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Napa County 
PLANNING, BUILDING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210, Napa, California 94559 
(707) 253-4417 

BASIC APPLICATION FOR E.ROSION CONTROL PLAN REVIEW 

FOR OFFICE. USE ONLY SUBMITTAL DA TE: -----
FILE#: _______ _ APN#: __________ _ USGS QUAD: __________ _ 

[ ) STRUCTURAL. [ ] AGRICULTURAL TOWNSHIP/RANGE: ________ _ 

REQUEST:----------------------------------------

PROJECT TYPE: Agriculture: New __ Vineyard Replant (Process I: __ 11: __)Other: _________ _ 

Non-Agriculture: Structure Driveway__ Road Reservoir Other _______ _ 

PERCENT' SLOPE: Cropland: ____ Structure: ____ Pad: ____ Driveway: ____ Road:. ___ _ 

OTHER PERMITS: Grading Permit_ Use Permit: _ Variance: _ Septic System Permit: _ Groundwater Permit: 

REVIEW AGENCIES: CDPD: L County Consultant:__ OR RCD: 

FINAL APPROVAL: CDPD: __!_ Date: ____________ _ 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 
(Please fype or print legibly) 

Applicant's Name: _Le_i....,g_h_M_a_tt_h_e_s ________________________ _ 

Telephone#:~ 517-6060 Fax#:(_) ______ _ E-Mail: leigh@manhesgroup.com 

Mailing Address: 1508 Spring Street St. Helena CA 94574 
No Street City Stale Zip 

Status of Applicant's Interest in Property: _O_w_n_e_r ___________________ _ 

Property Owner's Name: William and Leigh Matthes 

Telephone#: (415)517-6060 Fax#:(_} ______ _ E-Mail: leigh@matthesgroup.com 

Malling Address: 1 508 Spring Slreel, SL Helena, CA 945 7 4 
• No Street City Stale 

Site Address/Location: Meadowood Lane, St. Helena, CA 94574 (to be assigned) 
Zip 

No Street City 

Assessor's Parcel#: 025-070-043 Existing Parcel Size: 40.0 ± acres DevelopmentAreaSize: 15.5 acres 

Slope Range: _J.5. % to ---1.8_% Total Acreage~ 30%: l.JL acres Estimated Total Amount of Cut & Fill: _O_cubic yards 

Land or Aerial Survey Prepared By _A_l_b_io_n_S_u_rv_e_y._s .... ,_l_n_c_. __________ _ Date: 1 2/02/2005 

(NOTE: Contour map/survey Is required for all development areas with an estimated slope of 15% or greater and for all road/driveway projects, Contour 
map musi include all areas within 100'ofthe cut and nil edges. Percent slope shall be calculated and presented as whole numbers.) 

Source(s) of Water: _Ex_i_s_ti_n..,.g_W_e_l_l ____________________________ _ 

Related Permits Filed: D Water Rights D Groundwater D Well 
D Timber Harvest D Stream Alteration 

D Sewage Disposal D Use Permit/Variance? 
D Others: __ -___________ _ 

TO BE COMPLETED BYPLANNING, BUILDING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

$ 
Fee Receipt Number:· Received By Date 

S:IMyFlles\Correspondence\2001 \2020 ECP Trk 1 \DocumentslApplicalions\County\2001 ·ECP _ Tr8ckl Application.doc Pnge.4 
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EROSION CONTROL PLAN SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Project/Construction Phasing Information
1. Project Description: APN: ___________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Parcel size:     __________ acres Total land area disturbed: _______ acres
Agriculture:     NEW plant acres: ________ Replant acres: _______
Structures: residence building driveway road other__________________

2. Project Phases: one two or  _____________
3. Anticipated date to start construction (month/year):_________________, 20___
4. Estimated date of completion of each phase: Phase 1: _____________

Phase 2: _____________
Phase __: ____________

5. Total construction time estimated: ____________________
6. Work scheduled between Oct. 1 and Apr. 1? Yes  No OR

between Sept. 1 and Apr. 1? Yes  No (municipal watershed)
7. Winterization measures in the Erosion Control Plan ___________________________________________________
8. Is a grading permit, a well permit, or a sewage disposal permit required? Yes  No 

If yes has the Napa Co Engineering and/or Environmental Departments been notified?  Yes No

Slope Information
9. Earth moving, grading or land clearing on slope(s) of: ______ % to ______%

10. Total acreage with slopes greater than or equal to 30%: _________ acres
11. Contour mapping source: ________________________________________________________________________

Water Deficient Area, Watershed Area, & Water Rights Diversion Permits

12. Water-deficient area: Yes (applicant must contact Environmental Division) No
13. Sub-Watershed Name: __________________________________________________________________________

Municipal Reservoir Watershed:   Yes  No
If yes: Bell Canyon  Kimball  Milliken  Lake Hennessey  Rector 

14. Have any other erosion control plans affecting this parcel been approved since 1991? Yes  No

15. Coverage information (required for projects in  any watershed):
(a) Existing acres of tree canopy cover per parcel: _______ acres

Proposed acres of canopy cover to be removed:          _______ acres
Percent of canopy cover to be retained per parcel:       _______%

(b) Existing acres of shrub, brush, grass without tree canopy per parcel: _______ acres
Proposed acres of shrub, brush, grass cover to be removed: _______ acres
Percent of shrubs, brush, grass to be retained per parcel: _______%

16. Is there a Water Rights permit associated with the project or parcel? Yes  No 
a) Copy of permit from the State Dept of Water Resources attached? Yes  No   OR
b) Date application for necessary permit submitted to this board: __________________________
c) Copy of associated CEQA document attached? Yes  No     acre/feet ______

S:\MyFiles\Correspondence\ \20  ECP \Documents\Applications\County\ -ECP_TrackI Application.doc
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Streams, Watercourses, & Streambed Alteration Agreements
17. All streams and watercourses in vicinity of project area(s) shown and the required setback(s) indicated with the

distance and slope? Yes  No
18. Is there a State Dept of Fish & Game Streambed Alteration (1603) Permit associated with the project or parcel?

Yes  No
(a) Copy of State Dept of Fish & Game Permit attached? Yes    OR
(b) Date application for necessary permit submitted to this agency: _________________________
(c) Copy of CEQA document prepared attached? Yes  No

Environmental Setting

19. Is any portion of the project located on or within 500’ of a landslide? Yes  No
Cite source:________________________________________________________________________________

20. Is any portion of the project located in the vicinity of rare/endangered species, species of special concern (plant,
animal), wetland (type), riparian habitat, critical habitat, etc.?    Yes  No
If yes, list:___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
Cite source/reference(s): _______________________________________________________________________
Specific study prepared: _________________________ by___________________________ date:____________

21. Is any portion of the project located on or within 500’ of an archeological or historic site? Yes  No
Cite source:________________________________________________________________________________

Specific study prepared: _________________________ by_________________________ date:______________

22. Are any new roads/driveways associated with the project? Yes  No
23. Are any new vineyard avenues associated with the project? Yes  No
24. Will the project involve any recontouring of the land? Yes  No
25. Will there be any excavation or fill deeper than 12 inches? Yes  No
26. Total cubic yards of cut & fill: ______________

Cubic yards of cut: ________________ fill:___________________
Spoils location: on-site____________________________ off-site_________________________________

27. Has a grading permit been filed with the Engineering Division? Yes  No
28. Will the project involve repair of a landslide? Yes  No

Location_________________ Size ______ Report _____________________________________________

TIMBER HARVEST/TIMBER CONVERSION PERMITS 

29. Is there a Timber Harvest or Conversion permit associated with the project/parcel? Yes  No
Number of Acres: ______________________

a) Copy of State Dept of Forestry Permit attached? Yes  OR
b) Date application for necessary permit submitted to this agency: ______________________________________
c) Copy of associated CEQA document attached? Yes  No
d) Date other County erosion control plan(s) submitted if different than the application date for this plan:

_________________________________________________________________________________________

30. Is there a Timberland Conversion Exception associated with the project or parcel? Yes  No

S:\MyFiles\Correspondence\ \20  ECP \Documents\Applications\County\ -ECP_TrackI Application.doc
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February 2023 - Revised 
Job No. 20-01 

Erosion Control Plan Supplemental Information  
Matthes Vineyard – Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 1 

ATTACHMENT TO THE SUPPLEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION (ECP) 

A.  GENERAL INFORMATION 

1. Name, address, telephone number of property owner. 
William & Leigh Matthes  
1508 Spring Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574  
(415) 517-6060 
leigh@matthesgroup.com 

2. Address of project. 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena, CA 94574 (address to be assigned at the time of 
Building Permit submittal). 

3. APN: 
025-070-043 

4. Name, address and telephone number of person to be contacted concerning this 
property, if different than owner. 
Same as above. 

5. Indicate type or number of the permit application for the project to which this form 
pertains. 
Agricultural Track I ECP (ECPA). 

6. List and describe any other related permits and/or public approvals required for 
this project, including those required by city, regional, state and federal agencies. 
This project shall be submitted to: 
Napa County Planning, Building and Environmental Services - Engineering and 
Conservation Division. 

7. Existing zoning district. 
AW: Agricultural Watershed 

8. Proposed use of entire site and/or parcel. List & describe any other projects or 
improvements with site locations anticipated within the next several years (1-3-5 
years). 
The location of a primary residence was approved under use permit P07-00370. No 
other projects or improvements not associated with the vineyard development and 
erosion control plan are being proposed nor planned for the subject parcel. 

B.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

9. Parcel(s) size(s), acres per parcel. 
APN 025-070-043 is 40.0± acres 

mailto:leigh@matthesgroup.com


February 2023 - Revised 
Job No. 20-01 

Erosion Control Plan Supplemental Information  
Matthes Vineyard – Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 2 

10. Project(s) sizes(s), acres per parcel. 
Project size is 13.2± acres ( 11.1 ± acres in vines). 

11. Attach plans. 
Refer to Matthes Vineyards Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 
prepared by Bartelt Engineering. 

12. Proposed scheduling. 
This project will begin in Spring 2023 (pending project approval). 

13. Anticipated incremental or phased development. 
Refer to the project narrative for anticipated development schedule. 

14. If the project involves Napa County grading permit, use permit, variance or 
rezoning application, state this and indicate clearly why the application is required. 
No other permits are required for this project at this time. 

Discuss and check yes the following items which are applicable to your project or its effects 
(attach additional sheets). 

YES NO 

15.              X  _ Change in existing features of any watercourses, wetlands, tidelands, 
beaches, hill or alteration of ground contours. 
Grading will include land smoothing only. 

16.                X    Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or 
public lands or roads. 

17.              X    Change in the pattern, scale or character of general area of project. 

18.              X    Change in bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or quantity, or 
alteration of existing drainage patterns. 

19.    X            Site on filled land or on slopes of 5% or more. 
The proposed project will be constructed on natural slopes ranging 
from 18% to 28% with an overall average slope of 23%.  

20.              X    Substantial change in demand for Napa County services (police, fire, 
water, sewage, etc.) 

21.             X    Relationship to a larger project or series of projects.  



February 2023 - Revised 
Job No. 20-01 

Erosion Control Plan Supplemental Information  
Matthes Vineyard – Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 3 

C.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

22. Describe the project site as it exists before the project, including information on 
topography, soil stability, plants and animals, wetlands (types), riparian habitat and 
any cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Describe any/all existing structures on the 
site and the use of structures. Attach photographs of the site, could include current 
aerial photo. 

Representatives from Bartelt Engineering have visited the parcel at various times 
since January 2020 and most recently on April 12, 2021 to explore site features. The 
area in the vicinity of the proposed project has varying terrain. The parcel sits 
northeast of the City of St. Helena, CA with natural slopes ranging from 
approximately 5% to 75%. A drainage course is located on the easterly side of the 
subject parcel and runs in a north to south direction toward the Napa River. The 
proposed vineyard areas are situated west of the drainage course on slopes between 
18% to 28% with an overall average slope of 23% as shown on the Matthes 
Vineyards Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan (Plan) prepared 
by Bartelt Engineering. 

The recent 2020 Glass Wildfire destroyed much of the vegetation on the parcel; 
however, this application will consider pre-fire conditions as “existing” conditions. 
The pre-Glass Wildfire vegetation within the project area consisted of mixed 
chaparral and grass, scattered trees, and invasive weeds cover. There are portions of 
two (2) vineyard blocks that are on the project parcel east of the drainage course 
which were constructed by the neighboring parcel owner (APN 025-072-029). A 
portion of the existing vineyard block in the northeast corner of the parcel was 
approved by Napa County in 1999 under Permit #98278-ECPA and a portion of the 
other vineyard block in the east portion of the project parcel was planted pre-
Conservation Regulations. 

The vegetation and topography found on the parcel is shown on the Plan. No 
biologically sensitive plant or animal species were found within the areas of the 
proposed vineyard development during the Biological Resource Assessment for the 
subject parcel. Furthermore, no significant artifacts or potentially significant cultural 
features were found within the areas of the proposed vineyard development during 
the Cultural Resources Evaluation for the subject parcel. Refer to the attached reports 
for additional information. Finally, there are two (2) existing wells on the parcel as 
well as two (2) overhead high-voltage PG&E power poles. 
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Job No. 20-01 

Erosion Control Plan Supplemental Information  
Matthes Vineyard – Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 4 

23. Describe the surrounding properties (approximately 0.25 mile radius from parcel 
boundary), including information on plants and animals and any cultural, historical 
or scenic aspects. Indicate the type of land use (agriculture, residential, 
commercial, etc.), intensity of land use (vineyards, winery, one-family, multi-
family, industry, etc.) And scale of development (acres, height, setbacks, yard, etc.). 
Attach photographs of the site, could include current aerial photo. 

