George W. Nickelson, P.E.

Traffic Engineering — Transportation Planning
September 16, 2009

Mr. Farhaad Virani, Attorney at Law
Farella Braun & Martel LLP

Russ Building

235 Montgomery Street, 17" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104

Subject: Employee Assumptions Used in the Traffic Analysis for a New Visitor Center
Project at the Grgich Hills Winery on State Route 29 in Napa County

Dear Mr. Virani;

This letter summarizes our assumptions regarding employees relative to the Traffic Analysis
conducted for the proposed Grgich Hills Winery visitor center. To clarify our assumptions, [ have
addressed our original source of existing traffic volume data, our treatment of the permitted winery
operations to establish baseline conditions, and our calculations of trips associated with the
proposed visitor center.

Existing traffic conditions for the analysis used actual counts of existing winery traffic during the
weekday PM peak hour (the highest hourly volume during the 4:00-6:00 PM period) and the
Saturday afternoon peak hour (the highest hourly volume during the 1:00-3:00 PM period). On the
days that these counts were conducted, the winery visitor count was below permitted levels, but the
winery’s employment was consistent with current employee counts, exceeding the originally
projected 20 full-time and 12 part-time employees. Thus, with regard to winery employment, the
existing conditions analysis is very conservative. There were no impacts associated with this
scenario — a reduced traffic level with the originally projected 20 full-time and 12 part-time
employees would have even lesser impacts.

To establish baseline volumes reflecting the permitted levels of winery visitors, the winery visitor
counts on the traffic count days were compared with permitted visitor levels. A resulting factor of
1.8 was applied to the existing traffic counts in/out of the winery to simulate a baseline with
maximum permitted visitors. In applying this factor, it is recognized that any employee trips
included in the existing counts were similarly increased. Thus, the baseline volumes used in the
analysis reflect the maximum permitted visitors and extremely conservative assumptions of
employment levels well above the current levels. Again, there were no significant impacts
associated with this baseline scenario — a reduced traffic level with the originally projected 20 full-
time and 12 part-time employees would have even lesser impacts.

The proposed visitor center would involve 3 added full-time and up to 2 added peak employees and
75 additional visitors. The traffic impact analysis clearly notes that a “worst case” assumption
would be that all of the new visitor trips would occur in the single hour before an event (events
would be scheduled such that outbound visitor trips would occur outside of the peak hours). The
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analysis assumes that the added employees would have already arrived before the peak hour of
visitor arrival. As outlined in the traffic impact analysis, the addition of the new arriving visitor
trips would not significantly impact the driveway operation. All driveway movements would
remain Level of Service (LOS) “D” or better.

In summary, all of the traffic impact analysis scenarios have been based on employment levels that
are consistent with the current employee counts and exceed the originally projected 20 full-time and
12 part-time employees. No significant traffic impacts were identified in the analysis scenarios and
no significant impacts would occur with an employment level at the originally projected 20 full-
time and 12 part-time employees.

I trust that this letter responds to comments by County staff. Please let me know if there are any
questions or if further input is required.

Sin%érely,

; f A

\
George W. Nickelson, P.E.



George W. Nickelson, P.E.

Traffic Engineering « Transportation Planning

June 5, 2009

Mr. Andrew W. Ingersoll, Attorney at Law
Farella Braun & Martel LLP

Russ Building

235 Montgomery Street, 17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104

Subject: Traffic Analysis for a New Visitor Center Project at the Grgich Hills Winery on
State Route 29 in Napa County (Approximate Postmile 25.11)

Dear Mr. Ingersoll:

The attached report summarizes our traffic study for 2 proposed visitor center project at the Grgich
Hills Winery on State Route 29 (SR 29) in Napa County (see Figure 1 for site location map). This
study reflects the site plan and has included discussions of the project characteristics, field reviews
of the site access and calculations of project traffic.

As outlined in the report, the project’s trips would add minimally (about 0.9%) to traffic flows on
SR 29, and sight distance would be ample at the existing winery driveway. The site driveway on SR
29 would have satisfactory operations during the peak hours. The existing two-way-lef-turn-lane in
SR 29 would provide storage for inbound lefi-turns and a refuge area for outbound left turns. The
typical peak hour volumes would be below the thresholds at which an inbound right-tum lane
would be needed.

The project’s access, internal circulation and parking supply would be consistent with Napa County
standards.

I trust that this report responds to your needs. Please review this information and call me with any
questions or cosnments.

Sincezly, ‘

George W. Nickelson, P.E.

1901 Olympic Boulevard ¢ Suite 120 * Walnut Creek, CA 94596 = (925) 935-5014 = FAX (925) 935-2247
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1. Existing and Baseline Traffic Conditions

a. Existing Traffic Operations

State Route 29 (SR 29) provides the primary north-south Napa County access and is a two-lane
rural road in the area of the proposed winery. Based on Caltrans records, SR 29 has a current
average daily traffic volume (north of SR 128 - Rutherford Road) of 21,500 vehicles. During the
peak month, the roadway has an average daily volume of 23,700 vehicles and a peak hour volume
of 1,900 vehicles (about 8% of the peak month daily volume).Y Tt is noted that the peak hour
volume cited by Caltrans represents a very high flow rate which would occur on a limited number
of days, likely during the peak Summer season.

