June 10, 2014

Ms. Cherie Melka
Melka Wines

P.O. Box 82
Oakville, CA 94562

Subject: Focused Traffic Analysis for the Proposed Melka Winery Project - Located at 2900
Kitverada Trail Napa County

Dear Ms, Melka:

This report provides a focused traffic analysis for the proposed Melka Winery project located at 2900
Silverado Trail north of Deer Park Road in Calistoga (see Figure 1 for Project Vicinity Map). This study
reflects our discussions with your planning consultant (Mr. Jake Storms) regarding the project characteristies
and other adjacent approved/pending projects in the study area. In addition, all necessary ficld reviews,
traffic counts, and overall analyses of the project’s effect on traffic were conducted based on initial comments
received from Napa County Planning, Building, and Envitommental Services.  Some of the key issues
evaluated in this study include the following:

o  Existing and future weekday PM and weekend mid-day peak hour operations at the Metka Winery
Project Drtveway/Silverado Trail intersection;

o Neasterm {Year 2015) teaffic conditions reflecting other approved/pending winery projects in the
study area;

» Project trip generation relative to the proposed use permit on of winery production, employment, and
vigitor data;

e Project site circulation and vehicle access at the Sitverado Trail project deiveway and truck
circulation;

¢ Cumulative year 2030 {no project) conditions along Silverado Trail based on the Napa County
General Plan Update EIR.

The following sections outline existing and future traffic conditions with and without the proposed Melka
Winery project based on input from Napa County Planning staff.  Where necessary, measures have been
recormracnded (o ensure acceptable traffic flow, circulation, and/or fair share contribution to regional
cumulative traffic improvements along $ilverado Trail, 1 trust that this report responds to your needs. Pleasc
review this information and call me with any questions or comrients,

Sincercly,

Cieorge W. Nickelson, P.E.
OMNI-MEANS, Ltd.
Engincers & Planners

Attachments: Appendices
R I TRZTIAQOH downs35-4569-01

1901 Olympic Blve,, Suite 120, Walnut Creek, CA 94596 ~ [925) ?35-2230 fax (925) 9356-2247
ROSEVILLE REDDIMNG VISALIA WALNUY CREEK
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1, EXISTING TRAFRIC CONDITIONS
Roadways

The proposed Melka Winery peoject would be located at 2900 Sitverado Trial on the east side of roadway
approximately 850 feet north of Deer Park Road.  Located on the east side of the Napa Valley, Silverado
Trial serves as one of the two north-south facilitics extending throwgh the valley, State Route 2% extends
north-south along the west side of the valley and can be accessed via Deer Park Road. A briefl deseription of
the each roadway follows:

Silverado Trait cxtends in 2 northwest-goutheast direction between Calistoga and St Helena in the project
study wes. Classified as a two-lane rural arterial roadway, Silverado Trail provides access northwest to
Calistoga and State Route 128 as well as southeast to Napa. In the imimediate project site area, Silverado
Traif functions as a two-lane rural highway and has two 12-foot travel lanes with 4-5 foot shoulders (striped
cach side) north of Deer Park Road. The speed limit on Silverado Trail is 55 mph. Napa County defines
Silverado Trail as a two-lane, rural arterial roadway.

Peer Park Road extends east-west between State Route 29 and Silverado Trail approximately 850 south of
the project site. The roadway continues east of Silverado Trail to provide access to Deer Park. A two-lane
rural collector street with 7-8 foot shoulders, Deer Park Road is kocated north of St Helena and comprises
one of the Valley®s main “cross-streets” that connects SR-29 and Silverado Trail (these include Pope Street 1o
the south and Larkmead Lape to the north), Deer Park Road provides access primarily to agricultural
{vincyards) arcas in the project site vicinity.

Existing Intersection Volames

Inn order to identify existing peak hour operating conditions, existing traffic counts were obtained from a very
recent transportation study conducted for a proposed winery imimediately west of the proposed project site off
of Silveradn Trail. ! Vehicle counts were conducted during & weckday PM commute period and a Saturday
peak aftermoon period at the following intemections:

1. Silverado Trail/Project Driveway Vicinity Stop-control (minor driveway)

Peak period vehicle counts were conducted on a Friday late afternoon (3:00-6:00 pan) and Saturday
afternoon (1:00-6:00 p.m.). The resultant “peak hour™ of traffic low on Silverado Trail acowrs duting 4:30-
5:30 pm. (Triday) and 2:45-3:45 pm. (Saturday). Teak period counts were conducted during the
harvest/erugh season (late September) and reflect peak teaffic conditions. With respect fo the proposed
project site driveway; there are cummently mo winery operations generating traffic at the property (only a
single-funily residence). Therefore, daily and peak hour driveway traffic for existing uses on the site was
generated using Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) research on single-family homes resulting in one
(1) peak hour tnip and 10 daily wips.

Existing weekday PM peak hour and weckend mid-day peak hour intersection volumes have been shown in
Fisnure 2,

! Crane Transportation Group (CTG), Traffic Inpact Report-—FProposed Titus Winery in Napa Valley, Qetober 3, 2013,
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Roadway Volumes

Based on new daily traffic counts conducted along Silverado Teail just north of Deer Park Road, Silverado
Trial has a current average daily tratfic volume of 6,401 vehicles.” Diaily traffic volumes on Silverado Trail
were collected on weckdays (Thursday-Friday) end on a weekend (Saturday).  As with peak hour dak
collection, overall volumes are sliphtly higher on 2 Friday than on 2 Saturday (6,401 ADT and 5,742 ADT).
Based on Napa County’s designation of Silverado Trail as a two-lane rural arterial, an ADT of 6,401 would
be considered operating at LOS C.°

