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T
he

attached
report

sum
m

arizes
our

traffic
study

for
a

proposed
visitor

center
project

at
the

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

on
State

R
oute

29
(SR

29)
in

N
apa

C
ounty

(see
Figure

1
for

site
location

m
ap).

T
his

study
reflects

the
site

plan
and

has
included

discussions
of the

project
characteristics,

field
review

s
of

the
site

access
and

calculations
of project

traffic.

A
s

outlined
in

the
report,

the
project’s

trips
w

ould
add

m
inim

ally
(about

0.9%
)

to
traffic

flow
s

on
SR

29,
and

sight
distance

w
ould

be
am

ple
atthe

existing
w

inery
drivew

ay.
T

he
site

drivew
ay

on
SR

29
w

ould
have

satisfactory
operations

during
the

peak
hours.

T
he

existing
tw

o-w
ay-left-turn-lane

in
SR

29
w

ould
provide

storage
for

inbound
left-turns

and
a

refuge
area

for
outbound

left
turns.

T
he

typical
peak

hour
volum

es
w

ould
be

below
the

thresholds
at

w
hich

an
inbound

right-turn
lane

w
ould

be
needed.

T
he

project’s
access,

internal
circulation

and
parking

supply
w

ould
be

consistent
w

ith
N

apa
C

ounty
standards.

I
trust

that
this

report
responds

to
your

needs.
Please

review
this

infonnation
and

call
m

e
w

ith
any

questions
or

com
m

ents.
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1.E
xisting

and
B

aseline
T

raffic
C

onditions

a.
E

xisting
T

raffic
O

perations

State
R

oute
29

(SR
29)

provides
the

prim
ary

north-south
N

apa
C

ounty
access

and
is

a
tw

o-lane

rural
road

in
the

area
of

the
proposed

w
inery.

B
ased

on
C

altrans
records,

SR
29

has
a

current

average
daily

traffic
volum

e
(north

of
SR

128
-

R
utherford

R
oad)

of
21,500

vehicles.
D

uring
the

peak
m

onth,
the

roadw
ay

has
an

average
daily

volum
e

of
23,700

vehicles
and

a
peak

hour
volum

e

of
1,900

vehicles
(about

8%
of

the
peak

m
onth

daily
v
o
lu

m
e).

It
is

noted
that

the
peak

hour

volum
e

cited
by

C
altrans

represents
a

very
high

flow
rate

w
hich

w
ould

occur
on

a
lim

ited
num

ber

of days,
likely

during
the

peak
Sum

m
er

season.

A
s

a
part

of
this

study,
traffic

counts
w

ere
conducted

on
SR

29
at

the
existing

w
inery

drivew
ay

d
u
rin

a
Friday

PM
peak

com
m

ute
period

(4-6
PM

)
and

the
Saturday

afternoon
peak

period
(1-3

P
M

).
0

T
hese

counts
indicate

that
the

Friday
PM

peak
hour

and
Saturday

afternoon
peak

hour

flow
s

are
about

1,600
vehicles

and
1,400

vehicles.
B

ased
on

these
volum

es
and

observed
vehicle

speeds,
the

typical
SR

29
flow

s
are

in
the

L
evel

of
Service

(L
O

S)
“C

-D
”

range
and

peak

m
onthlpeak

hour
volum

es
w

ould
be

categorized
as

in
the

L
O

S
“D

-E”
ra

n
g
e
.(

3X4)

A
djacent

to
the

project
site,

SR
29

has
tw

o
travel

lanes
and

paved
shoulders.

A
tw

o-w
ay-left-turn-

lane
(T

W
L

T
L

)
begins

south
of

the
G

rgich
H

ills
W

inery
drivew

ay
and

ends
north

of
the

drivew
ay.

A
t

this
point,

the
m

edian
area

begins
to

taper
back

to
a

standard
centerline

about
400

feet
to

the

north.
T

he
northbound

left
turn

storage
is

about
215

feet
and

a
northbound

refuge
lane

for

outbound
left

tu
rn

s
is

about
60

feet in
length.

T
he

existing
counted

conditions
have

been
analyzed

in
term

s
of

the
drivew

ay’s
L

evel
of

Service

(L
O

S).
A

s
outlined

in
T

able
1,

the
existing

w
eekday

and
Saturday

operation
is

L
O

S
“C

”
or

better

(L
O

S
definitions

and
calculations

are
attached).

b. B
aseline

T
raffic

O
perations

T
he

w
inery

currently
has

a
m

axim
um

perm
itted

visitor
count

of 220
vehicles

or
about

600
persons

per
day

(assum
ing

N
apa

C
ounty

standards
of 2.6

persons
per

vehicle
on

a
w

eekday
and

2.8
persons

per
vehicle

on
a

w
eekend).

T
he

visitor
volum

es
on

the
traffic

count
days

w
ere

low
er

than
the

m
axim

um
visitors

perm
itted

at
the

w
in

ery
)

5
T

hus,
the

inlout
traffic

volum
es

at
the

northerly

visitor
drivew

ay
w

ere
increased

to
reflect

m
axim

um
potential

visitor
activity.

