City Of Napa -~ Community Development Department
1600 First Strest ~ P.O. Box 660
Hapa, CA 94559
{707} 267-9430

IniTiAL STUDY OF ENVIRORMENTAL SICGNIFICANCE

PROJECT NAME: Garaventa Annexation FILE NUMBER: 12-0104

SITE ADDRESS: 2012 Imola Avenue APNs: 046-311-013
GENERAL PLAN: SFR-179, Single Family Residential

ZONING: RS-5, Single Family Residential

APPLICANT: Randy Gularte PHONE  (707) 224-4545

1601 Lincoln Ave
Napa, CA 94559

STAFF MANAGER: Kevin Eberle, Senior Planner

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Request to annex a 1.87-acre property at 2012 Imola Avenue into the City. Thr property has a General Plan
designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential) which allows for single family residential development at a
density of 2 to 7 units per acre. Existing improvements include a single family dwelling and various outbuildings
on the west side of the property. An unnamed creek runs along the east side of the property. Black Wainut Lane
is stubbed at the north property line. A development plan has not yet been prepared for the property.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The property is relatively flat, and improvements are limited to a small abandoned dwelling and
two outbuildings. The parcel is accessed via a 17-foot wide “panhandle” from Imola Avenue.
Black Walnut Street is also stubbed at the property’'s north property line. Kruese Creek runs
along the eastern edge of the property. Surrounding land uses are a mixture of single family
residential and apartment uses.

CITY APPROVALS REQUIRED:

Amendment of the City of Napa Municipal Code, per the Project Description above.

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES:
None.



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” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. This initial
study prescribes mitigation measures to reduce all potentially significant impacts to a less than significant leve!.

[} Aesthetics [ Agriculture & Forestry Resources  [] Air Quality

(] Biological Resources [ cultural Resources [[] Geology & Soils

[ Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ ] Hydrology & Water Quality

[J Land Use & Planning [J Mineral Resources [ Noise

[J Population & Housing [} Public Services [J Recreation

[1 Transportation & Traffic [] Utilities & Service Systems ] Mandatory Findings of
Significance

CEQA DETERMINATION:

[ The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

] The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

[T} The proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the envircnment, but at least one effect 1) has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards; and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect
is a “potentially significant impact’ or “potentially significant unless mitigated.”  An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

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

FiSH AND GAME FEE DETERMINATION:

Based on the information in this initial evaluation, analysis has been necessary to determine if wildlife resources or
the habitat upon which they depend may be impacted and mitigation measures have been imposed; therefore, even
though the effect is satisfactorily mitigated, the project is subject to the Fish and Game Environmental Fee which
shall be paid upon filing of a Notice of Determination for the project.

PREPARED BY: H (_
? ( " P i.u, H ((..f P
o e (il i
Kevin Etferds, Senior Planner Date 7 ?

For: Rick Tooker
Community Devailopment Directer
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST:

Potentially Potentially

Significant Significant Less Than No

Environmental issue Area Impact, Impact, Significant
Unmitigated Mitigated

Impact Impact

a. Have a substantiai adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but nat limited to,

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic X
highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site X

and its surroundings?

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

n:
The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporatec Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.
The property has a Generzal Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller
number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on aesthetics.

itigati SBUT
None.
Conclysion:

No impact to aesthetics.

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide
importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the X
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 X
Contract?

c. Conflict with exis'ting zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, X
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest X
use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non- X
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance are located on this property.

Mitigation Measures:
None.

Conclusion:
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Potentially Potentially i | 1o §
Significant Significant R o
Environmental issue Area Impach, Epadt Significant hripadk

Unmitigated | Mitigated Impact

No impact to agricultural resources.
yininis

R Anan,

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality x
plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing p ”

or projected air quality violation?

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

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? X

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? X

Discussion:

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City’s Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on air quality.
Mitigation Measures:

None.
Conclugian:

No impact to air qualit

. 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, palicies, or regulations, X
or by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community icentified in local or regional plans, policies, X
regulations or by the CDFG or USFWS?

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,, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological X
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
rnigratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery X
sites?
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Potentialy Potentially | TRy &
; Significant Significant sl et
Environmentai Issue Area Impact, iy Safgf;ir‘i rad
Unmitigated Mitigatad F

e. Confiict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? X
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Pian,

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, X

or state habital conservation plan?