Existing Intersection Operation

Intersection operation is one of the primary factors in evaluating the carrving capacity of & roadway
network, Traffic conditions are measured by Level of Service (LOS), which applies a letter ranking Lo
successive levels of intersection performance. LOS ‘A’ represents optimum conditions with free-flow
travel and no congestion, LOS “F° represents severe congestion with long delays at the approaches. For
intersections with minor strect stop control, the LOS reflects the delays experienced by the minor street
approach. (LOS definitions and calculation worksheets are provided in the Appendix),

The existing project driveway location at Silverado Trial is a minor-street, stop-controlled intersection.
Located at the east end of the parcel, the driveway consists of single lane approach for the westhound
right and left-turn movements onto Silverado Trail. This type of intersection is classificd as three-way or
{T-type) intersection. There is no southbound lefi-turn lane or northbound right-turn lane on Silverado
Trail at the existing project driveway.

Based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) operations methodology for unsipnalized
intersections, existing weekday PM peak and weekend mid-day peak hour existing {no project) level-of-
service has been shown in Table 1. As caleulated during the weekday PM peak bour, the Silverado Trial
Melka Wines Project Driveway inferscction is opemting at LOS B (10.5 seconds) for the stop-sigh
controtled westbound driveway turning movements onto Silverado Trail. During the weekend (Saturday)
mid-day peak hour, through-velumes on Silverade Trail are proportionately higher than weckday
volumes, As 4 result, the Silverado Trail/Melka Wines Project driveway intersection is operating ar LOS
C (15.2 seconds) for the westbound movements onto Silverado Trail,

TABRLE ]

EXISTING AND NEAR.TERM (NO PROJECT) CONDITIONS: INTERSECTION LEVELS-OF-SERVICE
WEEKDAY PM PEAK AND WEEKEND MiD-DAY PEAK HOUR

Whdy. PM LOSMelay -~V 'Whnd, Mg Day

At Exigting - Near-Torm . § Existag .00

# Ttorsection {No'Project) " {Na Froject) '3 {No Project)

LOS/elay 0
ear-Terns

i Sitverado Trail/Meika Driveway {Res))  Stop B 105 C 103 C 152

Baxed an Highweay Capacity Manval (HCAD 2000, Cperations methodelogy for stop-sign comrofled (unsignalized) intersections
using Syachro-Sintraffie software. Intersection calcalation yields an LOS aned vehicle delay in seconds, Stated LOS refers (o the
minor gireet fstape-sigr) comtrolled arvement,

? Baymetrics Trafflo Resources, dverage Daily Traffic (A0 count, Sitverada Trail (sorth of Deer Park Road), Novembor 7-9,
2013,

A Napa County Baseling Oata Repors, Transportation and Civcidacion, Table 11-1, Napa Cownty Roadway Segment Deily LOS
Folttne Thresholds, 2003,
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Based on the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD) peak hour signal warrant
eriteria, Silverado Trail/Melka Wines Project driveway intersection was evaluated for signabization® The
peak bour warrants are one of several standards to help determine if installation of a taffic sigoal is
appropriate.  Qualifying for sigmalization using the peak hour warrants does not necessanly mean & signal
should be installed. The study intersection does not qualify for signalization under the peak hour warrants as
the peak hour volumes are too low (the warrant graphs are provided in the Appendix).

It is noted that the cument project driveway serves ondy the existing Melka residence cottage and new home
(under construction) located off of Silverado Trafl (approximately 850 feet north of Deer Park Road). The
actual project deiveway serving Melka Winery uses would be constructed at & point between their existing
residential driveway and adjacent residential driveway located approximately 385 feet o the north. The
project applicant intends to close the existing doveway and use the new driveway to access both proposed
winery and residential uses (residential areas of the parcel would be accessed via an internal branch of the
driveway sid electronic gate).

Current Site Traffic/Entitlements

To accurately assess the proposed project’s trip geaeration and impacts, the site traffic was observed at the
existing residential drivewsy serving the Melka residence off of Silverado Trail. However, during both the
weekday and weekend peak periods, no vehicle trips were observed going toffrom the residential driveway.
Therefore, to establish existing conditions a preliminary caleolation was done assuming a single-family
residence generating one (1) pesk hour trip and ten (10} daily trips based on Institwte of Transporiation
Engineers (1TE) research (PM weekday and mid-day weekend). This intersection 1.OS calculation was done
to catablish an existing base for current residential site uses.

2. NEAR-TERM (NO PROJECT) CONDITIONS
Near-Term (Approved/Peading Projects)

Near-term {no project) conditions represent a reasonable period of #ime in which the proposed project could
be approved and/or constructed. Based on discussions with County staff, a two-year period to the year 2015
has been established for near-term (no project) conditions representing alt approved/pending projects within
the study area. In addition, recent approved/pending projects within the City of Calistoga are included in the
overall project list. To generate near-term (no project) conditions, both Napa County and City of Calistoga
Planning staff were contacted for recently approved projects within the project site study arca.” © These
projects are located both northwest of the project site in Calistopa, in the immediate project study area, and
south along Silverado Trail and are deseribed as follows:

] “alistoga:
Silver Rose Resort Winery & Spa Hotel: 83 rooms
963 Silverado Trail Health Club: 8.8 ksf
Calistopa, CA 94515 Single-Famity: 21 du’s

Restaurant: 50 seats
Winery: 10,000 cases

! California Mansal oo Unfform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD), Chapter 4C, Peak howr signal waveant (113}, 2012,
3 M. Suzzane Gardner-Gambill, Senior Planner, Planning, Building, and Environmental Services Depariment, Persenal
cmmmunication, Approvedipending project’s in the Pickett Road and Colistoga area, March T4, 2013