T
he

through
volum

es

counted
on

SR
29

w
ere

also
increased

to
reflect the

peak
seasonal

volum
es

reported
by

C
altrans.

W
ith

the
foregoing

assum
ptions,

the
drivew

ay
delays

w
ere

recalculated
for

both
the

Friday
PM

peak
com

m
ute

hour
and

the
Saturday

afternoon
peak

hour.
A

s
show

n
on

T
able

1,
the

baseline

drivew
ay

conditions
are

an
acceptable

L
O

S
“D

”
or

better
during

both
peak

hours.
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T
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E
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H
O

U
R

O
P

E
R

A
T
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N
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T
T

H
E
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R

G
IC

H
H

IL
L

S
W

IN
E

R
Y

D
R

IV
E

W
A

Y

L
E

V
E

L
O

F
S

E
R

V
IC

E
(L

O
S

)
A

N
D

S
E

C
O

N
D

S
O

F
D

E
L

A
Y

Intersection
W

eekday
PM

Peak
H

our
Saturday

A
fternoon

Scenario
Peak

H
our

O
utbound

Inbound
O

utbound
Inbound

L
eftT

urn
L

eftT
urn

E
xisting

L
O

S
C

!
L

O
S

B
!

L
O

S
C

l
L

O
S

A
l

20.2
seconds

10.5
seconds

18.0
seconds

9.5
seconds

E
xisting

+
L

O
S

C
!

L
O

S
B

!
L

O
S

C
l

L
O

S
A

l

Project
20.5

seconds
10.7

seconds
18.4

seconds
9.7

seconds

B
aseline

L
O

S
D

/
L

O
S

B
!

L
O

S
D

!
L

O
S

B
!

27.6
seconds

11.6
seconds

25.8
seconds

10.3
seconds

B
aseline

+
L

O
S

D
!

L
O

S
B

!
L

O
S

D
!

L
O

S
131

Project
28.0

seconds
1 1.9

seconds
26.7

seconds
10.5

seconds

C
um

ulative
L

O
S

F!
L

O
S

C
l

L
O

S
F!

L
O

S
C

!

80+
seconds

22.7
seconds

80+
seconds

16.2
seconds

C
um

ulative
+

L
O

S
F!

L
O

S
C

l
L

O
S

F!
L

O
S

C
!

Project
80+

seconds
24.6

seconds
80+

seconds
17.0

seconds
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c. V
ehicle

Speeds
and

Sight
D

istance
on

SR
29

T
he

prim
ary

issues
for

access
design

are
the

vehicle
visibility

and
operation

relative
to

vehicles

traveling
on

SR
29

and
vehicles

that
w

ould
be

turning
out

of
the

w
inery

access.
T

he
required

vehicle
visibility

or
“corner

sight
distance”

is
a

function
of

the
travel

speeds
on

SR
29.

C
altrans

design
standards

indicate
that

for
appropriate

corner
sight

distance,
“a

substantially
clear

line
of

sight
should

be
m

aintained
betw

een
the

driver
of

a
vehicle

w
aiting

at
the

cross
road

and
the

driver

of
an

approaching
vehicle

in
the

right
lane

of
the

m
ain

h
ig

h
w

ay
.”.

6
B

ased
on

radar
surveys,

the

“critical’
vehicle

speed
(85%

of all
surveyed

vehicles
travel

ator
below

the
critical

speed)
along

SR

29
at the

w
inery

w
ere

observed
to

be
47

m
iles

per
hour

(m
ph)

during
the

Friday
peak

period
and

49-

51
m

iles
per

hour
during

the
Saturday

peak
p
erio

d
.

7
B

ased
on

C
altrans

design
standards,

these

vehicle
speeds

require
a

stopping
sight

distance
of

about
430

feet,
m

easured
along

the
travel

lanes

on
SR

T
he

existing
w

inery
access

intersection
is

located
on

a
straight

section
of

SR
29.

Field
observations

indicate
sight

distance
to

the
north

and
south

is
w

ell
in

excess
of

the
430

feet
needed

for
the

m
easured

vehicle
speeds.

2.
T

raffic
E

ffects
of

the
P

roposed
P

rolect

a. Project
D

escription

T
he

project
site

is
adjacent

to
the

existing
G

rgich
H

ills
W

inery.
T

here
is

currently
a

residence
and

a

barn
on

the
5

acre
site.

T
he

proposed
project

w
ould

involve
conversion

of the
residence

into
a

w
inery

hospitality
center

for

private
prom

otional
tastings.

T
he

existing
barn

w
ould

be
retained

(and
expanded)

for
w

inery

related
storage

needs.

T
he

proposed
hospitality

center
w

ould
host

private
tastings

w
ith

attendance
levels

of
30

persons

four
tim

es
w

eekly
and

75
persons

three
tim

es
w

eekly.
In

addition,
there

could
be

m
onthly

private

tasting
events

w
ith

up
to

100
persons

in
attendance.