The subject parcel is mostly undeveloped except as noted previously. Surrounding 
properties contain undeveloped areas, vineyards, agricultural structures, residential 
and winery structures. The proposed development for the subject parcel is consistent 
with land uses and development located on the surrounding parcels.  



March 2021 
Job No. 20-01 

ATTACHMENT TO THE SUPPLEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION (ECP) 

D. CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that the statements furnished responding to the above and in the attached 
sheets present the data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my 
ability and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and correct to the 
best of my knowledge and belief. 

Erosion Control Plan Supplemental Information 
Matthes Vineyard - Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 

5 



1.  Size of Area Disturbed: 13.2 ± acres
2.  Size of Vineyard: 11.1 ± acres
3.  Acres of Vines: 11.1 ± acres
4.  Slopes of Area Disturbed:  
5.  Amount of Total Acreage Equal to or Above 30% Slope: 1.0 ± acres
6.  Total Number of Trees Removed 0.49 ± acres
     a) natives  0.49 ± acres
     b) non-natives 0 ± acres

1.  Pre-Planting Stage:

Start Date: April 2025 End Date: October 2025 Duration: 6 months
Temporary Cover Crop Planted     X     Yes ______No

2.  Planting Stage:

Start Date:       April 2026    End Date: October 2026 Duration:    6 months 
3.  Operational Stage:

Start Date: 2027

1.  Farming Equipment:
         X    Track-laying Percent of Use __50__%
                Rubber-tired Percent of Use ______%
         X    ATV Percent of Use      50     %
               Hand/Manual Percent of Use   _        %
     ____ Other (describe) _____________Percent of Use ______%
2.  Annual Pruning:
     Time of Year:     Jan - Feb Number of days:       5       Number of Workers:       10      
3.  Annual Sulfuring:
     Time of Year:        April - July    Estimated applications/year:          8        
4.  Weed Control:  

Under Vines Between Rows
     Type of control herbicide    |    manual mow
     Method of application        spray    |    by-hand
     Months: February - May April - June 
     Applications/year:               2       |    as needed 3 - 4
     Number of Workers: 1       |     1 1
5.  Harvest (Crush):
     Length 5 days Number of Workers:           10        

  15%   to   28%

Attachment A

Vineyard Development Area Specifics

SUPPLEMENTAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Vineyard Operations Information

File No.:_P21-00047-ECPA__    Owner:   William & Leigh Matthes              Parcel No.: 025-070-043

Vineyard Development Schedule

     (maintenance and adjustment as needed of permanent erosion control practices, implementation of annual vineyard and erosion
     control measures, commencement of annual harvests)

    (i.e planting of vines, seeding permanent cover crop, apply straw mulch, maintenance of erosion control measures)

    (i.e. land clearing, ripping, installation of drainage system., vineyard staking, installation of irrigation system., installation and 
    maintenance of permanent and temporary erosion control measures, planting of cover crop, straw mulching)

Attachment A - Supplemental Project Information 
Matthes Vineyard - Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan
P:\2001\2020 ECP TRK I\Documents\Applications\County\09 Submittal\2001-ECP_Track_I-NC-Application-Attachment-A_Supplemental 
Project I



6.  Frost Protection Method(s) 
Hours of 

Operation
Frequency 
(times/year)

     ____ Return-stack heaters
              Sprinklers
     ____ Misters
              Wind Machines
        _    Late Pruning
     ____ Other __________________
7.  Rodent Protection Method(s):
     ____  Rodenticides    X     Raptors
         X   Traps _____Other  
         X    Fencing
8.  Bird Protection Method(s):

Time of Year 
(months)

Time of Day Duration of Use
(days per year)

              Netting
              Bird Cannons
        X    Visual Distracters (Mylar strips, etc) Aug - Nov
        X    Raptor Perches Year Round
              Other                         
9.  Proposed Nighttime Activities:

Time of Night Duration of Use
(days per year)

        X    Harvest 2am - 7am 5 days
        X    Sulphur Application 4am - 9am 8 applications
              Pesticide/Herbicide Application
     ____ Other _________________________
10.  Irrigation Methods
        ____ Sprinklers    X    Drip System ____ Other
11.  Other Proposed Activities:

1.  Estimated size of grape trucks/truck & trailers to be used: 5 tons

3.  Estimated number of farmworkers/vehicle:    2       Crush    3     Pruning
4.  Lunch provided on-site for farmworkers: ____ Yes    X     No     

Application 
Method 

(broadcast, spray, 
drip system, etc)

Application 
Amount (lbs)

(per acre)

Number of 
Applications per 

Year .

Annual Amount 
Used (lbs) 
(per acre)

Total Annual 
Amount Used 
Overall (lbs)

1. Fertilizers
         12-26-26                                                  Drip          25 2 50 555

Traffic Characteristics Information

Itemized Fertilizer and Pesticide Information

5. Proposed primary access:  Entrance from neighboring parcel APN 025-420-003.                                                                        

2.  Estimated number of truck trips per day:             during Crush:    4        Vineyard Development   10        annually:       1    

6. Proposed secondary access, if any:   None.                            _____                                                                                                                              

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

     _________________________________________________________________________________
     _____                                      _____________________________________________________________________________

Attachment A - Supplemental Project Information 
Matthes Vineyard - Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan
P:\2001\2020 ECP TRK I\Documents\Applications\County\09 Submittal\2001-ECP_Track_I-NC-Application-Attachment-A_Supplemental 
Project I



2. Mildewcides

           Sulfur                     Spray            4              8                32 356

3. Herbicides
         Round Up                 Spray               1 quart   2 2 quarts 26 quarts

4.  Rodenticides
    ____N/A__________                            _________                                  ________________ __________
     __________________ _____________ _________ _________________ ________________ __________
    __________________ _____________ _________ _________________ ________________ __________
5. Other Chemicals
    ____N/A__________ _____________ _________ _________________ ________________ __________
    __________________ _____________ _________ _________________ ________________ __________
    __________________ _____________ _________ _________________ ________________ __________
    __________________ _____________ _________ _________________ ________________ __________

    Type of onsite chemical storage facility in use or proposed:                                                                        
    __None.  All chemicals are stored offsite and brought to the site._______________________________________________                                                                                         
    __________________________________________________________________________________________________
    __________________________________________________________________________________________________
    Location of current or potential area(s) used for the mixing agricultural chemicals and the description of  
    the facilities present thereat:                                                                                                             
    __All agricultural chemicals for vineyard use are mixed offsite.________________________________________________
    __________________________________________________________________________________________________
    Location of current or proposed area designated for the cleaning and washing of chemical application
    equipment:   Cleaning and washing of chemical application equipment will occur offsite.
    __________________________________________________________________________________________________
    __________________________________________________________________________________________________

1. Current and/or Proposed Water Supply Source(s):

     Agricultural Water Source(s) :
Percent of Total 
Agricultural Use:

        X    Well     100   % 
     ____ Spring ______%
     ____ Stream or Creek ______%
     ____ Reservoir(s) ______%
     ____ Other ______%
                          100%

    Residential and Non-Agricultural Water Source(s) :
Percent of Total 
Resid & Non-Ag 

        X   Well     N/A  % 
    ____ Spring ______%
    ____ Stream or Creek ______%
     ____ Other ______%

Water Source and Usage Information
* Use Attachment C to calculate information requested*

6. Proposed Storage, Mixing/Handling and Safety Measures:

Attachment A - Supplemental Project Information 
Matthes Vineyard - Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan
P:\2001\2020 ECP TRK I\Documents\Applications\County\09 Submittal\2001-ECP_Track_I-NC-Application-Attachment-A_Supplemental 
Project I



2. Current and Future/Proposed Water Usage (acre-foot per year = AF/yr) :
Current Usage : Future Usage :

Vineyard & other Agricultural. Uses:  Refer to WAA Refer to WAA 
Residential/Domestic Uses:  Refer to WAA Refer to WAA 

Other Uses:  Refer to WAA Refer to WAA 
Total Usage:  Refer to WAA Refer to WAA    

3.  Allowable Groundwater Allotment:  Refer to WAA 

1. Use/Disposal of Rock Generated (brought to the surface during the vineyard preparation ripping and raking process):
    Proposed Use/Disposal Method : Percent of Total Location
        X    Road Base (crushed to aggregate size)      35       %      X    on-site         -0-    off-site
    __X__"Rock Mulch" (crushed to fist size and returned to fields)       35       %      X    on-site         -0-    off-site
    _____Decorative Rock                 %            on-site         -0-    off-site
        _    Fill (buried)      __       %      _    on-site         -0-    off-site
        _     Stacked In Pile      __       %      _    on-site         -0-    off-site
       X     Other Erosion Control Measures       30      %      X   on-site         -0-    off-site
2.  Estimated Amount of Cut & Fill:    -0-       cubic yards (total)

    -0-      cubic yards (cut)    -0-   cubic yards (fill)
3.  If rock/spoils material is to be disposed of off-site, where, what for and how much:
                   Location of Disposal Site Use of Material Quantity
                 N/A                                                          N/A                                                                  N/A            cubic yards
    __________________________________   ______________________________              __________ cubic yards
    __________________________________   ______________________________              __________ cubic yards
4.  Debris Disposal (Location & Method): 

__X_On-site____Burn Piles_____                Off-site__________________________      

1. Please indicate any other related or required permits associated with the proposed conversion plan:
    County:

Grading: Yes             No _ X     Groundwater/Well Permit: Yes             No    X      
Building: Yes _____  No    X     Use Permit: Yes             No    X      

Structural ECP: Yes _____  No    X     Variance: Yes _____  No    X     
Sewage Disposal: Yes _____  No    X     Other Not Listed:                               

    State Dept of Forestry:
Timber Harvest Plan: Yes _____  No    X     Timber Conversion Permit: Yes _____  No    X      

Timber Conversion Exemption: Yes _____  No    X     _______ acres
    State Dept of Fish & Game:

Streambed Alteration Permit: Yes _____  No    X     
    State Division of Water Rights:

Appropriate Water Rights Permit: Yes _____  No    X     
    State Environmental Protection Agency:

Chemical Application Permit(s): Yes _____  No    X     
    Other State & Federal Permits (please list) :

2. Consultation with, or letter of agreement from:
    Regional Water Quality Control Brd: Yes _____  No    X     
    National Marine Fisheries Service/NOAA: Yes _____  No    X     
    Army Corps of Engineers: Yes             No    X     
    U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Yes _____  No    X     

Related Permits

Rock/Spoils/Debris Disposal Information

Attachment A - Supplemental Project Information 
Matthes Vineyard - Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan
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TOPOGRAPHIC SITE LOCATION INFORMATION 
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EROSION CONTROL PLAN
CHECKLIST FOR A COMPLETE APPLICATION

{to be filled out during the required pre-submittal meeting by the pre-application planner} 

1. ____ Completely Filled-Out and Signed Erosion Control Plan Application

2. ____ Completely Filled-Out Supplemental Project Information Sheet (Attachment A)

3. ____ Completely Filled-Out and Signed [by the property owner(s)] Environmental Information Sheet

4. ____ Topographic Map showing accurately the subject parcel(s) boundaries, all lands within a half mile
thereof, and the boundaries of the area(s) actually to be disturbed.  A recent aerial photo may in addition 
be provided.    

5. ____ Erosion Control Plan Narrative (5 sets) containing all the information specified in the “Erosion Control
Plan Contents” portion of this application packet, including but not limited to, the following:
____ description/discussion of existing site and/or environmental conditions, including but not limited to, 

___ topography/slopes, ___ vegetation types and coverage, ___ trees species and coverage, ___ 
structures, ___ roads/access, and ___ date of site visit  [include list of any references used]

____ directions to the site (including contact person, maps, gate codes, etc.);
____ soil types generated from project specific soil report;
____ source and quantity of irrigation water required;
____ location of any off-site spoils disposal site(s) to be utilized;
____ 60/40 clearing retention analysis (for Municipal Watersheds only);
____ associated projects or other projects on the same parcel(s);
____ implementation schedule;
____ estimated cost of the erosion measures undertaken

6. ____ Erosion Control Plans FOLDED to no larger than 8½” x 11” (5 sets).  The plan(s) shall include, but not
be limited to, the following information:
____ property owner’s name, ___ contact person for site visits/inspections name & telephone number, 

___ property address, ___ assessor’s parcel number, ___vicinity map, ___north arrow, ___ map 
scale, ___ contour interval, ___ date plan last revised (if applicable),___

____ delineation of all Class I-IV watercourses and streams within 150 feet of the project area with 
applicable setbacks labeled from the top of the bank (tob) to the nearest point of earth disturbance;

____ trees larger than 6” DBH and/or groves of trees identified by number and specie of trees with an 
indication of those that are to be removed and are adjacent to the proposed development (±150 
feet);

____ other existing vegetation with an indication of that which is to be removed;
____ 60/40 clearing retention analysis for projects located within Municipal Watersheds (via use of aerial, 

survey or appropriate methodology accompanied by supporting data, i.e. table of survey results);
____ slope determination including cross section locations (for Structural plans only);
____ existing & proposed contours [roads/bldg plans must show all areas >100’ from cut/fill edge];
____ quantity of any cuts and fills, indicating on-site and/or off-site spoils disposal location(s);
____ all improvements planned including but not limited to structures, roads, stream crossings, parking 

areas, swimming pools, wells, water tanks, septic systems, water and sewer lines, walls, etc;
____ location of the temporary erosion control measures proposed and the details therein including 

temporary re-vegetation [seed mix (species & lbs/acre), ___ fertilizer (type & lbs/acre), and ___ 
mulch (type & lbs/acre)]; 