 Mr. Erik Lundquist, Sestior Plarnner, Chy of Calistoge, Approved profects within the Calistuge Chy timits, Personel
cennmanication on Mareh 25, 2013,
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Indtinn Springs Expansion Project

1712 Lincoln Avenue
Calistoga, CA 94515

Aubert Winery
333 Silverado Trail
Calistoga, CA 94515

Brian Arden Winery
331 Silverado Trail
Calistogn, CA 94515

Lava Vine Winery
963 Silverado Trail
Calistopa, CA 94313

Napa County:

Larkmead Cellars Vineyard
1106 Larkmead Lane
Calistoga, CA 94515

Kelly Fleming Winery
2339 Pickett Road
Calistoga, CA 94515

Venge Winery
4708 Silverado Teail
Cahstoga, CA 94515

Davis Estates Winery
4060 Silverado Trail
Napa County, CA

Tius Winery
2071 Silverado Trail
Napa County, CA

Araujo Winery
2155 Picket Road
Calistoga, CA 94515

Page 7

Hotel: 95 rooms
Restaurant: 90 seats

Production: 10,000 cases
Visitors: 50 visitorg/day
Employees: n.a

Production: 10,000 cases
Visitors: 60 visitors/day
Employees: 4 full-time, 4 part-time

Production: 12,600 cases
Vigitors: B0 visitors/day
Employeces: 4 full-time, 4 part-timne

Production: No change
Visitors: No change
Pmployees: 6 full-time, 4 part-time

Production: 20,000 gallons
Visitors: 24 visitors/day
Employees: 8 full-time, 4 partiime

Production: 20,000 gatlons
Visitors: 140 visitorsiweelk
Ernployees: 2 full-time, 2 part-iime

Production: 30,000 galloos
Visitors: 34 visitors/day
Employees: 5 full-time

Production: 24,000 gallons
Visitors: 60 visitors/day
Employees: 10 full-time, 2 part-time

Production: 20,000 gallons
Vigttors: 18 visilors/day
Ermployees: 12 full-time, 2 part-time

Near-Term (No Projectt Trip Generation

Near-term (approved/pending) projects” weekday PM hour, weekend mid-day peak hour, and daily traffic
volumes have been taken directly from previous transportation snalyses performed for these projects and

these include the following:

»  W-Trans, Traffic Impact Stady for the Silver Rose Winery and Resort Project, City of Calistoga, Febroary

14, 212
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W-Trats, Traffic Sty for the Lava Vine Winery Project, City of Calistoga, January 18, 2012;
W-Trans, Focused Traffic Impact Analysis for the Brian Arden Winery, Ciy of Calistoga, November 29,
2041,

®  W.Trans, Fooused Trallic Analysis for the Aogust Briggs (Aubert) Winery, City of Calistoga, December 4,
2002,

s Omni-Means Engineers & Planners, Updated Traffic Study for the Proposed Davis Hstates Winery Project,
Napa County, Drafl Report, March 15, 2013 (included Larkmead Cellers Winery and Indian Springs
Expunsion projects).

a  Omni-Means Engineers & Planners, Focused Traffic Analysis for the Proposed Arsujo Bsiate Winery
Project, 21535 Picketl Road, May 2, 2013;

»  Crane Transporiation Group, Traffic Impact Report, Proposed Titus Winery in Napa Valley, Quiober 3,
2013.

For all remaining approved/pending projects, weckday PM peak, weekend peak hour, and daily tratfic
volumes have been calelated bagsed on Use Permit modifications provided by Napa County Planning
staff. These included the Venge Winery and Kelly Fleming Winery. Employee peaking factors and auto
occupancy rates for visitors are based on recent winery research conducted by the Napa County
Conservation, Development, and Planning Departient.

Near-term (no project) daily and peak hour volumes for the weckday and weekend have been added to
existing intersection volumes based on Silverado Trail travel flows and previous transportation analyses
conducted in the arca. Neat-term (no project) volumes for weekday PM peak bour and weekend mid-day
peak hour bave been shown in Figure 3.

Near-Term (No Project) Circalation Improvements

In the immediate project study arca, the Titus Winery is planning to re-locate their existing driveway that
is currently located just north of the Melka Winery parcel on the west side of Silverado Trail. As part of
ihis re-location effort, Tius Winery would install 2 northbound lefi-turn lane on Silverade Trail. The new
driveway would be re-located approximately 240 feet east from its existing location. This would place the
pew drveway directly opposite the Melka Winery parcel. Based on discussions with the project
applicant’s civil engineers, they are currently working with the Titus Winery consultants in an attempt to
align both the proposed Melka Winery driveway with the re-located Titus Winery driveway to form a
four-way intersection.” This would improve vehicle and pedestrian safety on Sitverado Trait by focusing
vehicle tuming movements at the two driveways and eliminating potentiat off-set/conflicting movements.

Near-Term (No Project) Tnterscction/Roudwiy Operation

With near-term (no project) volumes, study interseetion LOS has been calculated and are shown in Table 1.
The Sitverado TraibMelam Wines Project Driveway intersection would experience very slight on no increase
in vehicle defays during the weekday PM peals hour and/or weckend rold-diay peak hour. For the minor street
(driveway) cutbound tuming movements, LOS would remain unchanged from LOS B (10.5 secs) conditions.
During the Saturday mid-day peak, intersection LOS would remain at C with slight increases in vehicle delay
from (15.2 sees.) to {16.0 secs) . Based on CAMUTCD peak hour sigoal warrant criterla (Wareant #3), the
Stiverado Trail/Melka Wines Project driveway intersection would not qualify for signalization with ncar-term
(no project) volumes. ADT on Silverado Trail would inerease to 6,763 (LOS C).