As a part of this study, traffic counts were conducted on SR 29 at the existing winery driveway
during a Friday PM peak commute period (4-6 PM) and the Saturday aftemnoon peak period (1-3
PM).®)  These counts indicate that the Friday PM peak hour and Saturday afternoon peak hour
flows are about 1,600 vehicles and 1,400 vehicles. Based on these volumes and observed vehicle
speeds, the typical SR 29 flows are in the Level of Service (LOS) “C-D” range and peak
month/peak hour volumes would be categorized as in the LOS “D-E" range.®X%

Adjacent to the project site, SR 29 has two travel lanes and paved shoulders. A two-way-lefi-tum-
lane (TWLTL) begins south of the Grgich Hills Winery driveway and ends north of the driveway.
At this point, the median area begins to taper back to a standard centerline about 400 feet to the
north. The northbound left turn storage is about 215 feet and a northbound refuge lane for
outbound left turns is about 60 feet in length.

The existing counted conditions have been analyzed in terms of the driveway’s Level of Service
(LOS). As outlined in Table 1, the existing weekday and Saturday operation is LOS “C” or better
(LOS definitions and calculations are attached).

b. Baseline Traffic Operations

The winery currently has 2 maximum permitted visitor count of 220 vehicles or about 600 persons
per day (assuming Napa County standards of 2.6 persons per vehicle on a weekday and 2.8 persons
per vehicle on a weekend). The visitor volumes on the traffic count days were lower than the
maximum visitors permitted at the winery.® Thus, the in/out traffic volumes at the northerly
visitor driveway were increased to reflect maximum potential visitor activity. The through volumes
counted on SR 29 were also increased to reflect the peak seasonal volumes reported by Caltrans.

With the foregoing assumptions, the driveway delays were recalculated for both the Friday PM
peak commute hour and the Saturday afternoon peak hour. As shown on Table 1, the baseline
driveway conditions are an acceptable LOS “D" or better during both peak hours.

Grgich Hills Winery Visitor Center
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TABLE 1

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS AT THE
GRGICH HILLS WINERY DRIVEWAY

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AND SECONDS OF DELAY

Intersection Weekday PM Peak Hour Saturday Afternoon
Scenario Peak Hour
Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound
Left Tum Left Turn
Existing LOS ¢/ LOS B/ LOS C/ LOS A/
20.2 seconds 10.5 seconds 18.0 seconds 9.5 seconds
Existing + LOS ¢/ LOS B/ LOS C/ LOS A/
Project 20.5 seconds 10.7 seconds 18.4 seconds 9.7 seconds
Baseline LOS D/ LOS B/ LOSD/ LOS B/
27.6 seconds 11.6 seconds 25.8 seconds 10.3 seconds
Baseline + LOS D/ LOS B/ LOS D/ LOS B/
Project 28.0 seconds 11.9 seconds 26.7 seconds 10.5 seconds
Cumulative LOSF/ LOS ¢/ LOSF/ LOS C/
80+ seconds 22.7 seconds 80+ seconds 16.2 seconds
Cumulative + LOSF/ LOS ¢/ LOS F/ LOS C/
Project 80+ seconds 24.6 seconds B0+ seconds 17.0 seconds

Grgich Rilts Winery Visitor Center
Traffic Study
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c. Vehicle Speeds and Sight Distance on SR 29

The primary issues for access design are the vehicle visibility and operation relative to vehicles
traveling on SR 29 and vehicles that would be turning out of the winery access. The required
vehicle visibility or “comer sight distance" is a function of the travel speeds on SR 25. Caltrans
design standards indicate that for appropriate comer sight distance, "a substantially clear line of
sight should be maintained between the driver of a vehicle waiting at the cross road and the driver
of an approaching vehicle in the right lane of the main highway.".® Based on radar surveys, the
“cntical" vehicle speed (85% of all surveyed vehicles travel at or below the critical speed) along SR
29 at the winery were observed to be 47 miles per hour (mph) during the Friday peak period and 49-
S1 miles per hour during the Saturday peak period.” Based on Caltrans design standards, these
vehicle sp(egfds require a stopping sight distance of about 430 feet, measured along the travel lanes
on SR 29.

The existing winery access intersection is located on a straight section of SR 29. Field observations

indicate sight distance to the north and south is well in excess of the 430 feet needed for the
measured vehicle speeds.

2. Traffic Effects of the Proposed Project:

a. Project Description

The project site is adjacent to the existing Grgich Hills Winery. There is currently a residence and a
barn on the 5 acre site.

The proposed project would involve conversion of the residence into a winery hospitality center for
private promotional tastings. The existing barn would be retained (and expanded) for winery
related storage needs.

The proposed hospitality center would host private tastings with attendance levels of 30 persons
four times weekly and 75 persons three times weekly. In addition, there could be monthly private
tasting events with up to 100 persons in attendance. Because the 75 person event would represent a
typical peak activity, we have analyzed the traffic of that level of activity. We have also discussed
the potential traffic and parking issues associated with a 100 person monthly event.

b. Traffic Operations with Typical Activities Associated with the Proposed Project

The proposed winery hospitality center traffic generation has been calculated in Table 2. On a
typical day 62 daily trips would be generated. If it is conservatively assumed that all of the
visitor trips occur during each of the hours before and after an event, 27 inbound trips and 27
outbound trips would be generated during each of those hours. This analysis has assumed 27
inbound trips during each of the analyzed peak hours. It has been assumed that there would be
no outbound project trips during the peak hours.

Grgich Hills Winery Visitor Ceniler
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With project trips distributed comparable to existing flows (about 60% to/from the south and
40% to/from the north), the project traffic would add about 0.9% to the baseline peak hour
volumes on SR 29. This change would not be measurable within the typical daily fluctuations in
traffic and traffic operations would be unchanged.