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City’s Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed
environmental review,

Since no physical changes are ta accur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on biological resources. '

Mitigation Measures:

Nane.

No impatt to biot

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical
resource as defined in Sec.15064.5? X

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Sec. 15064.57

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or X
unique geologic feature?

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

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City’s Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City’s Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-56 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided intc 13 lcts at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject fo further detailed

environmentzal review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on cultural resources.

Initial Study: Garaventa Annsxation Page &




Potentially | Potentially '
e S Less Than

3 " Significant Significant i No
Environmental Issue Area mpact, ¥npact Significant et

Unmitgated | Mitigated | 'MP3ct

Mitigation Measures:

None

Conclusion:
No impact to cultural resources,

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, iniury or death involving
)] Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated c¢n the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by X
the State Geologist for the area, or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Pub. 42

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?

b. Result in substantial scil 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 potentiaily result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liqusfaction or
collapse)?

XKE XXX

>

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1B of the Uniform T X
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 X
for the disposal of waste water?

Dis ion:

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit ine (RUL} and within the City's Sphere of Influence.
The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek wouid likely limit the number of lots to a smaller
number.

The applicant does nct have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed
environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on geclogy and soils.

Mitigation Measures:
None.

Conclusion;
No impact to geology and soils.

RIS
s

a. Cenerate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that X
may have a significant impact on the environment?
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Paotentially Potentially Less Than
Significant Significant e No
Envirosmental lssus Area ipact Impect, Significant ipat

Unmiligated | Mitigates | 'MPact

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gasas? X
Discussion: '
The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa, The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.
The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 o 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller
number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on greenhouse gas emissions.

Mitigation Measures:
None

Conclusion:
No impact to greenhouse gas emissions.

a. Create a significant hazard fo the public or the environment through the X
routing transport, use or disposal of hazardous malerials?

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

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
maierials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or X
proposed school?

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

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area? X

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 X
area?

g. Impair implementaticn of or physically interfere with an adopted X
ernergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

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

Discussion; ) _

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of

Napa. The property is within the City’s Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-178 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7

units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
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gpte_rﬁ'-tia";{ gx_:\togﬁai{ Less Than N
" ignifican ignifican P o
Eavironmental Issue Area Impact, Fripact, Significant

Unmitigated | Mtigated | TP
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family awellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller
number.

Impact

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subseguent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

environmental review,

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on hazards and hazardous materials,

Mitigation Measures:

None
Conclusion:
Na impacts to hazards or hazardous materials.

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? X

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be & net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.. the X
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 1o a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted?

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

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or X
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 which would exceed the capacity of

existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial X
additional sources of polluted runoff?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X
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 X
flood hazard delineation map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would lmpéde X

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 X
ardam?
j- Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line {RUL} and within the City's Sphere of influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 {Single Family Residential with a density cf 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with @ 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potentiai to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings, however the constraint of the creek would fkaty limil the number of lots to a smaller

Initial Study: Garaventa Annexation Page 8



Potentially Potentiaily Less Than
= enss Significant Significant | .. ; No
Environmental issue Area (rpadt. impact | Sianificant

impact
Unmitigated Mitgated Impact

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which weuld be subject to further detailed
environmental review,

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on hydrology and water quality.

Mitigation Measures:
None.

Conclusion:
No impacts to hydrology and water guality.

a. Physically divide an established community? : X

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

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

Discussion:

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County info the City limits of

Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7

units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residentiai with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).

The property has the potential to be subdivided intc 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with

single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed
environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact con land use and planning.

Mitigation Measures:

No impacts.

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 X
land use plan?

Discussion;

There are no known mineral resources on this property. As such this proposal would not result in the loss of

availability of mineral resources.

Initizl Study: Garaventa Annexation Page 9
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Mitigation Measures:
None.

Conclusion:
No impact to mineral resources

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or X
applicable standards of other agencies??

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne X
vibration or ground borne noise levels?

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project X
vicinity above levels existing without the project

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in X

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise X
levels?

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of

Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7

units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).

The property has the potential fo be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with

single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely iimit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed
environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact cn noise.

Mitigation Measures:

None.

No impact to noise.

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

b. Displacing substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the - X
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction X
cf replacement housing elsewhere?
Discussion:
The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City’s Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.
The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
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mpact, Impact, Impact
Unmitigated | Mitigat mpac:
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and develcped with
single family dwellings. however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number,

impact

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

envircnmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on population and housing.