? Joel Dickerson, P.E., Praject Manager, Delta Consulting & Engincering, Melka Winery Exhibil Alt. 3—20 FT w/
Split (11019.13), Persenal communication, November 19, 2012,
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3. NAPA COUNTY BIGMIFICANCE CRITERLA

The County of Napa’s significance criteria bas been based on a review of the Napa County Transportation
and Planning Agency and Napa County General Plan documentation on roadway and intersection
operations. Specificatly, the Circulation Element of the County's General Plan outlines the following
significance criteria specific o intorsection operation:

Tntersections

¢ The County shall scek to maintain 1 Level of Service D or better at all infersections, except where
the level of service already cxceeds this standard (e Level of Service E or F} and where
increaged intersection capacity is not feasible without substantial additional right-of-way,

o No single level of service standard is appropriate for un-sipnalized intersections, which shall be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis to determine if signal warrants are met.

Further significance ctiteria are based on County and CEQA guidelines and apply mainly to intersection
operation and aceess. A significant impact occurs if project traffic would result in the following:

» Causec an increase in traffic which is substantisl in relation to existing traific load and capacity of
the gireet systern (i.e. result in a substantial incrense in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume capacily ratio on roady, or congestion at intersections);

¢ [xceed sither individually or cumulatively, an 1LOS standard established by the county
cotigestion management agency for designated roads or highways;

o Result in g ehange of trafiic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks;

» Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (0. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses {e.g. farm equipment};

Result in inadequate emergency vehicle access;

e Project site or internal circulation on the site is not adeqaate to accommodate pedestrians and

bieycles;

4. PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACTS
Project Description

Proposed winery operations would primarily include production with very small employee and visitor
components. There would be limited marketing events consistent with existing Napa Valley activities, Based
on discussions with the project applicant, winery production would begin in small batches. Phase ¥ would
include 25 barrely or approximately H) tons of fruit (on-haul) vsing the existing on-site barn structure. The
ultimate buildout phase would cxpand the production to 240 barrels (120 barrels per vintage: one aging and
one new crushed). To accommodate the ultimate production goal, a second structure would be constructed
that would house the barrels and altow 45-60 tons of fruit production.  However, the applicant indicates that
the winery would likely process 45 tons of fruit (annaally) given existing and planned facilifies.  Proposed
project components can be deseribed as follows:

»  Production 10,0006 gallons annual
¢ Employzes; Weckday: 1 full-time, 1 pat-time
Weekend: 1 full-time, 1 part-time
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v Visitors: Weekday: 5 visitors
Weskend: 7 visitors
o Trucks: Weekday: 1 truck per day

Weekend: 1 truck per day

Daily operations for the proposed Melka Winery project would involve an all on-site winery operation with a
maximum annual production of 10,000 gallons (4,050 cases). All fruit would be processed on-site duting the
year with the majority occurring during the harvest/crush season, 37 weekly visitors {by. appointment only)
are expected Monday through Saturday (the winery would be closed to visitation on Sundays); an average of
five (5} daily visitors on a typical weekday and seven (7) daily visitors on a Saturday. Visitor hours would be
limited between 10,00 a.m.~4:00 p.m. Employment is expected to be a maximum of 1 full-time employee
and 1 part-time employee during both the weekday and weekend periods. The proposed project’s marketing
plan can be described as follows:® .

Winery Marketing Plan

* Tours and Tastings: Seven (7) per day maximum, -with up to five (5) persons on a weekday and
seven persons on a Saturday (37 persons maximum/week—no public tours, appointment only, closed
Sunday);

» Larger Auction-Related Events: Maximum of two (2) events per year; 75 persons maximum a
event) and 100 persons in attendance at fargest event (associated with Napa Valley Auction).

Project Trip Generation/Distribution

The proposed project’s weekday and weekend peak hour and daily traffic volumes have been caleulated
and are shown in Table 3. Employee peaking factors and auto occupancy rates for visitors are baged on
recent winery research conducted by the Napa County Conservation, Development, and Planning
Department.” Based on a 10,000 gallon winery with one full-time employee, one part-time employee,
and 37 weekly visitors, the proposed project would be expected to generate 10 weokday daily trips with
four (4) weekday PM peak hour trips (1 in, 3 out). During a typical weekend (Saturday), the project
would be expected to generate 10 daily trips with five (5) mid-day (afternoon) peak hour trips (3 in, 2
out). Combined with the existing one-site single-family residence, the total irip generation for the project
would equate to 20 weekday daily trips with five (5) weekday PM peak hour trips. During the weekend,
the proposed project would generate 20 daily trips with six (6) mid-day Saturday peak hour {rips.

During the six-week harvest erush season, the proposed project is expected to generate an average of 16
daily trips. Based on the largest marketing event attendance of 100 persons (once per year), there would
total generation of 87 event trips,

To determine traffic conditions with the proposed project, the calculated praject trips were added to
existing volumes. Based on observed turning percentages and recent transportation studies in the area,
the project trips were distributed 30% to/from the north and 70% to/from the south on Silverado Trail.

Daily, weekday PM peak hour, and weekend mid-day peak hour project trips {only) have been shown in
Figure 4. Existing plus project and near-term plus project volumes have been shown in Figure 5 and 6.