B
ecause

the
75

person
event

w
ould

representa

typical
peak

activity,
w

e
have

analyzed
the

traffic
ofthat

level
of

activity.
W

e
have

also
discussed

the
potential

traffic
and

parking
issues

associated
w

ith
a

100
person

m
onthly

event.

b. T
raffic

O
perations

w
ith

T
ypicalA

ctivities
A

ssociated
w

ith
the

Proposed
Project

T
he

proposed
w

inery
hospitality

center
traffic

generation
has

been
calculated

in
T

able
2.

O
n

a

typical
day

62
daily

trips
w

ould
be

generated.
If

it
is

conservatively
assum

ed
that

all
of

the

visitor
trips

occur
during

each
of

the
hours

before
and

after
an

event,
27

inbound
trips

and
27

outbound
trips

w
ould

be
generated

during
each

of
those

hours.
T

his
analysis

has
assum

ed
27

inbound
trips

during
each

of
the

analyzed
peak

hours.
It

has
been

assum
ed

that
there

w
ould

be

no
outbound

project
trips

during
the

peak
hours.
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H
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W
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W
ith

project
trips

distributed
com

parable
to

existing
flow

s
(about

60%
to/from

the
south

and

40%
to/from

the
north),

the
project

traffic
w

ould
add

about
0.9%

to
the

baseline
peak

hour

volum
es

on
SR

29.
T

his
change

w
ould

not
be

m
easurable

w
ithin

the
typical

daily
fluctuations

in

traffic
and

traffic
operations

w
ould

be
unchanged.

T
he

existing
and

baseline
peak

hour
L

O
S

at
the

SR
29/project

access
intersection

have
been

recalculated
w

ith
the

addition
of

project
trips

(L
O

S
definitions

and
calculations

are
attached

as

appendices).
T

he
G

rgich
H

ills
W

inery
drivew

ay
operations

w
ould

be
unchanged

during
both

the

w
eekday

PM
peak

hour
and

Saturday
afternoon

peak
hour.

c.
T

raffic
G

enerated
by

a
M

onthly
E

vent

For
a

m
onthly

event,
the

project
w

ould
generate

83
daily

trips.
A

lthough
this

is
som

ew
hat

higher

than
the

typical
daily

peak
event

traffic,
the

effects
on

SR
29

w
ould

be
com

parable.
Further,

this

level
of

activity
w

ould
only

occur
m

onthly
and

w
ould

therefore
not

be
considered

significant.

d.
Site

A
ccess

D
esign

Issues

A
s

noted
in

the
project

description,
the

existing
G

rgich
H

ills
drivew

ay
is

located
at

an
existing

T
W

L
T

L
in

SR
29.

B
ased

on
C

altrans
design

standard
of providing

storage
for

tw
o

m
inutes

of
left

turn
volum

e,
the

27
peak

hour
inbound

left
turns

w
ould

result
in

one
vehicle

expected
to

queue
at

any
given

tim
e
.

9
H

ow
ever,

C
altrans

recom
m

ends
a

m
inim

um
50

foot
left-turn

storage
lane,

and

the
current

T
W

L
T

L
design

(about
215

feet
in

length)
w

ould
provide

am
ple

storage
length.

E
ven

w
ith

a
m

onthly
100

person
event,

the
inbound

leftturn
volum

e
w

ould
be

w
ell

w
ithin

the
T

W
L

T
L

storage
length.

A
s

noted
above,

the
available

sight
distance

at
the

site
drivew

ay
is

am
ple

for
the

m
easured

vehicle

speeds
on

SR
29.

T
he

existing
+

project
volum

es
at

the
site

drivew
ay

are
below

the
m

inim
um

threshold
at

w
hich

an
inbound

right-turn
lane

w
ould

be
required

(turn
lane

graph
attached).’°

A
lthough

the
m

axim
um

perm
itted

visitor
counts

w
ould

exceed
the

right
turn

lane
w

arrant,
such

conditions
w

ould
rarely

be
experienced.

T
he

existing
G

rgich
H

ills
W

inery
drivew

ay
has

tapers
to

accom
m

odate
inbound

and
outbound

right turn
m

ovem
ents.

T
he

proposed
project

w
ould

include
an

internal
connection

to
the

existing
W

inery
parking

area
(see

below
)

and
w

ould
therefore

share
the

existing
W

inery
drivew

ay
access

to
SR

29.
T

he
existing

W
inery

drivew
ay

access
m

eets
the

N
apa

C
ounty

standards
(18

feet
of pavem

ent
for

tw
o-w

ay
traffic

flo
w

).’
1e.

Internal
C

irculation
and

Parking

T
he

project
w

ould
include

internal
roadw

ays
w

ith
a

m
inim

um
w

idth
o
f

18
feet,

consistent
w

ith

N
apa

C
ounty

stan
d
ard

s.
1)

A
n

internal
roadw

ay
connection

w
ould

link
the

proposed
new

visitor

center
w

ith
the

existing
W

inery
parking

lot.
A

s
per

N
apa

C
ounty

standards,
this

connection

w
ould

accom
m

odate
tw

o-w
ay

traffic
flow

s.
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W
ith

new
parking

provided
as

a
part

of the
project

and
a

loss
of

parking
due

to
the

new
internal

circulation
connection,

there
w

ould
be

a
net

gain
of

22
striped

parking
spaces.