Mitigation Measures:
None

Conclusion:
No impact.

a. 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 X
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 inciuding:

iy Fire Protection?

ii) Police Protection?

iy Schools?

iv) Parks?

XX XiXEX

v} QOther Public Facilities?

Discussion:

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Singie Family Residential with a density of 2 1o 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

envircnmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project wouid not
have an impact on public services.

Mitigation Measures:
None

No impact to public services

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

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

Discussion:

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.
The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with §
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller
number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed
environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur cn the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on recreation.

Mitigation Measures:
None

Conclusion;

No impact to recreation.

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

b} Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard

established by the county congestion management agency for X
designated roads or highways?

¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, incluging either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety X
risks?

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

e} Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity

X PxXpXxp X

g) Conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative fransponation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

- Discussion:
. The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of

Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the projest would not

initial Study: Garaventa Annexation Page 12
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have an impact on transportation and traffic.

Mitigation Measures:
None

Conclusjon;
No impact to transportation or traffic.

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requiremenis of the applicable Regional X
Water 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 X
which could cause significant environmental effects?

c. Regquire or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which X
could cause significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available 1o serve the project from existing
entillements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements X
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 X
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

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

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

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City’s Rural Urban Limit fine (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of Influence.
The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Resigential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings, however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller
number.

The applicant dees not have any development plans for the property at this time. Develooment of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed
environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to occur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on utilities and service systems.

Mitigation Measures:

None

Congclusion:

No impact to utilizes and service systems

i

.ﬁ.. 2 SBER I s R R,
he 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 No
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?

Initial Study: Garaventa Annexation Page 13
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h. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in conjunction with No
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects and the effects of probabile future projects.)

c. Does the project have environmental effects which wili cause substantial adverse effecis on human beings, either No
directly or indirectly?

Biscussion:

The project is limited to the annexation of the property from unincorporated Napa County into the City limits of
Napa. The property is within the City's Rural Urban Limit line (RUL) and within the City's Sphere of influence.

The property has a General Plan designation of SFR-179 (Single Family Residential with a density of 2 to 7
units per acre) and is prezoned RS-5 (Single Family Residential with a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size).
The property has the potential to be subdivided into 13 lots at the maximum 7 units per acre and developed with
single family dwellings; however the constraint of the creek would likely limit the number of lots to a smaller

number.

The applicant does not have any development plans for the property at this time. Development of the property
would require the submittal of subsequent applications to which would be subject to further detailed

environmental review.

Since no physical changes are to oceur on the property as a direct result of annexation, the project would not
have an impact on aesthetics.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION USED IN PREPARATION OF THIS INITIAL STUDY:

City of Napa; General Plan Policy Document, Adopted December, 1998 (Amended 2007).
City of Napa; General Plan Background Report, Adopted December, 1998.

City of Napa; General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Adopted December, 1998.
City of Napa; Zoning Ordinance, 2003.

initial Study: Garavenia Annexation Page 14



ATTACHMENT THREE

Simonds, Keene

From: Becky Boult [rboult@nvch.org]

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:50 PM

To: Simonds, Keene

Subject: RE: Proposed Annexation of 2012 Imola Ave.

Thank you Keene, you’ve answered all my questions and we support the annexation.
Thanks,

Becky Boult

Senior Project Manager
Napa Valley Community Housing



Simonds, Keene

From: Becky Boult [rboult@nvch.org]

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:27 PM

To: Simonds, Keene

Subject: Proposed Annexation of 2012 Imola Ave.
Hello Keene,

As you probably know NVCH is an adjacent land owner to 2012 Imola Ave. We support the annexation
however we would like to know what the intended City zoning is for the annexed parcel.

Thanks,
Becky Boult

Senior Project Manager

Napa Valley Community Housing
5 Financial Plaza, Suite 200
Napa, CA 94558

(707) 253-6094

(707) 255-0252
RBoult@nvch.org
www.NVCH.org




ATTACHMENT FOUR

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF NAPA COUNTY
General Policy Determinations

Adopted: August 9, 1972
Last Amended: October 3, 2011

|. Background

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 specifies
the Commission’s principal objectives are discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-
space and agricultural resources, and encouraging the orderly formation and development
of cities and special districts and their municipal services based on local conditions.
Regulatory duties include approving or disapproving proposals involving the formation,
reorganization, expansion, and dissolution of cities and special districts.  The
Commission’s regulatory actions must be consistent with its adopted written policies and
procedures. The Commission must also inform its regulatory duties through a series of
planning activities, which includes establishing and updating spheres of influence.