The existing and baseline peak hour LOS at the SR 29/project access intersection have been
recalculated with the addition of project trips (LOS definitions and caiculations are attached as
appendices). The Grgich Rills Winery driveway operations would be unchanged durmg both the
weekday PM peak hour and Saturday afternoon peak hour.

c. Traffic Generated by 2 Monthly Event

For a monthly event, the project would generate 83 daily trips. Although this is somewhat higher
than the typical daily peak event traffic, the effects on SR 29 would be comparable. Further, this
level of activity would only occur monthly and would therefore not be considered significant.

d. Site Access Design Issues

As noted in the project description, the existing Grgich Hills driveway is located at an existing
TWLTL in SR 29. Based on Caltrans design standard of providing storage for two minutes of left
turn volume, the 27 peak hour inbound left tns would result in one vehicle expected to queue at
any given time.”> However, Caltrans recommends a minimum 50 foot left-turn storage lane, and
the current TWLTL design (about 215 feet in length) would provide ample storage length. Even
with 2 monthly 10Q person event, the inbound left tum volume would be well within the TWLTL

storage length.

As noted above, the available sight distance at the site driveway is ample for the measured vehicle
speeds on SR 29. The existing + project volumes at the site driveway are below the minimum
threshold at which an inbound right-turn fane would be required (fum lane graph attached).'®
Although the maximum permitted visitor counts would exceed the right turn lane warrant, such
conditions would rarely be experienced. The existing Grgich Hills Winery driveway has tapers to
accommodate inbound and outbound right turm movements.

The proposed project would include an internal connection to the existing Winery parking area (see
below) and would therefore share the existing Winery driveway access to SR 29. The existing
Winery driveway access meets the Napa County standards (18 feet of pavement for two-way traffic

flow).!!
e. Intemal Circulation and Parking

The project would include internal roadways with & minimum width of 18 feet, consistent with
Napa County standards."" An internal roadway connection would link the proposed new visitor
center with the existing Winery parking lot. As per Napa County standards, this connection
would accommodate two-way traffic flows.

Grgich Hills Winery Vislior Center
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With new parking provided as a part of the project and a loss of parking due to the new internal
circulation comnection, there would be a net gain of 22 striped parking spaces. These spaces,
together with 37 existing winery spaces, would accommodate the needs of the typical 75 person
tastings expected with the project (75 persons/2.4-2.6 persons per vehicle). Other paved areas
could accommodate parking needs for employees and the potential monthly 100 person tasting.

3. Cumulative Traffic Conditions
a. Cumulative Projections

Cumnlative buildout (year 2030) projections for SR 29 were obtained from technical studies
prepared as a part of the Napa County General Plan Update.!® These projections indicate
significant increases in through traffic on SR 29. With these increases, the existing Grgich Hills
outbound driveway traffic would experience extreme defays characteristic of LOS “F~.

b. Project Effects

The proposed visitor center project would add minimally to the cumulative buildout volumes.
The outbound driveway traffic would continue to operate at LOS “F™.

_A. Summary and Recommendations

As outlined in the report, the proj'_ect’s trips would add minimally (about 0.9%) to traffic flows on
SR 29. A chaoge of this magnitude would not be measurable within typical daily fluctuations in

traffic flows.

Sight distance on SR 29 would be ample at the proposed project driveway. The projected peak

" bour volurnes at the project driveway would be adequately served by the existing TWLTL. The
traffic in/out of the existing Grgich Hills Winery driveway would operate satisfactorily (LOS “D*
or better) during both peak hours. Typicel peak hour volumes would be below the thresholds at
which a right-tum lane would be needed. During the traffic counts, it was noted that some
motorists enter/exit the winery site after realizing that the normal visitor hours are over. These
diverted trips are not significant but do add to the dnveway volumes.

The camulative buildout-(year-2030) projections on SR 29 indicate significant traffic growth. The
outbound driveway traffic would operate at LOS “F”, with or without the proposed visitor center
project. (It is likely that most driveways end side streets along SR 29 would operate at LOS “F,

given the very high projected thrugh volumes.)

The following recommendations address site access and circulation:
» The project’s internal roadways would need to meet County standards for width; and
* A sign should be posted at the site driveway alerting motorists when the Winery's normal
visitor facilities are closed.
Grglch Hlils Winery Pisitor Centar
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TABLE 2
TRIP GENERATION OF THE
PROPOSED GRGICH HILLS WINERY
HOSPITALITY CENTER

Traffic During a Typical Day (three times weekly):

» 4 employees x 2 one-way trips per employee = 8 daily trips
o 75 visitors/2.8 persons per car x 2 one-way rips = 54 daily trips
62 daily trips

Traffic During a Monthly Event:

» 6 employees x 2 one-way trips per employee = 12 daily trips
o 100 visitors/2.8 persons per car X 2 one-way trips = 71 daily frips
83 daily trips
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LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

LEVEL
OF
SERVICE

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

UNSIGNALIZED
INTERSECTIONS*

IIAI‘

“Bll

"Cll

IIDlI

"E“

’IFI‘I

¥ Level of Service refers to delays encountered by certain stop sign controlled approaches. Other approaches

Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a
single-signal cycle. (Average stopped delay less
than 10 seconds per vehicle; V/C less than or =
0.60).

Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a
single cycle. (Average delay of 10-20 seconds;
V/C=0.61-0.70).

Light congestion, occasional backups on critical
approaches. (Average delay of 20-35 seconds;
V/C=0.71-0.80).

Significant congestion of critical approaches but
intersection functional. Cars required to wait
through more than one cycle during short peaks.
No long queues formed. (Average delay of 35-55
seconds; V/C=0.81-0.90).

Severe congestion with some long standing
queues on critical approaches. Blockage of
intersection may occur if traffic signal does not
provide for protected turning movements. Traffic
queue may block nearby intersection(s) upstream
of critical approach(es). (Average delay of 55-80
seconds; V/C=0.91-1.00).