8 Project Statement; Aranjo Estate Winery Use Permit Major Modifleation, APN 020-340-030, 2155 Pickett Road, Calistoga, Ca,
2013,

*County qf Napa, Conservation, Development, and Planning Department, "Ure Permit Application Package, " Napa County
Wingry Traffic Generation Characieristics, 2012,
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TABLE 3
PEAK HOUR AND DAILY TRI¥ GENERATION:
PROPOSED MELKA WINERY FROJECT

Weekday Daity Traffic: ‘

5 visitors/2.6 persons per vehicle x 2 one-way trips = 4 daily trips

1 full time employees x 3.05 one-way trips = 3 daily trips

1 part-time employees x 1.90 one-way trips ™= 2 daily trips
10,000 galions/1,000 x .009 daily trucks x 2 o-w trips = 1 daily trips
Total Weekday Daily Trips = 10 drily trips
Weekday PM Peak Hour Taffic:

(4 daily visitor trips + | daily truck trips) x 0.38 peak Z peal hour trips

Irm i

1 full time employees x 1 trip/employee 1 peak hour trips
I part-titae employeess/2 _ ‘ 1 veak Hour trips

Total Weekday PM Peak Hour Trips = 4 trips (1 in, 3 out)
Weekend (Saturday) Daily Traffie;

7 visitors/2.8 persons per vehicle x 2 one-way trips = 5 daily trips

1 full time employees x 3.05 one-way trips = 3 daily trips

1 part-time employees x 1.90 one-way trips = 2 daily trips

Total Weekend (Saturday) Daily Trips = 16 daily trips
Weekend (Saturday) Peak Hour Trafiic:

- 5 daily visitor trips x 0.57 peak : S 3 peak hour trips
1 full time employees x 1 trip/employee = 1 peak hour trips
1 part-time employees/2 = | peak hour trips
Total Weekend (Saturday) Peak Hour Trips = 5 trips (3 in, 2 out)
Weekend (Saturday) Daily Harvest/Crush Traffic:

7 visitors/2.8 persons per vehicle x 2 one-way trips = 3 daily trips

1 full time empioyees x 3.05 one-way trips = 3 daily trips

3 part-time employees % 1.90 one-way trips = 6 daily trips
10,000 gallons/1,000 x .009 daily trucks x 2 0-w teips = 1 daily trips
20 annual ton grapes (on-haul)/144 daily trucks x 2 o-w trips = 1 daily trips
Totul Weekend (Saturday) Daily Harvest/Crush Trips = 16 daily trips
Largest Marketing Event — Additional Traffic

6 cvent staff x 2 one-way trips per person = 12 event trips
100 visitors / 2.8 visitors per vehicle x 2 o-w trips = 71 event tripg
2 trucks x 2 one-way trips = 4 event irips
Total Largest Event Marketing Trips: = 87 event trips

Jonrce; Productlon; eniplayee, and visitor data provided by M, Cherie Melia {profect applicant) and Mr. Jake Sterms (Plunning
Consultant), profect representative, May, 2044, Daily and peak hour calculations based on Cotinly of Napa, Conservation,
Development, and Planning Department, “Use Permit Application FPackage, " Napa County Winery Traffic Generation
Characteristics, 2012,
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Project Effects on Roadway/lntersection Operation
A, Existing Plus Praject Conditions

The project would be expected to add approximately 14 daily trips south of the site and six (6) daily trips
north of the site on Silverado Trail. This would represent an addition of less than one pereent (0.003) to the
daily volumes on Silverado Trail. The combined existing plus project volume of 6,421 daily trips would
remain well within the carrying capacity of 2 two-lane, rural arterial roadway with conditions equivalent to
LOS

During the peak winery activity periods, the project would generate five (5) weekday PM pesk hour and six
(6) Saturday mid-day peak hour trips, ¥t is noted that the proposed project tasting hours would not extend
past 4:00 p.m. Therefore, it is likely that weekday PM peak hour project traffic is slightly over-stated given
County peaking factors and all winery-related traffic would be outbound from the facility. Weekday PM peak
hour and weekend mid-day peak hour intersection Jevels of service were evaluated with proposed project
traffic and are shown in Table 4.

With existing plus project traffic volumes, the intersection would continue to operate at acceptable levels
{LOS B or better) during both the weekday PM peak hour and weekend mid-day peak hour periods. At
shown in Table 4, intersection LOS would remain unchanged from existing conditions with very slight
increases i overall vehicle delays. The intersection of Silverado Trail/Melka Winery Project driveway
would nat meet the minimum volume required for signalization under CAMUTCD peak hour warrant
criteria,

The existing and existing phis project volumes were compared with the Napa County guidelines for ingtalting
a left turn lane on Silverado Trail at the Melka Winery driveway.'® (The warrant graphs for weekday and
Saturday conditions are provided i the Appendix). With 20 daily weekday/weekend trips at the proposed
project driveway and 6,421 daily trips on Silverado Trail, a lefi-turn lane would not be wamanted on
Silverado Trail,

The projected right turn volumes at the site driveways are well below minimum thresholds at which right
turn lane would be required (right turn lane warrant graphs are included in the Appendix).'!

B. Near-Term Pluy Project Conditions

With near-tert plus project conditions, daily traffic volumes on Silverado Trail would increase to 6,783
ADT. Again, this would be within the carrying capacity of a two-lane, rurel arterial roadway (LOS ).

The re-aligned project driveway intersection at Silverado Trail {opposite Tilus Winery driveway) would
operate at acceptable levels (LOS B or better) during both the weekday PM peak hour and weekend mid-
day peak hour under near-term with praject conditions. Driveway volumes at the both the proposed
project and/or Titus Driveway would exceed not exceed the minimuin volumes thresholds (Warrant #3)
for sipnalization, ). With 20 daily weekday/weekend trips at the proposed project driveway and 6,783 daily
trips on Silverado Trail, a lefi-turn lane would not be wamanted on Silverado Trail based on County
guidelines.