1. General Policies

The intent of these policies is to serve as the Commission’s constitution with regards to
outlining clear goals, objectives, and requirements in uniformly fulfilling its prescribed
duties. The Commission reserves discretion in administering these policies, however,
to address special conditions and circumstances as needed.

A) Legislative Declarations

The Commission acknowledges and incorporates into its own policies, the
policies of the Legislature regarding the promotion of orderly, well-planned
development patterns that avoid the premature conversion of agricultural and
open-space lands and ensure effective, efficient, and economic provision of
essential public services. The Commission wishes to specifically note the following
declarations and policies contained in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000:

(1) The Legislature recognizes that the logical formation and determination of
local agency boundaries is an important factor in promoting orderly
development and in balancing that development with sometimes competing
state interests of discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space and
prime agricultural lands, and efficiently extending government services.
(G.C. 856000)
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B)

(2)

©)

It is the intent of the Legislature that each commission, not later than

January 1, 2002, shall establish written policies and procedures and exercise

its powers pursuant to this part in a manner consistent with those policies

and procedures, and that encourages and provides planned, well-ordered,
efficient urban development patterns with appropriate consideration of

preserving open-space lands within those patterns. (G.C. §56300)

In reviewing and approving or disapproving proposals which could
reasonably be expected to induce, facilitate, or lead to the conversion of
existing open-space lands to uses other than open-space uses, the
commission shall consider all of the following policies and priorities:

a) Development or use of land for other than open-space uses shall be
guided away from existing prime agricultural lands in open-space
use toward areas containing nonprime agricultural lands, unless
that action would not promote the planned, orderly, efficient
development of an area.

b) Development of existing vacant or nonprime agricultural lands for
urban uses within the existing jurisdiction of a local agency or
within the sphere of influence of a local agency should be
encouraged before any proposal is approved which would allow
for or lead to the development of existing open-space lands for
non-open-space uses which are outside of the existing jurisdiction
of the local agency or outside of the existing sphere of influence of
the local agency.

(G.C. 856377)

Commission Declarations

The Commission declares its intent not to permit the premature conversion of
designated agricultural or open-space lands to urban uses. The Commission shall
adhere to the following policies in the pursuit of this intent, and all proposals,
projects, and studies shall be reviewed with these policies as guidelines.

1)

Use of County General Plan Designations:

In evaluating a proposal, the Commission will use the Napa County General
Plan to determine designated agricultural and open-space lands. The
Commission recognizes that inconsistencies may occur between the County
General Plan and the affected city general plan with respect to agricultural
and open-space designations. Notwithstanding these potential
inconsistencies, the Commission will rely on the Napa County General Plan
in recognition of the public support expressed in both the incorporated and
unincorporated areas of Napa County for the County's designated
agricultural and open-space lands through enactment of Measure "J" in 1990
and Measure “P” in 2008.




)

©)

(4)

Location of Urban Development:

The Commission shall guide urban development away from designated
agricultural or open-space lands until such times as urban development
becomes an overriding consideration as determined by the Commission.

Timing of Urban Development:

The Commission discourages proposals involving the annexation of
undeveloped or underdeveloped lands to cities and special districts that
provide potable water, sewer, fire protection and emergency response, or
police protection services. This policy does not apply to proposals in which
the affected lands are subject to a specific development plan or agreement
under consideration by a land use authority. This policy does not apply to
city annexation proposals in which the affected lands are part of an
unincorporated island.

Factors for Evaluating Proposals Involving Agricultural or Open-Space
Lands:

The Commission recognizes there are distinct and varying attributes
associated with agricultural and open-space designated lands. A proposal
which includes agricultural or open-space designated land shall be evaluated
in light of the existence of the following factors:”

a) "Prime agricultural land", as defined by G.C. §56064.
b) "Open-space”, as defined by G.C. §56059.