Total breakdown, stop-and-go operation.
(Average delay in excess of 80 seconds; V/C of
1.01 or greater).

may operate with little delay.

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capaci

Little or no delay.
(Average delay of < {0
seconds)

Short traffic delays.
(Average delay of >10
and <15 secs.)

Average traffic delay.
(Average delay of >15
and <25 secs.)

Long traffic delays for
some approaches.
(Average delay of >25
and <35 secs.)

Very long traffic delays
for some approaches.
(Average delay of >35
and <50 secs.)

Extreme traffic delays
for some approaches
(intersection may be
blocked by external
causes--delays >50
seconds).

anual, 2000.




CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET W
Analysis Summary
" General Information Site Information
Anayst GWN Juisdiction/Date Napa _ 342722000
Agency or Compary GWN Major Sweet  Hwy. 29
Aralysis Period/Year Ex. Fri PM 09 Minor Stee  Grgich - Rihrfrd Grdns
Comment Existing Friday PM Peak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configurailon SB NB E8 WB
Lane 1 {curt) R R LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lang 4
Lane 5
SB NB . EB w8
Movemert 1 201 | 3@EM| 4@ |58 [6®D ] 707) | 8(TH | 9 (Rm) [10 AN |11 (TH)] 12 (AT
Volurne (vetvh) 1 (938 | 7 5 (63| 0 5§ (o [17] 0| 0} 1
PHF 0.80 |0.90 |0.90 { 0.0 | 0.90 | 0.80 | 0.0 | 0.20 [0.90 | 0.90 |0.90 | 0.80
Percant of heavy vehicles, HV a 3 3| afa 3| a 3 3 [3 |3 3
Flow rata 1 [1042 6 |7086f{ 0 | 8 |0 |19{ 0 | 0| 1
Fiare storage (# of vefts)
Median siomage (J of vehs) | 2 2
Signal upstream of Movemant 2 [ Movement 5 "
Length of study period () 0.25
Output Data
Lane| Movement |  Flow Rate Cap ] vic Quets Length | Control Delay L0s Approach
fetth) | ¢ {reh). ) Delay and LOS
1| UIR" 25 281 0.096 0 20.2 c 20.2
ES| 2
3 c
1] LR 1 433 0.002 0 13.3 B 13.3
WB| 2
3 B
s8 | @O 1 885 0.001 0 8.1 A
N | @ 8 659 0.008 0 10.5 8

HICAP™2.0.0.1

©Catakna Engmeering, Inc.

GrgichCalcs -~ grgich29XF
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Analysis Summary

CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

General Infarmation Site Information
Analyst GWN Jursdictlon/Daie Napa 3/27/2008
Agency or Company GWN Major Sreet  Hwy. 29
Analysis Period/Year  Ex Sat At 09 Year Minor Sty Grgich - Rthifrd Grdns
Comment Existing Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configuration S8 NB EB w8
Lane 1 (curb) TR TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lane 4
Lane 5
S8 NB E8 WB
Movemest 100 | 2(H) | 3@N| 4Qn) [5W) [6®D | 70D |8 (H) | 9 RN [10 U1 {11 (M| 12 (RD)
Voiume (veivh) 1 |87 | 25| 16 677 2 | 18 | 0 | 28] 2 . O 2
PHF 0.90 |0.90 | 0.80 | 0.80 [0.80 | 0.90 [0.80 |0.90 [0.90 | 0.90 [0.80 | 0.80
Percent of heavy vehiches, HV 3 3 3 3 3 3| 3 3 3al3a] a3 3
Flow rake 1 774 | 28 | 18 | 752 | 2 2| 0 at | 2 0 2
Rare storage (¥ of vehs)
Median sorage (¥ of vehs) 2 2
Signal upstream of Mavement 2 ft Moverment 5 f
Lenglh of sudypesiod () 025
Oufput Data
Lene|Movement |  Flow Rats Capachty vie Queue Length | Control Delay LOS Approach
(ven/h) (vent) {ve) € Delay and LOS
1| LTR 51 a0 0.155 1 18.0 c 18.0
EB| 2
3 c
1] LR 4 306 0.013 0 16.9 c 16.0
W8I 2
3 c
8 | D 1 851 0.001 0 92 A
N | @ 18 817 0.022 0 9.5 A
HICAP™20.0.1 GrgichCalcs - grgich219°)‘(§

©Calalna Enginesring, Inc.




CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET
Analysis Summary
Genesrel Information Site Information
Analyst GWN Jurisdiction/Date Napa 3/2712009
Agency or Compary GWN Major Sweet ~ Hwy. 28
Anatysis Perlod/Vear  Base. Frl PM Minor Strest  Grgich - Rinrfrd Grdns
Commant Baseline Friday PM Peak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configurstion SB NB ES WB
Lane 1 (curb) TR TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lane 4
Lame 5
SB NB EB WB
Movemant 1) | 2(H) | A@D| 40D | S(TH) L6 R/ [ 71 | 8 (TH) | 9 (RT) (10 (LTY | 11 (TH)| 12 RT)
Volume (ve/h) 1 | 1107| 13 ® | 753} 0 9 0 34| 0 0 1
PHE 0.80 |0.80 [0.90 | 0.90 [0.90 | 0.90 [ 0.90 { 0.80 [0.90 |0.60 |0.80 | 0.90
Pescent of heavy vehicles, KV 3 3 3 3|3 3 {3 3 3 ]33 3
Flow rals 1 |1230| 14 | 10 |837| 0 [ 10| 0 |34 0 | O 1
Flare storage (3 of vahs)
Megian storage (£ of vehs) 2 2
Signal upstream of Movement 2 ft Moveswtent 5 R
Lengih of sy period (1) 0.25
Output Data
Lene| Movemert |  Flow Rate Capaci vic Queue Length | Coniro! Delay L0S Approach
{vetthh) {vehvh (veh) (s Delay ang LOS
1| LTR 4 203 0.217 1 27.6 D 278
EB| 2
3 D .
1| LR 1 365 0.003 0 14.9 B 149
WB| 2
3 B
s8 | (D 1 703 0.001 0 9.5 A
N | @ 10 556 0.018 0 11.8 B
HICAP™9.0.0 1 Grgid\Cak:s-grgich%Qo?I;

©Calglina £ efing, Inc.




