation of a traffic 
signal may be appropriate. Qualifying for signalization using the peak hour warrant does not necessarily 
mean a signal should be installed. The SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersection qualifies for signalization under the 
peak hour warrant using existing PM peak hour volumes. However, signalization of the SR 29/Dowdell Lane 
intersection is not recommended at this time due to the following circulation improvements and proposed 
project characteristics: 
 

• The installation of a two-way-left-turn-lane on SR 29 at Dowdell Lane (per Highway 29 Channelization 
Project) has improved vehicle access to Dowdell Lane to/from SR 29 and overall vehicle delays. The 
new two-way-left-turn-lane allows stop-sign controlled outbound vehicles (making a left-turn) to 
merge more safely onto SR 29 by providing a refuge lane to merge into southbound through-traffic. 
Similarly, the two-way-left-turn-lane allows southbound motorists on SR 29 to make a left-turn 
(inbound) to Dowdell Lane without delaying through-traffic on the highway. Indirectly, the new signal 
at the SR 29/Grayson Avenue intersection just south of Mills Lane also benefits traffic at Dowdell 
Lane (at times) by providing more “gaps” in southbound traffic. 

 
• The proposed project does not include any guest visitation or marketing events (just this fact alone 

greatly reduces the overall traffic generation). Therefore, project trip generation would result from 
production, employment, and associated truck deliveries. 
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Near-Term Year 2020 Conditions 
 
Near-term traffic conditions represent existing and other approved/pending development that can 
reasonably be assumed to generate traffic in the short-term. Based on previous development studies 
conducted in the City of St. Helena, the year 2020 was established for near-term conditions. Weekday and 
weekend peak hour approved development trips were based on traffic projections provided for recently 
updated City of St. Helena General Plan Circulation Element and specific development projects as follows: 

• Crocker-Star Winery: The winery is located just east of the project site on the north side of Dowdell 
Lane (700 Dowdell Lane). The winery is currently under construction and would produce 25,000 
gallons per year. Tasting and visitation would be small with a maximum of 12 guests during a typical 
weekday and 16 guests on a Saturday. Employment would range from seven full-time and three 
part-time employees. 

• Davies Winery: The winery is located north of the proposed project site on Main Street at northwest 
corner of Main Street/Grayson Avenue intersection (555 Main Street). The winery is currently being 
modified to produce 75,000 gallons per year. Tasting and visitation would consist of 160 guests per 
day weekday and weekend. Employment would range from 15 full-time employees with an 
additional 30 part-time employees (harvest season). 

• Redmon Winery: This winery is located on Dowdell Lane east of La Fata Street and (like the proposed 
project) would be a production-only winery. The winery would produce 24,000 gallons per year with 
2 full-time and 2 part-time employees (4 part-time during crush). An associated commercial kitchen 
would employ 2 full-time and 1 part-time employees. 

• Culinary Institute of America Campus Master Plan (Greystone Campus & Vineyard Lodge Housing): 
The CIA is located at 2555 Main Street and 830 Pratt Avenue. The initial study/mitigated negative 
declaration indicates a net reduction in project trips from proposed uses (or transfer of uses) from 
this development.  

 
Larger development projects located outside of St. Helena and other infill project traffic are contained 
within the General Plan Update volume projections. The weekday and weekend peak hour 
approved/pending development trips were added to existing (seasonal) volumes at the study intersections.  
 
As mentioned above, Caltrans has completed construction of the SR 29 St. Helena Lane Channelization 
project in the study area. Specifically, the project goal was to “rehabilitate the pavement, widen the 
shoulders, construct a two-way-left-turn-lane, and improve the bicycle/railroad crossing at Whitehall Lane.” 
The new traffic signal at the SR 29/Grayson Avenue intersection was installed in conjunction with the 
Highway 29 Channelization project and was activated in November 2016. No other roadway/intersection 
improvements are scheduled for the project study area at this time. 
 
The near-term LOS at study area intersections both with and without the project is shown in Table 3. With 
new circulation improvements on SR 29, the minor street stop-sign controlled intersections of SR 29/Mills 
Lane and SR 29/Dowdell Lane would operate at acceptable conditions. During the three peak periods, 
overall intersection operation would be LOS C. The creation of two-way-left-turn lane on SR 29 allows 
outbound vehicles from Dowdell Lane (turning left) to merge into through-traffic in a safer manner by 
providing a “refuge” area. The remaining intersections of SR 29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell 
Lane would continue to operate at LOS A-B during all three peak hour periods under the no project, near 
term scenario and would continue to operate at acceptable LOS under the plus project condition.  
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Table 3: Near-Term Harvest Conditions Intersection LOS 
 

Intersection 

Weekday AM Weekday PM Saturday Peak 
2020 
No 

Project 

2020 plus 
Project 

Conditions  

2020 
No 

Project 

2020 plus 
Project 

Conditions 

2020 
No 

Project 

2020 plus 
Project 

Conditions 
1 SR 29/Mills Lane 

(TWSC) 
C 20.2 
C 16.6 

C 20.2 
C 16.6 

C 19.8 
C 16.7 

C 18.8 
C 16.8 

C 17.1 
C 15.1 

C 17.2 
C 15.1 

2 SR 29/Grayson Ave 
(Signal) 

B 13.3 B 13.3 A 9.9 A 9.9 A 9.8 A 9.9 

3 SR 29/Dowdell Lane 
(TWSC) 

C 19.4 
C 19.8 

C 19.6 
C 20.0 

C 20.8 
C 21.3 

C 21.3 
C 21.7 

C 18.6 
C 19.1 

C 20.5 
C 19.5 

4 La Fata St./ Dowdell 
Lane (TWSC) 

A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.6 A 9.7 A 9.0 A 9.2 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. TWSC = two-way stop-controlled. 

 
As described under the existing conditions scenario above, under the near-term scenario the SR 29/Dowdell 
Lane would continue to meet the peak hour signal warrant. However, in light of the current circulation 
improvements (two-way left-turn-lane) installed on SR 29 and improved operations at the stop-sign 
controlled intersection, a signal would not be recommended for this location at this time.  
 
Cumulative Year 2035 Projections Conditions 
 
The long-term cumulative year 2035 conditions were derived from traffic projections provided for the City of 
St. Helena General Plan update (Circulation Element). The Year 2035 volumes reflect projected traffic growth 
with buildout of the City’s General Plan. The long-term cumulative volumes include the Year 2020 harvest 
season volumes calculated for the near-term approved development scenario plus an added growth rate of 
2.25 percent per year to year 2035 (15 years). It is noted that traffic growth related to General Plan buildout 
was applied to through traffic volumes on SR 29. Future traffic growth on La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane 
was generated from local approved/pending project-specific volumes. 
 
The cumulative Year 2035 intersection LOS is shown in Table 4. Under the no project scenario, SR 29/Mills 
Lane and SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersections would operate at LOS D during all three study periods for the 
Mills Lane and Dowdell Lane outbound (westbound) approaches at SR 29. The two-way-left-turn lane on SR 
29 would continue to allow outbound vehicles from Mills Lane and Dowdell Lane (turning left) to merge into 
through-traffic in a safer manor by allowing a “refuge” area. The remaining intersections of SR 29/Grayson 
Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane and Project Driveway/Dowdell Lane would operate at LOS B or 
better during all three time periods with cumulative (no project) traffic. 
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Table 4: Year 2035 Harvest Conditions Intersection LOS 
 

Intersection 
Control 

Type 

Weekday AM Weekday PM Saturday Peak 
2035 No 
Project 

2035 plus 
Project 

Conditions  

2035 
No 

Project 

2035 plus 
Project 

Conditions 

2035 No 
Project 

2035 plus 
Project 

Conditions 
1 SR 29/Mills 

Lane TWSC 
D 27.0 
C 22.0 

D 27.0 
C 22.0 

D 25.0 
C 21.8 

D 25.2 
C 22.0 

C 22.9 
C 19.5 

C 23.0 
C 19.7 

2 SR 29/Grayson 
Ave 

Signal B 17.2 B 17.4 B 12.7 B 12.7 B 14.2 B 14.4 

3 SR 29/Dowdell 
Lane TWSC 

D 27.2 
D 27.9 

D 27.8 
D 28.5 

D 31.2 
D 32.2 

D 31.2 
D 33.2 

D 25.5 
D 26.6 

D 26.4 
D 27.4 

4 La Fata St./ 
Dowdell Lane 

TWSC A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.0 A 9.7 A 8.7 A 9.2 

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. TWSC = two-way stop-controlled. 

 
The Year 2035 plus project intersection LOS are provided in Table 4 above. The SR 29/Mills Lane and 
SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersections would continue to operate at LOS D during the weekday AM and PM and 
Saturday peak hours, with delay increases of less than one second or less. The proposed project trips would 
not constitute a significant impact, as the delay increases would be less than the significance LOS D occurs 
at this unsignalized intersection without the project and the project’s contribution to delays is threshold of 
one second or less at the SR-29 (Main Street)/Dowdell Lane intersection. The remaining study intersections 
of SR 29/Grayson Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane operate at LOS A-B with cumulative plus project 
volumes. 
 
Highway 29 Specific Plan 
 
In addition to cumulative highway operation on SR 29 (Main Street), the City of St. Helena’s Highway 29 
Specific Plan has been reviewed for planned circulation improvements in the project study area. The 
proposed project site would be located within the Specific Plan area on the east side of Main Street. 
Specifically, the east side of the plan area encompasses Dowdell Lane from Main Street extending east of La 
Fata Street. The plan area then extends north past Mills Lane before extending west back to Main Street. On 
the west side of Main Street, the plan area extends along Grayson Avenue from Main Street west to Crane 
Avenue before extending north along Sulphur Creek and back to Main Street. 
 
One of the prime circulation objectives of the Plan is to “Improve circulation and access for the easterly 
portion of the Specific Plan area through upgrading existing roads and providing for the installation of new 
traffic signals at the intersection of Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane and the intersection of Highway 
29/Dowdell Lane.” Specific components of Plan include the following: 
 

• A traffic signal at Highway 29 and Grayson Avenue for any new development on both the east and 
west sides of Highway 29 (completed); 
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• A traffic signal at Highway 29 and Dowdell Lane for any new development on the east side of 
Highway 29; and 

 
• Realignment of Mills Lane (south to Grayson Avenue), for any new development on the east side of 

Highway 29. 
 
As part of the above circulation improvements, additional right-of-way and turn lanes would be required as 
follows: 
 

• Installation of a traffic signal at the reconfigured intersection (Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills 
Lane) constructed to Caltrans standards that will include a westbound (northbound) left-turn lane 
onto Grayson Avenue (partially completed); 

 
• Installation of an northbound right-turn lane from Highway 29 onto realigned Mills Lane to minimize 

back-up of turning vehicle on Highway 29; 
 

• Installation of acceleration and deceleration lanes at the intersection of Highway 29 and Mills Lane. 
This will require acquisition of additional right-of-way at the intersection to accommodate these new 
lanes. 

 
As previously noted, Caltrans has completed the Highway 29 St. Helena Lane Channelization project in the 
study area. The limits of the Channelization Project extend between Mee Lane and Charter Oak Avenue. In 
coordination with the City of St. Helena, a new traffic signal was activated at the Grayson Avenue/SR 29 as 
part of this overall lane channelization project on SR 29 in November 2016. Channelization introduced a 
separate northbound left-turn lane on Highway 29 at Grayson Avenue. In addition, a separate southbound 
left-turn has been installed on Highway 29 at Mills Lane (these northbound/southbound left-turns lanes at 
Grayson Avenue and Mills Lane were designed as part of the overall Highway 29 Lane Channelization 
project).  
 
Circulation improvements in the project study area related to Highway 29 Specific Plan that have not been 
completed include the following: 
 

• Realignment of Mills Lane south to Grayson Avenue; and 
 

• Signalization of the Highway 29/Dowdell Lane intersection. 
 
The Highway 29 Specific Plan recommends the potential funding mechanisms for remaining circulation 
improvements in the study as follows: 
 
Mills Lane Realignment: For that portion of the Specific Plan area lying east of SR 29 and adjacent to Mills 
Lane, new and upgraded improvement costs are estimated at $1,926,000, which does not include right-of-
way costs. These improvements shall be borne by benefitting development north and south of Mills Lane. 
Anticipated improvements include realignment of Mills Lane, the extension of Fountain Street and 
relocation of the existing Napa Valley Wine Train railroad crossing at Mills Lane and SR 29. 
 
Highway 29/Dowdell Lane Traffic Signal: Although this signal location is outside of the Specific Plan area, 
it will serve existing and new development on the east side of SR 29 and is planned to operate in 
synchronization with the Highway 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane intersection. The City of St. Helena 
collected fees specifically for the installation of the SR 29/Grayson Avenue/Mills Lane signal from 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 411 of 540



 
 

NOVEMBER 2017  P A G E  | 69  ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY 
 

development that occurred on the east side of SR 29 in the 1980’s. These funds may be supplemented by 
City of St. Helena traffic mitigation funds. New development elsewhere in the community may be required 
to pay their fair share of the traffic signal costs based on their contribution of traffic to this intersection in 
addition to City-wide traffic impact fees. 
 
Given that the Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements for the Mills Lane realignment and 
signalization of the SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersection have yet to be completed (or funded), the proposed 
project will contribute a “fair share” contribution to these Highway 29 Specific Plan circulation improvements 
based on their contribution to cumulative year 2035 volumes at this roadway/intersection.  
 
Using the weekday PM peak hour proposed project trip generation (worst case), the project would 
contribute 11 PM peak hour trips to the roadway and intersection network at SR 29. Based on a net increase 
between existing and cumulative year 2035 PM peak hour volumes at the SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersection, 
the proposed project contribution would represent 1.7% of cumulative traffic volumes (11 project trips / 632 
net cumulative traffic increase). As a condition of approval, the applicant shall pay a fee, based on the 
project’s contribution to cumulative traffic volumes, for the future signalization of SR 29/Dowdell Lane 
and/or the realignment of Mills Lane. As such, the proposed project would have contributed its fair share 
towards overall circulation improvements in the Highway 29 Specific Plan area. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As described above, the project will not degrade any of the intersections to the next lowest level of service, 
particularly those exhibiting an LOS C or better, nor will the project generate volumes such that signal 
warrant criteria would be satisfied. Proposed project traffic would add less than one (1) second of overall 
vehicle delay to the four study intersections: SR 29/Mills Lane; SR 29/Grayson Avenue; SR 29/Dowdell Lane; 
and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane. Proposed project traffic would typically make up less than one (1) percent 
of overall peak hour volumes for unsignalized intersections on SR 29, with the exception of the SR 
29/Dowdell Lane intersection, where proposed project trips would make up 1.1% of overall traffic volumes 
during the weekend mid-day peak hour. As such, the project would have less than significant impacts due to 
a conflict with the circulation network. 
 

5.16(b) (Congestion Management Plan) No Impact:	Napa County has does not currently have an adopted 
a Congestion Management Plan. As such, the proposed project would not exceed, either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the County Congestion Management Agency for 
designated roads or highways. No further analysis of this issue is required. 
 

5.16(c) (Air Traffic Patterns) No Impact:	There are no airports in St. Helena. The closest airports to the 
project site are the Angwin-Parrett Field (6 miles away), a public use general aviation airport located in 
Angwin; Charles M. Schulz Airport (19 miles away), a public airport located in Santa Rosa; and Napa County 
Airport, a public airport located in Napa (22 miles away). The project will have no impact on air traffic 
patterns, given the nature and location of the project, which is well outside of the airport influence area. 
 
5.16(d) (Design Feature Hazard) No Impact: Sight distances for vehicles turning in/out of the winery 
driveways were evaluated as part of the Focused Traffic Analysis. The desired vehicle visibility or "corner 
sight distance" is a function of the travel speeds on the primary street. Caltrans design standards indicate 
that for appropriate corner sight distance, "a substantially clear line of sight should be maintained between 
the driver of a vehicle waiting at the cross road and the driver of an approaching vehicle in the right lane of 
the main highway.” The speed limit on La Fata Street is 25 mph but traffic flows are generally lower given the 
relatively short segment of roadway between Mills Lane and Dowdell Lane. 
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Based on the Caltrans design standards, the La Fata Street project driveway(s) require a sight distance of 
about 150 feet. Visibility on La Fata Street to the north and south is approximately 150 feet from the mid-
block driveway; as such, the sight distance is adequate. Therefore, no impacts would due to the project 
introducing a hazardous design feature.  
 

5.16(e) (Emergency Access) Less Than Significant Impact: The minimal increase of construction vehicles 
traveling to and from the project site on a temporary basis would not result in inadequate emergency 
access. In order to construct the project, road closure is not anticipated. The project’s internal circulation 
plan has been reviewed and meets all requirements of the St. Helena Public Works & Utilities and Fire 
Departments. Site circulation was determined to be adequate, including sufficient street widths to allow for 
fire truck turn around and sufficient access to the existing and proposed building expansion. Therefore 
emergency vehicle access is adequate and potential impacts will be less than significant. 
 
5.16(f) (Transit, Bicycle, Pedestrian Facilities) No Impact: Currently, there are no pedestrian or bicycle 
facilities on La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane along the proposed project frontages. Existing pedestrian 
sidewalks are located on the south side of Dowdell Lane both east and west of La Fata Street and on La Fata 
Street (both sides) south of Dowdell Lane. There is no proposed aspect of the project that would directly 
decrease performance or safety of existing alternative transportation facilities. Therefore, no impacts to 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are anticipated.	
	

Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
 
5.17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined 
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and that is: 

    

 
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
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ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in 
its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

    

Sources: City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan and General Plan EIR; Sharaya Souza, Native American 
Heritage Commission, letter to M-Group, May 15, 2017. 

 
Tribal Cultural Resources Setting:  
 
Tribal Cultural Resources are defined as follows: 
 

1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, or objects with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe that are either (A) included or determined to be eligible for 
inclusion in the CRHR, or (B) included in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
subdivision (k) of §5020.1.; or, 

 
2.  A resource that the lead agency chooses, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of §5024.1 - taking into account 
the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 
A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File was completed for 
the area of potential project effect for the Las Alcobas Pedestrian Bridge project, located approximately 1.25 
miles northwest of the project site, with negative results.13 Since the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility is 
located in the same USGS Quadrangle as the Las Alcobas Pedestrian Bridge project, the Sacred Lands File 
search is applicable to the proposed project. 
 
In accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code §2080.3.1(d) and Assembly Bill 52, the City of 
St. Helena notified Tribes having jurisdiction over all or part of the project sites of the proposed project in a 
letter post stamped September 5, 2017. The following tribes were contacted: Cortina Band of Indians, 
Middletown Rancheria of Pomo, Wappo, and Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. In accordance with Public 
Resources Code §21083.3.1, 21083.3.2, and 21083.3 the Tribes have thirty (30) days to request consultation.  
 
Tribal Cultural Resources Impact Discussion: 
 
5.17(a.i) (Listed or Eligible for Listing) No Impact: As stated above, a search of the Sacred Lands file was 
conducted for a nearby project within the same search area and did not indicate the presence of a Native 
American Sacred Site within or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Additionally, the subject project 
is located on a site that is occupied by an existing industrial building and has been previously developed. 
The site is not located in an area with elevated potential for tribal resources. Therefore, the project would 
have no impact on a tribal cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 

                                                        
13 Sharaya Souza, Native American Heritage Commission, letter to M-Group, May 15, 2017. 
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Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k). 
 
5.17(a.ii) (Significant Tribal Resource) Less Than Significant Impact:  The City of St. Helena has not 
identified any tribal cultural resources and there are no known concerns associated with the proposed 
project impacting tribal cultural resources.  
 
Ground disturbing activities will be limited to previously disturbed areas on a site that is developed with an 
existing industrial building and associated improvements. Given the disturbed and built up nature of the 
project site, and surrounding land uses that are developed with industrial and agricultural uses, it is unlikely 
that tribal cultural resources will be encountered. Additionally, mitigation set forth under the Cultural 
Resources discussion above, provides protection of cultural resources in the event of accidental discovery. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on Tribal Cultural Resources. 
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
 
5.18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable San Francisco Bay Regional Quality 
Control Board? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

    

 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 
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g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
 

    

Sources: Delta Consulting and Engineering, Stormwater Control Plan for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, March 
17, 2017; Delta Consulting and Engineering, Theoretical Water Use Report for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, 
March 17, 2017; Delta Consulting and Engineering, Septic Feasibility Report for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, 
September 20, 2017; Delta Consulting and Engineering, Theoretical Sewer Capacity Analysis for the St. Helena 
Custom Crush Facility, September 20, 2017; Cal Recycle, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/28-AA-
0002/Detail/, accessed May 11, 2017. 