¢) Land that is under contract to remain in agricultural or open-space use,
such as a Williamson Act Contract or Open-Space Easement.

d) Land which has a County General Plan agricultural or open-space
designation (Agricultural Resource or Agriculture, Watershed and
Open-Space).

e) The adopted general plan policies of the County and the affected city.

f) The agricultural economic integrity of land proposed for conversion to
urban use as well as adjoining land in agricultural use.

g) The potential for the premature conversion of adjacent agricultural or
open-space designated land to urban use.

h) The potential of vacant non-prime agricultural land to be developed
with a use that would then allow the land to meet the definition of
prime agricultural land under the Williamson Act.



©)

Encouragement of Reorganizations:

The Commission encourages reorganization proposals as a means of
coordinating actions of local governmental agencies involving, but not
limited to, annexation of land to two or more public agencies. The
Commission recognizes the usefulness of the reorganization concept as a
vehicle designed to simplify and expedite such actions.

[11. Policies Concerning Spheres of Influence

It is the intent of the Commission to establish spheres of influence that promote the orderly
expansion of cities and special districts to ensure effective, efficient and economic
provision of essential public services, including public sewer and water, fire protection
and emergency response, and police protection.

A)

L egislative Declarations

The Commission acknowledges and incorporates into its own policies, the
policies of the Legislature as they relate to spheres of influence. The Commission
wishes to specifically note the following declarations and policies contained in the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000:

1)

(2)

©)

(4)

"Sphere of influence” means a plan for the probable physical boundaries
and service area of a local agency, as determined by the Commission.
(G.C. §56076)

In order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities for planning and
shaping the logical and orderly development and coordination of local
governmental agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and
future needs of the county and its communities, the Commission shall
develop and determine the sphere of influence of each local governmental
agency within the county and enact policies designed to promote the
logical and orderly development of areas within the sphere. (G.C.
856425(a)).

The Commission encourages cities and the County to meet and agree to
sphere of influence changes. The Commission shall give “great weight” to
these agreements to the extent they are consistent with its policies.

(G.C. 856425(b) and (c))

On or before January 1, 2008, and every five years thereafter, the
Commission shall, as necessary, review and update each sphere of
influence. (G.C. 856425(g))



B)

General Guidedlinesfor the Review of Spheres of Influence

It is the intent of the Commission to consider the following factors whenever
reviewing a proposal that includes the adoption, amendment, or update of a sphere
of influence.

1)

(2)

©)

The Commission incorporates the following definitions:

a)

b)

c)

An “establishment” refers to the initial development and determination
of a sphere of influence by the Commission.

An “amendment” refers to a limited change to an established sphere of
influence typically initiated by a landowner, resident, or agency.

An “update” refers to a comprehensive change to an established sphere
of influence typically initiated by the Commission.

The Commission discourages proposals from residents, landowners, and
agencies proposing amendments to spheres of influence unless justified by
special conditions and circumstances.

The Commission shall consider the following land use criteria in
establishing, amending, and updating spheres of influence:

a)

b)

c)

d)

The present and planned land uses in the area, including designated
agricultural and open-space lands.

Consistency with the County General Plan and the general plan of any
affected city.

Adopted general plan policies of the County and of any affected city
that guide future development away from designated agricultural or
open-space land.

Adopted policies of affected agencies that promote infill of existing
vacant or underdeveloped land.

Amount of existing vacant or underdeveloped land located within any
affected agency’s jurisdiction and current sphere of influence.

Adopted urban growth boundaries by the affected land use authorities.



C)

(4)

(5)

The Commission shall consider the following municipal service criteria in
establishing, amending, and updating spheres of influence:

a) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public
services provided by affected agencies within the current jurisdiction
and the adopted plans of these agencies to improve any municipal
service deficiency, including adopted capital improvement plans.

b) The present and probable need for public facilities and services within
the area proposed for inclusion within the sphere of influence and the
plans for the delivery of services to the area.

The Commission shall endeavor to maintain and expand, as needed,
spheres of influence to accommodate planned and orderly urban
development. The Commission, however, shall consider removal of land
from an agency’s sphere of influence if any of the two conditions apply:

a) The land is outside the affected agency’s jurisdictional boundary but
has been within the sphere of influence for 10 or more years.

b) The land is inside the affected agency’s jurisdictional boundary, but is
not expected to be developed for urban uses or require urban-type
services within the next 10 years.

City Spheres of Influence

The Commission shall adhere to the following policies in the establishment,
amendment, or update of a city’s sphere of influence.

1)

)

3)

Location of Urban Development:

It shall be a basic policy of the Commission is that the sphere of influence
shall guide and promote the affected city’s orderly urban growth and
development.