Analysis Summary

CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

Genaral Information Sife Information j
Analyst GWN Juisdiction/Date Napa 32772009)
Agency of Company GWN Msjor Sreet  Hwy. 29
Analysis Period/Yer Base. Sat AR Year Minor Sreet  Grgich - Rihrfrd Grdns
Comment Bassline Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour
Input Dafa
Lana Conliguration s8 NB €8 wB
Lana 1 (curb) TR TR LTR LTR
Lare 2 L L
Lane
Lane 4
Lane 5
SB N8 EB wa
Moverment 1 [2am | 3@n| 4an (s (6@ [ 700 | 8(H |9 RN {10 LN (11 (TH)] 12 RD)
Volume (ven/t) 1 |82)| 45 | 20 |709| 2 |32 |0 [s]|2 |02
PHF 0.80 |0.80 [ 0.90 | 0.50 | 0.80 | 0.80 | 0.80 [0.80 |0.80 [0.80 |0.90 | 0.90
| Percent of heavy vehicles, HV 3 /3 |33 ]313 |3 |3 |3]3]3]3
Flow rate 1 | 913 50 | 32 [ 888 2 | 38 | 0 |56 2 0 | 2
Flare storage (# of vehs)
Median Starage (F of vehs) 2 2
Signal upstream of Movement 2 h Movement 5
Length of siudy period (h} 025
Output Data
Lane| Movenert | Flow Rale Capaci vic (ueue Length | Control Delsy LoS Agproach
(veh/h) (VLMI'B’ () () Defay and (OS
1| LTR 82 264 0.34¢ 2 258 o) 25.8
EB| 2
3 D
1 LTR 4 226 0.018 0 212 c 212
WB| 2
3 c
s8 | 1 757 0.001 0 9.8 A -
NBE | ® a2 711 0.045 0 10.3 8
HICAP™3 00,1

©Cataiina Engineering, Inc.
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Analysls Summary

CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

General Infarmation Site Information
Anglyst GWN Juisdicion/Date Napa 3/30/2009
Agency or Company  GWN ‘ Major et Hwy. 29
Analysls Period/Year E+Pri Fri PM Minor Sweet  Orgich - Rithrfrd Grdns
Comment Existing+Prolect Friday PM Paak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configuration sB NB EB WB
Lane 1 (curt) TR TR LTR LTR
Lare 2 L L
Lang 3 ‘
Lane 4
Lana 5
SB NB EB w8
Movement 1A [2(H) | I@D| 4(T) | 5(TH) | 6 (RT) [ 7(LT) | B (TH) [ 8 (RY) |10 (LT) |11 (TH)[ 12 (RT)
Vohume (vehvh) 1 |9 |18 | 2t [6| 0 | 5 | 0o |17 0 | o | 1
PHF 0.90 | 0.80 | 0.90 | 0.0 | 0.80 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.80 |0.80 { 0.90 |0.90 | 0.90
Percent of heavy vehicles, HV 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 33|23 3
Flow rate 1 |1042) 20 | 23 708 o | 6 | o [ 19| o | 0 | 1
Flare storage (§ of vehs)
Median storaga (f of vels) 2 2
Signal upstraam of Movament 2 f Movement 5 f
Langth of study pesfod (h) 0.25
Oufput Data
Lane| Movement JFlnv:Vh n;u m vic Queu(e @Ligm Comrg)ouhy LOS MmTos
1] LTR 25 257 0.007 0 20.5 c 205
E8| 2
3 c
1| UR - 1 433 0.002 0 133 8 133
wa! 2
3 B
s8 | 1 885 0.001 0 9.1 A
NB | @ 23 652 0.036 0 10.7 B
HICAP ™2,0.0,1 GrgichCalics - grglchZS;XD.')I:

@Catalina Engmeering, Inc.




Analysis Summary

CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

Genaral Information Slta Information
Analyst GWN Jurlsdiction/Date Napa 3/30/2008
Agency or Company GWIN Major Steat  Hwy. 28
Anaiysis Perlod/Vear  Ex+Ps] Sat At Minoe Syt Grgich - Rthrfrd Grdns
Comment Existing+Project Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configuration SB NB EB wWB
Lane 1 (curt) TR TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lans 3
Lane 4
Lane 5
SB NB EB WB
Movement V() [ 2(TH) [ 3(RM| 4 (D) (S | 6 (RD) | 7(T) | 8 (TH) ) 9 (RT) {10 (LT) | 11 (TH)[ 12 (RT)
Volume (vehvh) 1 | 697 38 | 32 |677| 2 i8 | 0 28 | 2 0 2
PHF 0.90 |0.60 |0.80 { 0.90 | 0.80 |0.90 | 0.80 |0.80 |0.80 | 0.80 [0.90 | 0.90
Percent of heavy vehicies, HV 3 3 3 3|3 3 3 3 3 )33 3
Flow rake 1 774 | 40 | 36 | 752 2 20 | 0 3] 2 0 2
Flare slorage (# of vehs)
Median siorage (# of vehs) 2 2
Slgnal upstsaam of Movemend 2 " Movemen! 5 "
Length of study period (b) 025
Output Data
Lane| Movement | Plow Rate Capacity vie Quese Length | Control Detay LOS Approach
(veh/h) (veth) (veh) (s) Detay and LOS
1| LTR 51 320 0.159 1 18.4 c 18.4
EB| 2
3 c
1| LUTR 4 253 0.014 0 17.5 c 175
w8 2
, c
s8 | O 1 851 0.001 0 9.2 A
Ne | @ 36 808 0.044 0 9.7 A
HICAP™2.0.0.1 GrgichCales - grgichZQl)%{l?