T
hese

spaces,

together
w

ith
37

existing
w

inery
spaces,

w
ould

accom
m

odate
the

needs
of

the
typical

75
person

tastings
expected

w
ith

the
project

(75
persons/2.4-2.6

persons
per

vehicle).
O

ther
paved

areas

could
accom

m
odate

parking
needs

for
em

ployees
and

the
potential

m
onthly

100
person

tasting.

3.
C

um
ulative

T
raffic

C
onditions

a.
C

um
ulative

Projections

C
um

ulative
buildout

(year
2030)

projections
for

SR
29

w
ere

obtained
from

technical
studies

prepared
as

a
part

of
the

N
apa

C
ounty

G
eneral

Plan
U

p
d
ate.’
2

T
hese

projections
indicate

significant
increases

in
through

traffic
on

SR
29.

W
ith

these
increases,

the
existing

G
rgich

H
ills

outbound
drivew

ay
traffic

w
ould

experience
extrem

e
delays

characteristic
of L

O
S

“F”.

b. Project E
ffects

T
he

proposed
visitor

center
project

w
ould

add
m

inim
ally

to
the

cum
ulative

buildout
volum

es.

T
he

outbound
drivew

ay
traffic

w
ould

continue
to

operate
at L

O
S

“F”.

4.S
um

m
ary

and
R

ecom
m

endations

A
s

outlined
in

the
report,

the
project’s

trips
w

ould
add

m
inim

ally
(about

0.9%
)

to
traffic

flow
s

on

SR
29.

A
change

of
this

m
agnitude

w
ould

not
be

m
easurable

w
ithin

tic
a
l

daily
fluctuations

in

traffic
flow

s.

Sight
distance

on
SR

29
w

ould
be

am
ple

at
the

proposed
project

drivew
ay.

T
he

projected
peak

hour
volum

es
at

the
project

drivew
ay

w
ould

be
adequately

served
by

the
existing

TW
LTL.

T
he

traffic
in/outof the

existing
(3rgich

H
ills

W
inery

drivew
ay

w
ould

operate
satisfactorily

(L
O

S
“D

”

or
better)

during
both

peak
hours.

T
ypical

peak
hour

volum
es

w
ould

be
below

the
thresholds

at

w
hich

a
right-turn

lane
w

ould
be

needed.
D

uring
the

traffic
counts,

it
w

as
noted

that
som

e

m
otorists

enter/exit
the

w
inery

site
after

realizing
that

the
norm

al
visitor

hours
are

over.
T

hese

diverted
trips

are
not significantbutdo

add
to

the
drivew

ay
volum

es:

T
he

cum
ulative

buildout
(year

2030)
pm

jeetions
on

SR
29

indicate
significant traffic

grow
th.

T
he

outbound
drivew

ay
traffic

w
ould

operate
at L

O
S

“F”,
w

ith
or

w
ithout

the
proposed

visitor
center

project.
(It

is
likely

that
m

ost
drivew

ays
and

side
streets

along
SR

29
w

ould
operate

at
LO

S
“F’,

given
the

very
high

projected
through

volum
es.)

T
he

follow
ing

recom
m

endations
address

site
access

and
circulation:

T
he

project’s
internal roadw

ays
w

ould
need

to
m

eetC
ounty

standards
forw

idth;
and

A
sign

should
be

posted
at

the
site

drivew
ay

alerting
m

otorists
w

hen
the

W
inery’s

norm
al

visitor
facilities

are
closed.

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

V
isitorC

enter
T

raffic
Sludy

Page
7



R
eferences:

(1)
C

altrans
w

ebsite, traffic
volum

es
for

SR
29

based
on

2007
data.

(2)
G

eorge
W

.
N

ickelson,
P.E

.,
traffic

counts,
radar

surveys
and

field
m

easurem
ents

conducted

on
Friday

June
23, 2009

and
Saturday

June
24,

2009.

(3)
T

ransportation
R

esearch
B

oard
(T

R
B

),
H

ighw
ay

C
apacity

M
anual

—
S

pecial
R

eport
209

—

T
hird

E
dition,

1994.

(4)
T

R
B

,
H

ighw
ay

C
apacity

M
anual,

2000.

(5)
M

s.
Pam

H
arder,

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery,

M
arch

25, 2009.

(6)
C

altrans,
H

ighw
ay

D
esign

M
anual,

1990.

(7)
G

eorge
W

. N
ickelson,

P.E
.,

ibid...

(8)
C

altrans,
ibid...

(9)
C

altrans,
G

uidelinesfo
r

R
econstruction

of Intersections,
A

ugust
1985.

(10)
T

ransportation
R

esearch
B

oard,
R

eport
279

—
Intersection

C
hannelization

D
esign

G
uide,

1985.

(11)
N

apa
C

ounty,A
dopted

R
oad&

Street S
tandards,A

ugust 2,
1999.