Staff Use

APN: ______-______-______

Owner:____________________________

PreApp Mtg. Date:______/______/______

Planner(s):_________________________
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____ location of the permanent erosion control measures and the details therefore including, if applicable, 
___ seed mix(species & lbs/acre), ___ fertilizer(type), and ___ mulch(type & lbs/acre)

7. ____ Recent Photos of the site (dated) documenting pre-project conditions

8. ____ Complete copies of the following project-specific surveys and reports (as applicable):
____ Aerial/Ground Topographic Survey   ____ Landslide Hazard Evaluation (Attachment 

F)
____ Special Status Species Survey (Attachments B & C) ____ Archeological Survey (Attachment E)
____ Wildlife Population Effect Evaluation         ____ Historical Resources Evaluation
____ Phase I Water Availability Analysis (Attachment D)
____ Runoff/Sedimentation/Groundwater Studies (Attachments G, H, & I)  

9. ____ Complete copies of the following permits and an associated environmental documents:
____ Timber Harvest/Conversion ___ Permit issued or ___ Application filed (if applicable)
____ Water Rights ___ Permit issued or ___ Application filed (if applicable)
____ Fish & Game (1603) Permit issued or ___ Application filed (if applicable)
____ Associated CEQA Document(s)

10. ____ Other necessary permits filed (if applicable):
____ Use Permit/Variance ____ Septic System Permit
____ Groundwater Permit ____ Grading Permit  ____Other (________________ Permit)

11. ____ Pre-Submittal Application Review Meeting With Planning Division Staff [date:__________________]

12. ____ Signed Indemnification Agreement Form

13. ____ Correct Application Fees (including environment review fees) in the amount of $_______________
[please make check payable to “Napa County”]    

Notes:

______________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________

Missing Items:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________

Follow-Up/Action/Recommendation:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________

In Attendance During Pre-Application Mtg.:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________:

S:\MyFiles\Correspondence\ \20  ECP \Documents\Applications\County\ -ECP_TrackI Application.doc

10,000

2001 20 2001 



INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT 

Pursuant to Chapter 1.30 of the Napa County Code, as part of the application for a discretionary land use 
project approval for the project identified below, Applicant agrees to defend, indemnify, release and hold 
harmless Napa County, its agents. officers, attorneys, employees, departments, boards and commissions 
(hereafter collectively "County") from any claim. action or proceeding (hereafter collectively "proceeding") 
brought against County, the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul the discretionary project 
approval of the County, or an action relating to this project required by any such proceeding to be taken 
to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act by County, or both. This indemnification shall 
include, but not be limited to damages awarded against the County, if any, and cost of suit, attorneys' fees, 
and other liabilities and expenses incurred in connection with such proceeding that relate to this 
drscretionary approval or an action related to this project taken to comply with CEQA whether incurred by 
the Applicant, the County, and/or the parties initiating or bringing such proceeding. Applicant further agrees 
to indemnify the County for all of County's costs, attorneys' fees, and damages, which the County incurs 
in enforcing this indemnification agreement. 

Applicant further agrees, as a condition of project approval, to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the 
County for all costs incurred in additional investigation of or study of, or for supplementing, redrafting. 
revising, or amending any document (such as an EIR, negative declaration, specific plan. or general 
plan amendment) if made necessary by said proceeding and if the Applicant desires to pursue securing 
approvals which are conditioned on the approval of such documents. 

In the event any such proceeding is brought, County shall promptly notify the Applicant of the 
proceeding, and County shall cooperate fully in the defense. If County fails to promptly notify the 
Applicant of the proceeding, or if County fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the Applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County. The County shall retain 
the right to participate in the defense of the proceeding if it bears its own attorneys' fees and costs, and 
defends the action in good faith. The Applicant shall not be required to pay or perform any settlement 
unless the settlement is approved by the Applicant. 

Leigh Sherwood Matthes 
Applicant (Printed) 

~f~ \ I z~n -~~ 
Date I I 

/\\.11Ih,-. \'1t1t•y,,nJ lr.i,k I Vtttt"Y~tll l<.t"['ld!~ 
In.i ... m11111~,11h>11 l\~,.....n..-nt 

Property Owner (if other than Applicant) (Signature) 

Wilham Merrill and Leigh Sherwood Matthes 
Property Owner (if other than Applicant) (Printed) 

025-070-043 
Assessor's Parcel Numbers 
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Hourly Fee Agreement 

PROJECT File: ______________________________; request for _____________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________.  I, _______________________________, the 
undersigned, hereby authorize the County of Napa to process the above referenced permit request in accordance with the Napa 
County Code. I am providing $ _________________ as a deposit to pay for County staff review, coordination and processing 
costs related to my permit request based on actual staff time expended and other direct costs. In making this deposit, I 
acknowledge and understand that the deposit may only cover a portion of the total processing costs. Actual costs for staff 
time are based on hourly rates adopted by the Board of Supervisors in the most current Napa County fee schedule. I also 
understand and agree that I am responsible for paying these costs even if the application is withdrawn or not approved. 

I understand and agree to the following terms and conditions of this Hourly Fee Agreement:  

1. Time spent by Napa County staff in processing my application and any direct costs will be billed against the available 
deposit. "Staff time" includes, but is not limited to, time spent reviewing application materials, site visits, responding by 
phone or correspondence to inquiries from the applicant, the applicant's representatives, neighbors and/or interested 
parties, attendance and participation at meetings and public hearings, preparation of staff reports and other 
correspondence, or responding to any legal challenges related to the application during the processing of your 
application. "Staff" includes any employee of the Planning, Building and Environmental Services Department (PBES), 
the Office of the County Counsel, or other County staff necessary for complete processing of the application.   “Direct 
costs” include any consultant costs for the peer review of materials submitted with the application, preparation of 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, expanded technical studies, project management, and/or 
other outside professional assistance required by the County and agreed to by the applicant.  The cost to manage 
consultant contracts by staff will also be billed against the available deposit. 

2. Staff will review the application for completeness and provide me with a good faith estimate of the full cost of 
processing the permit. Any requested additional deposit shall be submitted to PBES to allow continued processing of the 
project. 

3. I understand that the County desires to avoid incurring permit processing costs without having sufficient funds on 
deposit. If staff determines that inadequate funds are on deposit for continued processing, staff shall notify me in 
writing and request an additional deposit amount estimated necessary to complete processing of my application. I agree 
to submit sufficient funds as requested by staff to process the project through the hearing process within 30 days of the 
request.  

4. I understand that if the amount on deposit falls below zero, staff will notify me and stop work on the application until 
sufficient additional funds are provided 

5. If the final cost is less than the amount remaining on deposit, the unused portion of the deposit will be refunded to me.  
If the final cost is more than the available deposit, I agree to pay the amount due within 30 days of billing.  

6. If I fail to pay any invoices or requests for additional deposits within 30 days, the County may either stop processing my 
permit application, or after conducting a hearing, may deny my permit application. If I fail to pay any amount due after 
my application is approved, I understand that my permit may not be exercised, or may be subject to revocation. I further 
agree that no building, grading, sewage, or other project related permits will be issued if my account is in arrears. 

  

P21-00047-ECPA 

10,000.00 

Matthes Vineyard Track I Vineyard Development and Erosion Control Plan 

Leigh Matthes 
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 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA 94559 
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
David Morrison 

Director 
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April 19, 2021         CERTIFIED MAIL 
 
 
 
William and Leigh Matthes 
1508 Spring Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 
 
RE: Application Completeness Determination – Matthes Vineyard 

Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

 
 Dear Mr. and Mrs. Matthes, 
 

Thank you for the March 17, 2021 submittal of the referenced ECPA application, and for accommodating 
the site visit with Bartelt Engineering on April 12th.  The initial review of the subject ECPA application package 
has found that the information detailed in Exhibit A is needed to effectively enable the County to continue with 
the review of the request and to declare your application complete. 
 

Exhibit A also identifies environmental information necessary to adequately describe project and 
evaluate the significance of any potential impacts the project may have on the environment pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and to prepare a technically adequate and legally defensible 
CEQA document and determination: either a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. This 
information will also beneficial for compliance with the San Francisco Bay Regional Quality Control Board 
General Permit recently adopted for Vineyard Properties in the Napa River Watershed (Order #R2-2017-0033). 
 

The ECPA is also under review by the Napa County Engineering Division for its technical adequacy in 
meeting no net increase soil loss and runoff requirements, and to verify project soil loss and hydrologic 
modeling assumptions.  Any information or modifications to the Project’s soil loss or hydrologic modeling 
requested by the Engineering Division to determine the adequacy of the ECPA will need to be provided to 
declare the application complete and continue its processing. The Engineering Technical Adequacy Review 
Memo is attached. 
 

This is a preliminary identification of information known to be necessary at this time to initiate the 
environmental impact analysis required by CEQA and continue processing of the application.  Ongoing review 
of the project, including the re-scheduled site visit with PPI Engineering (date to be determined), may require 
additional information, including the supplementing of reports that have not been prepared in a manner 
consistent with County protocol or are otherwise necessary to provide adequate CEQA disclosure and analysis, 
or complete application processing.   
 
 Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1 (AB-52 - Gatto), the Middletown Rancheria, 
the Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley, and the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation will be sent consultation 

A Tradition o1 Stewardship 
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invitations. You will be advised of any other communications the County receives from the aforementioned 
Tribes on this matter.   
 

Thank you in advance for providing the above material in one re-submittal package with all revised 
plans, reports, or other resubmitted documents clearly marked “revised” and dated, and in an electronic format 
(.pdf, with plans converted directly from the CAD files), as well as hard copy, to facilitate uploading of the 
materials to the County’s current projects website in accordance with the direction of the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors (http://www.countyofnapa.org/PBES/CurrentProjects/). 
 

Please be advised that if the information requested in Exhibit A is not provided within 120 days of the 
date of this letter (i.e. by August 17, 2021), the application will be deemed “abandoned” pursuant to Section 
401(b)(2) of Napa County’s Local CEQA Procedures, unless an extension is granted by the Director as provided 
in the Procedures.  Should the application be deemed abandoned, any unused funds will be returned and no 
further work will be performed on the application.   
 

I would also like to take this opportunity to remind you that processing of this application is billed on 
a time and materials basis: the original application fee paid is a deposit into the project account that is drawn 
against when work is performed.  Generally, once the account balance reaches $1500.00 additional funds will 
be requested to cover costs associated with continue processing. 
 

Upon receipt and review of this letter, please feel free to contact me, if necessary, at (707) 259-5934 or 
pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org to discuss your application or the requested information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Pamela Arifian 
 
Pam Arifian 
Planner III 
 
 
 
cc: Brian Bordona, Deputy Director, Planning Building and Environmental Services (via email) 

Patrick Ryan, Engineering Manager, Engineering Division (via email) 
Bartelt Engineering, 1303 Jefferson Street, Suite 200B, Napa, CA 94559 (Certified Mail) 
Project files (without enclosures) 

 
 
Enclosures: Exhibit A, Application Completeness Determination – Information Request: No. P21-00047-ECPA 
 Exhibit B, GIS Extrapolated channels and ECP layers 
 Engineering Memo dated April 16, 2021 
 Water Availability Analysis Guidance Document 

http://www.countyofnapa.org/PBES/CurrentProjects/
mailto:pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org


EXHIBIT A 
APPLICATION COMPLETENESS DETERMINATION – INFORMATION REQUEST 

Matthes Vineyard P21-00047-ECPA: APN 025-070-043 
 
1. Agricultural Erosion Control Plan Application Completeness Items:  This information is necessary to; 
clearly define and describe the full extent of the proposed project; adequately disclose, assess, and minimize 
potential impacts of the project pursuant to CEQA; assess the project’s compliance with applicable General Plan 
Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; and complete the ECPA application. 

 

a. Vegetation Canopy Cover Retention and Removal Mitigation:  
i. The Vegetation Canopy Cover analysis provided is based on the 2016 aerial. Per NCC 8.80.130B, 

Conservation Regulations for fire-damaged properties, the vegetation retention analysis should 
utilize the aerial from June 19, 2018; please update accordingly. 

ii. Conservation Regulations 18.108.020D obligates the County to mitigate vegetation canopy cover 
removal on a 3:1 ratio (unless otherwise noted in that section) through preservation of comparable 
cover or replacement. Further, it obligates the County to prioritize mitigation on lands with slopes 
of 30% or less and outside of stream setbacks (18.108.020D1) and, if not feasible, on land with 
slopes up to 50% in areas that result in the highest biological and water quality protections as 
determined by the Director. As shown, a majority of the proposed oak woodland preservation 
area is located on land with slopes over 30%, and within the PG&E easement area. Please revise 
the proposed preservation area to meet these priorities (refer also to 2, Biological Resources 
Assessment items a-b, below). 
 

b. ECPA plans and/or narrative:  Please provide revised plans and/or narrative that include, show or 
clarifying the information below: 
i. The stream course as shown on the plans appears different than that identified in the wetland 

delineation found in the Biological Resources Report. Please confirm top-of-bank and setbacks for 
A2, B2. 

ii. The location(s) for chemical mixing, cleaning, and storage. 
iii. The location(s) and limits of proposed staging, rock stockpiles and/or crushing activities, and/or 

material and equipment storage area(s).   
iv. The Water Availability Analysis states that water would be pumped from the well to an irrigation 

storage tank prior to entering the irrigation system. Please include proposed water tank location 
on the site plan. 

v. Refer to 2, Biological Resources Assessment item c, below. Pending response to that item, revise 
the block boundaries to provide appropriate setbacks from the identified feature. 