©Catsiina Engineering, Inc.




CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

Analysis Summary
General Information Slite Information
Anatyst GWN Jurisdiction/Tate Napa 3/30/2009
Agency or Company  GWN Mejor Smeet  Hwy. 29
Analysis Period/Yewr  Base+Pr] FriPM Minor Sttt Grgich - Rthrfrd Grdns
Comment Baseline+Project Friday PM Peak Hour
input Data
Lane Configueation S8 NB €B WB
Lane 1 (curb) TR TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lane 4
Lane 5
SB NB EB WB
Movemert 100 | 2(M) | 3®D| 40 [50H) | 6@N | 740 | 8 |9 RD) [10 LN 1 TH) 12 (RD)
Volume (veh/h) 1 |1107| 24 | 256 | 753 ] 0O 9 0 1|0 0 i
PHF 0.80 |0.90 | 0.0 | 0.80 | 0.80 | 0.90 | 0.80 {0.90 [0.80 | 0.80 |0.80 | 0.90
Percent of heavy vehicles, HV 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 /3] 3 3
Flaw rale 1 j1230| 27 | 28 | 837 | 0 | 10 3010 1
Flare storage (# of vehs)
Median storage (¢ of vehs) 2
Signel upstresm of Movement 2 &t Movement § fi
Length of sty period () _0.26
Output Data
Lane| Movement |  Flow Rate Cm vic Queus Length | Control Delay LOS Approach
(vet/h) (v (vel) (s) Deday and LOS
1] LTR 44 200 0.220 1 28.0 ) 26.0
EB| 2
3 D
1] LR 1 385 0.003 0 14.9 B 14.9
WB| 2
; B
S8 [ @ 1 783 0.001 0 9.5 A
NB | @ 28 5§50 0.051 0 119 B
HICAP ™2 0.0 1

©Catalina tngineering, Inc.

GrglchCalcs - grgichZQBJI;
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CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

Analysls Summary
General Information Site Information
Analyst GWN Jurisdicion/Dale Napa 3/30/2008
Agency or Compary GWN Major Sreat  Hwy. 20
Analysks Period/Yesr * Bage+Pri. Sat. Minor Syeet Grgich - Rthrfrd Grdns
Comment Baseline+Project Saturday Afternoon Peak Houy
{nput Data
Lsne Configuradon S8 NB EB W8
Lane 1 (curb) TR TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lang 4
Lane 5
SB N8 EB wWB
Movement 1 (2(TH)| 3@®N] 4N |5OH) | 6 @®T) | 7{LT) | B{TH) | 3 (RT) 110 {LT) | 11 (TH)| 12 (RT)
Volume (vehh) 1 | 822 | 56 | 45 | 798| 2 2|0 50 | 2 0 2
PHF 0.80 | 0.80 |0.60 | 0.90 | 0.80 [ 0.80 | 0.80 | 0.90 |0.80 | 0.90 [0.90 | 0.80
Percent of heavy vehicles, HV 3 3 3 3 |3 |13 |3 3 313 |3 3
Flow rate 1 813 | 62 50 | 888 2 36 0 56 2 0 2
Flare storage (# of vehs)
Median stocage (¥ of vehs) 2 2
Signal upstream of Movement 2 f Movement 5 n
Lengih of sudyperiod (h)  ___0.25
Oulput Dafa
Lane|Movement | Flow Rate - Capaciy vie Queus Length | Conteol Delay L0S Approach
(veh/h) {velvh) {veh) (s) Dely and LOS
1| LTR B2 256 0.359 2 26,7 D 26.7
EB| 2
3 D
1| omR 4 213 0.019 0 222 c 292
wB| 2
3 c
sB | @ 1 757 0.001 0 9.8 A
N | @ 50 703 0.071 0 10.5 8
glccgt‘aﬁu::%r?g%;emg Inc. GrglehCalcs - grgich29180\’!18




CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET
Analysls Summary
Genersl Informstion Site Information W
Analysi GWN hrisdicion/Date Napa 5§/5/2009
Agency o« Company  GWN Major Se  Hwy. 20
Anafysls Period/Yexs Cumulative Fri, 2030 Minar Stet Grgich - Rthrfrd Grdns
Comment Cumulative Friday PM Peak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configuration SB NB EB wa
Lane 1 (curb) TR TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lane 4
Lana &
SB NB E8 wB
Movement 1 2m] 3@D| aan |5 [s®D | 7an | 8 () | 3(RT) |10 1) | 11 (1D[ 12 RD)
Voiume (ved/h} { |2070| 13 | & |1408{ O 8 |0 | 3]0 |0 1
PHF 0.80 |0.80 [0.90 [ 0.80 [ 0.90 [ 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.80 [0.80 { 0.80 [0.80 | 0.90
Percent of heavy vehicles, HV 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3|l a|a 3
Flow rate 1 |2300| 14 | 10 |1564) O | 10 | O | 34| 0 | 0O 1
Jmmg&(ldvﬂs}
Median stocage (# of vahs) 2 2
Slgnat upstresm of Movernent 2 ] Moverriend 5 R
Length of study period (h) 0.25_
Output Dats
Lane| Movemert |  Flow Rae Capacity vie Queue Length | Control Delay | 10S Approach
() | (ven) (vehy) (s) Detay end LOS
1| LR 44 47 0.935 4 247.0 F 247.0
EB| 2
3 F
1| LTR 1 137 0.007 0 316 D 318
W8/ 3
° ]
3
s8 | ® 1 419 0.003 0 136 B
N | ® 10 214 0.047 0 22.7 c
HICAP™20.0.1