 
Utilities and Service Systems Setting:  
 
The proposed project is located within an urbanized environment within the City of St. Helena where utility 
infrastructure is in place and currently provided to the project site. The proposed project would not include 
any elements that would adversely affect utility services (water, wastewater, electricity, solid waste disposal).  
 
The project site is currently well served by the following service providers: 
 

• Water supply and distribution: City of St. Helena 
• Wastewater collection and treatment: City of St. Helena 
• Storm drainage: City of St. Helena 
• Solid waste service: Upper Valley Disposal and Recycling 
• Electrical and natural gas power: Pacific Gas and Electric Co. 

 
Wastewater 
The project site currently discharges effluent to the City of St. Helena’s wastewater treatment system. The 
City’s existing wastewater treatment plant capacity is limited by permit to 0.5 mgd per day during the three 
dry months of the year. The City has been notified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board that 
treatment plant upgrades and an amended permit are required. The capacity issues of the wastewater 
treatment plant are a function of nutrient load (intensity of effluent) and dry weather flow (amount of 
effluent). The Regional Water Quality Control Board has not requested that there be a moratorium on new 
connections to the treatment plant. 
	
Water 
The City of St. Helena provides domestic water to the project site. A Theoretical Water Use Report was 
prepared by Delta Consulting and Engineering for the proposed project on March 17, 2017 (see Appendix 
E). According to the report, the St. Helena Custom Crush office proposes four full-time and four part-time 
employees during harvest season. Assuming a maximum of eight employees’ water use per day, the 
proposed water use is projected to be 120 gallons per day (0.13 acre-feet of water per year).  
 
Solid Waste 
Solid waste (including recyclable material) generated during project construction would be collected by 
Upper Valley Disposal and Recycling and delivered to the Clover Flat Landfill outside of Calistoga. The landfill 
is permitted to receive 600 tons per day and as of September 2012 had 2,870,000 cubic yards of capacity 
remaining. 
	
Utilities and Service Systems Impact Discussion: 
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5.18(a,b) (Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements, New On-Site Water or Wastewater 
Treatment Facilities) Less Than Significant Impact: A Theoretical Sewer Capacity Analysis was prepared 
by Delta Consulting and Engineering for the proposed project on September 20, 2017 (see Appendix F). 
Delta Consulting and Engineering also prepared a Septic Feasibility Report on September 20, 2017 for the 
proposed project (see Appendix G). 
 
Municipal wastewater for the project site would be discharged to the city’s municipal sewer system. An 
existing 10-inch-diameter sewer main is located at the intersection of La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane. The 
10-inch sewer main flows from a manhole located at the intersection of Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street in a 
southwestern direction to a manhole located at the intersection of La Fata Street and Vintage Avenue. At 
this intersection, the sewer main outfalls to and joins the Vintage Avenue sewer main which flows northeast 
towards the City of St. Helena Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
 
According to the City of St. Helena Public Work Department, the maximum capacity of a gravity sewer main 
shall be based on the pipe flowing 2/3 full. Per the sewer capacity calculations outlined in the Sewer 
Capacity Analysis, the 10-inch sewer main in the vicinity of the project site has the capacity to convey 
approximately 1.6 cubic feet per second (cfs) or 710 gallons per minute (gpm) when the pipe is flowing 2/3 
full. 
 
Currently, the sole source of wastewater flowing to the manhole at the La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane 
intersection and corresponding downstream 10-inch sewer main is from the existing Napa Valley Wine 
Warehouse. The Napa Valley Wine Warehouse consists of several different businesses which releases 
wastewater to a lift-station located at the southwest side of the building. The lift-station conveys the 
building’s effluent via a force main to the manhole located in the La Fata Street right of way, approximately 
280 feet northwest of the manhole located in the intersection of Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street. The 8-inch 
sewer main conveys wastewater to the manhole at the intersection of La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane 
where it outfalls to the subject 10-inch sewer main. The new Custom Crush Facility would connect to the 
existing 8-inch sewer main. 
 
The Napa Valley Wine Warehouse was approved under the Use Permit Amendment 96-114 to generate up 
to 2,500 gallons per day (gpd). Based on water meter readings, the peak water use of 35,156 gallons 
occurred in the month of March 2015. Assuming all the water which passes through the meter generates 
effluent on a one-to-one ratio, and based on a typical 8-hour workday, approximately 1,172 gallons gpd (3 
gpm) is generated from the existing facility. As such, the Napa Valley Wine Warehouse is only generating 
about half of their approved wastewater amount. The subject 10-inch sewer main capacity of 710 gpm vastly 
exceeds the currently estimated peak flow rate of 3 gpm from the existing warehouse. 
 
The Custom Crush Facility is applying for a use permit to produce 120,000 gallons of wine per year. 
Calculations to develop wastewater flow rates based on this production capacity are described in the 
project’s Septic Feasibility Report. The report estimated a peak daily wastewater flow generated from the 
Custom Crush Facility to be 5,700 gpd. The peak daily flow was averaged over a typical harvest day, which is 
spread over twelve (12) hours. This resulted in a peak flow rate of approximately 8 gpm, which will outfall to 
the proposed onsite pre-treatment facility that will process wine production wastewater. The pre-treatment 
facility includes a pH monitoring system that would adjust the pH when required to maintain a pH value 
between 6.5 and 8.5.  
 
Following pre-treatment, the water would move to the bed biofilm reactor tank, where bacteria metabolize 
dissolved compounds. The bacteria produce a gel-like substance that allows them to agglomerate and form 
“flocs.” These flocs are bound clusters of bacteria that gather fine inert particles called suspended solids.  
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The water would then flow to the clarifier, where the bacterial flocs, along with any suspended solids, would 
be separated from the pre-treated wastewater. The flocs are heavier than the water and sink to the bottom 
of the clarifier, and the pre-treated water would flow over weirs. Some of the separated biological solids, 
referred to as sludge, would be returned to the bed biofilm reactor tank to replenish the bacterial 
population. A smaller proportion of the biological solids, along with the pre-treated water, would be 
pumped via a lift station at 4.2 gpm into the existing 8-inch gravity sewer main in La Fata Street.  
 
Delta Consulting and Engineering preformed a similar Sewer Capacity Analysis for the Redmon Ranch 
Winery Use Permit, which proposes to contribute a flow to the same 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street. 
The Redmon Sewer Capacity Analysis estimated a discharge flow rate between 10-40 gpm. The discharge 
range is due to the pending pump final design for the Redmon Ranch Winery project. Assuming the 
maximum flow rates, a combined wastewater discharge of 44.2 gpm (4.2 + 40) will be added to the 10-inch 
sewer main pipe in La Fata Street. 
 
As previously stated, the capacity of the existing 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street, downstream of the 
manhole at the intersection of La Fata Street and Dowdell Lane, has the capacity to convey 710 gpm when 
the pipe is flowing 2/3 full. The current wastewater flowing through this pipe is estimated to be 3.25 gpm. 
The project proposes to connect to the sewer system with an additional rate of 4.2 gpm. Redmon Ranch 
Winery is estimated to contribute an additional maximum peak flow of 40 gpm. A summation of the existing 
and proposed wastewater generation results in a total peak flow of 47.45 gpm. Based on this analysis, the 
existing 10-inch sewer main in La Fata Street is adequate to accommodate the proposed wastewater flows 
from development of the Custom Crush Facility. The 10-inch sewer main in La Fata will have an additional 
662.55 gpm or 93% remaining capacity after development of both the proposed project and the Redmon 
Ranch Winery Project.  
 
As discussed in response 5.18 (d) below, construction and operation of the Custom Crush Facility will not 
result in an increase in water use over existing baseline conditions. Therefore, implementation of the project 
would not require the construction of new water facilities or the expansion of existing water facilities. 
 
In conclusion, the project is not expected to exceed wastewater treatment requirements set forth by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. While the project will include a self-contained wastewater treatment 
system, the estimated wastewater generation of the proposed project falls within the capacity of the 
existing sanitary sewer lines and the City’s wastewater treatment plant as discussed in subsections 5.18 (b) 
and (e) below. Although the project will include industrial uses that would generate wastewater requiring 
special treatment the project include a pre-treatment facility onsite. Therefore, the project would not exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements nor require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

5.18(c) (Require New Stormwater Facilities) Less Than Significant Impact: Approximately 17,576 square 
feet of new impervious surfaces area will be added to the project site under the proposed expansion of the 
existing building and ancillary improvements. New storm drains, a bio-retention facility, and a retention 
pond would be installed to accommodate stormwater flows at the project site. The proposed stormwater 
facilities would follow the “Design Guidance for Stormwater Treatment and Control for Projects in Marin, 
Sonoma, Napa, and Solano Counties (DGSTC)”, prepared for the Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association (BASMAA). Bio-retention Low Impact Development (LID) Facilities would be sized at a 
minimum of 4% of the equivalent tributary area, as specified in the Phase II Stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. These facilities would be designed in accordance with the 
Bioretention Facility Design Criteria beginning on Page 4-3 of the DGSTC.  
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Storm drains would be utilized throughout the project site to direct stormwater from impervious areas, to 
the bioretention facilities at locations specified in the Stormwater Control Plan. To treat the stormwater 
derived within the project area, a bio-retention facility and a retention pond are proposed. The bio-retention 
facility is proposed to comprise 4% of the new impervious tributary area. The new retention pond will a 
slightly expanded capacity relative to the existing retention pond in order to accommodate additional 
stormwater runoff from new impervious areas. All stormwater runoff conveyed to the retention pond will be 
allowed to evaporate, infiltrate into the ground, or during heavy rain events spill directly over the spillway 
into the gutter on Dowdell Lane and La Fata Street.  
 
In addition, the City of St. Helena collects Storm Drainage Impact Fees, which are assessed based on the 
square footage of new impervious surfaces as a means to mitigating any potential storm drainage impacts 
generated by development. The proposed project is not expected to significantly increase runoff relative to 
the existing condition since the project site will be improved with an onsite storm drain system that conveys 
runoff to the proposed bioretention facilities. Therefore, the project is expected to result in less than 
significant impacts due to the expansion of existing storm water drainage facilities or construction of new 
facilities. 	
   
5.18(d) (Sufficient Water Supplies) Less Than Significant Impact: During construction, water would be 
required primarily for dust suppression and would also be used for soil compaction. Construction water 
volumes would be minimal and would not require new or expanded water supplies or entitlements.  
 
As stated above, the existing baseline water use is approximately 240 gallons per day or 0.18 acre-feet of 
water per year. By adding a new winery production building and re-purposing an existing commercial office 
space, the proposed potable water use will be approximately 240 gallons per day or 0.18 acre-feet of water 
per year. As such, the Custom Crush Facility’s water use will remain water neutral. In addition, to municipal 
water supplies, the proposed Custom Crush Facility will utilize the existing groundwater well onsite for 
production. As such, during project operation, no new or expanded entitlements to provide potable water 
would be required. Therefore, impacts to water supplies would be less than significant.  
 
5.18(e) (Wastewater Treatment Capacity) Less Than Significant Impact: As previously discussed under 
item 5.18 (a), the proposed project would result in a net increase of 4.2 gpm in flows conveyed and treated 
at the City of St. Helena Wastewater Treatment Plant. The City’s existing wastewater treatment plant 
capacity is limited by permit to 0.5 mgd during the three dry months of the year. The City has been notified 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board that treatment plant upgrades and an amended permit are 
required. The capacity issues of the wastewater treatment plant are a function of nutrient load (intensity of 
effluent) and dry weather flow (amount of effluent). The Regional Water Quality Control Board has not 
requested that there be a moratorium on new connections to the treatment plant. As such, the City of St. 
Helena Wastewater Treatment Plant has sufficient operating capacity to handle the additional wastewater 
flows generated at the project site. Therefore, the project will have less than significant impacts related to 
the adequacy or capacity of wastewater treatment facilities. 
 
5.18(f-g) (Landfill Capacity) Less Than Significant Impact: During construction, the project would 
generate solid waste from concrete and asphalt from the removal of existing improvements and vegetation  
waste from tree removal. Consistent with the 2016 Cal Green Tier 1 Mandatory Measures, the applicant will 
be required to recycle or salvage at least 65 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste 
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and prepare a Construction Waste Management Plan that documents the diversion of materials as required 
by CalGreen.14 Accordingly, impacts associated with construction waste will be less than significant.  
 
At operation, the project would continue to generate additional solid waste. Although the waste stream 
generated by the project is expected to increase during construction and operation, it is not expected to 
exceed landfill capacity and is not expected to result in violations of federal, state, or local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, implementation of the project will result in less than significant 
impacts to the local landfill’s permitted capacity for solid waste disposal, as well as federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations.  
 
Mitigation Measures: None Required. 

 
 
 
 
5.19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (CAL. PUB. RES. CODE §15065) 
 
A focused or full environmental impact report for a project may be required where the project has a 
significant effect on the environment in any of the following conditions: 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

                                                        
14 2016 California Green Building Standards Code, Effective January 2, 2017. 
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Mandatory Findings Discussion: 
 
5.19(a) (Degrade the Environment): Less Than Significant Impact: The project is consistent with the 
General Plan Land Use and goals, policies and programs of the City of St. Helena. With implementation of 
mitigation measures set forth above under Air Quality, Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, the 
project’s potential impacts would be reduced to levels below significance. As such, the project will not 
degrade the quality of the environment, reduce habitat, or adversely affect cultural resources. Therefore, 
the project will have less than significant impacts due to degradation of the environment. 
 
5.19(b) (Cumulatively Affect the Environment) Less Than Significant Impact: The CEQA Guidelines 
defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be 
changes resulting from a single project or increase in environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from 
several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
proposed project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable 
future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects 
taking place over a period of time” (Guidelines, Section 15355(a)(b)). 
 
The analysis of cumulative impacts for each environmental factor can employ one of two methods to 
establish the effects of other past, current, and probable future projects. A lead agency may select a list of 
projects, including those outside the control of the agency, or, alternatively, a summary of projections. 
These projections may be from an adopted general plan or related planning document, or from a prior 
environmental document that has been adopted or certified, and these documents may describe or 
evaluate the regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 
 
This Initial Study evaluates cumulative impacts using the General Plan EIR. As described in the analysis 
above, potential environmental impacts are expected to remain at, or be mitigated to, less than significant 
levels. The project does not increase the severity of any of the cumulatively considerable impacts from the 
levels identified and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impacts will be 
less than significant.  
 
5.19(c) (Substantial Adverse Effect on Humans) Less Than Significant Impact: As reflected in the 
analysis above for each environmental topic, the project does not have the potential to result in substantial 
adverse impacts to humans. Therefore the project will have less than significant impacts due to substantial 
adverse environmental effects. 
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6. REFERENCE DOCUMENTS 
 
Technical Appendices  
 
The following resources were prepared in order to further identify project specific parameters. Copies of 
these technical documents are incorporated herein by reference and are available for review during normal 
business hours at the City of St. Helena. Questions or requests to review any of the technical appendices 
listed below may be directed to Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director, at 
nhoush@cityofsthelena.org. 

 
A. Use Permit Plans, prepared by Delta Consulting and Engineering, March 17, 2017. 
 
B. Northwest Information Center File No. 16-1591, May 4, 2017. 
 
C. Stormwater Control Plan for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, prepared by Delta Consulting and 

Engineering, September 20, 2017. 
 

D. Water Well Yield Test, prepared by Doshier Gregson, March 24, 2016. 
 
E. Theoretical Water Use Report for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, prepared by Delta Consulting and 

Engineering, March 17, 2017. 
 

F. Theoretical Sewer Capacity Analysis for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, prepared by Delta 
Consulting and Engineering, September 20, 2017. 

 
G. Septic Feasibility Report for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, prepared by Delta Consulting and 

Engineering, September 20, 2017. 
 
H. Focused Traffic Impact Analysis for the St. Helena Custom Crush Facility, prepared by Omni Means 

Engineering Solutions, July 2017. 
 
 

 
Other Documents Referenced  

 
1. 2016 Napa County Earthquake Hazard Map, prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments, 

http://resilience.abag.ca.gov/earthquakes/napa/, Accessed May 5, 2017. 

2. BAAQMD 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan, prepared by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
April 2017. 

3. California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

4. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, prepared by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, May 2017. 

5. California Scenic Highway Mapping System, 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, Accessed May 3, 2017. 
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6. CalRecycle Central Disposal Site, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/28-AA-
0002/Detail/, Accessed May 11, 2017. 

7. City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan EIR.  

8. City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan. 

9. Highway 29 Specific Plan, prepared by TJKM Associates and SP2 Engineering, Inc., February 22, 2005. 

10. Napa County Tsunami Inundation USGS 24K Quads, prepared by California Department of 
Conservation, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/Napa, Accessed 
May 17, 2017. 

11. St. Helena Bicycle Plan, prepared by the Napa County Transportation & Planning Agency and the City 
of St. Helena, January 2012. 

12. Susceptibility Map of the San Francisco Bay Area, prepared by U.S. Geological Survey, 
https://geomaps.wr.usgs.gov/sfgeo/liquefaction/susceptibility.html, Accessed May 5, 2017. 

13. University of California Museum of Paleontology, Miocene Mammal Mapping Project (MioMap), 
http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/miomap/, Accessed May 10, 2017. 

 
 
7. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
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Mitigation	Monitoring	and	Reporting	Program	
Custom	Crush	Facility	
420	La	Fata	Street	

	
Mitigation	Measure	

	
Implementing	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Schedule	 Verification	

AIR	QUALITY	
	
AQ-1:		 Latest	 BAAQMD	 recommended	 Best	 Management	

Practices	 (BMPs)	 to	 control	 for	 fugitive	 dust	 and	
exhaust	 during	 all	 construction	 activities	 shall	 be	
incorporated	 into	 all	 demolition	 and	 construction	
plans	to	require	implementation	of	the	following	(the	
following	shall	be	augmented	as	warranted	based	on	
forthcoming	 BAAQMD	 updated	 recommended	
mitigation	 measures	 that	 may	 be	 in	 effect	 when	
onsite	development	is	proposed	in	the	future):		

1.	 All	exposed	surfaces	 (e.g.,	parking	areas,	 staging	
areas,	 soil	 piles,	 graded	 areas,	 and	 unpaved	
access	 roads)	 shall	 be	 watered	 three	 times	 per	
day	using	recycled	water.		

2.	 All	 haul	 trucks	 transporting	 soil,	 sand,	 or	 other	
loose	material	shall	be	covered.		

3.	 All	 visible	 mud	 or	 dirt	 track-out	 onto	 adjacent	
public	 roads	 shall	 be	 removed	 using	wet	 power	
vacuum	 street	 sweepers	 at	 least	 once	 per	 day.	
The	use	of	dry	power	sweeping	is	prohibited.		

4.	 All	 vehicle	 speeds	 on	 unpaved	 roads	 shall	 be	
limited	to	15	mph.		

5.	 All	 roadways,	 driveways,	 and	 sidewalks	 to	 be	
paved	 shall	 be	 completed	 as	 soon	 as	 possible.	
Building	 pads	 shall	 be	 laid	 as	 soon	 as	 possible	
after	 grading	 unless	 seeding	 or	 soil	 binders	 are	
used.		

6.	 Idling	times	shall	be	minimized	either	by	shutting	

	
	
	
Project	Applicant	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
St.	Helena	Planning	
and	Building	
Department	
	
St.	Helena	City	
Engineer	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
Prior	to	issuance	of	
grading	permit	and	
ongoing	throughout	
project	construction	
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Mitigation	Measure	
	

Implementing	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Schedule	 Verification	

equipment	 off	 when	 not	 in	 use	 or	 reducing	 the	
maximum	 idling	 time	 to	 5	minutes	 (as	 required	
by	the	California	airborne	toxics	control	measure	
Title	 13,	 Section	 2485	 of	 California	 Code	 of	
Regulations	 [CCR]).	 Clear	 signage	 shall	 be	
provided	 for	 construction	 workers	 at	 all	 access	
points.		

7.	 All	 construction	 equipment	 shall	 be	 maintained	
and	 properly	 tuned	 in	 accordance	 with	
manufacturer’s	 specifications.	 All	 equipment	
shall	 be	 checked	 by	 a	 certified	 mechanic	 and	
determined	 to	 be	 running	 in	 proper	 working	
condition	prior	to	operation.		

8.	 Construction	equipment	staging	shall	occur	as	far	
as	 possible	 from	 existing	 sensitive	 receptors	
(away	 from	 the	 southeast	 property	 line	 and	
surrounding	residences).		