" Napa Cownty, Adopted Rood and Street Standards, Lefi-Turn Lane Werrant Graph, revised November 21, 2006.
! Fransportation Research Board, Newional Cooperaitve Highway Research Frogram Report 270, “Intersection Channelization
Design Covidde, " Novemher, 19835,
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TABLE 4
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT AND NEAR-TERM PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS:
INTERSECTION LEVELS-OF-SERVICE
FM PEAK AND WEEKEND MID-DAY PILAK HOUR

*Wkdy- PM LOS/Delay " | ‘Wi Mid-Day LOS/Delay
: ::grﬁ'rerm (| Existing + ‘
# - interseetion “Projest

l Silverado Trail/Melka Wme Duv:,w::y Stop B 13.5 B 118 B 13.7

Based on Highway Coapacity Manal (RO 2000, Operarionys methodelogy for stap-sign conpreofled qunsignalized) imtersegiions
wsing Synchro-Shateaffic saftware. Itersection calenlation yields an LOS and vehicle delay in seconds, Sterted LOY refers i the
minor sireel (stop-sigi) comtrolled movement. Near-ler plus project conditions assune meswly allgned four-way intersection of
Silverady Trail/Tins Winery Driveway/Melka Winery Driveway.

The projected right tuen volumes at the site driveways would remain well below minimum thresholds a1
which right turn fanes would be required (right tum bane warrant graphs are included in the Appendix).

5. BITE ACCESS/DESIGN PARAMETERS
Sighr Distance

Vehicle sight distance at the existing Silverado Trail/Melka Winery Project driveway intersection (at ifs
current location) was evaloated.  The required vehicle visibility or "corner sight distance” is a function of
travel speeds Silverado Trail. Caltrans design standards indicate that for appropriste corner sight distance, s
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". Caltrans design guidelines
#lso ndicate that the minimum corter sight distance “shall be equal 1o the stopping sight distance™.

Silverado Trail has a posted speed limit of 50-55 mph. New radar speed surveys of Sitverado Trail were
conducted for the roadway in the project area. * The "eritical” vehicle speed (the speed at which 85% of all
surveyed vehicles ravel at or below) atong Silverado Trail was measured at 49 mph,  Caltrans” design
standards indicate that these vehicle speeds require a stopping sight distance of 415-434 feet, measured along
the travel lanes on Silverado Teail.'” Based on ficld mensurements, sight distance from the current Melka
Wines existing residential driveway to the north on Silverado Trall is in excess of this distance, However,
vehicle sight distanee to the south is hmited to 270 fest due to an exdsting rock wall and roadway curvature,
Tor this reason, the existing Melka Winery driveway would be moved to a point north to align with the re-
located Titus Winery driveway (see below--Project Access and Circulation). The new Melka Winery Project
driveway location would be moved approximately 270-300 feet north from iis existing location, This new
proposed project doveway location would provide adequate vehicle sight distance in hoth dircctions on
Silverado Trial.  Thercfore, the sight distance recommendations would be met for the speed limit and
measured vehicle speeds,

Project Avcess and Circulution

The existing Melka Winery Project drivewsay clurently serving residential uses on the parcel would be re-
located to the north approximately 270-300 fect to serve both proposed winery and residential uses, As
shown in Figwre 7 (Project Site Plan), the Melka Winery driveway would be located opposite the new Titus
Winery driveway off Silverado Tmil.  The proposed project driveway would serve both winery and
residential uses on the parcel. However, duveway access to resilontial uses would be gated with an

12 Omini Means Engineers & Planners, Radar vehicle speed surveys, 2900 Sifverado Traif, November 16, 2013,
8 Caltrans, Highwey Devign Manual, Table 405,14, Corner (Stopping) Slght Distarnce, 6" Edlition, 2009,
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electronic pass keypad and no winery-related traftic would use this seggment.  The internal driveway width
gerving winery uses would meet the County’s minimum requirement of 18-foot travel width extending
northeast to the winery bam and tasting room. The vehicle circulation area in front of the main buildings
would allow access for emergency vehicles (fire imucks) and parking (three spaces). The proposed winery
driveway would then connect to the existing driveway to the north via an access casement. The doveway
easement would serve twa purposes: 1) provide access to additfonal parking areas (four spaces) on the north
side of the existing winery building, and, 2} allow trucks to circulate through the site. Trucks would enter the
site via the new project driveway and cxit the site via the existing doveway to the north, 1t is noted that only
trucks would use the existing driveway 10 the north to exit out onto Silverado Trail. No winery related
velicle tratfic would be allowed 10 use this existing driveway for inbound/outbound epress and directional
signage should be installed to enforce trathc flow.,

The Napa County Transportation & Planning Agency (NCTPA) in cooperation with Napa County and local
City agencies is developing bicycle routes as outlined in the Napa Countywide Bicycle Plan." The plan
encourages new developments o incorporate bicyele friendly design.  Siverado Trail hag siriped shoulder
areas (unofficial Class I bike lanes) in both directions. Some visitors may ufilize bicycles to access the
praposed project. The project would provide bicyele racks for visitors to the proposed winery.

Murketing Events

The winery proposes to host the following marketing large events: two annual events; one event with 75
guests; one event with 100 guests related to the Napa Valley Wine Auction.

Based on standard auto cccupaney rates, the annual 100-person event would be expected to generate
approximately 87 trips (44 in, 43 out) including visitors and staff. These events are typically of sufficient
duration in length that the inbound and outbound trips oceur in separate hours, thus the number of trips on the
street network at one time are balf of the total volume, These events are nsually held outside of typical peak
iraffic periods (during the middle of the day or later than 6:00 p.m.) and therefore generally do not impact
peak hour operations and no other visitation or events would oceur during the annual events.

6. CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS
Cumulative Year 2030 Projections

Model Forecast

Cumulative {Year 2030) volume projections on Silverado Trall were derived from the Napa County
Transporation & Planning Agency’s traffic volume forecasts in the Napa County General Plan Update
BIR and recent transportation analysis conducted in the project study area'’. The forecast increase in
weekday PM peak hour valumes from Year 2000 to Year 2030 on Silverado Trail in the project vicinity is
approximately 125% north of Deer Park Road and 1{00% south of Deer Park Road.  Using the most recem
traffic analysis performed for the adjacent Titus Winery project, this would equale to an approximate 46%
increase in straight line volumes on Silverado Trail between 2013 and 2030.'

In order to identify weckend cumulative conditions, the General Plan Update provides 2 ratio of weekday
o weekend peak hour volumes on key streets within the valley. For Silverado Trail, the segment listed
has an average ratio of (.88, indicating weekend peak hour volumes are expected to be about 90% of

B Nupe County, Cotuntewide Bicyele Plen (20103, Planning Arca-Novth Valley, May 2012,
Y Cramg Trapsporiation Group, Traffic Impeact Report—Proposed Titus Winery Int Nepa Volley, Ocroher 3, 2013,
* Crang Trangportation Group, 1hid ...
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weekday volumes. This corresponds with the volumes counted for this study which found the weekend
peak hour volumes to be approximately 90% of the weekday peak hour volumes, Therefore the future
weekday vs. weekend peak bour volumes would be expected to remain in the same ratio ss the existing
volumes.

Crmulative Qperating Conditions

Although cumulative volumes are highly conservative, the forecast volumes would yield acceptable LOS
‘C-I conditions (8,600-13,500 ADTY on Silverado Trail. Applying the same weekday PM peak hour
increase to daily traffic volumes (as a conservative measure), existing ART on Silverade Trail would
increase from 6,401 trips to 9,345 daily trips.

With regard to weekday PM peak hour and weekend mid-day peak hour intersection operation under
cumuiative vear 2030 (no project) conditions, the cxsting Silverado Trail/Melks Winery Project
driveway interseciion would operale at acceptable conditions (LOS C or better) using County volume
projections.  With proposed project traffic, the newly aligned Silverado Trail/Titus Winery
Driveway/Melka Winery Project driveway interscction operation would operate at LOS B during both
weekday PM peak hour and weckend mid-day peak hours,

Additional improvements to the street network are anticipated and have been included in the General Plan’s
Improved 2030 Network model. As noted, the County has also adopted several measures identified in the
General Plan to reduce vehicle trips through public transit and Transporfation Demand Management
(TDM) strategies: “The project should suppert programs to reduce single occupant vehicle use and
encourage altermative travel modes,”

« In keeping with the policy, the winery project will provide bicycle mcks for visitors who may arrive
by bike. The project should also promote the use of public fransportation and carpooling of
employees (by adjusting work schedules, ete.) o facilitate the use of other transportation modes.

7. BUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Daily and Peak Hour Operations

The proposed Melka Winery project would generate 20 daily trips during the weekday and weekend periods
{respectively).  Proposed project traffic would represent an increase of less than 1% (0.003) over the existing
Silverado Trail volume of 6,041 daily trips. Al project study intersections would operate at LOS C or better
under existing plus project conditions during both weekday and weekend peak hour conditions,

With near-term (approved/pending) development traffic volumes, the near- term and near-teem plus project
conditions would continue to operate acceptably, Near-term daily volumes on Silverado Trail arc expected to
b approximately 6,763 ADT without the project and 6,783 with the project trips, representative of LOS €
conditions. The study intersection would continue to operate at satisfactory levels-of-service under near-tenm
plus project conditions at LOS C or betler duning the weekday and weekend peak hour conditions.

Vehicle Sight Distance and Lefi-Turn Warrant

Silverado Trail has a posted speed hmit of 50-55 mph. New radar speed surveys of Silverado Trail werc
conducted for the roadway in the project area. 7 The “critical” vehicle speed (the speed at which 85% of all

T Cmind Means Engincers & Flanvers, Radar vehicle speed surveys, 2900 Sifveradn Trail, November 18, 2013,
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surveyed vehicles travel at or below) along Silverado Trall was measured at 49 mph,  Caltrans’ design
stanlards indicate that these vehicle speeds require a stopping sight distance of 415430 fect, measured along
the travel lanes on Silverado Trail.'"® Based on field measurements, sight distance from the cument Melka
Wines existing residential driveway (o the north on Silverado Trall is in excess of this distance. However,
vehicle sight distance to the south is Nrmited 1o 270 fiet due to an existing rock wall and roadway curvature.
For this reason, the existing Melka Winery driveway would be moved to a point north to align with we-located
Titus Winery diiveway . The new Melka Winery Project driveway location would be moved approximately
270-300 feet porth from it existing location. This new proposed project driveway location would provide
adequate vehicle sight distance in both ditections on Silverado Trial.  Therefore, the sipht distance
recotmmendations would be met for the speed limit and measured vehiele speeds.