Sphere of Influence to Reflect Service Capacities:

A city’s sphere of influence should reflect existing and planned service
capacities based on information collected by, or submitted to, the
Commission.

Use of County General Plan Agricultural and Open-Space Designations:

The Commission shall use the most recently adopted County General Plan as
the basis to identify designated agricultural and open-space lands in
establishing, amending, and updating a city’s sphere of influence.




(4)

©)

(6)

()

(8)

Avoidance of Inclusion of Agricultural and Open-Space Lands:

Land specifically designated as agricultural or open-space lands shall not be
approved for inclusion within any city’s sphere of influence for purposes of
urban development unless exceptions are warranted based on the criteria
outlined in Section B(3) and (4).

Preference for Infill:

The Commission will consider the amount of vacant land within the
established sphere of influence of a city when considering amendments and
updates. The Commission encourages sphere of influence proposals that
promote the infill of existing vacant or underdeveloped land thereby
maximizing the efficient use of existing city services and infrastructure as
well as discouraging urban sprawl.  Conversely, the Commission
discourages sphere of influence proposals involving vacant or
underdeveloped land that requires the extension of urban facilities, utilities,
and services where infill is more appropriate.

Spheres of Influence as Guides for City Annexations:

A city’s sphere of influence shall generally be used to guide annexations
within a five-year planning period. Inclusion of land within a sphere of
influence shall not be construed to indicate automatic approval of an
annexation proposal; an annexation will be considered on its own merits
with deference assigned to timing.

Joint Applications:

When an annexation is proposed outside a city's sphere of influence, the
Commission may consider both the proposed annexation and the necessary
change in the sphere of influence at the same meeting. The change to the
sphere of influence to include the affected territory, however, shall be
considered and resolved prior to Commission action on the annexation.

Cooperative Planning and Development:
Spheres of influence shall be developed by the Commission in cooperation
with input from the cities and the County.

a) The urban areas as delineated by the spheres of influence or other
boundary adopted by the Commission should be recognized and
considered as part of planning and development programs of the
affected cities as well as any affected special districts and the County.

b) The Commission shall encourage cities to first develop existing vacant
and underdeveloped infill lands located within their jurisdictions and
spheres of influence to maximize the efficient use of available services
and infrastructure and discourage the premature conversion of
agricultural and open-space lands to urban uses. The Commission
shall encourage the development of vacant or underdeveloped infill



D)

lands located within cities’ jurisdictions before the annexation of lands
requiring the extension of urban facilities, utilities, and services.

¢) No urban development should be permitted by the County to occur on
unincorporated lands within a city’s sphere of influence. If approval
of urban development in such areas is legally required of the County,
such development should conform to applicable city standards and be
the subject of a joint city-County planning effort.

Special District Spheres of Influence

The Commission shall adhere to the following policies in the establishment,
review, amendment, or update of a special district’s sphere of influence.

Q) Urbanizing Effect of Services:
It shall be a basic policy of the Commission that the establishment,
amendment, or update of a special district’s sphere of influence serves to
promote urban development with limited exceptions.

)] Sphere of Influence to Reflect Service Capacities:
A special district’s sphere of influence should reflect existing and planned
service capacities based on information collected by, or submitted to, the
Commission.

3) Exclusion of Agricultural and Open-Space Lands:

Land designated agricultural or open-space by the applicable city or County
general plan shall not be approved for inclusion within any special district’s
sphere of influence for purposes of urban development through the extension
of essential public services. Such designations shall be recognized by the
Commission as designating the land as non-urban in character in regard to
the existing use of the area or its future development potential. The
Commission may consider exceptions to this policy based on evidence
provided by the affected special district demonstrating all of the following:

a) The expansion is necessary in order to provide potable water or sewer to
the territory to respond to a documented public health or safety threat.

b) The affected special district can provide adequate potable water or sewer
service to the affected territory without extending any mainline more
than 1,000 feet.

c) The expansion will not promote the premature conversion of agricultural
or open-space land to urban use.



(4)

©)

(6)

Sphere of Influence as a Guide to Special District Annexations:

A special district’s sphere of influence shall generally be used to guide
annexations within a five-year planning period. Inclusion of land within a
sphere of influence shall not be construed to indicate automatic approval of
an annexation proposal; an annexation will be considered on its own merits
with deference assigned to timing.