9.	 Post	 a	 publicly	 visible	 sign	 with	 the	 telephone	
number	 and	 person	 to	 contact	 at	 the	 Lead	
Agency	 regarding	 dust	 complaints.	 This	 person	
shall	 respond	 and	 take	 corrective	 action	 within	
48	 hours.	 The	 Air	 District’s	 phone	 number	 shall	
also	 be	 visible	 to	 ensure	 compliance	 with	
applicable	regulations.	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

BIOLOGICAL	RESOURCES	
	
BIO-1:	 In	 order	 to	 avoid	 impacts	 to	 birds	 protected	 under	

the	 Migratory	 Bird	 Treaty	 Act,	 site	 preparation	
activities,	including	the	removal	of	trees,	should	occur	
outside	 of	 the	 bird-nesting	 season	 between	
September	 1st	 and	 January	 31st.	 If	 work	 occurs	
between	 February	 1st	 and	 August	 31st,	 a	 pre-
construction	 bird	 nesting	 survey	 shall	 be	 conducted	
no	more	than	15	days	prior	to	tree	removal.	The	bird	
nesting	 survey	 will	 include	 both	 an	 examination	 of	
buildings	 and	 all	 trees	 onsite	 and	within	 200	 feet	 of	
the	Limits	of	Work,	which	may	include	offsite	trees	or	
structures.			

	

	
	
	
Project	Applicant		
	
Project	Biologist	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
St.	Helena	Planning	
and	Building	
Department	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
Prior	to	construction	
activities	
	
Ongoing	throughout	
project	construction	
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Mitigation	Measure	
	

Implementing	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Schedule	 Verification	

	 If	 birds	 are	 identified,	 then	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 will	
establish	 a	 temporary	 protective	 nest	 buffer	 around	
the	nest(s).	 The	nest	buffer	will	 be	 staked	or	 fenced	
to	 establish	 a	 perimeter.	 The	 buffer	 shall	 be	 of	
sufficient	 size	 to	 protect	 the	 nesting	 site	 from	
construction-related	 disturbance	 and	 shall	 be	
established	 by	 a	 qualified	 ornithologist	 or	 biologist.	
Typically,	 adequate	 nesting	 buffers	 are	 75	 feet	 from	
the	nest	site	or	nest	tree	dripline	for	small	birds	and	
up	 to	 200	 feet	 for	 sensitive	 nesting	 birds	 such	 as	
raptors.	 No	 construction	 or	 earth-moving	 activity	
shall	 occur	 within	 any	 established	 nest	 protection	
buffer	prior	to	September	1st	unless	it	 is	determined	
by	 a	 qualified	 ornithologist/biologist	 who	 is	
monitoring	nesting	behavior	that	the	young	have	left	
the	 nest	 and	 have	 attained	 sufficient	 flight	 skills	 to	
avoid	construction	zones,	or	that	the	nesting	cycle	 is	
otherwise	completed.	At	the	end	of	the	nesting	cycle,	
and	 fledging	 from	 the	 nest	 by	 its	 occupants,	 as	
determined	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist,	 temporary	
nesting	 buffers	 may	 be	 removed	 and	 construction	
may	commence.		

	 	
	 The	 biologist/ornithologist	 conducting	 the	 surveys	

shall	 provide	 the	 City	 of	 St.	 Helena	 with	 a	 report	
detailing	 the	 results	 of	 the	 survey	 and	 any	
recommendations	 required	 for	 establishment	 of	
protective	 buffers,	 if	 tree	 removal	 occurs	 between	
February	1st	and	August	31st.	

	
	
	

	
	
	

CULTURAL	RESOURCES	
	
CUL-1:		 If	 during	 the	 course	 of	 ground	 disturbing	 activities,	

including,	but	not	limited	to	excavation,	grading	and	
construction,	 a	 potentially	 significant	 prehistoric	 or	
historic	 resource	 is	 encountered,	 all	 work	 within	 a	
100	foot	radius	of	the	find	(or	as	otherwise	directed	
by	a	qualified	archeologist)	shall	be	suspended	for	a	
time	 deemed	 sufficient	 for	 a	 qualified	 and	 city-
approved	 archeologist	 to	 adequately	 evaluate	 and	
determine	 significance	 of	 the	 discovered	 resource,	

	
	
	
Project	Applicant	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
St.	Helena	Planning	
and	Building	
Department		
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
Ongoing	throughout	
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Mitigation	Measure	
	

Implementing	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Responsibility	

Monitoring	
Schedule	 Verification	

confer	 with	 tribal	 representative,	 as	 appropriate,	
and	 provide	 treatment	 recommendations.	 Should	 a	
significant	cultural	resource	be	identified,	a	qualified	
archaeologist	 shall	 prepare	 a	 resource	 mitigation	
plan	 and	 monitoring	 program	 to	 be	 carried	 out	
during	all	construction	activities.	

	
CUL-2:		 In	 the	 event	 that	 paleontological	 resources,	

including	 individual	 fossils	or	assemblages	of	fossils,	
are	 encountered	 during	 construction	 activities	 all	
ground	disturbing	activities	shall	halt	and	a	qualified	
paleontologist	 shall	 be	 procured	 to	 evaluate	 the	
discovery	and	make	treatment	recommendations.	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Project	Applicant	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
St.	Helena	Planning	
and	Building	
Department	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Ongoing	throughout	
project	construction	

HYDROLOGY	AND	WATER	QUALITY		
	

HYDRO-1:		In	accordance	with	the	National	Pollution	Discharge	
Elimination	 System	 regulation,	 the	 applicant	 shall	
prepare	 and	 implement	 a	 Storm	 Water	 Pollution	
Prevention	Plan	(SWPPP)	prior	to	construction.	The	
SWPPP	 shall	 address	 erosion	 and	 sediment	
controls,	 proper	 storage	 of	 fuels,	 temporary	
erosion	 control	 including	 fiber	 rolls,	 staked	 straw	
bales,	 geofabric,	 and	 sandbag,	 and	 identification	
for	 use	 and	 cleanup	 of	 hazardous	 materials.	
Sediment	 shall	 be	 retained	 onsite	 by	 a	 system	 of	
sediment	 basins,	 traps,	 or	 other	 appropriate	
measures.	 A	 Notice	 of	 Intent,	 fees,	 and	 other	
required	 documentation	 shall	 be	 filed	 with	 the	
Regional	 Water	 Quality	 Control	 Board.	 During	
construction,	 a	 monitoring	 report	 shall	 be	
conducted	weekly	during	dry	conditions	and	three	
times	a	day	during	storms	that	produce	more	than	
1/2”	of	precipitation.	

	
	
	
Project	Applicant	

	
	
	
St.	Helena	Planning	
and	Building	
Department	

	
	
	
Prior	to	construction	
activities	
	
Ongoing	throughout	
project	construction	
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From: Chris Malan <cmalan1earth@gmail.com> 

Date: November 7, 2017 at 1:46:41 PM PST 

To: cityclerk@cityofsthelena.org 

Subject: MND on PL 16-094 St. Helena Custom Crush 

To the City of St. Helena Planning Commission: 

 

The Napa River is home to native threatened and endangered Chinook and Steelhead salmon. 

This River is unique in that it has 23 native fish and is the 2nd largest fresh water flow to the 

world renowned San Francisco Bay estuary. When we pollute the Napa River, we seriously harm 

the aquatic food supply, recreation and enjoyment of our aquatic resources. 

 

This project must do an EIR due to significant cumulative impacts to waters of the State. When 

the SWWTP overflows or contaminates groundwater this harms the public trust resources. 

 

The St. Helena Wastewater Treatment Plant (SWWTP) is operating under a Cease and Desist 

Order issued a few months ago by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(SFRWQCB) due to illicit discharges of wastewater not allowed to pollute the Napa River and 

groundwater. Because SWWTP has been  exceeding allowable limits of wastewater discharge 

over several years, this project's wastewater discharge has the potential to  cause additional 

significant cumulative impacts to water quality. 

 

The SWWTP already exceeds capacity to treat wastewater let alone adding the wastewater from 

this project which nearly doubles the amount of wastewater that the SWWTP will have to 

process. 

 

Under the ‘Anti-degradation’ water laws of the State, this project will alone cause water quality 

to degrade beyond what it is now due to additional large discharge to the SWWTP that will 

likely cause spills to the Napa River and contamination groundwater.   

 

The SWWTP fails regularly due to it being over capacity and the infrastructure is faulty. 

 

The Napa River is listed with the SFRWQCB as a polluted river due to pathogens, nutrients, 

sediment and pesticides. While the Water Board is working to reduce the pollution by polluters, 

it is the responsibility of the St. Helena Planning Commission to stop approving projects that 

further harm the Napa River and groundwater resources. 

 

The City of St. Helena needs a moratorium to stop additional building because the SWWTP is 

beyond capacity.  

 

Chris Malan 

Living Rivers Council 

LRC 

707.322.8677 

 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 428 of 540

mailto:cmalan1earth@gmail.com
mailto:cityclerk@cityofsthelena.org


ST. HELENA 
CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ON THE

DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

PREPARED BY:

METROPOLITAN PLANNING GROUP
1303 JEFFERSON STREET, SUITE 100-B

NAPA, CA 94559

November 6, 2017
Revised November 28, 2017

M-GROUP   

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 429 of 540



[Page Intentionally Left Blank]

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 430 of 540



ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY IS/MND | RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

NOVEMBER 2017 CITY OF ST. HELENA

ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH IS/MND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS PAGE #

1. INTRODUCTION................................................................................................................................................................1

1.1. CEQA REQUIREMENTS ..........................................................................................................................................1

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES......................................................................................................................1

2.1. CALTRANS COMMENT LETTER AND RESPONSE............................................................................................2
2.2. LIVING RIVERS COUNCIL COMMENT AND RESPONSE .................................................................................4
2.3. COMMISSIONER JOHN PONTE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES.....................................................................5

3. REVISIONS TO THE IS/MND ..........................................................................................................................................8

4. SUMMARY ..........................................................................................................................................................................8

ATTACHMENTS........................................................................................................................................................................9

A. CALTRANS COMMENT LETTER, OCTOBER 24, 2017
B. RESPONSE TO CALTRANS COMMENT LETTER, PREPARED BY OMNI-MEANS/GHD, NOVEMBER 3, 

2017
C. LIVING RIVERS COUNCIL COMMENT LETTER, NOVEMBER 7, 2017
D. COMMISSIONER JOHN PONTE COMMENT LETTER, NOVEMBER 22, 2017

 

Agenda Item #5.1.

Page 431 of 540



ST. HELENA CUSTOM CRUSH FACILITY IS/MND | RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

NOVEMBER 28, 2017 CITY OF ST. HELENA1

1. INTRODUCTION

This document provides a response to comments received on the Public Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) for the Komes Custom Crush Facility project. Responses provided herein clarify and bolster the analysis and 
evidence provided in the IS/MND. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) (California Public Resources 
Code 21000 et. seq.), the IS/MND was circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period from September 25, 2017 
to October 25, 2017 (SCH # 2017092073). A Notice of Intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration was filed with the 
Napa County Clerk on September 25, 2017. A Notice of Completion and all required submittal materials were sent to the 
State Clearing House for distribution to state agencies. The City conducted a mailing notification to all surrounding property 
owners within a 500 foot radius of the site in accordance with standard noticing requirements. 

The City of St. Helen’s Planning Commission considered the Custom Crush project at the November 7, 2017 hearing and 
continued the item to date certain December 5, 2017 and in doing so extended the comment period on the IS/MND through 
November 27, 2017.  

1.1. CEQA REQUIREMENTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15074 identifies the responsibilities of the Lead Agency when considering the adoption of a 
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration: 

(a) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decision-making body shall consider the 
proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration before making its recommendation. 

(b) Prior to approving a project, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received during the public review process. 
The decision-making body shall adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it 
finds on the basis of the whole record before it (including the initial study and any comments received), that there is 
no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

Consistent with CEQA requirements, the City of St. Helena has reviewed and considered all comments received on the 
IS/MND. The City has prepared this document to fully disclose public agency comments received and to provide responses 
to those comments.

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The City received public comments from Caltrans, the Living River Council, and from Commissioner John Ponte. Issues 
raised in the comments received primarily relate to the transportation analysis, desire for trip reduction, adequacy of the 
City’s Stormwater Treatment Plant, and clarification on the text of the CEQA document. Agencies, organizations and 
individuals that have submitted written comments to the City regarding the Custom Crush Project are listed below.

A. California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)
B. Living Rivers Council ( Chris Malan)
C. Commissioner John Ponte 

2.1. CALTRANS COMMENT LETTER AND RESPONSE

The comments submitted by Caltrans identify concerns regarding St. Helena’s role as lead agency, changes to SR 29 
alignment, methodology used for the traffic impact study, and transportation demand management. 

RESPONSE TO CALTRANS COMMENTS
 
Lead Agency Role
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The City of St. Helena is the lead agency under CEQA and is responsible for ensuring that the project implements all 
necessary improvements to the State Transportation Network. The City of St. Helena collects traffic impacts fees for all 
development projects as a standard condition of approval. Fees are collected based on the Capital Improvement Program and 
projects identified therein. Additionally, certain projects may require fair share contributions for improvements that have 
been identified but are not included in the City’s CIP. Such is the case for the intersections of Dowdell Lane and Mills Lane 
along SR 29. 

The project is subject to conditions of approval including payment of standard traffic impact fees. In addition a 1.7% fair 
share contribution will be secured from the applicant for planned future improvements to SR 29 as detailed in the Specific 
Plan.  

SR 29 Channelization
Page 65 of the IS/MND provides a statement regarding completion of the SR 29 Channelization project and installation of the 
new traffic signal at the SR 29/Grayson Avenue. The narrative provides a characterization of the modifications and how it 
might affect traffic patterns and flow in the area.

The Channelization project resulted in closure of the left turning movement from Mills Lane into SR 29. This modification 
was not fully captured in the Traffic impact Analysis, which has been revised to assess level of service from this changed 
condition (see following discussion). 

Revised Traffic Impact Study
The project’s traffic consultant, Omni-Means/GHG prepared a memo responding to comments raised by Caltrans, see 
Attachment B hereto. Omni-Means/GHG’s memo provides clarification regarding the assumptions of the traffic impact 
analysis. In summary, the existing conditions scenario does not contribute trips to the Mills Lane/SR 29 intersection, so no 
changes were made to the analysis. However, for the near term and cumulative scenarios, adjustments to the traffic model 
have been made to reflect the recent changes to the SR 29 alignment that were realized through the SR 29 channelization 
project. Level of service for future scenarios were reassessed based on the changed conditions that prohibits left turning 
movements from Mills onto SR 29. All of those trips were reallocated to the Dowdell Lane/ SR 29 intersection. With this 
adjustment to the traffic model, the level of service remains consistent with that reported in the IS/MND. Although delays 
would increase slightly, the LOS under the near term would remain at LOS C and under cumulative condition would remain 
at LOS D, as previously identified. Results of the revised Traffic Impact Study are presented in Attachment B.

Impacts to Traffic and Circulation would continue to be less than significant with contribution to traffic impact fees as 
concluded in the IS/MND. Thus, no additional analysis or changes to the MND conclusions are required.

Transportation Demand Management
The proposed project is considered a production only winery and would not generate substantial trip volumes from visitors or 
tours. As a custom crush and bottling operation, the trip generation would be relatively low. Furthermore, as a local custom 
crush facility and bottling operation the project provides opportunities to reduce overall trips by establishing such a service in 
close proximity to where it is needed. As the project does not result in potentially significant environmental impacts to the 
transportation network or to GHG emissions, there are no transportation demand management measures imposed as 
mitigation.

The City of St. Helena requires that all new development occur in accordance with the latest California Building Code. 
Provisions therein (CalGreen Section 5.106.5.3) require that up to 5 parking stalls be pre-wired to support electric charging 
stations. In addition, onsite bicycle parking is required as a condition of approval for the project. Given the limited volume of 
traffic that will be generated by the subject project, there are no other transportation demand management strategies required 
as conditions of approval. 

Revisions to IS/MND Section 5.16: Transportation and Circulation
As described above, an adjustment to the traffic model was made at the request of Caltrans and resulted in minor 
modifications to the presumed traffic distribution pattern. As a result, the near- term and cumulative 2035 traffic scenario 
LOS and delay have shifted and the changes are presented below.
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As a point of clarification the Tables 3 and 4 on pages 66 and 67 of the IS/MND have been updated to reflect the minor shift 
in level of service delay that results from closure of the left turning movement from Mills onto SR 29. Updated Table 3 and 4 
are included below and identify changed data points using strikethrough for deleted text and underline for inserted text.

Table 3 on Page 66 is modified as follows:

Table 3: Near-Term Harvest Conditions Intersection LOS

Weekday AM Weekday PM Saturday Peak

Intersection

2020 No 
Project

2020 plus 
Project 

Conditions 

2020 No 
Project

2020 plus 
Project 

Conditions

2020 No 
Project

2020 plus 
Project 

Conditions
1 SR 29/Mills Lane 

(TWSC) C 20.2
C 16.6

C 20.2
C 16.6

C 19.8
C 16.7

C 18.8
C 16.8

C 17.1
C 15.1

C 17.2
C 15.1

2 SR 29/Grayson Ave 
(Signal) B 13.3 B 13.3 A 9.9 A 9.9 A 9.8 A 9.9

3 SR 29/Dowdell Lane 
(TWSC) C 19.4

C 19.8
C 19.6
C 20.0

C 20.8
C 21.3

C 21.3
C 21.7

C 18.6
C 19.1

C 20.5
C 19.5

4 La Fata St./ Dowdell 
Lane (TWSC) A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.6 A 9.7 A 9.0 A 9.2

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and unsignalized 
intersections and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. TWSC = two-way stop-controlled.

There are no revisions to the narrative warranted.

Table 4 on Page 67 is modified as follows:

Table 4: Year 2035 Harvest Conditions Intersection LOS

Weekday AM Weekday PM Saturday Peak

Intersection
Control 

Type

2035 No 
Project

2035 plus 
Project 

Conditions 

2035 No 
Project

2035 plus 
Project 

Conditions

2035 No 
Project

2035 plus 
Project 

Conditions
1 SR 29/Mills 

Lane TWSC D 27.0
C 22.0

D 27.0
C 22.0

D 25.0
C 21.8

D 25.2
C 22.0

C 22.9
C 19.5

C 23.0
C 19.7

2 SR 29/Grayson 
Ave Signal B 17.2 B 17.4 B 12.7 B 12.7 B 14.2 B 14.4

3 SR 29/Dowdell 
Lane TWSC D 27.2

D 27.9
D 27.8
D 28.5

D 31.2
D 32.2

D 31.2
D 33.2

D 25.5
D 26.6

D 26.4
D 27.4

4 La Fata St./ 
Dowdell Lane TWSC A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.0 A 9.7 A 8.7 A 9.2

Intersection LOS based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) operations methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
and yields a vehicle delay in seconds. TWSC = two-way stop-controlled.

The Year 2035 plus project intersection LOS are provided in Table 4 above. The SR 29/Mills Lane and 
SR 29/Dowdell Lane intersections would continue to operate at LOS D during the weekday AM and PM and 
Saturday peak hours, with delay increases of less than one second or less. The proposed project trips would not 
constitute a significant impact, as the delay increases would be less than the significance LOS D occurs at this 
unsignalized intersection without the project and the project’s contribution to delays is threshold of one second or 
less at the SR-29 (Main Street)/Dowdell Lane intersection. The remaining study intersections of SR 29/Grayson 
Avenue and La Fata Street/Dowdell Lane operate at LOS A-B with cumulative plus project volumes.
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2.2. LIVING RIVERS COUNCIL COMMENT AND RESPONSE

The comments submitted by the Living River Council concern potential impacts to the Napa River due to the operating 
conditions of the City of St. Helena’s Wastewater Treatment Plant (SWWTP), which was recently issued a Cease and Desist 
Order by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

RESPONSE TO LIVING RIVERS COUNCIL COMMENTS

The City of St. Helena Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Plant's (WWTRP) dry weather capacity is 0.5 Million 
Gallons Per Day (MGD) and can treat up to 2.8 MGD during wet weather as prescribed under the City’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0038016 (Order No. R2-2016-0003). During dry weather conditions, 
the Plant discharges to spray irrigation fields in accordance with waste discharge requirements (Order No. 87-090). During 
wet weather, when the irrigation fields are saturated and discharge is necessary, the Plant discharges to the Napa River in 
accordance with Order No. R2-2016-0003. 

The existing Cease and Desist Order No. R2-2016-0004 is in place based on the existing WWTRP secondary treatment 
process and its inability to meet the new more stringent requirements contained in Order No. R2-2016-0003. Since receiving 
the Cease and Desist Order, the City of St. Helena has been working closely with the RWQCB to comply with Order No. R2-
2016-0003. A compliance schedule, dated September 15, 2017, has been agreed to by the City and RWQCB. The compliance 
schedule specifies the necessary steps and timeline to complete the required upgrades to the WWTRP and comply with the 
requirements prescribed in Order No. R2-2016-0003.