(12)
D

ow
ling

A
ssociates,

The
N

apa
C

ounty
G

eneral
P

lan
U

pdate
E

IR
—

T
echnical

M
em

orandum
fo

r
T

raffic
and

C
irculation

Supporting
the

F
indings

and
R

ecom
m

endations,

February
9, 2007.

O
rgich

H
ills

W
inc,y

V
isitor

C
enter

T
raffic

Study
P

age
8



T
A

B
L

E
2

T
R

IP
G

E
N

E
R

A
T

IO
N

O
F

T
H

E
P

R
O

P
O

S
E

D
G

R
G

IC
H

H
IL

L
S

W
IN

E
R

Y
H

O
S

P
IT

A
L

IT
Y

C
E

N
T

E
R

T
raffic

D
uring

a
T

ypical
D

ay
(three

tim
es

w
eekly):

•
4

em
ployees

x
2

one-w
ay

trips
per

em
ployee

=
8

daily
trips

•
75

visitors/2.8
persons

per
car

x
2

one-w
ay

trips
=

54
daily

trips
62

daily
trips

T
raffic

D
uring

a
M

onthly
E

vent:

•
6

em
ployees

x
2

one-w
ay

trips
per

em
ployee

=
12

daily
trips

•
100

visitors/28
persons

per
car

x
2

one-w
ay

trips
=

71
daily

trips
83

daily
trips

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

V
isitor

C
enter

T
raffic

Study
Page
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G
rgech

H
ills

W
ine,y

V
isitor

C
enter

T
raffic

Study
P

age
10

A
P

P
E

N
D

IC
E

S

•
L

O
S

D
efinitions

•
L

O
S

C
alculations

R
ight T

urn
L

ane
G

raph



L
E

V
E

L
O

F
S

E
R

V
IC

E
D

E
F

IN
IT

IO
N

S

L
E

V
E

L
O

F
U

N
S

IG
N

A
L

IZ
E

D

S
E

R
V

IC
E

S
IG

N
A

L
IZ

E
D

T
N

T
E

R
SE

C
T

IO
N

S
IN

T
E

R
S

E
C

T
IO

N
S

*

“A
’

U
ncongested

operations,
all

queues
clear

in
a

single-signal
cycle.

(A
verage

stopped
delay

less

than
10

seconds
per

vehicle;
V

/C
less

than
or

=

0.60).

“B
’

U
ncongested

operations,
all

queues
clear

in
a

single
cycle.

(A
verage

delay
of

10-20
seconds;

V
/C

=
0.6

1-0.70).

“C
L

ight
congestion,

occasional
backups

on
critical

approaches.
(A

verage
delay

of 20-35
seconds;

V
/C

=
0.7

1-0.80).

S
ignificant

congestion
o
f

critical
approaches

but

intersection
functional.

C
ars

required
to

w
ait

through
m

ore
than

o
n
e

cycle
during

short
peaks.

N
o

long
queues

form
ed.

(A
verage

delay
of

35-55

seconds;
V

/C
0
.8

1
-0

.9
0
).

Severe
congestion

w
ith

som
e

long
standing

queues
on

critical
approaches.

B
lockage

of

intersection
m

ay
occur

if traffic
signal

does
not

provide
for

protected
turning

m
ovem

ents.
T

raffic

queue
m

ay
block

nearby
intersection(s)

upstream

o
f

critical
approach(es).

(A
verage

delay
of

55-80

seconds;
V

/C
0
.9

1
-1

.00).

“F”
T

otal
breakdow

n,
stop-and-go

operation.

(A
verage

delay
in

excess
o
f

80
seconds;

V
/C

of

1.01
or

greater).

L
ittle

or
no

delay.
(A

verage
delay

o
f

10
seconds)

S
hort

traffic
delays.

(A
verage

delay
of>

10
and

<15
secs.)

A
verage

traffic
delay.

(A
verage

delay
of>

15
and

<25
secs.)

L
ong

traffic
delays

for
som

e
approaches.

(A
verage

delay
of>

25
and

<35
secs.)

V
ery

long
traffic

delays
for

som
e

approaches.
(A

verage
delay

of>
35

and
<

50
secs.)

E
xtrem

e
traffic

delays
for

som
e

approaches
(intersection

m
ay

be
blocked

by
external

causes--delays
>

50

seconds).

*
L

evel
of

S
ervice

refers
to

delays
encountered

by
certain

stop
sign

controlled
approaches.

O
ther

approaches

m
ay

operate
w

ith
little

delay.