Joint Applications:

When an annexation is proposed outside a special district's sphere of
influence, the Commission may consider both the proposed annexation and
the necessary change in the sphere of influence at the same meeting. The
change to the sphere of influence to include the affected territory, however,
shall be considered and resolved prior to Commission action on the proposed
annexation.

Cooperative Planning and Development Programs:
Spheres of influence shall be developed by the Commission in cooperation
with any affected cities and the County.

a) The service area of a special district as delineated by the sphere of
influence or other boundary adopted by the Commission should be
recognized and considered as part of the planning and development
programs of any affected district, city, and the County.

V. Policies Concerning the County Of Napa

A) Location of Urban Development

1)

(2)

©)

Development of an urban character and nature should be located within areas
designated as urban areas by the County General Plan in close proximity to a
city or special district which can provide essential public services.

Urban development should be discouraged if it is apparent that essential
services necessary for the proposed development cannot readily be provided
by a city or special district.

The Commission shall review and comment, as appropriate, on the
extension of services or the creation of new service providers to furnish
services into previously unserved territory within unincorporated areas.



B) Useof County Service Areasand Community Services Districts

Q) In those unincorporated urban areas where essential urban services are being
provided by the County, the Board of Supervisors should consider the
establishment of county service areas or community services districts so that
area residents and landowners pay their fair and equitable share for the
services received.

V. Policies Concerning Cities
A) Incorporations

(¢D)] The Commission discourages proposals to incorporate communities unless
substantial evidence suggests the County and any affected special district
are not effectively meeting the needs of the community.

(2 The Commission discourages proposals to incorporate communities
involving land that is not already receiving essential public services from a
special district.

€)) Any community proposed for incorporation in Napa County shall have at
least 500 registered voters residing with the affected area at the time
proceedings are initiated with the Commission as required under G.C.
856043.

B) Outside Service Agreements

(¢D)] Commission approval is needed for a city to provide new or extended
services outside its jurisdictional boundary by contracts or agreements. A
Request by a city shall be made by resolution of application and processed
in accordance with G.C. §56133.

2 The Commission shall incorporate the following definitions in
administering these policies:

a) “Services” shall mean any service provided by a city unless otherwise
exempted under G.C. 56133.

b) “New” shall mean the actual extension of a municipal service to
previously unserved non-jurisdictional land. Exceptions include non-
jurisdictional land in which the city or County has adequately
contemplated the provision of the subject service on or before January
1, 2001 as determined by the Commission.

10



VI.

A)

B)

C)

c) “Extended” shall mean the intensification of an existing municipal
service provided to non-jurisdictional land associated with a land use
authority’s redesignation or rezoning after January 1, 2001 as
determined by the Commission.

€)) The Commission shall establish policies and procedures in the review of
outside service agreement requests involving a city.

Policies Concerning Special Districts
In Lieu of New District Creation

(1)  Where a limited-purpose special district exists and additional services are
required for an unincorporated area designated as urban by the County
General Plan, the Commission encourages reorganizations to provide the
extended services of the existing limited services special district.

Preference for Districts Capable of Providing All Essential Services

Q) All new special districts proposed for formation in the unincorporated
urban areas as designated under the County General Plan should be
capable of providing essential urban type services which include, but are
not limited to, water, sanitation, fire protection, and police protection.

Establishing New Servicesor Divestiture of Existing Service Powers

(@8] Commission approval is required for a special district to establish new
services or divest existing service powers within all or parts of its
jurisdictional boundary. Requests by a special district shall be made by
adoption of a resolution of application and include all the information
required and referenced under G.C. §56824.12.

2 The Commission incorporates the following definitions in administering
these policies:

a) “New” shall mean activating a latent service not previously authorized.

b) “Divestiture” shall mean deactivating a service power previously
authorized.

3) The Commission shall consider the effect of the proposal in supporting
planned and orderly growth within the affected territory.

11



D)

Outside Service Agreements

1)

(2)

3)

Commission approval is needed for a special district to provide new or
extended services outside its jurisdictional boundary by contracts or
agreements.  Requests made by special districts shall be made by
resolution of application and processed in accordance with G.C. §56133.