Per the City of St. Helena Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Plant Improvements Feasibility Study, May 2017, GHD 
the average dry weather (ADWF) to the WWTRP have been reduced from 0.48 MGD in 2006 to 0.42 in 2014. In addition, 
the continued implementation efforts of water conservation measures and requiring water neutrality for new development and 
remodels will further reduce flows to the plant. 

The proposed Custom Crush Project, if approved, will increase its maximum permitted wastewater flows from 2,500 to 5,700 
gallons per day (crush is the anticipated peak use which is still dry weather season), which equates to an approximate 0.75% 
increase in wastewater flows to the treatment plant. The additional flow from the proposed winery addition is minimal and 
the total projected flow to the WWTRP will still be well below the overall permitted capacity of 0.5 MGD. The City has 
added measures to the applicant’s conditions of approval to ensure sewer main capacity and testing of the winery's proposed 
onsite wastewater pre-treatment system (ph, grease, and solids reduction system). Therefore, as concluded in the IS/MND, 
the subject Custom Crush Facility will result in less than significant impacts to the City’s wastewater plant.

2.3. COMMISSIONER JOHN PONTE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Commissioner Ponte’s comments identify inconsistencies in the narrative of the environmental analysis and suggest 
corrections to better clarify conditions. Each comment and response including edits to the narrative of the text are itemized 
below (strikethrough indicates text that is removed and underline indicates new text inserted):

1. Page I, last box. Two other public agencies are noted as having permit approval requirements for the project but in 
“Other Public Agency Review” on page 7 they do not appear. Consider adjusting the texts to match.

Text on Page 7 of the IS/MND is modified as follows:

“Other than the City of Saint Helena, there are no other public agency review or approval required including 
responsible or trustee agencies that have jurisdiction over the project.  The Napa County Department of Environmental 
Health as the Certified Uniform Program Agency will have review authority over any Hazardous Materials 
Management Plan, if warranted. The Regional Water Quality Control Board will issue compliance with the Project’s 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.” 

2. Page 4, Project Description, first paragraph. The first paragraph describes the project as adding 9,500 sft to the 
northwestern corner and converting 3,000 sft of the existing warehouse while both Figures 3 and 4 also show work 
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in the alley on the northeast side of the building. Consider altering the project description or the Figures to be 
congruent.

The project description is located on pages 4 through 7 of the IS/MND. It explains that the project involves expansion of the 
existing building, improvements to the parking lot, and relocation of the retention pond, all of which occur towards the La 
Fata side of the building. Additionally, the project description (page 6) provides a summary of the proposed water supply and 
explains improvements to the existing well onsite, which is located on the back side of the building in the “alley.” Figures 3 
and 4 are intended to show the areas where construction activity will occur, which is largely limited to the elevation along La 
Fata with the exception of the upgrade to the existing well and installation of a 10,000 gallon water storage tank in the 
“alley”. 

3. It would seem to me that there could be some concern over the lack of an 8' fence under 17.60.70 (F)2 given the 
work in the lane on the east side of the building adjoining the Ag zone.

The City of St. Helena’s Zoning Code, Chapter 17.60.70 provides development standards for new industrial development. 
Subsection 17.60.70(F)(2) calls for an eight-foot tall, landscaped fence or wall where I district development adjoins non-I 
district. As the project consists of the expansion of an existing industrial building and improvements are limited to the 
building elevation facing La Fata, the project is not subject to the fencing requirements specified in 17.60.70(F)(2).
 

4. Page 28, 5.3(a), last paragraph, first sentence. Unless there is evidence from the CAP, the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, or the countywide joint winery trip generation study – which was the answer I was expecting – consider 
eliminating point (a). Echoing the project proponent without evidence is perhaps not the best use of an 
environmental document, particularly where that statement is unneeded for the correct claim of less than significant 
impact. 

Text on Page 28 if the IS/MND is modified as follows:

“The proposed project would have a less than significant impact due to a conflict with the Clean Air planning efforts since, a) 
the project supports the goals of the CAP in that it constitutes infill development and provides opportunities would create a 
“one stop shop” for local vintners to crush, ferment, bottle, and store wines; b) includes control measures to protect air 
quality during construction by implementing best control measures set forth by BAAQMD; and c) the proposed project 
would generate air quality emissions well below the BAAQMD criteria pollutant thresholds (see Section 5.3(b-c) below). 
Therefore, the project will have less than significant impacts due to a conflict with the regional air quality plan.”

5. Page 44, 5.8(h). Consider for the future how to address wildland fire risks we all believed were minimal.

Page 44 5.8(h) explains that areas at the City margin in hilly terrain and wildlands are susceptible to fires and are designated 
in accordance with the Cal Fire Fare Hazard Severity Zones. Cal Fire maps will continue to be referenced and any updated or 
modification will be reflected in future environmental analysis. Future changes to Cal Fire mapping or any changes in policy 
direction relating to fire risk are beyond the scope of this analysis. No changes have been made to the text of the IS/MND 
regarding wildland fire risks.  

6. Page 46, 5.8(e,f). Yes, the project is not within an airport LU plan area, however the nearest airport is 6 miles away, 
not 22, and there is a second airport closer than Napa County's as noted on page 69 under 5.16(b). Consider 
correcting 5.8(e,f).

Text on Page 46 of the IS/MND is modified as follows:

“5.8(e,f) (Public Airport Land Use Plans, Private Airport Land Use Plans) No Impact: The project is not located within 
the boundaries of an airport land use plan or located in close proximity to a private airstrip; the nearest airports are is the 
Angwin-Parrett Field, approximately 6 miles away, the Charles M. Schulz Airport, approximately 19 miles away), and the 
Napa County Airport, which is located approximately 22 miles south of the project site. Therefore, the project would have no 
impacts associated with airport-related hazards.”

7. Page 48, first sentence. Consider correcting “426 miles”.
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Text on Page 48 of the IS/MND is modified as follows:

“The project site is located within the Napa River watershed, which contains an area of approximately 426 square miles and 
extends in a northwesterly direction from San Pablo bay in the south to Mount St. Helena in the north over a distance of 
approximately 55 linear miles.”

8. Page 60, Transportation and Circulation Setting, first paragraph. The description of SR 29 in Napa County is 
incorrect. Please consider including the expressway and the full freeway section of 29 in the description.

Text on Page 60 of the IS/MND is modified as follows:

“The City of St. Helena lies on a north-west/south-east axis, with State Route 29 (SR 29) serving as the main route for 
intercity and regional travel. SR 29 is a two- to four-lane rural highway that stretches through Napa County from Vallejo at 
Napa County’s southern border to Lake County in the north. Within the City of St. Helena, SR 29, also referred to as St. 
Helena Highway and Main Street, is confined to two twelve foot travel lanes, with a new two-way-left turn lane, small 
striped shoulder areas (2-4 feet), a posted speed limit of 35 MPH, and no street parking. Since SR 29 is a major north-south 
thoroughfare for Napa County, heavy through traffic is typical along Main Street.”

9. Page 61, Bike and Pedestrian Facilities, second paragraph, first sentence. Please consider correcting the name of the 
countywide transportation agency to NVTA – there has never been an NCTA. 

Text on Page 61 of the IS/MND is modified as follows:

“The St. Helena Bicycle Plan was developed as a component of the Napa Valley County Transportation Authority’s 
Countywide Bicycle Plan Update.”

10. Page 64, Table 2. The comments at the meeting on the adequacy of the intersection analysis currently used stands – 
it does not reflect the true conditions along SR 29. Please consider changes to the analysis approach for future 
documents. 

The Traffic analysis was prepared in accordance with the City’s standards and acceptable regional modeling. Future changes 
to traffic analysis methodology is outside the scope of this document.

11.  Page 69, 5.16(b). The Napa communities do not currently have a CMA. They did have a CMA, which did adopt 
CMPs, until the Cities, Town and County opted out of the CMP requirements about 20 years ago. Please consider 
rewriting the section to elucidate the facts. Perhaps, “Napa county does not currently have a Congestion 
Management Agency or an adopted CMP,” would do.

“5.16(b) (Congestion Management Plan) No Impact: Napa County has does not currently have an adopted a Congestion 
Management Plan. As such, the proposed project would not exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or highways. No further analysis 
of this issue is required.”

3. REVISIONS TO THE IS/MND 

No substantive modifications to the Draft IS/MND have been made as a result of the comments received and the responses 
provided. This Response to Comments memo and attachments serve to augment information provide in the IS/MND and 
supporting technical analysis. 

This Response to Comments provides additional information and analysis to support the conclusion made in the IS/MND. 
Revisions are not substantive, rather, they provide clarification regarding changes to SR 29 due to the Channelization Project 
and the project’s contribution to level of service deficiencies, which occur under cumulative conditions without the project. 
Revisions also provide minor clarification and edits to the text to correct inconsistencies. There are no new impacts, 
mitigation measures or different conclusions regarding level of significance. 
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4. SUMMARY

The City of St. Helena has considered comments raised and reviewed information developed through the responses-to-
comments process, and has determined that the project does not meet any of the conditions under CEQA Section 15073.5, as 
outlined below. 

15073.5. RECIRCULATION OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION PRIOR TO ADOPTION.

a) A lead agency is required to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be substantially revised after 
public notice of its availability has previously been given pursuant to Section 15072, but prior to its adoption. Notice 
of recirculation shall comply with Sections 15072 and 15073.

b) A “substantial revision” of the negative declaration shall mean:

1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project revisions must be added 
in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project revisions will not reduce 
potential effects to less than significance and new measures or revisions must be required.

c) Recirculation is not required under the following circumstances:

1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to Section 15074.1.

2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the project’s effects 
identified in the proposed negative declaration which are not new avoidable significant effects.

3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation of the negative declaration which are 
not required by CEQA, which do not create new significant environmental effects and are not necessary to 
mitigate an avoidable significant effect.

4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes 
insignificant modifications to the negative declaration.

d) If during the negative declaration process there is substantial evidence in light of the whole record, before the lead 
agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment which cannot be mitigated or 
avoided, the lead agency shall prepare a draft EIR and certify a final EIR prior to approving the project. It shall 
circulate the draft EIR for consultation and review pursuant to Sections 15086 and 15087, and advise reviewers in 
writing that a proposed negative declaration had previously been circulated for the project.

Therefore, the recirculation of a revised IS/MND or the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is not required. 
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the added information contained herein clarifies and bolsters the analyses in the 
IS/MND. 

The City of St. Helena will consider the Draft IS/MND, together with this Response to Comments document, prior to taking 
action on the proposed Custom Crush Facility Project.  

ATTACHMENTS

A. CALTRANS COMMENT LETTER, OCTOBER 24, 2017
B. RESPONSE TO CALTRANS COMMENT LETTER, PREPARED BY OMNI-MEANS/GHD, NOVEMBER 3, 2017
C. LIVING RIVERS COUNCIL COMMENT LETTER, NOVEMBER 7, 2017
D. COMMISSIONER JOHN PONTE COMMENT LETTER, NOVEMBER 22, 2017
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2300 Clayton Road  l  Suite 920  l  Concord, CA 94520  l  omnimeans.com 
Concord  l  Napa  I  Redding  l  Roseville  l  San Luis Obispo  l  Visalia 

 

November 3, 2017 
 
 
Ms. Patricia Maurice 
District Branch Chief 
Local Development – Intergovernmental Review 
Department of Transportation, District 4 
Office of Transit and Community Planning 
P.O. Box 23660, MS-10D 
Oakland, CA  94623-0660 
 
 
RE: Department of Transportation Comments on “Komes Custom Crush” Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (MND). 
 
Dear Ms. Maurice: 
 
Thank you for your review of the Komes Custom Crush - Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
dated September 25, 2017. The following responses are provided to address the transportation-
related comments you presented in your letter to Mr. Noah Housh of the City of St. Helena, 
dated October 24, 2017 (letter attached for reference). 
 
Operational Analysis 
 
Comment: Recent restriping of SR 29 has altered the alignment to prohibit left turns from Mills 
Lane onto SR 29.  Please revise analysis omitting west-to-south movement off Mills Lane 
throughout the analysis. 
 
Response: Regarding left turn trips from Mills Lane onto southbound SR 29, the traffic analysis 
evaluated existing, near-term (representing approved developments yet to be constructed), and 
long-term cumulative conditions without the project as well as with the added project trips.  For 
existing conditions without the project, the report identified no west-to-south volumes from Mills 
Lane onto SR 29 during the weekday a.m., weekday p.m., and weekend peak hours of the day.  
The proposed project would not add any left turn trips from Mills Lane onto SR 29.  Therefore, 
the existing conditions analysis presented in the traffic report would remain unchanged. 
 
For near-term conditions without the project, the traffic report identified a low number of vehicle 
trips generated by approved developments making left turns from Mills Lane onto SR 29. 
Specifically, the traffic report identified 3 weekday a.m. peak hour, 6 weekday p.m. peak hour, 
and 4 weekend peak hour trips turning left from westbound Mills Lane onto southbound SR 29.  
As noted, no trips from the proposed project were added to the west-to-south movement from 
Mills Lane.   
 
Given the recent restriping of SR 29 which now prohibits left turns from Mills Lane, the near-
term volumes identified in the report would be redistributed to Dowdell Lane.  As a result, there 
would be zero peak hour trips from Mills Lane onto southbound SR 29 and 3-6 additional peak 
hour trips added to the Dowdell Lane left turn movement onto southbound SR 29.   
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The level of service conditions have been re-evaluated.  The traffic report identified near-term 
operating conditions at the Mills Lane/SR 29 intersection and the Dowdell Lane/SR 29 
intersection of LOS C during all three peak hour periods (a.m., p.m., and weekend).  With the 
left turn volumes removed, the Mills Lane/SR 29 conditions would remain the same or improve.    
The intersection would operate at LOS C during all three peak hour periods with incremental 
improvements to overall vehicle delays (see LOS calculation sheets for all with and without 
project scenarios—attached). 
 
With the redistributed trips from Mills Lane added to Dowdell Lane, the Dowdell Lane/SR 29 
intersection would experience only incremental increases in delays.  The intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS C during the peak hour periods. 
 
The traffic report also evaluated long-term cumulative conditions and identified operating 
conditions at the Mills Lane/SR 29 and Dowdell Lane/SR 29 intersections of LOS C or better.  
With the trips from Mills Lane redistributed onto Dowdell Lane, the Mills Lane/SR 29 intersection 
would continue to operate at LOS C or better, and the Dowdell Lane/SR 29 intersection would 
operate at LOS D. 
 
Therefore, accounting for the recent restriping of SR 29 prohibiting left turns from Mills Lane, 
level-of-service conditions without the proposed project would remain acceptable at the Mills 
Lane/SR 29 and Dowdell Lane/SR 29 intersections.  Conditions would also remain acceptable 
with the project, since there were no project trips added to the Mills Lane left turn movement 
onto SR 29. 
 
Vehicle Trip Reduction 
 
Comment: The project site is identified as Place Type 5b: Rural Settlements and Agricultural 
Land where location efficiency factors, such as community design, are very low and regional 
accessibility is low.  Given the low transportation efficiency factors of this place type, the project 
should include a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to reduce VMT and 
greenhouse gas emissions.   
 
Response:  The proposed project would be considered a “production only” winery.  In this 
regard, there would be no tastings or tours associated with the proposed winery.  In addition, 
there would be no annual marketing events associated with the winery.  These factors alone 
(production winery only), result in a significant reduction in overall vehicle trips during 
weekday AM, PM, and weekend (Saturday) mid-day peak hours.  During the weekday AM and 
PM peak commute periods the proposed winery would generate just 11 peak hour trips.  During 
the most intense weekend (Saturday) crush period, the proposed winery would generate 18 
mid-day peak hour trips.   
 
As indicated in the proposed project description, the production winery would have just four (4) 
full-time employees during the year with eight (8) part-time employees (primarily related to crush 
activities and other winery-related needs).  As part of a focused TDM plan and consistent with 
Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan; it is suggested the proposed project strive to provide the 
following TDM measures for its employees: 
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• Bicycle racks for employees (secure facilities if possible); 
• On-site changing rooms and/or shower facilities; 
• Bicycle route mapping resources for local/regional routes (from Countywide Bicycle 

Plan); 
• Encouragement of carpooling and/or ridesharing for employees living within close 

local/regional proximity; 
• Emergency ride home program. 

  
With the above measures focused on proposed project employments, the overall number of 
peak hour employee trips could be reduced to improve overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
We trust this letter helps to provide further transportation information related to the proposed 
Komes Custom Crush Winery---Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  Please contact us if you 
have any questions. 
 
 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Omni-Means, Ltd. 
 
 
Peter Galloway 
Transportation Planner/Project Manager 
 
Enc: Caltrans Comment Letter Komes Custom Crush MND (October 24, 2017) 
 Mills Ln./SR-29 & Dowdell Ln./SR-29 Intersection LOS Calculation Sheets 
 

cc:  Ms. Donna Olford, Plans for Wine 
Mr. George W. Nickelson, P.E. 
Ms. Olivia Ervin, M-Group 
 

C2281LTR001.docx / 11145031 
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 

Planning Commission Meeting of  December 5, 2017 

 

 

 

AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing  

 

FILE NUMBER: PL17-047 

 

SUBJECT: Request for a Demolition Permit, Design Review permit, and Use Permit to 
demolish an existing residence constructed circa 1960 and construct a new single 
family residence at 1916 Vineyard in accordance with the Small Lot Development 
Standards and in the MR: Medium Density Residential District 

 

PREPARED BY: Lilly Bianco, Contract Planner 

 

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

APPROVED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

 

APPLICATION FILED:07/18/17 ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE:11/02/17 

 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 1916 Vineyard Avenue  

 

APN: 009-411-010 

 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Medium Density Residential: MR 

 

APPLICANT: Mila Holt PHONE: (510) 599-9689 

 

BACKGROUND 

The subject property is a residential lot of 6,969 sq-ft and improved with a one-story 
single family residence. The subject property is located in a circa 1960s subdivision 
characterized by single story homes organized in a traditional curvilinear subdivision 
street layout. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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Applicant, Mila Holt, submitted an application requesting to demolish an existing 1,392 
sq-ft single family residence (SFR) that is 16’ in height and constructed c.1960 and 
construct a new 1,729 sq-ft  one-story SFR that is 18’ in height. As proposed, the new 
residence would exhibit a front and rear setback of 20’-0” with 5’ side setbacks 
consistent with what currently exists and in accordance with Small Lot Development 
Standards.  

  

The proposed residence would be a two-bedroom home and designed in a modern 
farmhouse style with painted board and batten siding and capped with a metal roof. 
Covered parking would be provided by an attached carport. Landscaping would consist 
of dwarf flowering trees, boxwood, and privet hedge, amongst others. In order to carry 
out the proposed project, the applicant has requested a Demolition Permit, Design 
Review Permit, and Use permit.  

 

ANALYSIS 

GENERAL PLAN 

The subject property exhibits a General Plan Land Use designation of Medium Density 
Residential. This land use designation allows single family detached and attached 
homes, secondary residential units, and other compatible uses. The Medium density 
residential land use designation serves as the predominant residential land use 
designation and is intended to perpetuate the existing development patterns exhibited 
by St. Helena’s established neighborhoods. 

 

Relevant General Plan policies include:  

 

4.3.4 Strengthen community identity by appropriate building design, size, and site 
landscaping. 

 

4.3.5 Require future residential development to conform to the pattern and density of 
older, neighboring areas of town in order to complement existing town character and 
ensure that densities are high enough to protect against unnecessary incursion into 
Vineyard agricultural areas 

 

4.3.25 Within the primary urban area of St. Helena, encourage variety in housing types 
and density consistent with those found in the older neighborhoods of town. Encourage 
varying lot widths and configuration, but limit the allowable building envelope by parcel 
size to avoid overbuilt conditions  

 

4.3.26 Encourage residential building siting and design that is similar to that found in the 
older neighborhoods in town. In these areas consistent setbacks, porches, and 
generously landscaped front yards add to community enjoyment by all. Restrict location 
of driveways and garages to minimize their visual impact on the street.  

 

4.4.3 Driveways and garages should be as unobtrusive as possible, with garages 
preferably located at the rear of the lot. 
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Staff Analysis:  

The proposed residence would feature quality materials and design which is consistent 
with residential styles exhibited throughout St. Helena. As required per the CC&Rs, the 
residence would be one-story in height (max 18’), which translates to a slight increase 
of 2’ over what currently exists. The proportions and siting of the new construction 
generally retain the siting and proportions of the existing home and concentrate the 
additional square footage at the rear.  