Source:
T

ransportation
R

esearch
B

oard,
H

ighw
ay

C
apacity

M
anual,

2000.
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A
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Ex.
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PM
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M
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G
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-

R
thrfrd

G
rdns

Com
m

ent
E

xisting
F

riday
PM

P
eak

H
our

In
p
u
t

D
ata

Lane
Configuration

SB
N

B
EB

W
B

Lane
1

(curb)
T

R
T

R
L

T
R

LTR

Lane2
L

L

Lane3
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N
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W

B

M
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ent
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(LT)
2

(TH)
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(TH)
6
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(Li)
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9
(R
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10

(Li)
11

(TH
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12
(Ri)

L_V
olum

e_(veh/h)
1

938
I

7
5

638
0

5
0

17
0

o
1

PHF
0
9
0

9
0

9
0

0
0

9
0

9
0

0
0

0
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0

0.90
0.90

0.90
9
0

Percent of
heavy

vehicles,
HV

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

Flow
rate

1
1042

8
6

709
0

6
0

19
0

0

Flare
storage

(#
of vehs)

M
edian

storage
(#

of vehs)
2

2

Signal
upstream

of M
ovem

ent2
ft

M
ovem

ent
5

Length
of

study
period

(h)
0.25

O
utputD

ata

Lane
M

ovem
ent

Flow
Rate

Capacity
v/c

Queue
Length

Control
Delay

LOS
Approach

(veh/h)
(vehTh)

-
(veh)

(s)
and

LOS

i
LTR
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261

0.096
0

20.2
C

20.2

E
B

2
C

i
LTR

1
433

0.002
0

13.3
B

J
13.3
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B
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1
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0
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-
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S
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SIG
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L
IZ

E
D

IN
T

E
R

SE
C

T
IO

N
S

W
O

R
K

SH
E

E
T

A
nalysis

S
um

m
ary

G
eneral

inform
ation

S
ite

In form
ation

Analyst
G

W
N

JurisdictionfD
ate

N
apa

3/27/2009

Agency
or Com

pany
G

W
N

M
ajor

Street
H

w
y.

29

Analysis
Period/Year

Ex
S

at
A

ft.
09

Y
ear

M
inorStreet

G
rgich

-
R

thrfrd
G

rdns

Com
m

ent
E

xisting
S

aturday
A

fternoon
P

eak
H

our

-1
In p

u
t

D
ata

Lane
Configuration

SB
[

N
B

E
B

W
B

Lane
1

(curb)
T

R
T

R
LTR

L
T

R

Lane2
L

L

Lane3

Lane4

LaneS
SB

N
B

ER
W

B

M
ovem

ent
1

(LT)
2(TH

)
3(R

T)j
4(LT)

5011)
6(R

1)
7(LT)

8011)
9(RT)

1O(LT)
11

(1H
)

12(RT)

Volum
e

(veh)
I

697
25

677
2

0
1
2
8

2
.
0

2

PKF
0

9
0

0
9

0
0

9
0

0
9

0
0

9
0

0
9

0
0
9

0
0

9
0

‘0
9
0
O

O
9O

Percentof heavy
vehicles,HV

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

Fiuw
rate

1
7
7
4
2
6

18
752

2
20

0
3
1

2
0

2

Flare
storage

(#
ol vehs)

M
edian

storage
(

at vehs)
2

2

Signal upstream
ofM

ovem
ent2

ft
M

ovem
ent5

Length
of study

period
(h)

0.25
—

—
_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_
_

_
_

_
_
_

O
utput

D
ata

Lane
M

ovem
ent

Flow
Rate

Capacity
v/c

Queue
Length

Control
Delay

LOS
A

pproach

—
(veh/h)

(vehlh)
(veh)

(s)
y
n
d

LOS

i
L

T
R

51
329

0.155
1

18.0
C

18.0

E
B

2
-

C

I
L

T
R

4
306

0.013
0

16.9
C

16.9

W
B

2
C

SB
1

851
0.001

0
9.2

A

N
B

0
-

18
—

817
0.022

0
9.5

[
A

—
_
_
_
_
_

H
iC

A
P

2
.O

.O
.1

@
C

aa1ina
E

ngineering.
Inc.

G
rgichC

alcs
-

grgich29X
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N
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N
A

L
IZ

E
D

IN
T

E
R

S
E

C
T

IO
N

S
W

O
R

K
S

H
E

E
T

A
nalysis

S
um

m
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G
en

eral
Inform

ation
S

ite
In

fo
rm

atio
n

Analyst
G

W
N

Jurisdiction/D
ate

N
apa

3/27/2009

Agency
or Com

pany
G

W
N

M
ajorStreet

H
w

y
29

Analysis
Period/Year

B
ase.

Fri
PM

M
inor Street

G
rgich

-
R

thrfrd
G

rdns

Com
m

ent
B

aseline
F

riday
PM

P
eak

H
our

In p
u
t

D
ata

Lane
Configuration

SB
EB

W
B

Lane
1

(ruth)
T

R
T

R
LTR

LTR

Lane2
L

L

Lane3

Lane
4

Lane
5

SB
N

B
EB

W
B

M
ovem

ent
1

(Li)
2(TH

)
3

(Ri)
4(Lfl]

5(TH
)

6(RT)
7(Ll)

8U
[l)

9(RT)
10(LT)

11
(IH

)i12(R
T)

Volum
e

(veh/h)
1

1107
13

9
753

0
9

0
31

0
0

1

PHF
0.90

0.90
0
0

9
0
1
0
0

9
Q

9
O

9
0

9
0

9
Q

9
Q

0
0

Percentof heavy
vehicles,

HV
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
[

3

Flow
rate

1
1230

14
10

837
0

10
0

34
0

1

Flare
storage

(#
of vehs)