The Commission shall incorporate the following definitions in
administering these policies:

a) “Services” shall mean any service provided by a special district subject
to the jurisdiction of the Commission unless otherwise exempted under
G.C. 56133.

b) “New” shall mean the actual extension of a municipal service to
previously unserved non-jurisdictional land. Exceptions include non-
jurisdictional land in which the special district or land use authority
has adequately contemplated the provision of the subject service on or
before January 1, 2001 as determined by the Commission.

c) “Extended” shall mean the intensification of an existing municipal
service provided to non-jurisdictional land associated with a land use
authority’s redesignation or rezoning after January 1, 2001 as
determined by the Commission.

The Commission shall establish policies and procedures in the review of
outside service agreement requests involving a special district.

VII. Policies Concerning Annexations

A)

General Policies Concerning Annexationsto a City

1)

Inclusion in Sphere of Influence:

The affected territory shall be included within the affected city sphere of
influence prior to issuance of the Executive Officer's certificate of filing for
the subject annexation proposal. The Executive Officer may agendize both a
sphere of influence amendment and annexation application for Commission
consideration and action at the same meeting.

12



)

Substantially surrounded:

For the purpose of applying the provisions of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act, most notably G.C. 856375, the
affected territory of an annexation proposal shall be deemed “substantially
surrounded” if the following two conditions apply:

a) The affected territory lies within the city’s sphere of influence.

b) The affected territory is surrounded by no less than 66.6% by the city, as
set forth in a boundary description accepted by the Executive Officer.

B) PoliciesConcerning Island Annexations

1)

)

3)

Boundary of Areas Not 100% Surrounded by City:
The outside boundary of an unincorporated island less than 100%
surrounded shall be the affected city sphere of influence boundary line.

Criteria for Determining a Developed Island:
A developed island shall substantially meet all the following criteria:

a) The island shall have a housing density of at least 0.5 units per gross
acre.

b) All parcels within the island can readily receive from the affected city
or any affected special district basic essential services including but
not limited to police protection, fire protection, potable water and
sanitation.

Policy Regarding Annexations Within an Identified Island Area:

When an annexation proposal includes territory within a developed island,
the Commission shall invite the affected city to amend the boundary of the
proposed annexation to include the entire island. To the extent permitted by
law, the Commission reserves the right to expand the boundaries of the
proposed annexation to include the entire island.

C) PoliciesConcerning Annexation of Municipally-Owned Land

1)

Restricted Use Lands Owned by Public Agencies:

The Commission shall disapprove annexation of publicly-owned land
designated agricultural or open-space or subject to a Williamson Act contract
unless the land will be used for a municipal purpose and no suitable
alternative site reasonably exists within the affected city’s sphere of
influence.

13



D)

)

Facilities Exempt from Policy:

Municipal purpose shall mean a public service facility which is urban in
nature such as water and sewage treatment facilities and public buildings, but
shall not include land which is vacant or used for wastewater reclamation
irrigation, a reservoir, or agricultural, watershed or open-space.

Concurrent Annexation Policies

It is the intent of the Commission to promote concurrent annexations to cities and
special districts whenever appropriate. The Commission may waive its concurrent
annexation policies based on unique conditions or circumstances surrounding the
annexation proposal which make application of the policy impractical and will not
result in the annexation of lands designated agricultural or open-space by the
applicable city or County General Plan.

1)

(2)

City of Napa and Napa Sanitation District

a)

b)

Annexations to the District:

All annexation proposals to the Napa Sanitation District located outside
of the City of Napa shall first be required to annex to the City if the
affected territory is located within the City's sphere of influence as
adopted by the Commission, is located within the City Residential Urban
Limit Line (RUL) as adopted by the City, and annexation is legally
possible.

Annexations to the City:

All 100% consent annexation proposals to the City of Napa located
outside of the Napa Sanitation District shall be required to annex to the
Napa Sanitation District if the affected territory is located within the
District's sphere of influence and if sanitation service is available.

City of American Canyon and American Canyon Fire Protection District

a)

b)

Annexations to the District:

All annexation proposals to the American Canyon Fire Protection
District located outside of the City of American Canyon shall be
required to annex to the City if the affected territory is located within
the City's sphere of influence as adopted by the Commission and if
annexation is legally possible.

Annexations to the City:

All annexation proposals to the City of American Canyon located
outside of the American Canyon Fire Protection District shall be
required to annex to the District if the affected territory is located
within the District's sphere of influence.
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€)) County Service Area No. 4

a) Annexations to Cities:

All annexation proposals to a city shall be required to concurrently
detach from County Service Area No. 4 unless the affected territory

has been, or is expected to be, developed to include planted vineyards
totaling one acre or more in size.
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