 
2. Supplemental Environmental Information:  The following information is necessary for the County to; 
adequately disclose and evaluate potential impacts of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA; assess the 
project’s compliance with applicable General Plan Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; 
and to complete the ECPA application to continue its review and processing. 
 

Biological Resources Assessment:  
a. The Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Northwest Biosurvey (dated June 23, 2020) assesses 

the impacts of a project area that does not include proposed Blocks A2 and B2. Given the location of 
these blocks adjacent to stream setbacks and within the oak woodland community, please provide an 



addendum to the report, including a floristic survey and identifying impacts related to the currently 
proposed project area (including A2 and B2) and any potential additional mitigation. 

b. As observed on the site visit, the steep slopes and rocky substrate through much of the proposed oak 
woodland preservation area (in addition to the PG&E easement that bisects it) may not result in the 
“highest biological and water quality protections” as required by the vegetation removal mitigation 
requirements found in NCC 18.108.020D and D.1 Please include an opinion of the quality of oak 
woodland habitat in the proposed preservation area in relation to that on the rest of the parcel and the 
habitat proposed for removal. 

c. County GIS shows a potential ephemeral drainage on the western side of the parcel, near the vineyard 
on the adjacent parcel (APN 025-110-062 – refer to Exhibit B). While the contours for that potential 
drainage were reasonably visible despite the boulders on the site visit and thanks to the lack of 
vegetation post-fire, no water was present anywhere on site. County observations from previous work 
on the neighboring parcel ECP include reports of water observed flowing under and between the 
rocks in that drainage, and it was determined to be an ephemeral stream, although there is no obvious 
bed and bank due to the water traveling through the boulders. Please confirm that this area was 
considered and included in the biologist’s delineation and survey, and update as necessary.  
 

Cultural Resources Report 
d. The Cultural Resources Evaluation prepared by ARS (dated July 2, 2020) assesses the impacts of a 

project area that does not include proposed Blocks A2 and B2, and references a potential prehistoric 
resource in the vicinity that was not located during their site visit due to thick vegetation. Please re-
assess post-fire, confirm that any potential sites are located outside of vineyard block boundaries and 
have been recorded appropriately. Please include any potential project-related impacts and 
recommendations for mitigation.  

 
Water Availability Analysis 
e. The Forman well is a non-project well located within 500’ of the proposed project well; as such, please 

perform a Tier II analysis to ensure per Napa County WAA Guidance Document (enclosed). 
 

3. Notification Information/Listing:  A listing of the current owners of all the properties located within 1,000 
feet of the project site/holding will be necessary to circulate the CEQA document for public review and 
comment.  The notification information shall include the property owner’s names, their addresses, and the 
assessor’s parcel numbers of the property owned. Also see the enclosed Adjoining Property Owner List 
Requirements instruction sheet.  You will be advised when the notification information will need to be provided. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

Date: April 16, 2021 

From: Daniel Hornett 

Re: Permit No. P21-00047 
Matthes Vineyards 
APN 025-070-043 
Erosion Control Plan 

David Morrison 
Director 

After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan (ECP) request the Engineering Division has determined 
the application to be incomplete. Please incorporate the following feedback into your plan set and report: 

USLE 

1. Transect A is calculated with a slope of 21 % however the slope sections on sheet EC3 list transect 
A as having 20% slope. Please revise for consistency. 

2. Please clarify why USLE calculations account for 4 transect Cs and 2 transect Gs. if these are 
intended to be transect segments to model an irregular slope, please revise analysis to follow the 
procedure described on page 16 of USDA Ag Handbook 537. 

3. According to the 1978 Napa County Soil Survey, Kidd Complex and Kidd part of Rock outcrops 
have T=l and no K value. 

a. Please provide the reference material for the K value used. 
4. Repeating the LS calculation using the same slope and section lengths does not yield the same 

results as provided in the USLE report. Please check the calculation for consistency with LS 
calculation on page 12 of Ag Handbook 537 

a. Provided LS values for transects B, I, and J are higher than calculated 
b. Provided LS values for transects A, D, E, F, G], Hare lower than calculated 
c. Transect G2 is significantly different than calculated. Calculations result in LS=3.76, not 6.2 
d. LS for transect K appears to be accurate. 

5. Please clarify why LS for transect G1 increases between existing and proposed conditions with no 
change in slope or transect section length. 

6. Please revise cover descriptions for each transect and clearly state each component: 
a. Height of canopy 
b. Percentage of canopy cover 
c. Percentage of ground cover (independent of canopy) 

i. Constitution o.f ground cover 
I. Percentage of grassy material comprising the total ground cover 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4 417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 
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Hydrology 

2. Percentage of broad leafed/weedy material comprising the ground cover 
3. Decaying ground litter greater than 2 inches deep should be accounted in 

the G (grassy) cover factor. 

1. Based on the site visit on 4/12/21, the vegetation exhibit on sheet EC9, and the biologist's report, 
the majority of Watershed A appears to be a mixed chapparal type vegetation. 

a. Please revise curve numbers to use a more appropriate land use selection than Woods and 
Grass Combination, such as Mixed Brush. 

2. Please remove the run-off factor sheets. The Rational Method as provided .in the Napa County 
Road and Street Standards is intended for design of roadways and roadway culverts. 

a. 1t appears these factors are inputed into the analysis as Manning's n for sheet flow. Please 
justify these values in terms of other comparable Manning's n values instead. 

3. Explain how the pre-project analysis for watersheds A and C accounts for the linear outlet/point 
of interest to provide an accurate peak flow across the entire outlet. 

4, The time of concentration flow path for Watershed B only reaches the entrance of the channel. 
.Please revise pre-project Watershed 8 analysis to calculate for peak runoff where flows 
concentrate at the bottom of the sub-watershed. 

5. Please provide a hydraulic analysis exhibit demonstrating all drainage infrastructure including 
subbasins, nod.es, links, pipes and channels using the same naming conventions as in the 
proposed condition summaries (pages 70-72 and 113-116 of the drainage report), in order to 
verify the ro1.1ting 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Harnett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Daniel.Homett@countyofnapa.org. 



September 9, 2022 
Job No. 20-01 

 
 

Pam Arifian  
Napa County Planning, Building  
& Environmental Health Services 
Planning Division 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

Re:  Matthes Vineyards Erosion Control Plan, Meadowood Lane, Napa County, CA, APN 
025-070-043, Permit #P21-00047-ECPA 

Dear Mrs. Arifian: 

We are in receipt of your Memorandum dated April 19, 2021 and the Memorandum from 
Daniel Hornett at Napa County Engineering Division dated April 16, 2021 regarding the 
above referenced project and offer the following responses (in italics). 

Exhibit A: 
1.a. Vegetation Canopy Cover Retention and Removal Mitigation 
i. The Vegetation Canopy Cover analysis provided is based on the 2016 aerial. Per NCC 

8.80.130B, Conservation Regulations for fire-damaged properties, the vegetation 
retention analysis should utilize the aerial from June 19, 2018; please update 
accordingly. 

The aerial image shown on the plans is the 2018 image provided by the Napa County 
GIS department. The note on the plans has been corrected. 

ii. Conservation Regulations 18.108.020D obligates the County to mitigate vegetation 
canopy cover removal on a 3:1 ratio (unless otherwise noted in that section) through 
preservation of comparable cover or replacement. Further, it obligates the County to 
prioritize mitigation on lands with slopes of 30% or less and outside of stream 
setbacks (18.108.020D1) and, if not feasible, on land with slopes up to 50% in areas 
that result in the highest biological and water quality protections as determined by 
the Director. As shown, a majority of the proposed oak woodland preservation area 
is located on land with slopes over 30%, and within the PG&E easement area. Please 
revise the proposed preservation area to meet these priorities (refer also to 2, 
Biological Resources Assessment items a-b, below). 

The Oak Woodland Preservation Area identified on the plans has been revised to 
exclude the PG&E easement and expanded to include the area previously marked 
for vineyard Block A2 as recommended by the biologist. The unique shape of this 
area raises concerns about how it will be described/identified by a land surveyor 
during the easement creation process. 

1.b. ECPA plans and/or narrative: 
i. The stream course as shown on the plans appears different than that identified in the 

wetland delineation found in the Biological Resources Report. Please confirm top-
of-bank and setbacks for A2, B2. 
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The stream course shown on the plans was determined using the aerial survey 
provided by Albion Surveys, dated January 10, 2006. The alignment of the stream 
has been coordinated with the biologist and archeologist and their respective reports 
have been updated. The top-of-bank and setback near vineyard block B2 has been 
confirmed as shown on the plans. 

ii. The location(s) for chemical mixing, cleaning, and storage. 

There is no proposed onsite chemical mixing, cleaning, and storage for this project. 
These tasks will be performed offsite as noted in our response to Item #6 in section 
“Itemized Fertilizer and Pesticide Information” of the “Attachment A, Supplemental 
Project Information”. 

iii. The location(s) and limits of proposed staging, rock stockpiles and/or crushing 
activities, and/or material and equipment storage area(s). 

The proposed staging, material, and equipment storage area will be temporary and 
will be near the existing well. Rock stockpiles and/or crushing activities will follow 
the construction of the vineyard blocks as they are developed. Per the Narrative 
Supplement, rock spoils generated as a result of land disturbing activity will be used 
onsite as part of the erosion control measures. 

iv. The Water Availability Analysis states that water would be pumped from the well to 
an irrigation storage tank prior to entering the irrigation system. Please include 
proposed water tank location on the site plan. 

Two (2) 10,000 gallon irrigation storage tanks are shown on the plans north of Block 
B1 near the property line. 

v. Refer to 2, Biological Resources Assessment item c, below. Pending response to that 
item, revise the block boundaries to provide appropriate setbacks from the identified 
feature. 

A revised Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Northwest Biosurvey is 
included with this resubmittal which addresses any potential ephemeral drainage on 
the parcel. 

2.Biological Resources Assessment 
a. The Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Northwest Biosurvey (dated June 

23, 2020) assesses the impacts of a project area that does not include proposed 
Blocks A2 and B2. Given the location of these blocks adjacent to stream setbacks 
and within the oak woodland community, please provide an addendum to the 
report, including a floristic survey and identifying impacts related to the currently 
proposed project area (including A2 and B2) and any potential additional mitigation. 

A revised Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Northwest Biosurvey is 
included in this resubmittal that addresses the entire parcel and all proposed vineyard 
blocks. 

b. As observed on the site visit, the steep slopes and rocky substrate through much of 

BARTELT 
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the proposed oak woodland preservation area (in addition to the PG&E easement 
that bisects it) may not result in the “highest biological and water quality 
protections” as required by the vegetation removal mitigation requirements found 
in NCC 18.108.020D and D.1 Please include an opinion of the quality of oak 
woodland habitat in the proposed preservation area in relation to that on the rest of 
the parcel and the habitat proposed for removal. 

A revised Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Northwest Biosurvey is 
included with this resubmittal which addresses the entire parcel, all proposed 
vineyard blocks, and the quality of the existing oak woodland habitat now being 
preserved in the area where Block A2 was previously identified to be developed. 
Block A2 is no longer proposed under this application. 

c. County GIS shows a potential ephemeral drainage on the western side of the parcel, 
near the vineyard on the adjacent parcel (APN 025-110-062 – refer to Exhibit B). 
While the contours for that potential drainage were reasonably visible despite the 
boulders on the site visit and thanks to the lack of vegetation post-fire, no water was 
present anywhere on site. County observations from previous work on the 
neighboring parcel ECP include reports of water observed flowing under and 
between the rocks in that drainage, and it was determined to be an ephemeral 
stream, although there is no obvious bed and bank due to the water traveling 
through the boulders. Please confirm that this area was considered and included in 
the biologist’s delineation and survey, and update as necessary. 

A revised Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Northwest Biosurvey is 
included with this resubmittal which addresses any potential ephemeral drainage on 
the parcel. 

d. The Cultural Resources Evaluation prepared by ARS (dated July 2, 2020) assesses the 
impacts of a project area that does not include proposed Blocks A2 and B2, and 
references a potential prehistoric resource in the vicinity that was not located during 
their site visit due to thick vegetation. Please re-assess post-fire, confirm that any 
potential sites are located outside of vineyard block boundaries and have been 
recorded appropriately. Please include any potential project-related impacts and 
recommendations for mitigation. 

A revised Cultural Resources Evaluation prepared by ARS is included with this 
resubmittal which addresses the entire parcel, all proposed vineyard blocks, any 
potential sites, and provides mitigation recommendations which have been 
incorporated into the proposed project. 

e. The Forman well is a non-project well located within 500’ of the proposed project 
well; as such, please perform a Tier II analysis to ensure per Napa County WAA 
Guidance Document (enclosed). 

The Water Availability Analysis (WAA) has been updated to address the non-project 
(Forman) well using the Tier II criteria. Additionally, the WAA has been updated to 
consider the recent Board of Supervisors Executive Order regarding limits on 
groundwater extraction (0.3 acre-feet per acre annually). 

BARTELT 
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USLE: 
1. Transect A is calculated with a slope of 21% however the slope sections on sheet 

EC3 list transect A as having 20% slope.  Please revise for inconsistency. 

The slope shown on the plans for the Transect A for Vineyard Block A has been 
updated to 21% so that it is now consistent with the USLE worksheet. 

2. Please clarify why USLE calculations account for 4 transect Cs and 2 transect Gs.  If 
these are intended to be transect segments to model an irregular slope, please revise 
analysis to follow the procedure described on page 16 of USDA AG Handbook 537. 