©Catslina Engineering, inc.
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CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET
Analysls Summary
General Informatian Site information
Analyst GWN IrisdicionDas Napa. 5/5/2009
Agency or Company GWN Major Strest ~ Hwy. 29
Analysis Period/Year Crmifve Sat. 2030 Mino Steet  Orgich - Rihrfrd Grdas
Commant Cumulative Saturday Aftemoon Peak Hour
Input Data
Lane Configuralion SB NB EB Il WB
Lane 1 (curt TR R LTR } LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lane 3
Lane 4
Lane §
sB NB EB ws
Movement 160 [ 20H) [ 3®D( 4047 |50H) | 6(R1) | 7(1) ) 8 (TH) | 8 (RT) |10 (LT) | 11 (TH}) 12 (RT)
Volums (veh/n} 1 (1537} 45 | 26 1484 2 | 32 | 0 | 50| 2 | O 2
PHF 0.50 [0.90 |0.00 | 0.90 |0.50 | 0.90 |0.60 | 0.90 |0.00 | 0.90 |0.90 | 0.80
Percent of heavy vehicies, HV 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 33|23 3
Fiow rale 1 ]1708| 50 | 32 |1660| 2 | 36 | O 5 | 2 0 2
Flare slorage (¥ of vehis)
Median storags (# of vehs) 2 2
Signal upstraam of Movement 2 ft Movermen 5 ___ R
Length of study period () 0.25
Output Data
Lane| Movement |  Flow Rate me vic Quaue Length | Cortrol Delay 108 Approach
(veh/h} (v (veh) CHl Defay and LOS
1| LTR 92 87 1.056 6 199.4 F 199.4
EB} 2
3 F
1| LTR 4 31 0.128 0 138.0 F 136.0
WB| 2
3 F
sB | D 1 384 0.003 0 14.4 B
N | @ 32 353 0.091 0 16.2 c
HICAP™2.0.0.1 GrgichCalcs - grg|d1219d<;1s

8Cataling Engineesing, Inc.
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Analysis Summary

CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET

General information Site Infarmatian
Anaiyst GWN Jurisdicion/Date Napa §/5/2009
Agency or Company GWN Major Streat Rwy. 29
Analysis Period/Year  Croftve+Prj F. 2030 Minod Sreet Ofgich - Rthefrd Grdns
Comment Cumulative + Project Friday PM Peak Hour
input Data
Lane Configuratin S8 NB EB WB
Lane 1 {curb) R TR LTR LTR
Lane 2 L L
Lae 3
Lans 4
Lane 5
SB NB EB WB
Mavement 100 | 2(M) | RN 4N |(S(H [6®D [ 7AN |8 (H) | 9 RN [10 AN |17 (H)[ 12 RN
Volume (vevh) 1 |2070| 24 | 25 | 1408 © g 0 31| o0 0 1
PHF 0.90 [0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90 [ 0.80 [0.80 [0.90 [ 0.90 |0.90 | 0.50
Percent of heavy vehicles, HY 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 313 /3 3
Flow rale 1 |2300| 27 | 28 |1564| 0O 10] 0 a4 | 0 0 1
Flare storage (¥ of vehs)
Medizn storage (# of velys) 2 2
Signal upstream of Movement 2 : fi Movement § |
Length of study period () 025
Ousput Dats
Lane|Movement |  Flow Rate Capaci vic Queue Length | Conirol Delay LOS Aproach
(verh) @7? (veh) () Deiay and LOS
1| LTR 44 45 0.849 4 253.8 F 253.8
EB| 2
3 F
1| LTR 1 137 0.007 0 31.6 o 318
Wa| 2
3 0
s8 | @ 1 419 0.003 0 13.6
N | @ 28 211 0.131 0 246

HICAP™2.0.0.1
©Catslina Engmeering, knc.

GrgichCalcs - grglcth%C.’Jf‘:
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CHAPTER 17 - TWSC - UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WORKSHEET
Analysis Summary
General Information Site Information
Anatyst GWN Jurisdicio/Dae Napa &/5/2009
Agency of Company GWN Major Street ~ Hwy. 29
Analysis Pectod/Year Cmitve+Pri Sat. 2030 Minor Sieet Orgich - Rthrfrd Grdns
Comment Cumulative + Project_Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour ’
input Dats
Lane Confiquration SB NB £8 WB
Lane 1 (curh) TR TR LTR LTR
Lana 2 L L
Lane 3
Larie 4
Lacw 5
SB NB EB w8
Movement ‘@ |2 | 3@ 4an (s 6@ | 7a0 [ [9@Rnoan 110@12(&7)
Vofure (veivh) 1 |1537| 56 | 45 |1404| 2 | 32| 0 | 50| 2 | 0 | 2
PHF 0.90 | 0.80 [0.60 | 0.80 | 0.80 | 0.90 | 0.80 | 0.80 {0.90 |0.90 |0.90 | 0.90
Percent of heavy vehicles, HV 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3| 3|3 3
Flow rae 1 [1708] 62 | 50 |1860| 2 36 | 0 | 56 2 0 2
flare storage (4 of vehs)
Median slorage (¥ of vehs) 2 2
Signal upstream of Movement 2 ] Movement § h
Length of swdy period (i) 0.25
Output Data
Lane[Movement | Flow Rale Capaci v Queue Langih | Conirof Detay L0S Approsch
(/) (vetvh) {ven) (s Delay and LOS
1| LR 92 84 1.097 8 216.8 F 216.8
EB| 2
3 F
1] LR 4 2 2.595 1 4388.7 F 4388.7
WB| 2
3 F
s8 | @ 1 384 0.003 0 14.4
Ne | ® 50 349 0.143 0 17.0 c
HICAP™2 001 GrgichCales - grgichZQ&;?