 

The applicant is requesting reduced side setbacks consistent with what currently exists 
and as may be authorized per the Small Lot Development Standards detailed in Code 
Section 17.112.090 upon approval of a Use Permit. As shown on Attachment 6, The 
subdivision generally exhibits side setbacks less than 10 feet, at least within a 300 foot 
radius of the subject site. As such, staff finds employment of the small lot standards to 
allow lesser setbacks would be consistent with the typical development characteristics 
of the neighboring lots, would be appropriate given the context of the greater 
neighborhood, and would be consistent with the intent of applicable General Plan 
policies pertaining to design, compatibility, and continuity of defining features of the 
neighborhood.  

 

ZONING 

Consistent with the GP land use designation, 1916 Vineyard Avenue exhibits a zoning 
designation of MR: Medium Density Residential. The MR Zoning District allows for 
residential construction insofar as it conforms to the development standards prescribed 
by Municipal Code Section 17.40.060 and Section 17.116.010. The subject lot does not 
exhibit the typical characteristics identified in the MR DIstrict in that it is both smaller 
and narrower than the MR standards prescribe — the parcel is 6,969 sf and is 
irregularly shaped such that it is roughly 67.5’ wide at the street frontage and narrows to 
40’ at the rear property line. Given this, the applicant has requested to employ the Small 
Lot Development Standards prescribed by Code Section 17.112.090 and which may be 
authorized subject to compliance with specified development standards and a 
conditional use permit. As detailed below, the project exhibits an FAR within the 
maximum allowed and meets all other applicable standards prescribed under the Small 
Lot Development Standards.  

 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 

 

NET FLOOR AREA: 

LIVING AREA 1729 SF 

CARPORT   199 SF 

COVERED PARKING EXEMPTION - 200 SF 

_______________________________________ 

TOTAL 1729 SF  

 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 1729 /6969 = 0.248 (Max allowable is 0.340) 
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SMALL LOT STANDARDS COMPARISON TABLE 

  

 
 

In order to authorize Small Lot development, a project must meet the following 
parameters prescribed by Code Section 17.112.090. The standards are enumerated 
below and followed by Staff’s Response in Italic typeface. 

 

A. The minimum lot size shall be four thousand (4,000) square feet. 

The lot is 6,969 sq-ft and is therefore within that allowed under the small lot standards 
and below that of a standard MR lot (7000 sq-ft). 

  

B. The minimum lot width shall be forty-two (42) feet wide except that the lot width 
may be reduced to not less than thirty-five (35) feet for attached zero lot line dwellings. 
A lot width greater than the minimum may be required when the lot fronts on an arterial 
or collector as designated in the circulation element of the general plan. 

The lot width is approximately 67’5” wide at frontage and narrows to 40 feet at the rear 
of the property. The lot width is therefore, less than the 70 foot width considered typical 
of MR Lots, but within the requirements of the Small Lot standards. 

 

C. Not less than eighteen (18) feet of continuous full height curb shall be provided along 
the public street in front of each lot, with the length established by an extension of the 
side lot lines to the curb. This provision is intended to provide additional parking 
between driveways. A curb length greater than the minimum may be required when the 
lot fronts on an arterial or collector as designated in the circulation element of the 
general plan. 

There is already curb in front of the existing lot. 

 

D. A front and (street) side setback of fifteen (15) feet shall be observed for one story 
and twenty (20) feet for two or more stories (see Chapter 17.120 of this title for driveway 
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standards: generally twenty-four (24) feet in length) except for the interior, common lot 
line of an attached zero lot line dwelling. 

The proposed residence will be one story in height and would exhibit a minimum front 
and rear setback of 20’ and side setbacks of 5’ which meets that required under the 
small lot standards. 

 

E. Side yards shall have a minimum width of five feet, except for a zero lot line dwelling 
which may be located immediately adjacent to the side property line; provided, however, 
that a minimum separation of ten (10) feet (at all points) be maintained between 
dwellings. 

As detailed on plans, the project will feature side yard setbacks of 5 feet, in keeping with 
the spatial layout of the existing lot.  

 

F. On a lot with a zero lot line dwelling, any side yard opposite any zero side yard shall 
have a minimum width of ten (10) feet. To insure light and air and to improve its overall 
design and appearance, the height of the wall, parapet wall or roof eaves on the side 
property line shall not exceed eighteen (18) feet at any point; above this point, the 
building shall not encroach into a 1:1 building plane starting eighteen (18) feet above 
the zero side yard. 

No zero lot line dwelling is proposed and therefore, this provision is not applicable. 

 

G. Conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s) permitting access for inspection, 
maintenance or repair to any zero lot line wall and insuring that the side yard opposite a 
zero side yard remain essentially open (e.g., prohibiting parking, storage, accessory 
buildings, etc.) shall be required. 

This provision is not applicable to the subject project. 

 

H. On-site parking shall be provided in accord with the parking and loading 
requirements contained in Chapter 17.124. 

The site will feature one covered parking space and one uncovered. 

 

I. Except as provided above, all other regulations of the underlying district and this title 
shall apply to small lot developments. 

The project meets all other applicable development standards prescribed by the MR 
District. 

 

J. A fence or hedge of up to six feet in height which meets the requirements for visibility 
a driveways or intersections may be located within ten (10) feet of the property line in 
the required front or side setback with Design Review approval. Such approval may be 
sought at the initial time of approval of a small lot development or by individual 
homeowners after the establishment of a small lot development if such fences or 
hedges were not installed in conjunction with the initial establishment of a small lot 
development. (Prior code § 27.219) 

The applicant is proposing a privet hedge located in the southwest extents of the front 
yard to enhance privacy for the bedroom located at property front. The hedge would not 
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exceed 6” in height and may be authorized subject to Design Review approval; see 
Sheet A1-0.1, Attachment 5. 

 

DEMOLITION PERMIT 

 

Zoning Code Section 17.164.050 Applicability (of Design Review) specifies that “…no 
permit authorizing the demolition of any building within any zoning district shall be 
issued until approved by the Planning Commission in accordance with the following 
findings: 

 

1. That, based on the public record and testimony presented at a public hearing, the 
building is determined not to be a significant architectural or historical building. 

The property is not listed on the City’s Master Historic Resource list and there is nothing 
that would otherwise indicate that it may be a potentially significant historic resource.  

 

2. That the demolition does not eliminate elements that are required to maintain the 
essential character of the neighborhood; 

The existing residence is very simple in form and does not exhibit a character that is 
integral to the streetscape or greater neighborhood. That being the case, the existing 
residence does not exhibit elements that are required to maintain the essential 
character of the neighborhood. 

 

3. That design review of the proposed replacement structure is approved prior to 
approval of the demolition of a housing structure. 

The project is subject to Design Review Approval and any demolition permit approval is 
contingent upon the Design Review Approval of the proposed new residence. 

 

 

USE PERMIT  

Per Zoning Code Section 17.40.030, application of the Small Lot Development 
Standards is subject to a conditional use permit.The purpose of a use permit is to allow 
the proper integration of essential or desirable uses which may be suitable only in 
certain locations or zoning districts in the City, or to ensure that such uses are designed 
or arranged on the site in a particular manner. In its review of applications for use 
permits, the Planning Commission shall evaluate each proposed use in order to 
consider its impact on the City. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.168 050, no use 
permit shall be granted unless the following findings can be made: 

 

1. That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, dust, light, glare, radiation 
or refuse that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the community. 

As a new SFR that is largely consistent with what exists on the site and consistent with 
the adjacent residential land uses (e.g. single story, similar setbacks, similar square 
footage, and traditional style) the project would not be injurious to surrounding uses or 
the community. 
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2. That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect the 
health, safety, or welfare of neighboring properties or uses. 

The project would generate noise typical of a single family residential land use and 
would not be expected to cause excessive noise levels. 

 

3. That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the "normally 
acceptable" range identified in the General Plan. 

The proposed residence would have two bedrooms. The project would generate traffic 
at a level typical of a small single family household and is not expected to generate 
traffic noise above the normally acceptable range. 

 

4. That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of public 
services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply, communication 
facilities, police protection, and fire protection. 

As a SFR replacing an existing SFR and in an area already well served by public 
services, the project is not expected to make excessive demands on public services or 
utilities. 

 

5. That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from the 
proposed location. 

As conditioned, the project would be accessible from the street in a manner that is ADA 
compliant and consistent with Building and Fire Codes. Therefore, the project would 
provide adequate ingress and egress. 

 

6. That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the City's goal of maintaining 
the economic viability of a local serving economy. 

The project will replace an existing SFR with a new SFR and is not expected to inhibit 
the economic viability of a local serving economy.  

 

7. That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and would 
not conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it would be located. 

No change in land use is proposed and the zoning of the site would remain consistent 
with the MR District.  

 

8. That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the City's General Plan. 

The proposed project would be appropriate in the context of the greater neighborhood 
and would be consistent with the intent of applicable General Plan policies, in particular, 
those pertaining to design, compatibility, and continuity of defining features of the 
neighborhood.  

 

9. That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety, or welfare. 

As a SFR in what is a residential area and which is consistent with development 
standards, it is not expected to injurious to health, safety, or welfare. 
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10. That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar 
uses whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the City or would be in conflict 
with the General Plan. 

All Use permit applications are considered individually and based on the merits of the 
individual project. As such, approval of a Use permit needed to recognize the subject 
property as a small lot would not be detrimental to the City or conflict with the General 
Plan. 

 

11. That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate off-
street parking to accommodate the long term parking needs of employees and business 
owners and customers is available. 

The SFR will provide one covered and one uncovered spaces as required under the 
Code. 

 

12. That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and 
delivery truck traffic generated by the proposed use. 

The proposed use would not generate a level or type of traffic that surrounding streets 
are not equipped to handle. 

 

DESIGN REVIEW  

The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring 
value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community 
as a place to live and work. The Planning Commission must find that the project takes 
reasonable account of the design criteria prescribed by Section 17.164.030 (detailed 
below) and exhibit a quality of design that is compatible with adjacent development, 
features a siting, scale, massing and architectural style that is generally consistent with 
the predominant development patterns, and that does not otherwise detract or 
negatively affect the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
Consistency findings related to the Design Review Criteria are enumerated, below. 

 

Design Review Criteria. 

1.  Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan.  

The proposed project would be appropriate in the context of the greater neighborhood 
and would be consistent with the intent of applicable General Plan policies pertaining to 
design, compatibility, and continuity of defining features of the neighborhood.  

 

2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site; 

The surrounding neighborhood is a c.1960s era subdivision that exhibits modest, one-
story homes. As proposed, the new residence would be a modest sized (two-bedroom) 
home and would maintain the one-story height. There is no component of the project 
that would be incompatible with the immediate environment of the site or that of the 
greater neighborhood.  

 

3. Relationship of the design to the site; 

Agenda Item #5.2.

Page 476 of 540



Given the site constraints, the proposed project maintains an appropriate relationship to 
the site. As detailed by the applicant, to accommodate the new residence on the lot they 
are requesting small lot standards be allowed and reduced side setbacks be authorized. 
This is consistent with the existing layout and would be consistent with the typical siting 
of homes on surrounding lots.  

 

4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as 
having a unified design or historical character; 

The area largely retains the character of a c.1960s character and features modest one-
story homes sited similarly on lots and oriented along a typical  curvilinear subdivision 
street layout. 

 

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas 
between different designated land uses; 

The proposed work would not alter the scale or transition between different land uses. 

 

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site; 

Given that the proposed residence is largely consistent with the surrounding 
development, it is expected to blend in with the existing and future construction in the 
immediate neighborhood. 

 

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project; 

The proposed design and materials are of a quality and type that are appropriate for the 
residential nature of the project and would be consistent with the site and its 
surroundings.  

 

8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 
create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, 
visitors and the general community; 

The spatial organization of the proposed residence and associated features will be 
typical of residential site development in the surrounding neighborhood and are 
expected to promote an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants and neighbors.  

 

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures; 

The landscaping proposed is consistent with the residential character of the project. A 6’ 
tall hedge is proposed for a portion of the front yard to enhance privacy, but is limited to 
those specific extents of the properties, with other areas not requiring such privacy are 
more visually permeable and vegetation is simply used to enhance of soften the 
appearance of the front property. 

 

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of 
the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept; 
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No ancillary functions are proposed beyond those typical of single family residential 
development. 

 

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient for 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

No changes to access are proposed as part of the project. 

 

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project; 

The project involves the removal of some of the existing, smaller, fruit trees, but makes 
an effort to retain existing trees as possible and integrate existing natural features on 
the site. 

 

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions; 

The proposed design and materials are consistent with residential architecture and 
compatible with surrounding residential design employed throughout the City of St. 
Helena.  

 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical 
character, whether the design is compatible with such character; 

As detailed above, the proposed residence would be consistent with the surrounding 
character in that it would be a modest single story residence and would feature a siting 
that is typical of the surrounding subdivision. 

 

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship of 
plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors create a 
desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape concept depicts an 
appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site; 

The project proposes new water efficient landscaping in the front yard (which currently 
consists of asphalt/concrete) and a 540 sf new deck off of the rear of the residence. The 
landscaping does include a 6’ hedge at property front which would enhance privacy for 
one of the bedrooms. Areas not requiring enhanced privacy would feature traditional 
water efficient landscaping. All landscaping would be appropriate for the  residential 
site. 

 

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate of St. 
Helena; 

The proposed water-efficient landscaping is appropriate for the climate of St. Helena. 

 

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of green 
building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green building 
materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape materials. 
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The project will be conditioned to comply with all Title 24 standards and would achieve 
required energy metrics. 

 

 

ISSUES 

No unresolved issues have been identified by staff. 

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

In support of the application, the applicant conducted outreach efforts and provided 
results of those efforts and letters of support, please see Attachment 6. No other 
comments have been received as of the writing of this report. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning and Community Improvement Department recommends that the Planning 
Commission adopt a resolution finding that: 

  

1. The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Section 
15301 and 15303, and 

2. Accept the required findings and approving the requested Demolition permit, Use 
Permit, and Design Review for the Holt-Johnson Residence located at 1916 
Vineyard Avenue. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1916 Vineyard ATTCH 1. Resolution 

1916 Vineyard ATTCH 2. APN Map 

1916 Vineyard ATTCH 3. Aerial View 

1916 vineyard ATTCH 4. Project Narrative 

1916 Vineyard ATTCH 5. Project Plans 

1916 Vineyard ATTCH 6. Neighborhood Context and Outreach Exhibits 

1916 vineyard - ATTCH 7. Water Use Analysis 
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CITY OF ST. HELENA PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ST. HELENA 
GRANTING APPROVAL OF DESIGN REVIEW

FOR THE HOLT- JOHNSON RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 1916 VINEYARD AVENUE

PROPERTY OWNER: Mila Holt         APN: 009-411-010

Recitals

1. Mila Holt submitted an application for a Demolition Permit, Design Review permit, 
and Use Permit to demolish an existing residence constructed circa 1960 and 
construct a new single family residence at 1916 Vineyard in the MR: Medium 
Density Residential District, and

2. A staff report dated Dec 5, 2017 and incorporated herein by reference analyzed the 
projects consistency with the Demolition Criteria enumerated in Code Section 
17.164.050, Design Review Criteria enumerated in Section 17.164.030, and Use 
Permit criteria enumerated in Section 17.168 050 of the Zoning Code, and

3. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, considered 
the project, staff report, and all testimony, written and spoken, at a duly noticed 
public hearing on Dec 5, 2017, and

4. Now, therefore let it be found that, the Planning Commission approves the 
Demolition permit, Design Review permit, and Use permit and authorizes the 
modifications contained in said plans based on the findings below and subject to 
the conditions of approval enumerated herein. 

Resolution

A. The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to Section 
15301(L)(1) and 15303(A) which exempts demolition of an existing single family 
residence and the construction of a new single family residence. The proposed 
project is not subject to any of the exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption 
as outlined in CEQA Section 15300.2. The project site is not located on or near an 
environmentally sensitive area, is not visible from a scenic highway, is not included 
on a hazardous waste site, and will not impact historic resources or otherwise 
generate or contribute to any potentially significant impacts.
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B. DEMOLITION PERMIT
Zoning Code Section 17.164.050 Applicability (of Design Review) specifies that “…no 
permit authorizing the demolition of any building within any zoning district shall be 
issued until approved by the Planning Commission in accordance with the following 
findings:

1. That, based on the public record and testimony presented at a public hearing, 
the building is determined not to be a significant architectural or historical 
building.

The property is not listed on the City’s Master Historic Resource list and there is 
nothing that would otherwise indicate that it may be a potentially significant 
historic resource. 

2. That the demolition does not eliminate elements that are required to maintain the 
essential character of the neighborhood;

The existing residence is very simple in form and does not exhibit a character 
that is integral to the streetscape or greater neighborhood. That being the case, 
the existing residence does not exhibit elements that are required to maintain the 
essential character of the neighborhood.

3. That design review of the proposed replacement structure is approved prior to 
approval of the demolition of a housing structure.

The project is subject to Design Review Approval and any demolition permit 
approval is contingent upon the Design Review Approval of the proposed new 
residence.

C. USE PERMIT 
Per Zoning Code Section 17.40.030, application of the Small Lot Development 
Standards is subject to a conditional use permit.The purpose of a use permit is to allow 
the proper integration of essential or desirable uses which may be suitable only in 
certain locations or zoning districts in the City, or to ensure that such uses are designed 
or arranged on the site in a particular manner. In its review of applications for use 
permits, the Planning Commission shall evaluate each proposed use in order to 
consider its impact on the City. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.168 050, no use 
permit shall be granted unless the following findings can be made:

1. That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, dust, light, glare, 
radiation or refuse that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the 
community.
As a new SFR that is largely consistent with what exists on the site (e.g. single 
story, similar setbacks, similar square footage, and traditional style) the project 
would not be injurious to surrounding uses or the community.
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2. That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect 
the health, safety, or welfare of neighboring properties or uses.
The project would generate noise typical of a single family residential land use 
and would not be expected to cause excessive noise levels.

3. That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the "normally 
acceptable" range identified in the General Plan.
The proposed residence would have two bedrooms. The project would generate 
traffic at a level typical of a small single family household and is not expected to 
generate traffic noise above the normally acceptable range.

4. That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of 
public services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply, 
communication facilities, police protection, and fire protection.
As a SFR replacing an existing SFR and in an area already well served by public 
services, the project is not expected to make excessive demands on public 
services or utilities.

5. That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from 
the proposed location.
As conditioned, the project would be accessible from the street in a manner that 
is ADA compliant and consistent with Building and Fire Codes. Therefore, the 
project provides adequate ingress and egress.

6. That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the City's goal of 
maintaining the economic viability of a local serving economy.
The project will replace an existing SFR with a new SFR and is not expected to 
inhibit the economic viability of a local serving economy. 

7. That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and 
would not conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it would 
be located.
No change in land use is proposed and the zoning of the site would remain 
consistent with the MR District. 

8. That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the City's General Plan.
The project would exhibit overall consistency with the General Plan, as detailed 
above. 

9. That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety, or welfare.
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As a SFR in what is a residential area and which is consistent with development 
standards, it is not expected to injurious to health, safety, or welfare.

10.That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar 
uses whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the City or would be in 
conflict with the General Plan.
All Use permit applications are considered individually and based on the merits of 
the individual project. As such, approval of a Use permit needed to recognize the 
subject property as a small lot would not be detrimental to the City or conflict with 
the General Plan.

11.That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate 
off-street parking to accommodate the long term parking needs of employees and 
business owners and customers is available.
The SFR will provide one covered and one uncovered spaces as required under 
the Code.

12.That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and 
delivery truck traffic generated by the proposed use.
The proposed use would not generate a level or type of traffic that surrounding 
streets are not equipped to handle.

D. DESIGN REVIEW 
The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring 
value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community 
as a place to live and work. The Planning Commission must find that the project takes 
reasonable account of the design criteria prescribed by Section 17.164.030 (detailed 
below) and exhibit a quality of design that is compatible with adjacent development, 
features a siting, scale, massing and architectural style that is generally consistent with 
the predominant development patterns, and that does not otherwise detract or 
negatively affect the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
Consistency findings related to the Design Review Criteria are enumerated, below.
Design Review Criteria.

1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan.  
The proposed project would be appropriate in the context of the greater 
neighborhood and would be consistent with the intent of applicable General Plan 
policies pertaining to design, compatibility, and continuity of defining features of 
the neighborhood. 

2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site;
The surrounding neighborhood is a c.1960s era subdivision that exhibits modest, 
one-story homes. As proposed, the new residence would be a modest sized (two-
bedroom) home and would maintain the one-story height. There is no component 
of the project that would be incompatible with the immediate environment of the 
site or that of the greater neighborhood. 