Existing and nearterm volumes with proposed project traffic were compared with the Napa County
guidelines for installing a left tum lane on Silverado Trail at the Melka Winery driveway,” (The warrant
graphs for weekday and Saturday conditions are provided in the Appendix). With 20 weekday/weekend trips
at the proposed project driveway and 6,783 daily trips on Silverado Trail, a left tum lane is not warrsnted,
This would apply to both existing plus project and near-termn plus project conditions.  As previously noted,
the profect apphcant would be aligning their new driveway with the proposed Titus Winery's new driveway
on the west side of Silverado Trail to create a four-way intersection. This would improve vehicle and
pedestrian safety on Silverado Trail by focusing vehicle turning movements at the two driveways and
elimtnating potential off-set/conflicting movements,

Vehicle Circulation/decess

The existing Melka Winery Project driveway currently serving residential uses on the parcel wouid be re-
located to the north approximately 270-300 feet to serve both proposed winery and residential uses. As
shown in Figure 7 (Project Site Plan), the Meika Winery driveway would be located opposite the new Titus
Winery driveway off Silverado Trail,  The proposed project driveway would serve both winery and
residential uses on the parcel. However, duveway aceess to residential vses would be pated with an
clectronic pags keypad and no winery-related traffic would use this segment. The internal drivewsy width
serving winery uses would meet the County’s minimurm requirement of 18-foot travel widih extending
northeast to the winery bam and tasting room,  The vehicle circulation area i front of the main butldings
would allow access for emergency vehicles (five trucks) and parking (three spaces), The proposed winery
driveway would then connect to the existing driveway to the north via an access casement, The driveway
easement would serve two purposes; 1) provide access to additional parking areas (four spaces) on the north
gside of the existing winery building, and, 2} allow trucks to circulate through the site. Trucks would enter the
gite via the new project driveway and exit the site via the existing dnveway 1o the north. 1t is noted that ondy
trucks woukd uge the existing driveway 1o the notth to exit out onto Silverado Trail. No winery refated
vehicle would be allowed to use this existing driveway for inbound/outbound egress and directional signage
should be instatled to enforce traffic flow,

Cumulative Year 2030 Conditions

Cumulative (Year 2030) volume projections on Silverado Trail were derived from the Napa County
Transportation & Planning Apency’s traffic volume forecasts in the Napa County General Plan Update
EIR and recent transportation analysis conducted in the project study area™. The Silverado Trail/Melka
Winery Project driveway would operate at aceeptable levels at LOS B (no project) and LOS B (with project)
during the weekday PM and weekend mid-day peal hours. The improvement in inferseetion operation is due

Y Calirans, Wighwey Design Maral, Table #03.14, Corner (Stappingl Sight Distance, 6" Edition, 2009,
? Napa Cownty, Adopied Road and Streat Standrds, revised November 21, 2006,
* Crane Transparation Group, Trafile Impact Report—Proposed Tis Winery in Napa Valley, Qetober 3, 2013,
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to a planned two-way-lefi-tuen-lane that would be installed on Silverado Trail to serve the relocated Titus
Winery, proposed Melka Winery, and adjacent residential driveway.




APPENDIX

Level of Service Deflnitions

Leve! of Service Calculations

Signal Warrant Sheets

Average Daily Traffic (ADT} Counts (Silverade Trall n/o Deer Park Road)

Radar Speed Survays (Silverada Trail/Melka Winery Driveway)

Left-Turn Lane Warrant Graph (Napa County)

Right-Turn Lane Warrant Graph {Caltrans)



TOE PEEOF Yorpessy Hopretidenn ;. wepy fratio,y ety diovdeny dwySipr p

‘g2ouaaizy
“FUNIHPLECY dh-yahg "RHEE] ’ -
IEBANBEROD S0y 20 A]fediourd Funeqraveo wfew 3y os[e Sews Szl 2y Buog
. Buipustap Yjapis Aiea Au P 4eASEsrT00d J00,g “SaLn[Ey 2)250 erpes P e
ST, CIURMRACE JU3aaTd B Azagf SR Aordes-g-omnios Y3 w msoo
13 DS FUSTIBI0] 1D UL} OE|E AT CUCLIRINTE 300 [RA SIS0 B0 BEALLp

0D PRITE

MO P00

TEAPIMPLE “satiosp Buiddos 10 sapoiyma fo eontodond

‘ 2] prs ‘doug saforan Aunhy 51 Srondey--aungna
- : sdneyaeq Deredus;s o HE1 10 ‘stpdusg agods Fuop eossarFord FjQRI0ABILN :
§995 s spoed 1200 Feunp pojiung #F UDIRIGLECT IR0 WO Jusa) few sieEp ofuoe]  sopg ajqesip
05g = pue 5T< FLE = gue gpa 0°55 > pPUe gxe Ajarmaas 51 Am

Sunpeteddy

s

Y iz

BERERE I ETRE

‘ﬂ
BIEE AT 0dE

"ERpmYes po sdnaad
EELSI1A P DLSRL SR M as Apap d5msAr

“goag (=2} 09 918aq sroanip fuugy S0 saaag a1y Susres “y SO fog weg dos R
ISt S PUB 3] < 05 = PUE i< 00T > Pt < "paleLecy St stoosed o A S SHPEG] I0AD oS opul wowssaafod paosy
i S Ztens Phrretenty N : o -

. 2 : £ :
dO0LG A¥AL T Y FHETTVRINSNT ATZETVNTIS

ivrag ‘ MO 40 AL AIANES
(AONIE A SON00E5] AV T3 T8 50 : - ADTAA3T
SHOLLDISHELNI 3G4 v1 HALTDY 3D AHUS- IO TaA T i




HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM WKDY Existing Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trial 5I28/2014
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1: Melka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trail 5/28/2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM Near-Term (NP) Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trail 5/28/2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM WKDY Exist + Prj. Conditions
1: Metka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trail 5/28/2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM WKDY N-T + Pj. Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Sitverado Trail 5/28/2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis MD WKND N-T + Prj. Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Siiverado Trail 6712014
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HCM Unsignalized infersection Capacity Analysis PM WKDY 2030 (NP) Conditions
3: Melka Wines Dr. (exist) & Silverado Trail 5/26/2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis M-D WKND 2030 (NP} Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trail /2012014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM WKDY 2030 + Prj. Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trail 6/26/2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis MD WKND 2030 + Prj. Conditions
1: Melka Wines Driveway & Silverado Trail 6/7/2014
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