Transect C for Block A1 has been revised into three (3) segments which account for 
a soil change and a concave slope. Transect G for Block B1 has two (2) segments 
which account for a change in soil type. Both transects analysis follow the USDA AG 
Handbook 537 procedure. 

3. According to the 1978 Napa County Soil Survey, Kidd Complex, and Kidd part of 
Rock outcrops have T=1 and no K value. 
a. Please provide the reference material for the K value used. 

Included in this resubmittal is the RUSLE2 Related Attributes provided by Kelly Gin 
of the USDA NRCS which show corresponding K-values used for the Rock outcrop-
Kidd complex, 50 to 75% slopes, soil type (177). 

4. Repeating the LS Calculation using the same slope and section lengths does not yield 
the same results as provided in the USLE report. Please check the calculation for 
consistency with LS calculation on page 12 of Ag Handbook 537. 
a.  Provided LS values for transects B, I, and J are higher than calculated. 
b.  Provided LS values for transects A, D, E, F, G1, H are lower than calculated. 
c.  Transect G2 is significantly different than calculated. Calculations result in 
LS=3.76, not 6.2 

USLE calculations have been revised and verified. Small discrepancies may occur 
due to calculation rounding. Transect G has been relabeled as E for Block B1. 
Transect E has two (2) segments of approximately the same length but a different soil 
type. Following the procedure for Irregular Slopes in the USDA Ag Handbook 537, 
the total slope length of 180 +/- feet is considered when determining the LS; 
therefore, the segment LS values are equal to 4.98 and 6.89 for the 21% and 27% 
portions, respectively. 

d.  LS for transect K appears to be accurate. 

Transect K in Block C has been removed and now only transect H remains. 

5. Please clarify why LS for transect G1 increases between existing and proposed 
conditions with no change in slope or transect section length. 

Transect G1 has been relabeled as E1 for Block B1. The LS and corresponding LSs 
calculation for E1 has been corrected so there is no change between existing and 
proposed conditions. 

BARTELT 
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6. Please revise cover descriptions for each transect and clearly state each component; 
 a. Height of canopy 

 b. Percentage of canopy cover 
 c. Percentage of ground cover (independent of canopy) 
  i. Constitution of ground cover 
   1. Percentage of grassy material comprising the total ground cover 

2. Percentage of broadleafed/weedy material comprising the 
ground cover. 

3. Decaying ground litter greater than 2 inches deep should be 
accounted in the G (grassy) cover factor. 

The requested information can be found in the “Existing Condition”, “Cover” , and 
“% Ground Cover” sections of the worksheets. Only those characteristics being 
considered that apply to the condition are provided (ie. if there is no “decaying 
ground litter” then a description is omitted rather than providing a “0%” notation). 

Hydrology: 
7. Based on the site visit on 4/12/21, the vegetation exhibit on sheet EC9, and the 

biologist’s report, the majority of Watershed A appears to be a mixed chapparal type 
vegetation. 

a. Please revise curve numbers to use a more appropriate land use selection than 
Woods and Grass Combination, such as Mixed Brush. 

The Curve Numbers used in the Drainage Report have been revised based on the 
biologist’s report and field visits by Bartelt Engineering staff. A CN representing the 
mixed chaparral, grass, and rock outcrops has been implemented where applicable. 

8. Please remove the run-off factor sheets.  The Rational Method as provided in the 
Napa County Road and Street Standards is intended for design of roadways and 
roadway culverts. 

a. It appears these factors are inputted into the analysis as Mannings’s for sheet 
flow.  Please justify these values in terms of other comparable Manning’s n 
values instead. 

Manning’s values have been updated based on the TR-55 manual and not the 
NCR&SS run-off factor sheets. 

9. Explain how the pre-project analysis for watersheds A and C accounts for the linear 
outlet/point of interest to provide an accurate peak flow across the entire outlet. 

The Drainage Report discusses why Watersheds A & C can be considered linear 
points of concentration rather than your typical singular point. Based on the 
topographic contours and field visits, a discrete single point of concentration was not 
identified for the existing (pre-development0 condition. Furthermore, the proposed 
tee-spreaders and rock energy dissipator and level spreader provide the means that 
force the discharge to return linear or parallel, overland sheet flow rather than 
concentrated flow. 
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10. The time of concentration flow path for Watershed B only reaches the entrance of 
the channel. Please revise the pre-project Watershed B analysis to calculate for peak 
runoff where flows concentrate at the bottom of the sub-watershed. 

The Point of Concentration location for Watershed B has been revised to include an 
analysis of channel flow within the existing drainage course just prior to the existing 
gravel access road. 

11. Please provide a hydraulic analysis exhibit demonstrating all drainage infrastructure 
including subbasins, nodes, links, pipes, and channels using the same naming 
conventions as in the proposed condition summaries (pages 70-72 and 113-116 of 
the drainage report), in order to verify the routing. 

As we discussed on the phone, all the drop inlets (DI) shown on the plans have labels 
that correspond to the calculation worksheets. Catchment areas (subbasins), 
diversion swales (DV/channels/links), and drop inlets (DI/junctions/nodes) are 
associated with each other by similar naming convention (ie. DV-23 intercepts flow 
from catchment Sub-A_23 and conveys it to DI 23). 

If you require any additional information or have any questions regarding the information 
provided, please feel free to contact me at your earliest convenience at (707) 258-1301. 

Sincerely, 

Michael G. Grimes, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

Enclosures 

cc: Greg Desmond, Desmond Land Use Consulting 
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ATradition of Stewardship 
A Commitment to Service 

October 12, 2022 

William and Leigh Matthes 
1508 Spring Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 

Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

David Morrison 
Director 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

RE: Application Completeness Determination #2- Matthes Vineyard 
Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Matthes, 

Thank you for the September 12, 2022 resubrnittal of the referenced ECP A application. The initial 
review of the subject ECP A application package has found that the information detailed in Exhibit A is needed 
to effectively enable the County to continue with the review of the request and to declare your application 
complete. 

Exhibit A also identifies environmental information necessary to adequately describe project and 
evaluate the significance of any potential impacts the project may have on the environment pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and to prepare a technically adequate and legally defensible 
CEQA document and determination: either a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. 

The ECP A is also under review by the Napa County Engineering Division for its technical adequacy in 
meeting no net increase soil loss and runoff requirements, and to verify project soil loss and hydrologic 
modeling assumptions. Any information or modifications to the Project's soil loss or hydrologic modeling 
requested by the Engineering Division to determine the adequacy of the ECP A will need to be provided to 
declare the application complete and continue its processing. The Engineering Review Memo for the 
resubmitted project is forthcoming. 

This is a preliminary identification of information known to be necessary at this time to initiate the 
environmental impact analysis required by CEQA and continue processing of the application. Ongoing review 
of the project may require additional information, including the supplementing of reports that have not been 
prepared in a manner consistent with County protocol or are otherwise necessary to provide adequate CEQA 
disclosure and analysis, or complete application processing. 

Thank you in advance for providing the requested material in one re-submittal package with all revised 
plans, reports, or other resubmitted documents clearly marked "revised" and dated, and in an electronic format 
(.pdf, with plans converted directly from the CAD files), as well as hard copy, to facilitate uploading of the 
materials to the County's current projects website in accordance with the direction of the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors (http://www.countyofnapa.org/PBES/CurrentProjects/). 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



Please be advised that if the information requested in Exhibit A is not provided within 90 days of the 
date of this letter (i.e. by January 10, 2023), the application will be deemed "abandoned" pursuant to Section 
40l(b)(2) of Napa County's Local CEQA Procedures, unless an extension is granted by the Director as provided 
in the Procedures. Should the application be deemed abandoned, any unused funds will be returned and no 
further work will be performed on the application. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to remind you that processing of this application is billed on 
a time and materials basis: the original application fee paid is a deposit into the project account that is drawn 
against when work is performed. Generally, once the account balance reaches $1500.00 additional funds will 
be requested to cover costs associated with continue processing. 

Upon receipt and review of this letter, please feel free to contact me, if necessary, at (707) 259-5934 or 
pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org to discuss your application or the requested information. 

Sincerely, 

(iti/i:-· 
Planner ill 

cc: Patrick Ryan, Deputy Director, PBES (via email) 
Bartelt Engineering, 1303 Jefferson Street, Suite 200B, Napa, CA 94559 (via email with enclosures) 
Project files (without enclosures) 

Enclosures: Exhibit A, Application Completeness Determination #2 - Information Request: No. P21-00047-ECPA 



EXHIBIT A 
APPLICATION COMPLETENESS DETERMINATION #2-INFORMATION REQUEST 

Matthes Vineyard P21..()0047-ECPA: APN 025,-070..()43 

1. Agricultural Erosion Control Plan Application Completeness Items: This information is necessary to; 
clearly define and describe the full extent of the proposed project; adequately disclose, assess, and minimize 
potential impacts of the project pursuant to CEQA; assess the project's compliance with applicable General Plan 
Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; and complete the ECPA application. 

a. Vegetation Removal & Mitigation: 
L Thank you for the revised vegetation canopy cover removal mitigation preservation area details. 

Sheet EC9 indicates that 0.2-acre of coniferous forest and 2.3 acres of oak woodland would be 
removed by the proposed project for a total of 2.5 acres of vegetation canopy cover removal. 
However, the 3:1 removal mitigation ratio is based on the oak woodland canopy removal only, for 
a total 3:1 mitigation ratio of 6.9 acres. Per NCC Section 18.108.030, the vegetation canopy cover 
includes both oak woodland and coniferous forest; therefore, the 3:1 removal mitigation ratio 
should include a total of 7.5 acres (2.5 acres x 3). Please revise Sheet EC9 and ECl preservation 
area accordingly. Also confirm whether the vineyard road between Block A and C is included in 
the canopy cover removal and mitigation analysis; revise as necessary. 

ii. As shown, the proposed vegetation preservation area (ECl) encroaches into the easement area, in 
which the Grantee is allowed to clear trees, as detailed on page 3 item 4(a) of the Grant of 
Easement 1995-026964 that was attached to the W AA (thank you for providing the recorded 
easement). Please revise the preservation area on Sheet ECl to exclude vegetation canopy cover 
within the easement area. 

m. As proposed, the project would remove 60% of the total 0.1-acre blue oak woodland found on the 
parcel, as identified in the biological resources report. Revise plans to exclude from development 
all of the identified blue oak woodland pursuant to General Plan Policy CON-24, which requires 
maintenance and improvement of species diversity and mixture of species to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

b. ECPA: 

i. Please indicate whether the irrigation tanks are included in total disturbed area for Block B-1. 
ii. It is noted from the response letter for item Lb.iii that the staging, material and equipment storage 

area will be temporary and near the existing well, although it is unclear whether that is within 
Block Al or outside of that block. If outside of the proposed development areas, the area will need 
to be disclosed in the environmental document; please indicate on the plans and include total area 
for that temporary disturbance, as well as restoration plans (if not included in footprint of Block 
Al). 

iii. Remove Mitigation Measure 2. 
iv. Revise Mitigation Measure 5 to read "All mapped drainages and required setbacks (pursuant to 

Napa County Code Section 18.108.025) shall be avoided." Remove Mitigation Measure 6, which 
alludes to work in or near the ephemeral drainage. 

v. Remove section entitled "Recommended Measures" as discussed. 

2. Supplemental Environmental Information: The following information is necessary for the County to; 
adequately disclose and evaluate potential impacts of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA; assess the 



project's compliance with applicable General Plan Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; 
and to complete the ECP A application to continue its review and processing. 

Water Availability Analysis 

a. The groundwater demand analysis accurately assesses the proposed vineyard development as well 
as the primary residence entitled under viewshed permit #P07-00370. However, the recharge area 
includes the approximate 0.25-acre development area of the residence, which would not be available 
for recharge at full buildout. Please revise the W AA to exclude the residential development area from 
the recharge analysis to more accurately and conservatively assess the groundwater recharge and 
water availability for the proposed project. 

b. Due to ongoing and projected continued drought, the County practice is to use the most conservative 
recharge precipitation and recharge volumes, and has moved away from the dry/ wet year analysis 
based on the 30 year PRISM data to utilization of the PRISM data from the 10 most recent available 
years, which more accurately represents the current condition. The Track 1 WAA utilized the 30-year 
PRSIM data and identified a dry year (1994) recharge rate of 7.9 acre feet. As proposed, proposed 
demand for the vineyard and entitled residence is above the dry-year recharge rate at 9.33 acre-feet 
per year. To be consistent with current County practice, please either revise the Track 1 recharge 
analysis utilizing the most recent 10 year PRISM data, or leave as-is, recognizing that the County will 
be obligated to cap groundwater use at that dry year recharge amount and mitigate the project size 
accordingly. 



A Tradition ~ f Stewardship 
A Commltmonl to Service 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

Date: October 14, 2022 

Planning, Building & En11lronm&ntal SeNices 

1195 Third Street. Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

David Morrison 
Director 

From: Daniel Homett 

Re: Permit No. P21-00047 

Matthes Vineyards 
APN 025-070-043 

Erosion Control Plan 

After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan {ECP) request the Engineering Division has determined 
the application to be incomplete. Please incorporate the following feedback into your plan set and report 

USLE 
1. Please provide a spot spray exhibit for areas requiring 90% percept coverage in Block A 1 
2. The USLE evaluation of transects C and E does not appear to follow the Ag Handbook 537 

guidance for irregular slopes. The irregular slope methodology requires equilength segments that 
are evaluated for LS, then multiplied by the M factors provided in Table 4 of Ag Handbook 537 
which weights the soil loss along the segments of the irregular transect. 