3. Relationship of the design to the site;
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    Given the site constraints, the proposed project maintains an appropriate 
relationship to the site. As detailed by the applicant, to accommodate the new 
residence on the lot they are requesting small lot standards be allowed and and 
reduced side setbacks be authorized. This is consistent with the existing layout 
and would be consistent with the typical siting of homes on surrounding lots. 

4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as 
having a unified design or historical character;
The area largely retains the character of a c.1960s character and features 
modest one-story homes sited similarly on lots and oriented along a typical 
subdivision street layout.

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in 
areas between different designated land uses;
The proposed work would not alter the scale or transition between different land 
uses.

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site;
Given that the proposed residence is largely consistent with the surrounding 
development, it is expected to blend in with the existing and future construction in 
the immediate neighborhood.

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project;
The proposed design and materials are of a quality, color palette, and type that 
are appropriate for the residential nature of the project and would be consistent 
with the site and its surroundings. 

8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 
create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community;
The spatial organization of the proposed residence and associated features will 
be typical of residential site development in the surrounding neighborhood and 
are expected to promote an internal sense of order and provide a desirable 
environment for occupants and neighbors. 

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures;
The landscaping proposed is consistent with the residential character of the 
project. A 6’ hedge is proposed for a portion of the front yard to enhance privacy, 
but is limited to that specific extents of the properties, with other areas not 
requiring such privacy are more visually permeable and vegetation is simply used 
to enhance of soften the appearance of the front property.

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions 
of the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept;
No ancillary functions are proposed beyond those typical of single family 
residential development.
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11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient 
for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;
No changes to access are proposed as part of the project.

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project;
The project involves the removal of some of the existing, smaller, fruit trees, but 
makes an effort to retain existing trees as possible and integrate existing natural 
features on the site.

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions;

The proposed design and materials are consistent with residential architecture 
and compatible with surrounding residential design employed throughout the City 
of St. Helena. 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, whether the design is compatible with such character;
As detailed above, the proposed residence would be consistent with the 
surrounding character in that it would be a modest single story residence and 
would feature a siting that is typical of the surrounding subdivision.

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship 
of plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors 
create a desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape 
concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site;
The project proposes new water efficient landscaping in the front yard (which 
currently cons ists of asphalt/concrete) and a 540 sf  new deck off of the rear of 
the residence. The landscaping does include a 6’ hedge at property front which 
would enhance privacy for one of the bedrooms. Areas not requiring enhanced 
privacy would feature traditional water efficient landscaping. All landscaping 
would be residential in character and appropriate for the site.

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate 
of St. Helena;

 The proposed water-efficient landscaping is appropriate for the climate of St. 
Helena.

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of 
green building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape 
materials.
The project will be conditioned to comply with all Title 24 standards and would 
achieve required energy metrics.
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E. Now therefore be it further resolved that, the Demolition permit, Design Review 
permit, and Use permit for the above described project is granted subject to 
compliance with all applicable provisions of the Zoning Code subject to each of the 
following conditions.  Permit shall be in conformance with all City ordinances, rules, 
regulations and policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit.  The 
conditions noted below are particularly pertinent to this permit and shall not be 
construed to permit violation of other laws and policies not so listed.

Conditions of Approval

1. The Permit shall be in conformance with all City ordinances, rules, regulations and 
policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit.  The conditions noted 
below are particularly pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit 
violation of other laws and policies not so listed.

2. The plans submitted for building permit review shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plans approved by the Planning Commission on Dec 5, 2017, except as modified 
by the following conditions. 

3. The Demolition permit, Design Review permit, and Use permit shall be vested within 
one (1) year from the date of approval.  A building permit for the activities allowed 
under this approval shall have been obtained within one (1) year from the effective 
date of the Planning Commission decision or these approvals shall expire; provided 
however that the approved permits may be extended for up to two (2) one-year periods 
pursuant to the St. Helena Municipal Code, Section 17.08.030, Extension of Permits 
and Approvals.

4. The Demolition permit, Design Review permit, and Use permit shall become effective 
fourteen (14) calendar days after approval, provided that the action is not appealed by 
the City Council or any other interested party within that 14 day period.

5. Any request for an extension of the Design Review permit must be justified in writing 
and received by the Planning Department at least thirty (30) days prior to expiration.

6. All required fees, including planning fees, development impact fees, building fees, 
retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District fees shall be paid prior to issuance 
of building permit.  

7. Prior to issuance of construction permits, compliance with conditions of approval shall 
be clearly identified on all plans. A copy of approved plans with the conditions listed on 
said plans shall be maintained on-site during construction activities. 

8. Conditions shall be achieved at such a time as determined by the City and shall be 
achieved at the requisite stage and before issuance of building permit or initiation of 
use unless another time is set by law or by this approval. Issuance of building permit or 
final inspection of a project may be withheld if all conditions, including payment of fees 
for services rendered by the City, are not met.
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9. The applicant shall defend and indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and 
employees harmless of any claim, action or proceedings to attack, set aside, void or 
annul an approval so long as the City promptly notifies the applicant of any such claim, 
action, or proceedings and the City cooperates fully in the defense of the action or 
proceedings.

10.This Demolition permit, Design Review, and Use Permit approval shall run with the 
land and shall be binding upon all parties having any right, title or interest in the real 
property or any part thereof, their heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure to 
their benefit and benefit of the City of St. Helena.

11.The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance.  The owner/applicant is responsible for meeting with the Building Official / 
Fire Inspector to review compliance with Building and Fire Codes, including fire 
protection systems and the accessibility standards of Title 24.

12.No structure shall be permitted over any existing property lines.  Documentation of 
the location of the property lines shall be submitted with plans for building permit 
issuance.

13.A building permit is required for any onsite demolition, construction, or change of 
occupancy.

Public Works Department Conditions of Approval

14.Approval of this project shall be subject to the requirements of, and all 
improvements shall be designed and constructed in accordance with, the most 
current version at the time of improvement plan submittal, Caltrans Standards and 
Specifications, the City of St. Helena Municipal Code, the St. Helena Water and 
Sewer Standards, the St. Helena Street, Storm Drain and Sidewalk Standards, and 
all current federal, state and county codes governing such improvements.

15.For any improvements outside the existing building envelope, a grading and 
drainage plan showing topographic data, all easements, infrastructure onsite and 
directly adjoining, and an erosion control plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building permit.  If the 
project entails more than 50 cubic yards of soil disturbance, 10,000 square feet of 
disturbance area, a cut or fill of 3 feet or more, or alteration of any drainage pattern, 
a grading permit shall be required. 

16.Drainage needs to be routed to prevent inundation of neighboring properties. 
Grading and/or site improvement plans shall show how 2-year and 10-year storm 
flows shall be infiltrated on site and/or diverted at the property lines to prevent 
inundation of neighboring properties. 

17.Remodels or new construction which require fire sprinklers shall install an 
appropriately-sized water service with appropriate backflow and meter devices prior 
to Certificate of Occupancy.  Fire system calculations shall be submitted with the 
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Grading and Drainage Plan to verify fire service lateral and meter sizing.  Deferred 
submittals are not accepted.

18.The applicant shall install an approved backflow device behind the existing water 
meter prior to Certificate of Occupancy.  Any new and modified existing water 
laterals, meters and backflow prevention devices shall be required and constructed 
in accordance with the current requirements of the City of St. Helena’s Water 
Standards and the California Department of Health Standards.  Existing meter 
boxes located within a driveway shall be retrofitted with a traffic-rated box.  New 
laterals shall be located perpendicular to the water main and outside any 
driveway/drive aisle.

19.Site plan shall show location of any trees within the project area.

20.Provide details of any and all proposed fencing and/or walls on all plans submitted 
for building permit review. 

21.Erosion and sediment control plans shall conform to the latest State and City codes 
at a minimum.

22.The Applicant shall keep adjoining public streets free and clean of project dirt, mud, 
materials, and debris during the demolition and construction period, as is found 
necessary by the City Engineer.

23.Any new and modified existing water laterals, meters and backflow prevention 
devices shall be required and constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
the City of St. Helena’s Water Standards.

24.The applicant shall repair all public improvements that are damaged by the 
construction process in accordance with the City Water/Sewer/Street/Storm 
Drain/Sidewalk Standards prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

25.Existing streets being cut by new utility services will require edge grinding and an 
A.C. overlay per City standards, extent to be determined by the Public Works 
Department.  

26.The applicant shall be required to obtain an encroachment permit for improvements 
on public right-of-ways prior to receiving a grading or building permit authorizing site 
work or construction activities on the site.  

27.Applicant shall submit a Demolition permit prior to beginning demolition.  Demolition 
permit shall include, location, size, and use of all structures on the lot, property lines 
and lot dimensions, structures / facilities to be demolished (clearly labeled), Erosion 
and sediment control plan per Napa Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Program Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Guidance, tree protection plan 
(location, species, size, drip lines), location of all above and below ground utilities 
including well and septic systems.
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28.Demolition Plan must identify the health and safety firm responsible for the oversight 
of the demolition and provide protocol.

29.The Demolition plan must have the following notes included:

a. Provide a note on the plans that no work is allowed in the Public Right of 
Way. If work will invade/encroach on the Public Right of Way, an 
Encroachment permit will be required from the Public Works Department.

b. Provide a note on the plans to provide caps on all sanitary sewers at the 
property line with a water tight cap.

c. Provide a note on the plans to cap all water lines at the property lines.
d. Provide a note regarding dust control.  Dust control is required during demo 

and site work, the public streets and sidewalks and adjacent properties are to 
be kept dust free at the expense of the owner and contractor.

30.Per the City’s Water Neutrality Policy, the project creates new buildings with water-
using fixtures, and thus a Water Neutrality Analysis Report will be required.  Please 
submit two (2) copies of a Water Use Analysis Report for the property.  Instructions 
for calculation of baseline existing demand and proposed water demand are 
available from the Public Works Department website.

31.Driveways and sidewalks that are damaged or do not meet requirements of the 
American Disabilities Act (ADA) shall be replaced and brought into compliance with 
all relevant requirements.  An encroachment permit is required for this work.

Building Department Conditions of Approval

32. A building permit is required for all onsite demolition, construction and/or change of 
occupancy.

33. The applicant will be required to comply with the codes adopted at the time the 
applicant applies for a building permit.  At this time the City of St. Helena utilizes the 
2016 Title 24 codes.

34.When submitting plans for a building permit, the plans shall include all 
documentation listed on the building permit application checklist.   

35.The applicant shall provide a construction waste management plan with the building 
permit application.

36.The plans for construction shall include a checklist for compliance with the California 
Green Buildings Standards Code, mandatory measures.  Provide a reference on the 
checklist indicating where the mandatory measures can be found on the plans.

37.When submitting plans, the title page shall include all information referenced on the 
building permit application checklist Title Page requirements. 
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38.Building Permit application materials and plans shall include any documentation 
pertaining to special loads applicable to the design and the specified section of the 
code that addresses the condition; special inspections for any systems or 
components requiring special inspection; requirements for seismic resistance; and a 
complete list of deferred submittals at time of application.  Any deferral of the 
required submittal items shall have prior approval of the Building Official however 
deferral of fire sprinkler design is not allowed.

Fire Department Conditions of Approval 

39.  Fire Sprinklers shall be installed, as required by the Fire Department

40.No driveway gates shall be permitted within 30 feet of front property line.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Demolition permit, Design Review, and Use 
Permit was duly and regularly approved by the Planning Commission of the City of St. 
Helena at a regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on Dec 5, 2017 by the 
following roll call vote:

AYES: 
NOES:
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Grace Kistner Noah Housh, 
Chair, Planning Commission Planning and Community 

Improvement Director
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1916 Vineyard Avenue – Project Statement 
 

Holt/Johnson Residence 

1916 Vineyard Avenue  

St Helena, CA 94574 
 

APN: 009-411-010 

Zoning: MR: Medium Density Residential 

Parcel Size: 0.16 ac / 6,969 sf 
 

Project Introduction:  

1916 Vineyard Avenue is an existing, non-conforming parcel developed with a non-

conforming structure. The parcel is 6,969 sf and is irregularly shaped - it is roughly 67.5’ 

wide at the street frontage and narrows to 40’ at the rear property line. The existing 1,392 

sf residence was originally developed as a 2-bedroom, 2-bath structure with an attached 

2-car garage. However, at some point, the garage was converted to a third bedroom. We 

are proposing to demolish the existing residence to replace it with a new 1,729 sf 

residence. We understand that the entitlement process for this project will require a 

demolition permit and design review. Additionally, we are seeking use permit approval to 

establish the parcel as a “Small Lot” in an effort to develop the new residence with 5’ side 

yards which is standard in this neighborhood and what the existing structure was 

developed with. Developing a new residence on this parcel with side yards greater than 

5’ would be extremely difficult given the fact that the parcel narrows so significantly as 

one moves towards the rear property line and because the CC&Rs for this subdivision 

limit residences to a single story. Finally, we have strong neighborhood support for our 

project and for maintaining the existing 5’ side yards. 
 

Demolition Permit: 

The existing 1,392 sf residence is in very poor condition due to neglect. The doors, 

windows, HVAC system, appliances, etc. all appear to be original and are in need of 

replacement. Additionally, the attached garage was converted to a bedroom and the 

conversion was poorly executed. Overall, the cost to remodel and upgrade would be 

prohibitive. We want to develop and live in a well-designed/efficient home which is more 

in keeping with other homes in the community. The most appropriate path to updating 

the property is through the demolition of the existing structure. 
 

Use Permit: 

We are seeking use permit approval to apply the “Small Lot” development standards to 

our parcel. Specifically we need to retain the existing 5’ side yards with which the majority 

of the residences in this subdivision were developed (See attached context map). Right 

now, our parcel is designated as Medium Density Residential. The required side yard 
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requirement for this district is 10’. We are requesting that our parcel be designated as a 

“Small Lot” because designing the new structure to meet the 10’ side yard requirement 

would result in an exceedingly small home with an odd floor plan. As a reminder, this 

subdivision has CC&Rs, which limit development to a single story so we cannot mitigate 

the size or floor plan limitations by building a second story.  
 

The following table outlines the development standards for the Medium Density 

Residential District, Small Lots as well as existing conditions and proposed project: 
 

    MDR  Small Lot Existing Proposed 

Minimum lot size  7,000 sf 4,000 sf 6,969 sf 6,969 sf 

Front setback   20’  15’  20’  20’ 

Side yard   10’  5’  5’  5’ 

Rear yard   20’  20’  20’+  20’+ 

Maximum height  25’  25’  14’-3”  18’ 

Maximum floor area  2,300 sf 2,300 sf 1,392 sf 1,729 sf 

 

To clarify, we are simply seeking to retain the existing 5’ side yards. We will adhere to the 

remainder of the Medium Density Residential District development standards.  
 

The following list outlines how our project complies with Municipal Code Section 

17.112.090, Small lot development standards. 
 

A.  The minimum lot size shall be 4,000 sf. 

The existing lot is 6,969 sf which is larger than the required minimum of 4,000 sf and 

smaller than the minimum lot size for a standard lot (7,000 sf). 
 

B. The minimum lot width shall be 42’ except that the lot width may be reduced to not 

less than 35’ for attached zero lot line dwellings. A lot width greater than the minimum 

may be required when the lot fronts on an arterial or collector as designated in the 

circulation element of the General Plan. 

The lot width is 67.5’ which is greater than the required minimum of 42’.  
 

C.  Not less than 18’ of continuous full height curb shall be provided along the public 

street in front of each lot, with the length established by an extension of the side lot 

lines to the curb. This provision is intended to provide additional parking between 

driveways. A curb length greater than the minimum may be required when the lot 

fronts on an arterial or collector as designated in the circulation element of the 

General Plan. 

Our project meets this standard. 
 

D.  A front and side setback of 15’ shall be observed for one-story and 20’ for two or more 

stories except for the interior, common lot line of an attached zero lot line dwelling. 

Our project is one-story and proposes a 20’ front and a 20’ rear setback. 
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E.  Side yards shall have a minimum width of 5’, except for a zero lot line dwelling which 

may be located immediately adjacent to the side property line, provided, however, 

that a minimum separation of 10’ be maintained between dwellings. 

The project proposes 5’ side yards on the north and south sides of the parcel. 
 

F.  On a lot with a zero lot line dwelling, any side yard opposite any zero side yard shall 

have a minimum width of 10’. To insure light and air and to improve its overall design 

and appearance, the height of the wall, parapet wall or roof eaves on the side property 

line shall not exceed 18’ at any point; above this point the building shall not encroach 

into a 1:1 building plane starting 18’ above the zero side yard. 

 Not applicable to our project. 
 

G.  Conditions, covenants and restrictions permitting access for inspection, maintenance 

or repair to any zero lot line wall and insuring that the side yard opposite a zero side 

yard remain essentially open (e.g., prohibiting parking, storage, access. buildings, etc.). 

Not applicable. 
 

H.  On-site parking shall be provided in accord with the parking requirements contained 

in Chapter 17.124. 

The parking requirement will be met with the proposed attached carport/driveway. 
 

I.  Except as provided above, all other regulations of the underlying district and this title 

shall apply to small lot developments. 

Our project meets this standard. 
 

J.  A fence or hedge of up to 6’ which meets the requirements for visibility at driveways 

or intersections may be located within 10’ of the property line in the required front or 

side setback with Design Review approval. Such approval may be sought at the initial 

time of approval of a small lot development or by individual homeowners after the 

establishment of a small lot development if such fences or hedges were not installed 

in conjunction with the initial establishment of a small lot development. (Prior code § 

27.219) 

Not applicable to our project. 
 

Design Review: 

We are seeking design review approval to develop a new 1,729 sf residence on this parcel. 

The residence has been designed with clean lines, simple forms and just enough detail to 

provide visual interest. The residence is configured as a single-story with 2-bedrooms, 2.5 

bathrooms, an office, living room, dining room and kitchen. The front elevation includes 

a front porch, a glass entry and large windows which will create a more welcoming effect. 

The size and proportion of the wood framed windows and doors have been carefully 

designed to be consistent with the scale of the home. The exterior will be clad in vertical 
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board & batten siding. The roof will be corrugated metal in a matte finish. The maximum 

height of the structure is 18’ as measured from the ridge of the roof. Covered off-street 

parking will be handled via an attached carport. The project proposes new water efficient 

landscaping in the front yard (which currently consists of asphalt/concrete) and a 540 sf 

new deck off of the rear of the residence.  
 

Neighborhood Outreach: 

We conducted door-to-door outreach on 5 separate occasions to all of our neighbors 

within a 300’ radius of our parcel, showing our plans and asking for support. Not one 

objected to our plan or to maintaining the existing 5’ side yards. Out of 33 homes which 

fall within a 300’ radius of our parcel, we were able to obtain 24 signatures of support. 7 

of the residences appeared to be 2nd homes which are not regularly occupied.  2 of our 

neighbors were too busy to discuss the project. 1 seemed addled. The remainder had 

personal philosophies about not signing documents, even though they were supportive 

of our project. Please see the attached list of signatures. In addition, all of the immediate 

neighbors with whom we share a property line with were strongly in favor of our project.  
 

Summary: 

We find that, as proposed, the project will result in a well-designed, well-sited and 

appropriately scaled single-family residence that is consistent with the Medium Density 

Residential District development standards, design review and use permit findings. 

Overall, this project will contribute positively to the neighborhood and the City of St 

Helena. 

 

Attachments: 

1 – Design Review Exhibits + Civil Site Plan 

2 – Neighborhood Support Signatures  

3 – Neighborhood Outreach Results 

4 – Neighborhood Outreach Exhibit  

5 – Neighborhood Context Exhibit 

6 – Neighborhood Support Correspondence 

7 – Water Use Analysis Report 
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1916 Vineyard - Context Map 
October 2017 
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1916 Vineyard – Neighborhood Outreach Exhibit 
October 2017 
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Responses to our gathering of signatures regarding our 
setbacks on 1916 Vineyard Ave 

 
We canvassed our neighbors for signatures within the 300-foot radius 
of our property. The petition our neighbors signed reads as follows: 
 
“We, the neighbors, have viewed the plans submitted by Tyler 
Johnson and Mila Holt for a building project at 1916 Vineyard 
Avenue in Saint Helena. We support the design created by Lail 
Design Group, including the 5’ setbacks on the sides, since 
close setbacks are the standard for the block. We believe this 
house will improve the neighborhood.” 
 
 
VINEYARD AVENUE 
 
1900: I don’t think she understood what I was asking. She is quite 
deaf.  
 
1908 Signed (immediate neighbors to the left) 
 
1916: Signed 
 
1924: Signed (immediate neighbors to the right) 
 
1932: Signed  
 
1940: Signed 
 
1948: Signed 
 
1956: Said she doesn’t care what we build. No interest.  
 