[
—

—
I.
-
—

M
edian

storage
(#

of vehs)
2

2

Signalupstream
ol M

ovem
ent2

II
M

ovem
ent 5

II

Length
of study

period
(h)

0.25

O
u
tp

u
t

D
ata

Lane
M

ovem
ent

Flow
Rate

Capacity
v/c

1
Q

ueue
Length

ControlDelay
I

LOS
Approach

(vehltt)
(veh/h)

j
(veh)

—
(s)

—
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

Delay
and

LOS

i
LTR

44
203

0.217
1

27.6
D

27.6

E
B

2

i_
Ii

LTR
1

365
0.003

0
14.9

B
14.9

W
B

2
B

SB
1

793
0.001

0
9.5

-
A

N
B

0
1
0
_
—

558
0.018

0
11.6

B
—

_
_
_
_
_
_

H
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A
P
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M
2
0
0
1

C
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a
E
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T
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T

R
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R
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R
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ata
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1
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T
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T

R
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R
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L
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M
ovem

ent
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3
(RI)
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i)
10
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G
eorge

W
.

N
ickelson,

P
.E

.
T

raffic
E

ngineering
—

T
ransportation

Planning
A

ugust
18,2009

M
s.

Sandra
Finegan

A
ssociate

Iransportation
Planner

C
om

m
unity

Planning
O

ffice
M

ail
Station

IO
D

,C
alifornia

D
O

T
D

istrict4
P.O

.
B

ox
23660

O
akland,

C
A

94623-0660

Subject:
R

esponses
to

C
altrans

com
m

ents
o
n

the
T

raffic
A

nalysisfo
r

a
N

ew
V

isitor
cen

ter
P

ro
ject

at
the

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

on
S

tate
R

oute
29

in
iV

apa
county

(A
pproxim

ate
P

ostrnile
25.11)

D
ear

M
s.

Finegan:

I
have

review
ed

C
altrans

A
ugust

11,
2009

letter
providing

com
m

ents
on

our
report

entitled
T

raffIc
A

nalysis
fo

r
a

N
ew

V
isitor

C
enter

P
roject

a/th
e

G
rgich

1-fills
I’T’?nery

on
S

tate
R

oute
29

in
N

apa
C

ounty
(A

pproxim
ate

P
ostm

ile
25.1

1).
O

ur
responses

to
C

altrans’
com

m
ents

are
as

follow
s:

1.
The

w
eekday

and
Saturday

peak
period

traffic
counts

w
ere

conducted
at

the
existing

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

drivew
ay.

T
his

drivew
ay

w
ould

also
be

used
by

the
proposed

V
isitor

C
enter

facility.
2.

T
he

sight
distajices

referenced
in

the
T

raflic
A

nalysis
w

ere
based

on
our

initial
field

m
easurem

ents.
T

he
precise

sight
distances

w
ill

be
confirm

ed
by

the
project’s

C
ivil

E
ngineer

and
w

ould
be

review
ed

by
C

altrans.
3.

T
he

cum
ulative

traffic
projections

show
no

increase
in

W
inery

traffic
(com

pared
w

ith
the

cm
T

ent
baseline

condition)
because

the
W

inery
activities

p
ro

d
u

ctio
n
,

visitors
etc.)

are
lim

ited
by

the
U

se
Perm

it.
T

herefore,
no

increase
in

trips
inlout

of
the

W
inery

is
expected

betw
een

the
culT

dnt
b
aselin

e
and

the
year

2030
condition.

It
is

also
recognized

(as
per

your
letter)

that
any

W
inery

related
w

ork
that

encroaches
into

the
SR

29
right-of-w

ay
w

ould
require

an
encroachm

ent
perm

it.
A

ll
necessary

applications
and

subm
ittals

w
ill

be
m

ade
to

C
altrans.

Itrustthatthis
letter

responds
to

your
conim

ents.
Ihave

also
attached

a
copy

of the
T

raffic
A

nalysis
w

ith
appendices.

Please
rev

iew
this

inform
ation

and
call

m
e

w
ith

any
questions

or
com

m
ents.

Sin
rely,

G
eorge

W
.

N
ickelson,

P.E
.

C
opies:

C
hris

C
ahill,

N
apa

C
ounty

F
arhaad

V
irani,

FB
M

R
ichard

R
oss,

Sum
m

it

1901
O

lym
pic

I3lvd.,Suite
120

W
alnut

C
reek,C

A
94596

(925)
935-5014

Fax
(925)

935-2247
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O
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O

A
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L
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N
D

.
C

A
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PH
O

N
E
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F
lex

y
o
u
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pow
er!

FA
X

(5
10)

286—
5559

B
e

energy
llu

ie
n

t!
T

T
Y

711

A
ugust

11,
2009

N
A

P
02985

1
N

A
P

-029-29. 19

M
r.