Hydrology 

a. The proposed conditions may not require an irregular slope analysis as the diversion 
ditches break up the flow paths. Therefore, the relevant proposed-condition to compare to 
the pre-project condition is the section between diversion ditches with the highest soil loss 
value. 

1. Please provide a source or cakluations for the "run-off factors" used as Manning's n values. 
2. The "bare and untilled" surface type is used for modeling vineyard conditions and pre-project 

chapparal/grassland. Please choose more representative surface coverage types that depicts the 
vegetation growth. "Cultivated straight rows" or "short grass pasture'' may be accurate for the 
vineyard conditions. The pre-project chapparal conditions may be more accurately modeled as 
"short grass pasture" or "woodland surface." 

3. The drainage report demonstrates an increase in peakflow runoff in watershed Bin the 50 and 
100 year storms 

a. The results in Table 8 for watershed Bare not consistent with the values in other tables 
4. Watershed Bis primarily located in a conifer and oak forest, however the pre-project curve 

number is modeled as Woods & Grass Combo (Fair). Please revise the land use types to more 
accurately reflect the pre-project conditions. 

Planning Dl\lision 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-447, 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



P21-00047 - MATTHES VJN'EYARD 
ENGINEERING SERVICE 

TECHNICAL REYJEW 

Page 2 or 2 

5. In watershed B the pre-project surface type for shallow concentrated flow is modeled as "Forest", 
and the post-project is modeled as "woodland", however there is no apparent change in the 
flowpath. Please revise for consistency. 

6. The time of concentration flow path for Watershed B only reaches the entrance of the channel. 
Please revise pre-project Watershed B analysis to calculate for peak runoff where flows 
concentrate at the bottom of the sub-watershed. 

7. Please revise the pre-project flowpath in watershed C to be more consistent with the location of 
the post-project flowpath through the chapparal/grassy area. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Homett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Da11iel.Homett@countyofnapC1.org. 



November 30, 2022 
Job No. 20-01 

 

Pam Arifian 
Napa County Planning, Building & Environmental Services Department 
Engineering and Conservation Division 
1195 Third Street, Second Floor 
Napa, CA 94558 

Re: Matthes Vineyard Agricultural Erosion Control Plan, Meadowood Lane, St. Helena, CA 
APN 025-070-043, #P21-00047-ECPA 

Dear Mrs. Arifian: 

We are in receipt of your letter dated October 12, 2022 and the Memorandum prepared by 
Daniel Hornett of the Engineering Division dated October 14, 2022 regarding the above 
mentioned project located at the APN referenced above and offer the following responses 
to your comments (in italics): 

AGRICULTURAL EROSION CONTROL PLAN APPLICATION COMPLETENESS 
ITEMS: VEGETATION REMOVAL & MITIGATION 

1. Thank you for the revised vegetation canopy cover removal mitigation preservation 
area details. Sheet EC9 indicates that 0.2-acre of coniferous forest and 2.3 acres of 
oak woodland would be removed by the proposed project for a total of 2.5 acres of 
vegetation canopy cover removal. However, the 3:1 removal mitigation ratio is based 
on the oak woodland canopy removal only, for a total 3:1 mitigation ratio of 6.9 
acres. Per NCC Section 18.108.030, the vegetation canopy cover includes both oak 
woodland and coniferous forest; therefore, the 3:1 removal mitigation ratio should 
include a total of 7.5 acres (2.5 acres x 3). Please revise Sheet EC9 and EC1 
preservation area accordingly. Also confirm whether the vineyard road between 
Block A and C is included in the canopy cover removal and mitigation analysis; 
revise as necessary. 

The plans and calculations have been revised to include both the proposed 
coniferous forest and oak woodland canopy removal and associated mitigation area. 

2. As shown, the proposed vegetation preservation area (EC1) encroaches into the 
easement area, in which the Grantee is allowed to clear trees, as detailed on page 3 
item 4(a) of the Grant of Easement 1995-026964 that was attached to the WAA (thank 
you for providing the recorded easement). Please revise the preservation area on 
Sheet EC1 to exclude vegetation canopy cover within the easement area. 

The plans have been revised to exclude the easement area but still satisfy the 
preservation area requirement. 

3. As proposed, the project would remove 60% of the total 0.1-acre blue oak woodland 
found on the parcel, as identified in the biological resources report. Revise plans to 
exclude from development all of the identified blue oak woodland pursuant to 
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General Plan Policy CON-24, which requires maintenance and improvement of 
species diversity and mixture of species to the maximum extent feasible. 

The plans have been revised so that none of the blue oak woodland habitat is 
removed as a result of the proposed project. 

AGRICULTURAL EROSION CONTROL PLAN APPLICATION COMPLETENESS 
ITEMS: ECPA 

1. Please indicate whether the irrigation tanks are included in total disturbed area for 
Block B-1. 

The proposed irrigation tank pads are included in the Disturbed Acreage calculation 
shown on sheet EC3 of the plans. 

2. It is noted from the response letter for item 1.b.iii that the staging, material and 
equipment storage area will be temporary and near the existing well, although it is 
unclear whether that is within Block A1 or outside of that block. If outside of the 
proposed development areas, the area will need to be disclosed in the environmental 
document; please indicate on the plans and include total area for that temporary 
disturbance, as well as restoration plans (if not included in footprint of Block A1). 

The staging, material, and equipment storage area shown on the plans will be 
temporary during the vineyard development phase(s); however, this area will 
permanently remain available during agricultural vineyard operations (harvest, 
annual erosion control implementation, etc.) and therefore the proposed deer 
fencing, BMPs, and the Disturbed Acreage value has been revised to include this 
area. 

3. Remove Mitigation Measure 2. 

Mitigation Measure #2 has been removed. 

4. Revise Mitigation Measure 5 to read "All mapped drainages and required setbacks 
(pursuant to Napa County Code Section 18.108.025) shall be avoided." Remove 
Mitigation Measure 6, which alludes to work in or near the ephemeral drainage. 

Mitigation Measure #5 has been updated. 

5. Remove section entitled "Recommended Measures" as discussed. 

All Recommended Measures have been removed. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION: WATER AVAILABILITY 
ANALYSIS 

1. The groundwater demand analysis accurately assesses the proposed vineyard 
development as well as the primary residence entitled under viewshed permit #P07-
00370. However, the recharge area includes the approximate 0.25-acre 
development area of the residence, which would not be available for recharge at full 
buildout. Please revise the WAA to exclude the residential development area from 
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the recharge analysis to more accurately and conservatively assess the groundwater 
recharge and water availability for the proposed project. 

The Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Post-
Construction Manual requires compliance with the California’s State Water 
Resources Control Board issued Phase II Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4). Provision E.12 of the permit requires projects of a certain size, similar 
to the approved residential project, to control stormwater runoff rates and volumes; 
therefore, stormwater runoff from the impervious areas will be captured and allowed 
to infiltrate into the ground and considered as infiltration under the ultimate build-
out of the parcel with no reduction required. 

2. Due to ongoing and projected continued drought, the County practice is to use the 
most conservative recharge precipitation and recharge volumes, and has moved 
away from the dry / wet year analysis based on the 30 year PRISM data to utilization 
of the PRISM data from the 10 most recent available years, which more accurately 
represents the current condition. The Track 1 WAA utilized the 30-year PRSIM data 
and identified a dry year (1994) recharge rate of 7.9 acre feet. As proposed, proposed 
demand for the vineyard and entitled residence is above the dry-year recharge rate 
at 9.33 acre-feet per year. To be consistent with current County practice, please 
either revise the Track 1 recharge analysis utilizing the most recent 10 year PRISM 
data, or leave as-is, recognizing that the County will be obligated to cap groundwater 
use at that dry year recharge amount and mitigate the project size accordingly. 

The WAA has been revised to reflect Napa County’s current practice of using the 
most recent 10-year PRISM data and the removal of Block C. 

ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS: USLE 

1. Please provide a spot spray exhibit for areas requiring 90% percept coverage in Block 
A1. 

Weeds control in Block ‘A1’ is not by spot spray or spray strip but proposed to be by 
manual or mechanical methods only. Please note that the label for this block has 
changed from ‘A1’ to just ‘A’. 

2. The USLE evaluation of transects C and E does not appear to follow the Ag Handbook 
537 guidance for irregular slopes. The irregular slope methodology requires 
equilength segments that are evaluated for LS, then multiplied by the M factors 
provided in Table 4 of Ag Handbook 537 which weights the soil loss along the 
segments of the irregular transect. 

a. The proposed conditions may not require an irregular slope analysis as the 
diversion ditches break up the flow paths. Therefore, the relevant proposed-
condition to compare to the pre-project condition is the section between 
diversion ditches with the highest soil loss value. 

The transects C and E have been revised so that they are no longer analyzed 
as irregular slopes. 
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ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS: HYDROLOGY 

1. Please provide a source or calculations for the “run-off factors" used as Manning's n 
values. 

The Manning’s roughness ‘n’ values used in the SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration 
calculations for Sheet Flow and Shallow Concentrated Flow are taken from the 
USACE, 1998, HEC-1 Flood Hydrograph Package User's Manual, Hydrologic 
Engineering Center, Davis, CA and Soil Conservation Service, 1986, Urban 
Hydrology for Small Watersheds, Technical Release 55, U.S. These tables are built 
into the Autodesk Storm and Sanitary Analysis 2023 software. 

2. The "bare and untilled" surface type is used for modeling vineyard conditions and 
pre-project area/grassland. Please choose more representative surface coverage types 
that depicts the vegetation growth. "Cultivated straight rows” or “short grass pasture” 
may be accurate for the vineyard conditions. The pre-project chapparal conditions 
may be more accurately modeled as "short grass pasture" or "woodland surface." 

The analysis has been revised as requested. 

3. The drainage report demonstrates an increase in peakflow runoff in watershed B in 
the 50 and 100 year storms. 

The model has been revised due to the previous comments and removal of Block ‘C’ 
from the project. Post-Development results show no increase in stormwater runoff or 
volume under any storm event and duration. 

a. The results in Table 8 for watershed B are not consistent with the values in 
other tables. 

The values in Table 8 were not representative of any one single output sheet but were 
a result of the summation of values found in the output files. Please note that the 
label for this table has changed from ‘Table 8’ to ‘Table 7’. 

4. Watershed B is primarily located in a conifer and oak forest, however the pre-project 
curve number is modeled as Woods & Grass Combo (Fair). Please revise the land 
use types to more accurately reflect the pre-project conditions. 

The analysis has been revised as requested. 

5. In watershed B the pre-project surface type for shallow concentrated flow is modeled 
as “Forest", and the post-project is modeled as “woodland", however there is no 
apparent change in the flowpath. Please revise for consistency. 

The analysis has been revised as requested. 

6. The time of concentration flow path for Watershed B only reaches the entrance of 
the channel. Please revise pre-project Watershed B analysis to calculate for peak 
runoff where flows concentrate at the bottom of the sub-watershed. 

The model has been revised as requested.
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

7. Please revise the pre-project flowpath in watershed C to be more consistent with the
location of the post-project flowpath through the chapparal/grassy area.

Block ‘C’ has been removed from the proposed project. 

If you require any additional information or have any questions regarding the information 
provided, please feel free to contact me at your earliest convenience at (707) 492-1183. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Grimes, P.E 
Project Engineer 

enclosures 

cc: Leigh Matthes, parcel owner and applicant 
Greg Desmond, Desmond Land Use Consulting 
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A Tradllion of Stewardship 
A Commitment to Service 

January 4, 2023 

William and Leigh Matthes 
1508 Spring Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 

Planning, Bulldlng & Envlronmental SeNlc&a 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

Brian Bordona 
Interim Director 

RE: Application Completeness Determination #3- Matthes Vineyard 
Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) II P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Matthes, 

Thank you for the December 5, 2022 resubmittal of the referenced ECPA application. The initial review 
of the subject ECPA application package has found that the infonnation detailed in Exhibit A is needed to 
effective]y enable the County to continue with the review of the request and to declare your application 
complete. 

Exhibit A also identifies environmental information necessary to adequately describe project and 
evaluate the significance of any potential impacts the project may have on the environment pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and to prepare a technically adequate and legally defensible 
CEQA document and determination: either a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. 

The ECPA is also under review by the Napa County Engineering Division for its technical adequacy in 
meeting no net increase soil loss and runoff requirements, and to verify project soil loss and hydrologic 
modeling assumptions. Any information or modifications to the Project's soil loss or hydrologic modeling 
requested by the Engineering Division to determine the adequacy of the ECPA will need to be provided to 
declare the application complete and continue its processing. The Engineering Review Memo for the 
resubmitted project is forthcoming. 

This is a preliminary identification of information known to be necessary at this time to initiate the 
environmental impact analysis required by CEQA and continue processing of the application. Ongoing review 
of the project may require additional infonnation, including the supplementing of reports that have not been 
prepared in a manner consistent with County protocol or are otherwise necessary to provide adequate CEQA 
disclosure and analysis, or complete application processing. 

Thank you in advance for providing the requested material in one re-submittal package with all revised 
plans, reports, or other resubmitted documents clearly marked "revised" and dated, and in an electronic format 
(.pdf, with plans converted directly from the CAD files), as well as hard copy, to facilitate uploading of the 
materials to the County's current projects website in accordance with the direction of the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors (http://www.countyofnapa.org/PBES/CurrentProjects/), 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building DMslon 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
{707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



Please be advised that if the information requested in Exhibit A is not provided within 90 days of the 
date of this letter (i.e. by April 4, 2023), the application will be deemed "abandoned" pursuant to Section 
4.0l(b)(2) of Napa County's Local CEQA Procedures, unless an extension is granted by the Director as provided 
in the Procedures. Should the application be deemed abandoned, any unused funds will be returned and no 
further work will be performed on the application. 