1945: Signed 
 
1953 Away until Oct 25 
 
1961 Signed 
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1939: Signed 
 
1919: Signed  
 
1911: Signed 
 
1903: She doesn’t sign “petitions” but is fine with us keeping 5’ 
setbacks 
 
1820: House is rented 
 
1835: Signed 
 
1827: This property awaits teardown. Owners are not in town. 
 
DORIS AVENUE 
 
1700: Signed 
 
1703: House is uninhabited 
 
 
DORIS COURT 
 
1628: Signed 
 
1614: Signed (immediate neighbors across the back fence) 
 
1600: Signed  
 
1603: Signed 
 
1611: Signed 
 
1619: Weekend home (Owners rarely there). 
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SPRING MOUNTAIN COURT 
 
1830: Husband is on the city counsel. He says he has to stay 
“neutral” on issues with the planning dept. 
 
1824: Signed 
 
1818: Signed 
 
1812: Owns Steve’s Hardware. He sees no problem with our plans, 
but doesn’t ever sign anything because he doesn’t want customers to 
get angry with his positions.  
 
1809: Never home (weekend house)  
 
1813: Not home.  
 
1819: Too busy to talk to me 
 
1825: Signed 
 
1831: Signed 
 
1837: Signed 
 
1843: Signed 
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Neighbor support letters + emails regarding the project 
located at 1916 Vineyard Avenue 

 

#1 

 

#2 

 

#3 
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#4 
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1916 Vineyard Ave.
St. Helena, CA 94574

APN: 009-411-010

Prepared By:
Randal E. Bryant, P.E., P.L.S.

FOR REVIEW BY:
CITY OF ST. HELENA DEPARMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

1480 MAINST.
ST. HELENA, CA 94574

45115
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St.Helena Water Neutral Policy for Development
Adopted March 22, 201 1

Holt-Johnson Family Trust JOB# 17-061328
Water Demand Analysis Rev 00: September 28, 2017
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Theoretica Water Use Report
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REB ENGINEERING, INC.

I. Background & Introduction

Ms. Mila Holt and Mr. Tyler Johnson, owners of the property located at 1916 Vineyard Avenue
in Saint Helena, propose to demolish their existing house and rebuild a new single-family
residence. The 0.16 acre parcel is currently developed with a three bedroom residence with 2
bathrooms, living area, and kitchen with dining area. The proposed new residence willconsist of
two bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, an office, a laundry room, a living room, a kitchen with dining
area, and a carport. All of the water that willbe used for the new residence and proposed
landscaping is proposed to come from the City of St.He|ena’s municipal water system.

This report discusses the existing and proposed water demand for the entire property, with a
focus on water use reduction measures. The existing City of St.He|ena water demand for the
subject property includes the water use of the existing 3 bedroom main house and its landscape
watering.

The proposed new residence will continue using the City municipal water system. It is the
intention of Mr. Johnson and Ms. Holt that the proposed project will not increase their current
water demand through the use of water efficient fixtures, appliances and landscaping.

Holt-Johnson Family Trust JOB# 17-061328
Water Demand Analysis Rev 00: September 28, 2017

Rev 01: November 27,2017

CIVIL AND STRUCTURAL ENGINE*RING

SURVEYING
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Ill. Progosed Water Demand
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Utilizing water efficient fixtures and appliances listed in the CEE’s Appliances qualifying product
lists, the daily water usage for the proposed house remodel can be estimated by using the 2016
California Green Building Standards Code:

Table 2: Proposed Bedrooms and Occupants

# of # of Occupants/ Total # of
2 Occupants/Bedroom

Bedrooms Bedroom Occupants

# of Bedrooms 2 2 4

Offices/Dens/TVRooms 1 2 2

6

A. Proposed House Water Usage

Table 3: Projected Water Usage Calculation (with high efficiency devices)
Flow Rate Flow Duration
gal/min, min., flush, Daily Uses Number of Gallons

. gal/flush,
Fixture

gal/load
load, etc. per Occupant Occupants per Day

Showerheads 1.75 8 1 6 = 84
Sink Faucets 1.2 0 25 3 6 = 5.4

Kitchen Faucet 1.8 4 1 6 = 43.2
Toilets 1.28 1 3 6 = 23

Clothes Washer 14.4 1 0.37 6 = 32
Dish Washer 3.5 1 0.1 6 = 2.1

Total Water Usage: 189.7

B. Proposed Landscape Irrigation Use:

No. of Flow Rate HOV.“ . Weekly Weekly Flow. Duration Daily Uses
Drippers (gph)

(hrs)
Uses (gal/week)

23 2 1 1 2 92
72 0.5 1 1 2 72

Weekly Flow 164

Daily Flow = Weekly Flow/(7 days/week) 23.4

Holt-Johnson Family Trust JOB# 17-061328
Water Demand Analysis Rev 00: September 28, 2017

Rev 01: November 27, 2017
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CIVIL AND STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING

SURVEYING AND LAND PLANNING

Based on the proposed house water usage and landscape irrigation water use from the tables
above, we can estimate the total proposed water usage from the City of St. Helena to be as
follows:

Table 4: Total Proposed Water Usage:

Residential Use 189.7 GPD
Landscape Irrigation Use 23.4 GPD
Total Proposed Water Usage: 213.1 GPD

C. Water Usage Summarv:

Table 5: Proposed Increase in Water Usage:

Use: N Units:

Existing Water Usage 450 GPD

Proposed Water Usage 213.1 GPD

Expected Water Usage Increase -236.9 GPD

The proposed new residence is anticipated to decrease the water usage by 236.9 gallons per
day. The projected water demand is 213.1 gpd, as calculated on Table 4, which is much less
than the estimated existing waster demand of 450 gpd, as calculated on Table 1.

Summary and Conclusion:

Based on the analysis performed and as shown on Table 5, the new residence will use 213.1
gallons/day. This is a reduction of 236.9 gallonsl day from the estimated 450 gallons/day base
line which was determined for the Holt-Johnson residence existing Municipal water usage.

The analysis presented in this report substantiates that the proposed Holt-Johnson new
residence with two bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, an office, a laundry room, a living room, a kitchen
with dining area, a carport, and a simple landscaping plan, will utilize less of the Saint Helena
Municipal water than what is currently being utilized with the existing residence and
landscaping. By outfitting the new house with high water efficiency devices, the Holt-Johnson
residential project willmeet City of Saint Helena Water Neutral Policy requirements.

Holt-Johnson Family Trust JOB# 17-061328
Water Demand Analysis Rev 00: September 28, 2017

Rev 01: November 27, 2017
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 

Planning Commission Meeting of  December 5, 2017 

 

 

 

AGENDA SECTION: New Business 

 

FILE NUMBER: N/A 

 

SUBJECT: City of St Helena Design Guidelines Work Plan 

 

PREPARED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

APPROVED BY: Noah Housh, Planning & Community Improvement Director 

 

 

APPLICATION FILED:12/05/17 ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE:12/05/17 

 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: Citywide 

 

APN: Citywide 

 

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: N/A 

 

APPLICANT: City of St Helena  

 

BACKGROUND 

The preparation of Design Guidelines is an adopted City Goal and has been identified 
as such since (at least) the adoption of the 1993 General Plan. The 2015 Housing 
Element and pending 2035 General Plan update direct the City to draft and adopt 
Design Guidelines, while also providing certain goals and objectives to be addressed 
under these Guidelines.  

  

On August 22, 2017, at a joint meeting with the City Council and the Planning 
Commission, these bodies provided direction to staff to implement this direction by 
initiation of a process to draft Design Guidelines for the City of St Helena.   
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

At present, building and site design in St Helena is primarily informed by the zoning 
code development standards for each zoning district, the 17 Design Criteria required for 
Design Review approval and any (1993) General Plan policies found to be applicable to 
individual projects. For the most part, the Design Criteria are very broad and, while they 
clearly identify the factors to be “…considered by the planning commission in reviewing 
all applications.”, they generally lack the detail and guidance needed to actually direct 
designers, architects and property owners achieve an “ideal” design.  

  

Additionally, many of the current zoning criteria and/or policies do not account for 
contemporary design challenges or considerations specific to the St Helena context 
(Historic Architectural; Infill Development; Re-Construction of Existing Housing Stock) 
and therefore have only limited utility in advancing the vision and goals of the General 
Plan, and the intent of the Planning Commission for the future of architectural design 
and the built environment in St. Helena. 

  

To address the long identified need for Design Guidelines, staff proposes the attached 
work plan, intended to leverage the expertise of Planning Department staff, local Design 
Professionals, and most importantly, the community at large. At present, the Planning 
Department employs planners and interns with expertise in community engagement, 
land use planning, historic preservation, geographic information systems (GIS) and 
CEQA compliance. To amend this internal expertise and also capture institutional 
knowledge available within the community, specific community groups and design 
professionals will be invited and solicited to participate in the creation and review of the 
draft Guidelines. However, it is also expected that the community’s expertise and 
perspectives in general will largely inform the Design Guidelines and the standards and 
criteria outlined therein. This process is intended to rely heavily on input and expertise 
from individual groups and the community at large, to both inform the vision for St. 
Helena and identify community expectations for how the cityscape should evolve. 

  

Using this combination of professional expertise and community resources is seen by 
staff as an excellent approach to implementing the policy direction to create Design 
Guidelines, within the limited budget available to do so. Staff is looking to the Planning 
Commission to further augment this “team” providing their input as Commissioners, 
professionals and community members.       

 

 

ANALYSIS 

Some examples of policies/objectives from existing adopted land use documents that 
direct and support the preparation of Design Guidelines, include:  

  

1993 General Plan policies: 
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7.5.8 Establish Downtown Design Guidelines to protect historic buildings and guide 
façade changes. 

  

7.6.2 Design Guidelines:   

  

As part of the urban design plan for the City, special attention should be devoted to 
design guidelines for alterations to landmarks and historic district buildings and for 
construction of new buildings adjacent to landmarks or in historic districts. The 
guidelines should be performance oriented rather than prescriptive. The guidelines 
might reference the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards or incorporate them in part or 
as a whole. The guidelines should strike a balance between the rights of property 
owners and the community’s desire to protect its historic character and image. 

  

2.6.57 Provide detailed design guide lines to ensure an appropriate image for all 
industrial areas. 

  

2015 Housing Element Policies 

  
HE1.5 Encourage innovative housing types and designs. 

  

HE1.D Revise the permitting process to streamline the review of affordable housing and 
market rate multifamily projects. The City will establish different design guidelines for 
various neighborhoods in the City in order to provide appropriate guidelines for 
neighborhood character. The design guidelines will address architectural character, 
building materials, appropriate “massing” of structures, parking, tree planting/ 
preservation, mitigating visual impacts, and preserving vineyard views, among other 
design issues. The City will prioritize the adoption of design guidelines for the Affordable 
Housing and Mixed-Use overlay zones, should such zones be adopted, as well as for 
the high density residential zone and key sites in the medium density residential zone. 
Design guidelines will facilitate and not hinder the production of units affordable to 
lower-income households. Upon adoption of design guidelines for multifamily projects, 
the City will eliminate the current requirements for a use permit for multifamily projects 
in the high density residential district and for the key housing sites in the medium 
density residential district that are listed in the Available Land Inventory Summary, 
Table 42, in the Housing Element Needs Assessment. Concurrently, the City will 
evaluate redesignating and rezoning medium density parcels, other than those listed in 
the Available Land Inventory Summary (Table 42), with a land use designation that 
better reflects the type and character of existing development. In addition, the City will 
eliminate, as appropriate, use permit requirements for multifamily projects for the 
remaining parcels in the medium density residential district. The City will adopt 
multifamily design guidelines and eliminate CUP requirements by no later than May 31, 
2016. This timing will allow the City to first complete the update and adoption of the 
2030 General Plan. Once the General Plan is adopted, the City can begin work on 
establishing design guidelines for the zones established in the General Plan. 
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ZONING 

Section 17.164.020 of the Zoning Code identifies the purpose of Design Review and 
specifically states: 

  

The purpose of design review are: 

A.    To promote those qualifies in the environment which bring value to the community; 

B.    To foster the attractiveness and functional utility of the community as a place to live 
and work; 

C.    To preserve the character and quality of our heritage by maintaining the integrity of 
those areas which have a discernible character or are of special historic significance; 

D.    To protect certain public investments in the area; 

E.    To encourage where appropriate, a mix of uses within permissible use zones; 

F.    To raise the level of community expectations for the quality of its environment. 
(Prior code § 27.376) 

  

The purpose is further supported by the 17 Design Criteria to be considered by the 
Planning Commission in reviewing all Design Review applications, which include: 

  

 1.    Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan; 

  

2.    Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site; 

  

3.    Relationship of the design to the site; 

  

4.    Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as 
having a unified design or historical character; 

  

5.    Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas 
between different designated land uses; 

  

6.    Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site; 

  

7.    Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 
appropriate to the function of the project; 

  

8.    Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 
create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, 
visitors and the general community; 

  

9.    Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures; 

  

10.    Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of 
the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept; 
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11.    Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient 
for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

  

12.    Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project; 

  

13.    Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structures and functions; 

  

14.    In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical 
character, whether the design is compatible with such character; 

  

15.    Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship 
of plantmasses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors create a 
desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape concept depicts an 
appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site; 

  

16.    Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate of St. 
Helena; 

  

17.    Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green 
building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape materials.  

  

These existing and adopted policies are intended to serve as the primary mechanism 
and direction guiding the overall process to create the Design Guidelines.   

  

Work Plan     

  

As is clearly demonstrated, there is significant policy support for the creation of Design 
Guidelines within existing policy documents. Given that the need for these Guidelines 
has been clearly demonstrated, staff is proposing the attached work plan to implement 
the current policy direction.   

  

This plan proposes a four step process: 

  

1. Review and Preparation-staff would research and compile all existing design policies 
and research previously conducted and adopted; create informational handouts and 
graphics; identify example documents and information to aid in the understanding of the 
intent of Design Guidelines; create a draft survey to gain community input on the Design 
Guidelines; and begin to engage with specific and targeted community groups 
interested in participating. 
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2. Visioning-This step is intended to be the primary community engagement piece of the 
plan and includes holding of three Community Workshop meetings, holding focused 
meetings with organized groups, surveying residents to expand on the input received, 
synthesizing and summarizing all of the input received and incorporating all of this 
information into a draft Design Guideline document.    

  

3. Refinement- This step is intended to reflect on how successfully the input received 
has been incorporated into the draft Design Guidelines. Staff will coordinate a review 
with the specific groups and individuals whom previously participated in the process and 
reach out to design professionals to gain feedback on how the documents articulate and 
translate the Visioning results into useable policies and visual examples. 

 This step would also provide an opportunity to create a formal or informal review 
committee or team to provide professional and institutional input and feedback on the 
draft, prior to staff finalizing the document, if deemed necessary. 

  

4. Finalization and Adoption of the Design Guidelines- The final step is the formalization 
of the draft Design Guidelines for review and approval by Planning Commission and 
City Council. Staff envisions a minimum of two hearings with the Planning Commission 
to finalize the draft prior to a recommendation being taken before the City Council for 
consideration and approval of the City of St Helena Design Guidelines.  

  

These steps are more fully discussed in the work plan itself, and staff welcomes 
additional input from the Commission regarding the adequacy of each.   

  

CEQA 

Based on the limited resources available for this project, staff is intending that the 
Design Guidelines adopted in 2018 will rely on past CEQA analysis and determinations 
made for the adopted policy documents that direct their creation. It is envisioned that 
the determination will rely on the CEQA document for the 1993 General Plan, the 2015 
Housing Element and other adopted policy documents for which a formal CEQA 
determination has been made.   

  

This approach however, does serve to limit the scope of the design policies that may be 
included in the document. This is another reason why the intent of this project (from the 
staff perspective) is to create a foundational document, based on significant public 
outreach and community engagement, that may then be further augmented and 
updated after the adoption of the 2035 General Plan.   

  

 

 

ISSUES 

No unresolved issues have been identified by staff at this time.  

 

CORRESPONDENCE 
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 As of the drafting of this report, no comment written comment letters had been received 
by staff. However, the need for design guidelines has been formally identified and 
commented on by numerous members of the public, Commission and City Council in 
recent time.  

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended by the Planning and Community Improvement Department that the 
Planning Commission:  

 

1. Review the provided wok plan and provide specific comments on the proposed 
approach, make suggestions on where the Commission feels it may be improved, and 
vote to support the creation of the Design Guidelines, following the process identified in 
the work plan.  

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Work Plan Outline LB + NJH 
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Design Guidelines Work 
Plan

Draft

Planning and Community Improvement Department
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ST.HELENA DESIGN GUIDELINES 
DRAFT WORK PLAN

1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The preparation of Design Guidelines is an adopted City Goal and has been identified as such 
since at least the adoption of the 1993 General Plan. The 2015 Housing Element and pending St 
Helena 2035 General Plan update also direct the adoption of Design Guidelines and provide 
goals and objectives to be addressed under these Guidelines. 

However, the intent of this project is to create a set of foundational Design Guidelines that 
implement the existing and established design policies of the City, while also laying a 
foundation for these guidelines to be further amended and built upon after the St Helena 2035 
General Plan is adopted. As such, the 1993 General Plan, existing Zoning Code and the 2015 
Housing Element are the guiding policy documents supporting and directing the preparation of 
the Design Guidelines at this time.     

1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND:

Design guidelines are a set of standards and development strategies used by developers, 
property owners, architects, designers and public agencies to inform design in a way that is 
responsive to the Community’s vision and which perpetuates a valued sense of place. They are 
intended to help guide the design of new construction, alterations, additions, and site 
modifications by providing broad guidance on a specific set of design topics. They may also be 
utilized by communities to provide design direction and methods to address specific design 
issues. Design Guidelines help articulate the community’s vision for the City and serve as a 
valuable tool for perpetuating the established character of distinctive neighborhoods and the 
City environment in general. Therefore, in an effort to achieve long established City goals and 
clarify the design review process for all involved, the following work plan has been prepared to 
begin and formalize the process for creating City-wide Design Guidelines in St Helena.  

Examples of adopted policies/objectives that direct and support the preparation of Design 
Guidelines are referenced below. 

2. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The primary goal of design guidelines is to clarify and articulate the community’s vision for the 
city’s built environment in a meaningful and easy-to-interpret manner. This may be achieved by 
formulating Guidelines which improve predictability of the Design Review process, clarify 
design expectations and utilize illustrations, photographs and other features to increase 
usability and understanding. 

As such, the City of St Helena Design Guidelines would apply Citywide and would eventually 
guide design related to all land use types and many design features. However, given the limited 
resources and scope of adopted policy, staff is recommending a slightly limited first step, 
intended to lay a foundation for future amendments and expansion after additional policies are 
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adopted and formalized. Based on this, staff is recommending the initial effort focus on Single 
Family Residential, Multi- Family Residential and Commercial land uses, with a follow up future 
effort to amend the adopted Guidelines to include Winery, Industrial and Civic uses. This two-
step approach would allow staff to address what has been identified as the most pressing need, 
while also keeping the focus to adopted policy direction. Elements of the initial Guidelines 
would also provide specific input into the design and of accessory elements such as signs, 
streetscapes, and parking facilities. These Guidelines would be applicable to 
alterations/additions, and new construction throughout St Helena. 

The following items are considered the key objectives to be achieved with the creation of 
Design Guidelines for the City of St Helena:

1. Articulate the vision and identify community’s expectations and goals for the future of 
St. Helena’s cityscape, with a primary focus on Residential and Commercial land use. 

2. Create Guidelines that are responsive to, and respect the existing historic context and 
which preserve the established character (in terms of patterns, scale and form, 
proportions, architectural features) of St Helena. 

3. Ensure areas allowing a mix of land uses include protections and appropriate transition 
elements into the design of new and/or modified development.   

4. Preserve historic resources (buildings, structures, districts, landscapes etc.) and ensure 
new construction adjacent to historic resources maintains the integrity and significance 
of these resources.

5. Other Goals Assigned by the Planning Commission? 

3. RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS (THE INPUTS);

Although there have been no formalized resources dedicated to the creation of Design 
Guidelines, staff intends to leverage the existing knowledge and skills of the community and 
decision makers to implement the creation of the Guidelines. Further, specific groups, whose 
expertise will enrich the inputs that make up the Guidelines, including the Historic Society, local 
architecture and design firms and individuals with specialized knowledge, will be asked to 
provide their direct knowledge and insight. This approach will supplement the existing 
professional expertise available with current City staff and consultants, with direct input from 
community members whose expertise and “institutional knowledge” will enlighten issues of 
particular community concern.