C
hris

C
ahill

N
apa

C
ounty

C
onservation,

D
evelopm

ent
and

P
lanning

D
epartm

ent
1195

T
hird

S
treet,

S
uite

210
N

apa,
C

A
94559

D
ear

M
r.

C
ahill:

G
R

G
IC

H
F

uL
L

S
W

IN
E

R
Y

M
O

D
IF

IC
A

T
IO

N
P

R
O

JE
C

T
-

T
R

A
F

F
IC

IM
P

A
C

T
S

T
U

D
Y

T
hank

you
for

continuing
to

include
the

C
alifornia

D
epartm

ent
of

T
ransportation

(D
epartm

ent)
in

the

environm
ental

review
process

for
the

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

m
odification

project.
T

he
follow

ing
com

m
ents

are

based
on

the
T

raffic
Im

pact
S

tudy
(T

IS
);

additional
com

m
ents

m
ay

be
forthcom

ing
pending

final
review

of
the

project.

H
ighw

ay
O

perations
1.

S
ection

l.a.
p
are

3:
W

here
w

ere
the

counts
conducted?

2.
S

ection
2.d,

2
1

paragraph,
page

6:
T

he
D

epartm
ent’s

T
raffic

B
ranch

should
be

consulted
regarding

the
feasibility

of
the

sight
distance

at
the

site
drivew

ay.
3.

L
O

S
calculations

show
no

increase
in

w
inery

traffic
betw

een
B

aseline
P

lus
P

roject
and

C
um

ulative
P

lus
P

roject.
P

lease
explain

E
n
cro

ach
m

en
t
P

en
n

it
P

lease
be

advised
that

w
ork

that
encroaches

onto
the

state
R

O
W

requires
an

encroachm
ent

perm
it

that
is

issued
by

the
D

epartm
ent.

T
o

apply,
a

com
pleted

encroachm
ent

perm
it

application,
environm

ental
docum

entation,
and

five

(5)
sets

of
plans,

clearly
indicating

state
R

O
W

,
m

ust
be

subm
itted

to:
O

ffice
of

P
erm

its,
C

alifornia
D

O
T

,
D

istrict
4,

P
.O

.
B

ox
23660,

O
akland,

C
A

94623-0660.
T

raffic-related
m

itigation
m

easures
w

ill
be

incorporated
into

the

construction
plans

during
the

encroachm
ent

perm
it

process.
S

ee
the

follow
ing

w
ebsite

link
for

m
ore

inform
ation:

http://w
w

w
.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/perm

its/.

P
lease

forw
ard

one
hard

copy
and

one
C

D
of

the
environm

ental
docum

ent,
along

w
ith

the
updated

T
IS

responseE
requested

above,
including

T
echnical

A
ppendices,

com
plete

plan
set,

and
staff

report
to

the
follow

ing
address

as

soon
as

they
are

available:
S

andra
F

inegan,
A

ssociate
T

ransportation
P

lanner,
C

om
m

unity
P

lanning
O

ffice,
M

ail

S
tation

IO
D

,
C

alifornia
D

O
T

,
D

istrict
4,

P
.O

.
B

ox
23660,

O
akland,

C
A

94623-0660.

P
lease

feel
free

to
call

or
em

ail
S

andra
F

inegan
of

m
y

staff
at

(510)
622-1644

or
sandra

finegan@
dot.ca.gov

w
ith

any
questions

regarding
this

letter.

S
incerely,

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
D

istrict
B

ranch
C

hief
i

2
L

ocal
D

evelopm
ent

—
Intergovernm

ental
R

eview
2

NAPA
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EVELOPM

ENT
&

PlANNING
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P
age

1
o

f
I

C
ahill,

C
h

risto
p
h
er

F
rom

:
S

an
d
ra

F
inegan

[sandra_finegan@
dot.ca.gov]

S
en

t:
T

hursday,
S

ep
tem

b
er

03,
2009

5:27
PM

T
o:

C
ahil’,

C
hristopher

S
u
b
ject:

G
rgich

H
ills

W
inery

clarification

H
i

C
hris,

I w
anted

to
clarify

a
m

istake
in

our
A

ugust
11,

2009
letter:

2nd
p
arag

rap
h
,

#1,
should

be
“W

hen
w

ere
the

traffic
counts

conducted”
not

“w
here”.

S
orry

for
the

m
istake!

S
andy

F
inegan

A
ssociate

T
ransportation

P
lanner

L
ocal

D
evelopm

ent
-

Intergovernm
ental

R
eview

O
ffice

of
T

ransit
and

C
om

m
unity

P
lanning

C
altrans

-
D

istrict
4

111
G

rand
A

venue,
M

S
10-D

O
akland,

C
A

94623
(510)

622-1644
(510)

286-5559
FA

X

P
L

E
A

S
E

N
O

T
E

:
T

his
office

is
clo

sed
on

the
first,

seco
n
d
,

an
d

third
F

ridays
of

each
m

onth
as

p
art

of
the

G
overnor’s

M
anadatory

F
urlough

O
rder.

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
SEP

O
8
2
q

09/08/2009
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