J would also like to take this opportunity to remind you that processing of this application is billed on 
a lime and materials basis: the original application fee paid is a deposit into the project account that is drawn 
against when work is performed. Generally, once the account balance reaches $1500.00 additional funds will 
be requested to cover costs associated with continue processing. 

Upon receipt and review of this letter, please feel free to contact me, if necessary, at (707) 259-5934 or 
pan,ela.arifian@countyofnapa.org to discuss your application or the requested information. 

cc: Patrick Ryan, Deputy Director. PBES (via email) 
Daniel f-Iomett, Assistant Engineer (via email) 
Bartelt Engineering, 1303 Jefferson SI reel, Suite 2008, Napa, CA 94559 (via email wilh enclosures) 
Project files (without enclosures) 

Enclosures: Ex.hibit A, Application Complet<>ness Determinalion ~3- Informntion Rl:quesl: No. PZl-00047-ECPA 
Viewshed Prott?clion Program Application 



EXHIBIT A 
APPLICATION COMPLETENESS DETERMINATION #3- INFORMATION REQUEST 

Matthes Vineyard P21-00047-ECPA: APN 025-070-043 

1. Agricultural Erosion Control Plan Application Completeness Items: This information is necessary to; 
clearly define and describe the full extent of the proposed project; adequately disclose, assess, and minimize 
potential impacts of the project pursuant to CEQA; assess the project's compliance with applicable General Plan 
Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; and complete the ECPA application. 

a. Vegetation Removal & Mitigation: 
i. Confirm that vegetation canopy cover removal associated with the water storage tanks is included 

in the vegetation canopy cover removal and mitigation analysis. Please identify the total area 
required for tanks. 

11. The Project Coverage Summary Table (Sheet EC-10) shows that the proposed condition includes 
13.9 acres of vineyard, but the narrative and title sheet shows 13.1 gross acres. Please revise for 
consistency. 

iii. The Biological Resources report indicates that the project would remove 2.17 acres of coast live oak 
and 0.26-acre of Douglas fir forest, which results in a total of 2.43 acres removal, thus 7.29 acres of 
preservation mitigation is required. The ECPA identifies a total of 0.2-acre coniferous forest and 
2.1 acres of oak woodland for a total of 2.3 acres vegetation canopy cover removal and thus 6.9 
acres of preservation mitigation required. Please reconcile the difference and revise either the 
Biological Resources report or the ECP documents for consistency. 

b. Viewshed: Due to their location on slopes over 15% and visibility from a designated viewshed road 
(Silverado Trail), the two irrigation tanks are subject to the Viewshed Protection Program. Please submit 
a Viewshed Application (enclosed) for the tanks - since they are part of the proposed ECPA, the 
Viewshed permit (and time spent reviewing and processing) will be associated with the account for this 
ECPA, and therefore no additional deposit is needed. In your resubmittal, please demonstrate 
compliance with the administrative criteria found in NCC Section 18.106.040(C) in order to clear the 
tanks from further processing under the Viewshed Protection Program. 

2. Supplemental Environmental Information: The following information is necessary for the County to; 
adequately disclose and evaluate potential impacts of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA; assess the 
project's compliance with applicable General Plan Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; 
and to complete the ECPA application to continue its review and processing. 

Biological Resources Report: 

a. Refer to Item l(a)(iii) and revise if necessary. 
b. The Biological Resources report makes reference to blue oaks occurring in the "southernmost vineyard 

block" (Block C) - please revise to remove references to any blocks other than the currently proposed 
Blocks A, Bl and B2. 



 
 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA  94559  
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
David Morrison 

  Director 
 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 

(707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4471  (707) 259-5933 
 
 

 
M E M O R A N D U M  
 

To: Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

From: Daniel Hornett 
Engineering Service 

    Date: January 5, 2023 Re: Permit No. P21-00047 
Matthes Vineyards 
APN 025-070-043 
Erosion Control Plan 

 
After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan (ECP) request the Engineering Division has determined 
the application to be incomplete. Please incorporate the following feedback into your plan set and report: 
 

1. Provide a note on the plans as to the manual and mechanical methods that shall be used to ensure 
90% coverage is maintained in block A.  

a. Lesser coverage may be sufficient to maintain or reduce soil loss from the pre-
development conditions. It is recommended to reevaluate the required ground cover in 
the post-development condition.   

 
USLE  

1. K factors are inconsistent in the calculations for soil type 177. 0.49 is the value used in sections A, 
B, C1 and 0.29 is used for D, and E1. Please revise for consistency.   

2. The calculations for existing transects C and E incorrectly use the factors for irregular slope 
analysis. The two existing section lengths should be equivalent and equal to the total slope length. 
The modification factors of 0.35 and 0.65 then reduce the total soil loss to attribute soil loss per 
transect segment.  

a. Change in soil type should be included in the irregular slope analysis.  
3. Please clarify how the existing condition cover values are calculated. For example, existing 

condition “Cover” is described identically for sections A and C, however use different “% Ground 
Cover values” and using these values I am unable to reproduce these calculations.  

a. Please revise cover descriptions for each transect and clearly state each component: 
i. Height of canopy 

ii. Percentage of canopy cover 
iii. Percentage of ground cover (independent of canopy) 
iv. Constitution of ground cover 

1. Percentage of grassy material comprising the total ground cover 
2. Percentage of broadleafed/weedy material comprising the ground cover 

A Tradition o1 Stewardship 
A Commitment to Service 



P21-00047 – MATTHES VINEYARD 
ENGINEERING SERVICE  
TECHNICAL REVIEW 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
Hydrology 

1. The time of concentration flow path for Watershed B only reaches the entrance of the channel. 
Please revise pre-project Watershed B analysis to calculate for peak runoff where flows 
concentrate at the bottom of the sub-watershed. 

a. This comment was not addressed.  
 
Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Hornett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Daniel.Hornett@countyofnapa.org. 

mailto:Daniel.Hornett@countyofnapa.org


February 10, 2023 
Job No. 20-01 

 

Pam Arifian 
Napa County Planning, Building & Environmental Services Department 
Engineering and Conservation Division 
1195 Third Street, Second Floor 
Napa, CA 94558 

Re: Matthes Vineyard Agricultural Erosion Control Plan, Meadowood Lane, St. Helena, CA 
APN 025-070-043, #P21-00047-ECPA 

Dear Mrs. Arifian: 

We are in receipt of your letter dated January 4, 2023 and the Memorandum prepared by 
Daniel Hornett of the Engineering Division dated January 5, 2023 regarding the above 
mentioned project located at the APN referenced above and offer the following responses 
to your comments (in italics): 

AGRICULTURAL EROSION CONTROL PLAN APPLICATION COMPLETENESS 
ITEMS:  

This information is necessary to clearly define and describe the full extent of the proposed 
project; adequately disclose, assess, and minimize potential impacts of the project pursuant 
to CEQA; assess the project's compliance with applicable General Plan Goals and Policies 
and the County Conservation Regulations; and complete the ECPA application. 

1. Vegetation Removal & Mitigation: 

a. Confirm that vegetation canopy cover removal associated with the water storage 
tanks is included in the vegetation canopy cover removal and mitigation analysis. 
Please identify the total area required for tanks. 

The project has been revised and the vineyard irrigation tanks are no longer 
proposed; however, the area where the tanks could be erected in the future is 
included in the vegetation canopy cover removal area and mitigation analysis since 
it is part of the vineyard development’s “disturbed area”. 

b. The Project Coverage Summary Table (Sheet EC-10) shows that the proposed 
condition includes 13.9 acres of vineyard, but the narrative and title sheet shows 
13.1 gross acres. Please revise for consistency. 

The discrepancy between the value shown in the table on Sheet EC10 and the 
narrative and title sheet has been corrected. The disturbed area shown on the plans 
and reports is 13.2±. The table shows more than what the project proposes because 
it includes the existing vineyard (not planted by the applicant). 

c. The Biological Resources report indicates that the project would remove 2.17 acres 
of coast live oak and 0.26-acre of Douglas fir forest, which results in a total of 2.43 
acres removal, thus 7.29 acres of preservation mitigation is required. The ECP A 
identifies a total of 0.2-acre coniferous forest and 2.1 acres of oak woodland for a 
total of 2.3 acres vegetation canopy cover removal and thus 6.9 acres of preservation 
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mitigation required. Please reconcile the difference and revise either the Biological 
Resources report or the ECP documents for consistency. 

The project has been revised so that the Vegetation Canopy Mitigation area is 
7.30± acres which is slightly more than the 7.29± acres required. 

2. Viewshed: 

Due to their location on slopes over 15% and visibility from a designated viewshed road 
(Silverado Trail), the two irrigation tanks are subject to the Viewshed Protection Program. 
Please submit a Viewshed Application (enclosed) for the tanks - since they are part of 
the proposed ECPA, the Viewshed permit (and time spent reviewing and processing) will 
be associated with the account for this ECP A, and therefore no additional deposit is 
needed. In your resubmittal, please demonstrate compliance with the administrative 
criteria found in NCC Section 18.106.040(C) in order to clear the tanks from further 
processing under the Viewshed Protection Program.,  

The project has been revised and the vineyard irrigation tanks are no longer proposed 
therefore no Viewshed Application is necessary. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION: 

The following information is necessary for the County to; adequately disclose and evaluate 
potential impacts of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA; assess the project's compliance 
with applicable General Plan Goals and Policies and the County Conservation Regulations; 
and to complete the ECPA application to continue its review and processing. 

1. Biological Resources Report: 

a. Refer to Item l(a)(iii) [1.a.c] and revise if necessary. 

The project has been revised so that the Vegetation Canopy Mitigation area is 7.30± 
acres which is slightly more than the 7.29± acres required. 

b. The Biological Resources report makes reference to blue oaks occurring in the 
"southernmost vineyard block" (Block C) - please revise to remove references to any 
blocks other than the currently proposed Blocks A, Bl and B2. 

The report has been revised removing any reference to a “southernmost vineyard 
block”. 

ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS: 

Provide a note on the plans as to the manual and mechanical methods that shall be used 
to ensure 90% coverage is maintained in block A. 

1. Lesser coverage may be sufficient to maintain or reduce soil loss from the 
predevelopment conditions. It is recommended to reevaluate the required ground cover 
in the post-development condition. 

Farming Practices Notes #4 on EC3 states that “Block A will implement manual or 
mechanical week control only.” While proposing a lesser coverage for Block A may 

BARTELT 
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

satisfy the USLE Technical Adequacy requirements, it is also an objective our our 
plan to meet the State’s General Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) for Vineyard 
Properties. 

USLE 

1. K factors are inconsistent in the calculations for soil type 177. 0.49 is the value used in 
sections A, B, C1 and 0.29 is used for D, and E1. Please revise for consistency. 

The K factors have been revised for consistency. 

2. The calculations for existing transects C and E incorrectly use the factors for irregular 
slope analysis. The two existing section lengths should be equivalent and equal to the 
total slope length. The modification factors of 0.35 and 0.65 then reduce the total soil 
loss to attribute soil loss per transect segment. 

Existing transect C has been broken into four (4) segments of approximately equal 
length while Transect E is broken into two (2) transects of approximately equal 
length. 

3.  Please clarify how the existing condition cover values are calculated. For example, 
existing condition “Cover” is described identically for sections A and C, however use 
different “% Ground Cover values” and using these values I am unable to reproduce 
these calculations. 

a. Please revise cover descriptions for each transect and clearly state each 
component: 

i. Height of canopy 
ii. Percentage of canopy cover 

iii. Percentage of ground cover (independent of canopy) 
iv. Constitution of ground cover 

1. Percentage of grassy material comprising the total ground cover 
2. Percentage of broadleafed/weedy material comprising the 

ground cover 

The USLE worksheets provide the “Existing Condition” and the “Cover” descriptions. 
Additional clarity has been added to the table cells. 

ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS: HYDROLOGY 

1. The time of concentration flow path for Watershed B only reaches the entrance of the 
channel. Please revise pre-project Watershed B analysis to calculate for peak runoff 
where flows concentrate at the bottom of the sub-watershed. 

Refer to element “DC-B” listed in the Channel Input and Channel Results sections of 
the model output sheets for Watershed B’s flow through the drainage course. To 
obtain the total Tc, you will need to sum the Tc of the Watershed and the Travel 
Time through the channel.
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

If you require any additional information or have any questions regarding the information 
provided, please feel free to contact me at your earliest convenience at (707) 492-1183. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Grimes, P.E 
Project Engineer 

enclosures 

cc: Leigh Matthes, parcel owner and applicant 
Greg Desmond, Desmond Land Use Consulting 
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A Tradlllon ol Stewardship 
A Comrnitmenl lo Ser~ii:e 

March 22, 2023 

William and Leigh Matthes 
1508 Spring Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 

Plannlng, Building & Environmental Servlcee 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnape.org 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

llrlan Bordona 
Interim Director 

RE: Application Completeness Determination #4- Matthes Vineyard Conversion 
Agricultural Erosion Control Plan {ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Matthes, 

Thank you for the March 10, 2023 resubmittal of the referenced ECPA application. The ECP A was 
reviewed by the Napa County Engineering Division for its technical adequacy in meeting no net increase soil 
loss and runoff requirements, and to verify project soil loss and hydrologk modeling assumptions. Any 
information or modifications to the Project's soiJ loss or hydrologic modeling requested by the Engineering 
Division to determine the adequacy of the ECPA will need to be provided to declare the application complete 
and continue its processing. The Engineering Review Memo is attached to this letter. 