©Catalna Engineering, Inc.
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George W. Nickelson, P.E.

Traffic Engineering — Transportation Planning
Aungust 18, 2009

Ms. Sandra Finegan

Associate ‘I'ransportation Planner
Community Planning Office

Mail Station 10D, California DOT District 4
P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Subject: Responses to Caltrans Comments on the Traffic Analysis for a New Visitor Center
Project at the Grgich Hills Winery on State Route 29 in Napa County
(Approximate Postmile 25.11)

Dear Ms. Finegan:

I have reviewed Caltrans Aungust 11, 2009 letter providing comments on our report cntitled 7raffic
Analysis for a New Visitor Center Project at the Grgich Hills Winery on State Route 29 in Napa
County (Approximate Postmile 25.11). Our responses to Caltrans’ comments are as follows:

1. The weekday and Saturday peak period traffic counts were conducted at the existing Grgich
Hills Winery driveway. This driveway would also be used by the proposed Visitor Center
facility. ;

2. The sight distances referenced in the Traftic Analysis were based on our initial field
measurements. The precise sight distances will be confirmed by the project's Civil
Engineer and would be reviewed by Caltrans.

3. The cumulative traffic projections show no increase in Winery traffic (compared with the
carrent baseline condition) because the Winery activities (production, visitors etc.) are
limited by the Use Permit. Therefore, no increase in trips in/out of the Wincry is expected
between the cuirent baseline and the year 2030 condition.

It is also recognized (as per your letter) that any Winery related work that encroaches into the SR 29
right-of-way would require an encroachment permit. All necessary applications and submuttals will
be made to Caltrans.

[ trust that this letter responds to your comuments. | have also attached a copy of the Traffic Analysis
with appendices. Please review this information and call me with any questions or comments.

Sincgrely,
7 (
Lo lefom
George W. Nickelson, P.E.
Copies: Chris Cahill, Napa County

Farhaad Virani, FBM
Richard Ross, Summit

1901 Otympic Blvd., Suite 120 Walnut Creek, CA 94596 (925) 935-5014 Fax (925) 935-2247



STA d —BUSINESS A AND HO EGGER, Go

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

PHONE (510) 622-5491

Flex your powver!

-IIZI:)Y( gSl I|0) 286-5559 Be energy efficient!
August 11, 2009
NAP029851
NAP-029-29.19
Mr. Chris Cahill

Napa County Conservation, Development
and Planning Department

1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

Dear Mr. Cahill:
GRGICH HILLS WINERY MODIFICATION PROJECT - TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the
environmental review process for the Grgich Hills Winery modification project. The following comments are
based on the Traffic Impact Study (TIS); additional comments may be forthcoming pending final review of the
project.

Highway Operations

1. Section l.a,p mge 3: Where were the counts conducted?

2. Section 2.d, 2™ paragraph, page 6: The Department’s Traffic Branch should be consulted regarding the
feasibility of the sight distance at the site driveway.

3. LOS calculations show no increase in winery traffic between Baseline Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project. Please explain

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that work that encroaches onto the state ROW requires an encroachment permit that is issued by
the Department. To apply, a completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five
(5) sets of plans, clearly indicating state ROW, must be submitted to: Office of Permits, California DOT, District
4, P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, CA 94623-0660. Traffic-related mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
construction plans during the encroachment permit process. See the following website link for more information:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/.

Please forward one hard copy and one CD of the environmertal document, along with the updated TIS responses
requested above, including Technical Appendices, complete plan set, and staff report to the following address as
soon as they are available: Sandra Finegan, Associate Transportation Planner, Community Planning Office, Mail
Station 10D, California DOT, District 4, P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, CA 94623-0660.

Please feel free to call or email Sandra Finegan of my staff at (510) 622-1644 or sandra finepan®@dot.ca.gov
with any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

ZACARBONI RECEIVED

District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review AUG 12 2009

NAPA CO, CONSERVATION
“Caltrans improves mobility across Cal{fomiaD EVELOPMENT & PLANNNG DEPT



Page 1 of 1

Cahill, Christopher

From: Sandra Finegan [sandra_finegan@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2009 5:27 PM

To: Cahill, Christopher

Subject: Grgich Hlils Winery clarification

Hi Chris,

| wanted to clarify a mistake in our August 11, 2009 letter: 2nd paragraph, #1, should be "When were the traffic counts
conducted” not "where”. Sorry for the mistake!

Sandy Finegan

Associate Transportation Planner

Local Development - intergovernmental Raview
Office of Transit and Community Planning
Calfrans - District 4

111 Grand Avenue, MS 10-D

Oakland, CA 94623

(510) 622-1644

(510) 286-5559 FAX

PLEASE NOTE: This office is closed on the first, second, and third Fridays of each month as part of the Governor's
Manadatory Furiough Order.

SEP 08 7999

PMMWGD@[

09/08/2009
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