If after the draft Guidelines are presented, the Planning Commission and/or City Council finds 
additional professional input and expertise is warranted prior to adoption, this approach will 
also ensure that the cost of specialized consultants is minimized. 
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4. STRATEGY AND ACTIONS 

The process of developing Design Guidelines will be a collaborative process with a strong 
emphasis on community engagement. The process of preparing Design Guidelines will be 
comprised of four parts: 1) Review and Preparation, 2) Visioning, 3) Refinement and 4) Drafting, 
described in more detail below.

REVIEW+ PREPARATION

The Review and Preparation stage will provide a chance to synthesize background 
documentation, existing maps, and design related policies and plans (e.g. 1974 St. Helena 
Urban Design Study, 1993 General Plan, Zoning Code, 2015 Housing Element, etc.). By 
summarizing the available pertinent documentation, staff will document past approaches and 
focus understanding of how best to proceed under these existing and adopted policy. This 
approach will also allow consideration of what has previously worked and what hasn’t, as well 
as identify any current or past policies which may be irrelevant (or are perhaps even more 
relevant) today. Finally, this step will facilitate future discussions between staff and the 
community to determine if certain past policies and goals achieved their desired outcome. 

This exercise will coincide with internal strategy meetings to discuss (generally) the expected 
content of Guidelines, format, perform preliminary identification of issues, areas or concerns, 
and opportunities. It is also anticipated it will partially overlap with the Visioning process to 
ensure all participants are informed of the results of the review of past policy documents and 
provide input on their success and/or relevancy. At the conclusion of this stage staff is expected 
to have a working outline of the Design Guidelines to use as a base to move forward and 
complete the Visioning phase (discussed further below). 

Deliverables at this stage will also include:

1. A series of informative maps and graphics that may include, a land use map, current zoning 
map, map delineating potentially historic properties (versus contemporary properties), map 
delineating key buffer areas and maps of specific and defined neighborhoods. 

2. A comprehensive series of photos to serve the visioning process and potentially, to be 
featured in the final Design Guidelines document. 

3. Example documents and graphics put together into an information packet.

4. A list of specific community groups from whose input will be requested.

5. A draft survey intended to be sent to any member of the community wishing to participate.  
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VISIONING 

This part of the process will include a series of community workshops (minimum of 3) held at 
different times and venues throughout the City (e.g. Library, Carnegie, City Hall, Fire House) 
with the goal of involving a broad audience and providing significant opportunities for 
community involvement. 

The Workshops to cover the following topics and generally be formatted as follows:

Community Workshop Meetings
 Introductory presentation-“What are Design Guidelines?” and “What information is the 

City Asking Citizens to Provide?” 
 Organize attendees into groups and provide City Maps and handouts to each
 Have each group identify important character features; articulate their goals and desires 

for the design of buildings and street-scapes in St Helena; identify issues with  
development (e.g. what is not working/ what should be addressed)

 Ask for narrative descriptions of the St. Helena individuals value and what they’d like to 
see perpetuated (or changed) (for example, I value______, I would like to see _____ 
continue but, I see potential to improve_____and_____).

 Organize attendees into groups and have them perform visual preference survey based 
on specific Design topics

 Utilize handout and other format questionnaires to encourage and facilitate providing 
design opinions 

 Provide poster boards with representative examples
 Articulate next steps – provide information on subsequent community involvement
 Planning Commission Input

Focused Meetings
In addition to the community wide workshops, staff will use the Visioning period to engage with 
existing groups and individuals in the community, in an effort to glean individual expertise and 
institutional input on the content and design direction of the Guidelines. These groups would 
likely include the St Helena Historical Society, individual architects whom regularly practice in 
the Upper Napa Valley and any other group wishing to formalize their participation in the 
drafting of the Guidelines.  (Planning Commission Input)     

Survey
In addition to the workshops and focused meetings, staff will formalize and send the survey to 
interested individuals, post the survey on the website and generally make it available 
throughout the community. This is intended to allow members of the community whom cannot 
participate in the meetings, an opportunity to provide their input. This survey will be made 
available in a variety of formats and will seek to engage with a variety of individuals from the 
Community.   
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The deliverables at the end of this process will include:

1. A summary of the information and direction obtained at the community workshops, 
formalizing the discussions and requests made at these meetings.

2. A summary of the results of the surveys.

3. Additional graphics and visual examples to serve to support the identified Guidelines.   

4. A rough draft of the Guidelines themselves, with an explanation of the intent and reasoning 
behind how each element was formulated.    

REFINEMENT
This step in the process will provide an opportunity to allow reflection on how successfully the 
input received during the previous two phases of the process has been incorporated to create 
the draft Design Guidelines. It is intended to allow a review of the draft and identify if the 
document will serve to provide useable policies and standards that directly implement the goals 
and vision articulated in the previous phases. 

Staff will coordinate a review with the specific groups and individuals whom previously 
participated in the process, as well as reach out to design professionals to provide their 
feedback as to how successfully the documents articulate and translate the Visioning results 
into useable policies and visual examples.

As a part of this step, staff will solicit input from local architects, design professionals, 
contractors, historical society and other groups and individuals to assist with this process. Staff 
will further review and amend the draft document to ensure it implements the intention and 
goals articulated in the policy documents directing the creation of Design Guidelines.  

This step would also provide an opportunity to create a formal or informal review committee or 
team to provide professional and institutional input and feedback on the draft, prior to staff 
finalizing the document.

FINALIZE AND ADOPT DRAFT GUIDELINES
The final step is the formalization of the draft Design Guidelines for review and approval by 
Planning Commission and City Council. This stage will also include additional opportunities and 
time for the community to provide further input and confirmation that the Draft responds to 
those items discussed at community workshops and communicated through the Visioning 
process. Staff envisions a minimum of two hearings with the Planning Commission to finalize 
the draft prior to a recommendation being taken before the City Council for consideration and 
approval of the City of St Helena Design Guidelines.  Planning Commission Input?
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5. TIMELINE

Attached is a summary timeline intended to identify the general approach and schedule for the 
creation of the City of St Helena Design Guidelines. Planning Commission Input?

A formal timeline will be created after staff receives input from the Planning Commission 
however the Council Goal Setting document identifies the Design Guidelines will be created and 
taken for adoption by late summer/early fall 2018.

6.  APPENDICES (EXAMPLES, SCHEDULE AND OTHERS)

Below are a number of links to existing design guidelines from a variety of communities.  They 
are intended to both provide working examples of Design Guidelines themselves, as well as 
identify the variety of available forms and formats.   

City of Calistoga Residential Design Guidelines

http://www.ci.calistoga.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=17640

City of Napa Residential Design Guidelines

http://www.cityofnapa.org/images/CDD/Planning/Library/DesignGuide_Residential.pdf

City of Sonoma Historic Preservation Design Guidelines

https://www.sonomacity.org/documents/2017-03-08_down-sonoma-historic-preservation-
design-guidelines/

City of Healdsburg Draft Design Guidelines

http://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7810  

7. ADOPTED AND DRAFT POLICY DIRECTING AND GUIDING THE CREATION AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CITY OF ST HELENA DESIGN GUIDELINES

1993 General Plan policies:

7.5.8 Establish Downtown Design Guidelines to protect historic buildings and guide façade 
changes.

7.6.2 Design Guidelines:  

As part of the urban design plan for the City, special attention should be devoted to design 
guidelines for alterations to landmarks and historic district buildings and for construction of 
new buildings adjacent to landmarks or in historic districts. The guidelines should be 
performance oriented rather than prescriptive. The guidelines might reference the Secretary of 
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7

the Interior’s Standards or incorporate them in part or as a whole. The guidelines should strike 
a balance between the rights of property owners and the community’s desire to protect its 
historic character and image.

2.6.57 Provide detailed design guide lines to ensure an appropriate image for all industrial 
areas.

2015 Housing Element Policies

HE1.5 Encourage innovative housing types and designs.

HE1.D Revise the permitting process to streamline the review of affordable housing and market 
rate multifamily projects. The City will establish different design guidelines for various 
neighborhoods in the City in order to provide appropriate guidelines for neighborhood 
character. The design guidelines will address architectural character, building materials, 
appropriate “massing” of structures, parking, tree planting/ preservation, mitigating visual 
impacts, and preserving vineyard views, among other design issues. The City will prioritize the 
adoption of design guidelines for the Affordable Housing and Mixed-Use overlay zones, should 
such zones be adopted, as well as for the high density residential zone and key sites in the 
medium density residential zone. Design guidelines will facilitate and not hinder the production 
of units affordable to lower-income households. Upon adoption of design guidelines for 
multifamily projects, the City will eliminate the current requirements for a use permit for 
multifamily projects in the high density residential district and for the key housing sites in the 
medium density residential district that are listed in the Available Land Inventory Summary, 
Table 42, in the Housing Element Needs Assessment. Concurrently, the City will evaluate 
redesignating and rezoning medium density parcels, other than those listed in the Available Land 
Inventory Summary (Table 42), with a land use designation that better reflects the type and 
character of existing development. In addition, the City will eliminate, as appropriate, use permit 
requirements for multifamily projects for the remaining parcels in the medium density residential 
district. The City will adopt multifamily design guidelines and eliminate CUP requirements by no 
later than May 31, 2016. This timing will allow the City to first complete the update and 
adoption of the 2030 General Plan. Once the General Plan is adopted, the City can begin work 
on establishing design guidelines for the zones established in the General Plan.
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Tentative Planning Commission Agenda
Updated: September 14, 2017

CURRENT AND PENDING MATTERS
September/October Planning Commission (PC) and City Council (CC) Likely Items:

1. PL17-037 1508 Spring St- DR for new SFD-Result of Code Enforcement- Aaron 
Hecock-Continued from 9-5-17 Meeting

2. PL17-027 2800 Main St  DR for Exterior Accessory Structure-Aaron Hecock

3. PL17-050 1309 Main St-UP for Winery Business Office and Tasting Room-Lilly Bianco

4. PL17-031 1711 Pine St Demo and DR for New SFD-Lilly Bianco

5. Planning Commission Protocol and By-Law Discussion

6. Annual Housing Allocation Ordinance Update-October 10 CC Meeting

7. PL17-049 917 Charter Oak Ave-Demolition of Existing Accessory Structure-Intern 
Joseph Brockhoff October 3, 2017 Meeting

8. Design Guidelines draft Work Plan October 17 PC Meeting

Active/Pending Projects In Process
1. TSM 2010-40 Vacant Parcel-2010-40  Hunter Subdivision  and EIR-Noah Housh

2. PL14-041 741 McCorkle-Tentative Map and Use Permit-Under Review-Aaron Hecock

3. PL14-10  1701 Madrona-Final Map and Tentative Map Extension-Frozen by Applicant

4. PL16-012 633 Main St-UP to convert existing SFD into 2-room Hotel-Frozen by Applicant-
Noah Housh 

5. PL16-018 & PL16-094 890 Dowdell Ln and 420 Lafata St. Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
UP and DR for a new custom crush winemaking facility-Noah Housh

6. PL16-081 thru -083 1003 Charter Oak Subdivision and 2 SFDs; Under Review -Aaron 
Hecock

7. PL16-097 563 Main St Admin Determination; Frozen by Applicant-Noah Housh

8. PL16-025 661 Main St LLA-Frozen by Applicant-Noah Housh
9.  PL16-048  576 Pope St-DR for new SFD-Frozen by Applicant  

10.  PL17-006  1000 Mills Ln  Use Permit, LLA and Design Review for a new Farmstead Hotel-
Application under review and CEQA in process-Aaron Hecock

11.   PL17-007  1178 Hudson   Design Review  Aaron Hecock

12.  PL17-015 1136 Main TPM Extension

13.  PL17-017 995 Vintage Ave, Suite 100  Use Permit

14.PL17-019  Design Review, Demo and CUP for demolition and re-construction of a new SFD 
on a small lot at 1734 Scott St-Continued-Date Uncertain-Lilly Bianco

15.  PL17-020  1727 Scott St  DR & Demolition for New SFD and Second Unit-Lilly Bianco 

16.  PL17-021 1764 Spring St  New Short Term Rental-Aaron Hecock

17.  PL17-022  1351 Main St  Use Permit Amendment-

18.  PL17-023 1237 Main St  New Short Term Rental Renewal

19.  PL17-024 1830 Main St  Remodel and Addition to a Historic Home-Lilly Bianco

20.PL17-026 STR Permit Renewal-Aaron Hecock
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21.PL17-030  APN 009-362-015  LLA-Aaron Hecock

22.PL17-035 940 Brown St STR Renewal-In Process-Aaron Hecock

23.PL17-036 738 Main St Farmstead UP Amendment In Process-Aaron Hecock

24.PL17-038  880 College  DR for New Montessori School Building-In Process-Aaron Hecock

25.PL17-040 1030 Fulton Ln DR for 2 new Office Buildings (9290 sq ft and x 4000 sq ft) with 
related site improvements-Review In Process-Noah Housh

26.PL17-043 CIA Use Permit and Design Review 2555 Main St-Request to increase the total 
number of students enrolled at the Greystone Facility to 300-Review in process-Lilly Bianco

27.PL17-044 1761 Stockton St DR for Residential Remodel and Addition-Under Review-Aaron 
Hecock

28.PL17-046-627 Harvest Ln, Demolition of an Existing Barn –Aaron Hecock Oct. 3 PC Meeting

29.PL17-047-1916 Vineyard Ave-Demo and DR requesting to demolish existing SFD and 
construct a new SFD-Under Review -Aaron Hecock

30.PL17-048 1843 Spring Mt Ct-DR for Exterior Building and Site Modifications-Lilly Bianco

31.PL17-052 1335 Sulphur Springs-Final Map for Approved Subdivision-Noah Housh

32.PL17-053 1301 Allyn Ave-DR for Remodel of Existing Accessory Structure for Residential 
Use-Noah Housh

33.PL17-054 1407 Kearney St-STR Renewal –Aaron Hecock

34.PL17-055 1380 Main St-Sign Permit-Aaron Hecock

35.PL17-056 1915 Main St-Appeal of DR Approval for Las Alcobas Pedestrian Bridge-Lilly 
Bianco 

36.PL17-057 1152 Church St-DR for Exterior Modifications to Existing Structure 

Citywide PC/CC Assignments Prioritized by Staff and Planning Commission 9-5-17:
Tier 1 Priorities-2017-2018

1. General Plan Update and General Plan EIR-On Going

2. Initiate Creation of Design Guidelines

3.  Comprehensive Zoning Code Update

3a. F.A.R. Review-To be conducted with Zoning Code Update

3b. Demolition Permit Review/ Limit on Demolition Permits

3c. Temporary Use Permit-Create Process-Ordinance and ZC Amendments

3d. Update Daycare Zoning Regs-Consistent with State Law

3e. Food Truck Ordinance

3f. Review Permitted/Conditional Uses in SC and CB Zoning Districts (CC Assigned 
8/22/17) 
3g. Review process for existing winery changes (PC assigned 8/22/17) 

4.  Pre-Application/Concept Design Review Meeting prior to Submittal (CC Assigned 
3/28/17)

Tier 2 Priorities 2018 +

1. Housing Strategic Plan-“Housing First” and Workforce Housing Study and 
Determine What Uses Generate Housing Needs (CC Assigned 8/22/17)
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2. Review and Update Noise Ordinance

3. Code Enforcement Policy and Procedures Update

4. Pools-Drought Policy Changes.  Phase 1?  

Other PC/CC Assignments for Planning Department
1. Facilities Assessment RFP (CC Assigned 7-11-17) RFP Issued 8-31-17
2. Water Update/Report from PW

Other Items of Interest to Planning Commission
1. Lot Line Adjustment Code Update-Potential

Required & On Going Items and Issues of Interest to Staff
1. Calderon Settlement Agreement Implementation and Monitoring-On Going

           3. Short-Term Rental Ordinance Enforcement-On Going

4. Code Enforcement-On Going

5. PG&E Parking Lot Negotiation-On Going-Noah Housh

6. Cell Towers Ordinance-Update Current Code -State and Fed Laws

7. Growth Management Code Language Update and Annual Review (Sept)-Noah Housh

8. Fee Study-Pending

9. Review and Comment-Draft Tree Ordinance

10.  AB 52 CEQA Process Implementation-Native American Consultation-On Going

12. PW & Planning - Ordinance to Amend Municipal Code Related to Exterior Fire 
Sprinklers

13.  Affordable Housing Assistance; Contract Review; Term Negotiation; Etc-On Going 
Noah Housh

Recent Actions
1. PL17-003 1335 Main Street- “Richie Building” Design Review-Lilly Bianco-Approved 5-

2-17
2. 1764 Spring St STR Permit-Aaron Hecock  May 16, 2017 PC Review-Approved 05-02-

17
3. Discretionary Review Process Discussion with PC-Noah Housh, May 16, 2017

4. Review of Tentative Agenda to Prioritize PC/CC Assignments to Staff-PC Reviewed 
and gave direction May 2, 2017

5. PL17-018 1050 Charter Oak Sign Permit-PC Approved

6. PL16-074 Money Way Bathrooms-Aaron Hecock/Tobias Barr PC Review May 16, 
2017-PC Approved

7. Zoning Code Update to address changes in State Law-Recreational Marijuana-In 
Process-Noah Housh CC to Review May 9, 2017 (PC Recommended-April 28, 2017)  
May 29, 2017-CC Approved

8. PL16-043  830 Pratt Ave CIA DR, Variance and CUP for Dormitory Expansion-PC 
Review date Feb 21, 2017-Lilly Bianco-Denied by PC; Appealed to CC 
Continued to May 23, 2017-Council Denied Appeal

9. PL17-009 1380 Main St Sign Permit-Approved   Aaron Hecock

10.PL17-010  609 McCorkle DR for Pool House-PC Approved-Aaron Hecock
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11.PL17-011  2140 Dean York DR for Bathroom Addition-PC Approved-Aaron Hecock

12.PL17-012  1230 Allyn Avenue DR for Addition to Existing Home-PC Approved-Aaron 
Hecock

13.Turley Flats Final Loan Document Review by CC-June 13, 2017-Noah Housh-
Approved

14.1351 Main St Use Permit-Eating and Drinking Establishment Aaron Hecock, May 16, 
2017 PC-Approved, Pending CC Review June 13, 2017-Noah Housh-Approved

15.PL17-014 1000 Pratt Ave, DR for Beringer Winery Production Modifications April 18, 
2017 Lilly Bianco-Approved- DR Appealed to the City Council 5-3-17  (PL17-032 1000 
Pratt Ave) CC Review June 13, 2017-Appeal Denied by CC-Lilly Bianco

16.Zoning Code Update to Address Changes in State Law-Second Dwelling Units-Noah 
Housh- CC Pending for June 13, 2017 (PC Recommended May 2, 2017)-Approved

17.PL17-021  STR Permit 1764 Spring Street-Aaron Hecock-PC Approved

18.OTSH Concept for Affordable Housing on Railroad Property (CC Assigned 3/28/17) 
Presented to the CC 

19.RFP Selection Committee Recommendation on Adams Street RFP responses.  
Presented to the CC June 27, 2017.   

20.PL17-045-1380 Main St-Sign Permit for New West Knife Works-Staff Approved-Aaron 
Hecock

21.PL17-039 1427 Kearney St  DR for SFD Remodel + Addition –PC Approved-Lilly 
Bianco

22.PL17-019 1734 Scott St  DR for Home and Second Unit Remodel-PC approved June 
20, 2017 Lilly Bianco

23.PL17-028 1660 Kearney St DR for Residential Remodel + 455 Sq ft Addition-PC 
approved June 20, 2017Lilly Bianco

24.Joint PC/CC Meeting-August 22-Land Use 101CC and PC Reviewed 8-22-17

25.City Facilities Assessment RFP-CC to Review and Direct staff-Noah Housh CC 
Reviewed 8-22-17

26.HOME Grant Acceptance and Administration Contract-CC to Review and Act-Noah 
Housh-CC Approved 8-22-17

27.OTSH Fee Waiver Request-CC To Review and Provide Direction to Staff-Noah Housh-
CC Approved 8-8-17

28.PL17-013 1915 Main St  DR for Pedestrian Bridge over York Creek extending from Las 
Alcobas Hotel to Historic Beringer winery (2000 Main St)-Lilly Bianco-Approved 8-15-
17

29.PL16-055 1045 Pratt Avenue-DR for new SFD on existing undeveloped flag lot.  Lilly 
Bianco-Continued for Re-Approved 9-5-17

30.PL17-051  1057 Pratt Ave Second Extension for approved DR and Demo-Approved 9-
5-17

*This document is intended as a courtesy and is only updated periodically.  
Therefore it may not reflect the most current project status.  Please contact 
planning staff with questions about specific projects or properties at 707-967-2792.   
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