This is a preliminary identification of information known to be necessary at this time to initiate the 
environmental impact analysis required by CEQA and continue processing of the application. Ongoing review 
of the project may require additional information, including the supplementing of reports that have not been 
prepared in a manner consistent with County protocol or are otherwise necessary to provide adequate CEQA 
disclosure and analysis, or complete application processing. 

Thank you in advance for providing the requested material in one re-submittal package with all revised 
plans, reports, or other resubmitted documents clearly marked "revised" and dated, and in an electronic format 
(.pdf, with plans converted directly from the CAD files), as well as hard copy, to facilitate uploading of the 
materials to the County's current projects website in accordance with the direction of the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors Q1tt:p://www.countyofnapa.or~/PBES/CurrentPrQjects/). 

Please be advised that if the information requested in Exhibit A is not provided within 90 days of the 
date of this letter (i.e. by June 20, 2023), the application will be deemed "abandoned" pursuant to Section 
401 (b)(2) of Napa County's Local CEQA Procedrues, unless an extension is granted by the Director as provided 
in the Procedures. Should the application be deemed abandoned, any unused funds will be returned and no 
further work will be performed on the application. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to remind you that processing of this application is billed on 
a time and materials basis: the original application fee paid is a deposit into the project account that is drawn 
against when work is performed. Generally, once the account balance reaches $1500.00 additional funds will 
be requested to cover costs associated with continue processing. 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parlls & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



Upon receipt and review of this letter, please feel free to contact me, if necessary, at (707) 259-5934 or 
pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.or~ or Daniel Hamett for USLE/Hydrologic analysis questions at (707) 299-1358 
or daniel.hornett~ilcountyofna pa.org to discuss your application or the requested information. 

-~ 
1J2ifian 
Planner III 

cc. Patrick Ryan, Deputy Dirl!Clor, PBE'S (via email) 
Doniel Hornell. Assistnnl Engineer (via email) 
B~rlelt Engineering. 1303 Jeffer5on Strl!et, Suite 200B, Napa, CA 94559 (via email with enclosures) 
Projccl l'ilcs (without cndosures) 

Enclosures: Engineering Division Memo, dated March 21, 2023 



A Tradition of Slewaraahlp 
A Commllment to Sarvlte 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

Date: March 21, 2023 

Plannlng, Bulldlng & Envlronmenbll services 

1195 Third Street, Suile 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.Clll#ll)'ofrtapa.org 

D1Yld Morrison 
Director 

From! Daniel Homett 

Re: Permit No. P21·00047 
Matthes Vineyards 
APN 02s.070-043 
Erosion Control Plan 

After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan (ECP) request the Engineering Division has determined 
the application to be incomplete. Please incorporate the following feedback into your plan set and report: 

USLE 
1. The "Proposed Cover" descriptions in the USLE calculations caJJs for a 16" wide strip spray, 

which does not match the proposed 15" spot spray demonstrated in the spot spray exhibit. Please 
revise for consistency. 

2. Calculations for transects A-A, B-B, and C2-C2 propose ground cover vaJues greater than 
demonstrated in the spot spray exhibit. How will 88% and 900/4 cover be achieved? 

3. The cover vaJue used in calculations for transect C4 matches the value for 40% grass instead of 
60% 

4. Please revise the analysis for transects C and E to follow the irregular slope methodology per Ag 
Handbook 537. 

5. For blocks with variable cover crop re-quirements between and within transects (Blocks A and Bl), 
please clearly demonstrate the areas of each cover value, or revise for consistency in the 
transects/blocks. 

Hydrology 
1. The drainage results in Table 3 demonstrate an increase in peak runoff in watershed B in a 2-year 

storm event. The vaJue for existing and proposed are higher than in the model tables for channel 
results and the data confirms that there is an increase in peak flow in the 2-year event. 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707} 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



P21-000/J7 - MATn{IS VINEYARD 

ENGINEERING SERVICf; 

TECHNICAL REVIEW 

Page 2 of 2 

2. The values for watershed B peak flows in tables 3-6 have discrepancies with the calculated 
peakflows at DC-Bin the S&S results. Please clarify why the discrepancies exist or revise for 
consistency. The values in table 7 also contain some discrepancies but are closer to the model 
results. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Hornett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Daniel.Hornefl(f~cmmtyofrn1pa.org. 



May 8, 2023 
Job No. 20-01 
 

 

Pam Arifian (pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org) 
Napa County Planning, Building & Environmental Services Department 
Engineering and Conservation Division 
1195 Third Street, Second Floor 
Napa, CA 94558 

Re: Matthes Vineyard Agricultural Erosion Control Plan, Meadowood Lane, St. Helena, CA 
APN 025-070-043, #P21-00047-ECPA 

Dear Mrs. Arifian: 
 

We are in receipt of your letter dated March 22, 2023, and the Memorandum prepared by 
Daniel Hornett of the Engineering Division dated March 21, 2023 regarding the above 
mentioned project located at the APN referenced above and offer the following responses 
to your comments (in italics): 

ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS:  

USLE 

1. The "Proposed Cover" descriptions in the USLE calculations calls for a 16" wide strip 
spray, which does not match the proposed 15" spot spray demonstrated in the spot 
spray exhibit. Please revise for consistency. 

Refer to the revised USLE Calculations for Vineyard Blocks B1 and B2 for the updated 
calculations with the removal of the spot spray condition and exhibit. 

2. Calculations for transects A-A, B-B, and C2-C2 propose ground cover values greater 
than demonstrated in the spot spray exhibit. How will 88% and 90% cover be 
achieved? 

Vineyard Block A containing transects A-A, B-B and C-C are being proposed with 
NO spot spray or strip spray. Weed control for Vineyard Block A is proposed by 
manual or mechanical methods. 

3. The cover value used in calculations for transect C4 matches the value for 40% grass 
instead of 60%. 

Refer to the revised USLE for the corrected predevelopment grass cover value of 40% 
for transect C-C.  

4. Please revise the analysis for transects C and E to follow the irregular slope 
methodology per Ag Handbook 537. 

Refer to the revised USLE for use of the irregular slope calculation methodology per 
Ag Handbook 537 for transects C and E. 

  

BARTELT 
■:a:■dl■:■◄◄c■■:■€1 

CIVIL ENGINEERING · LAND PLANNING 
1303 Jefferson Street, 200 B, Napa, CA 94559 

www.barteltengineering.com Tel: 707-258-7301 Fax: 707-258-2926 

mailto:pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org


BARTELT 
May 81 2023 

Job No. 20-01 
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5. For blocks with variable cover crop requirements between and within transects 
(l:31ocks A and 81 ), please clearly demonstrate the areas of each cover value, or revise 
for consistency in the transects/blocks. 

Vineyard Block A is proposed with a 90% vegetative cover crop. Vineyard Block /31 
is proposed with an 88% vegetative cover crop. Vineyard Block lJ2 is proposed with 
cin 83% vegetative cover crop. Refer to the revised USLE Calculations for consistent 
cover crop requirements wit/11i1 each vineyard block. 

HYDROLOGY 

I . The drainage results in Table 3 demonstrate an increase in peak runoff in watershed 
B in a 2-year storm event. The value for existing and proposed are higher than in the 
rnodel tables for channel results and the data confirms that there is an increase in 
peak flow in the 2-year event. 

Refer to revised Drainage Analysis for Malthes Vineyards for the updated calculation 
for the peak runoff in Watershed A and Watershed B. Rt'vision5 were made to the 
proposed Cwve Numbers based on a more appropriate deftirition for the vineyard 
blocks. The revised calculations show there is no increase in peak runoff. 

2. The values for watershed B peak flows in tablE-)5 3-6 have discrepancies with the 
calculated peakflows al DCB in the S&S results. Please clarify why the discrepancies 
exist or revise for consistency. The values in table 7 also contain some discrepancies 
but are closer to the 111odel results. 

l?efer to revised Drainage Analyt;i.i; for Matthes Vineyards for the updated calculation 
for the peak m11off in Walershed A and Wate,:,;hed /J. l?evi.'iions were made to the 
proposed Curve Numbers based on a more appropr,~1te definition for the vineyard 
blocks. All discrepancies have been corrected based on the revised calculations. The 
revised calculations .~-how there is no incretise in peak runoff. 

If you require any additional information or have any questions regarding the information 
provided, please feel free lo contact me al your earliest convenience at (707) 492-1180. 

£//~~ 
Paul N. Bartelt, P.E 
Principal Engineer 

enclosures 

cc: Leigh Matthes, parcel owner and applicant 
Greg Desmond, Desmond Land Use Consulting 

2 Matthes Vineyard- Response to NC March 2023 Comment Letter 



A Tradlllon of Steward5hlp 
A Commitment to Service 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

Date: March 21, 2023 

Plannlng, Bulldlng & fnvlronmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 21 O 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

David Morrison 
Director 

From: Daniel Hamett 

Re: Pe.rmit. No. P21-00047 
Matthes Vineyards 
APN 025-070-043 
Erosion Control Plan 

After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan (ECP) request the Engineering Division has determined 
the application to be incomplete. Please incorporate the following feedback into your plan set and report: 

USLE 
1. The "Proposed Cover'' descriptions in the USLE calculations calls for a 16" wide strip spray, 

which does not match the proposed 15" spot spray demonstrated in the spot spray exhibit. Please 
revise for consistency. 

2. Calculations for transects A-A, B~B, and C2-C2 propose ground cover values greater than 
demonstrated in the spot spray exhibit. How wiU 88% and 90% cover be achieved? 

3. The cover value used in calculations for transect C4 matches the value for 40% grass instead of 
60% 

4. Please revise the analysis for transects C and E to follow the irregular slope methodology per Ag 
Handbook 537. 

5. For blocks with variable cover crop requirements between and within transects (Blocks A and B1), 
please clearly demonstrate the areas of each cover value, or revise for consistency in the 
transects/blocks. 

Hydrology 
1. The drainage results in Table 3 demonstrate an increase in peak runoff in watershed Bin a 2-year 

storm event. The value for existing and proposed are higher than in the model tables for channel 
results and the data confirms that there is an increase in peak flow in the 2-year event. 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253--4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



P21•00047-MAlTHES VINEYARD 

ENGINEERING SERVICE 

TECHNICAL REVIEW 

Page 2 of 2 

2. The values for watershed B peak flows in tables 3-6 have discrepancies with the calculated 
peakflows at DC-Bin the S&S results. Please clarify why the discrepancies exist or revise for 
consistency. The values in table 7 also contain some discrepancies but are closer to the model 
results. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Hornett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Danid.Hornett@countyofna pa.or~. 



A Tradition of Stewardship 
A Commtlment to Service 

June 6, 2023 

William and Leigh Matthes 
1508 Spring Street 
St. Helena, CA 94574 

Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

Cl!RTIPIED MAIL 

Brian D. Bordona 
Interim Director 

RE: Application Completeness Determination #5- Matthes Vineyard Conversion 
Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 02S-070-043 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Matthes, 

Thank you for the May 9, 2023 resubm.ittal of the referenced ECP A application. The ECPA was reviewed 
by the Napa County Engineering Division for its technical adequacy in meeting no net increase soil loss and 
runoff requirements, and to verify project soil loss and hydrologic modeling assumptions. Any information or 
modifications to the Projecfs soil loss or hydrologic modeling requested by the Engineering Division to 
determine the adequacy of the ECPA will need to be provided to declare the application complete and continue 
its processing. The Engineering Review Memo is attached to this letter. 

This is a preliminary identification of information known to be necessary at this time to initiate the 
environmental impact analysis required by CEQA and continue processing of the application. Ongoing review 
of the project may require additional information, including the supplementing of reports that have not been 
prepared in a manner consistent with County protocol or are otherwise necessary to provide adequate CEQA 
disclosure and analysis, or complete application processing. 

Thank you in advance for providing the requested material in one re-submittal package with all revised 
plans, reports, or other resubmitted documents clearly marked "revised" and dated, and in an electronic format 
(.pdf, with plans converted directly from the CAD files}, as well as hard copy, to facilitate uploading of the 
materials to the County's current projects website in accordance with the direction of the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors (http://www.countyofnapa.org/PBES/CurrentProjects/}. 

Please be advised that if the information requested in Exhibit A is not provided within 90 days of the 
date of this letter (i.e. by September 4, 2023), the application will be deemed "abandoned" pursuant to Section 
401(b}(2) of Napa County's Local CEQA Procedures, unless an extension is granted by the Director as provided 
in the Procedures. Should the application be deemed abandoned, any unused funds will be returned and no 
further work will be performed on the application. 

1 would also like to take this opportunity to remind you that processing of this application is bHJed on 
a time and materials basis: the original application fee paid is a deposit into the project account that is drawn 
against when work is performed. Generally, once the account balance reaches $1500.00 additional funds will 
be requested to cover costs associated with continue processing. 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conserva6on 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



Upon receipt and review of this letter, please feel free to contact me, if necessary, at (707) 259-5934 or 
pamela.arifian@counlvofnapa.org or Daniel Homett for USLE/Hydrologic analysis questions at (707) 299-1358 
or danie l.hornett@countyofnapa.org to discuss your applicatjon or the requested information. 

:Ft: 
Planner ID 

cc: Patrick Ryan, Deputy Director, PBE.S (via email) 
Daniel Homett, Assislnnt Engineer (via email) 
Bartell Engineering. 1303 Jefferson Street, Suite 200B, Napa, CA 94559 (via email with enclosures) 
Project files (without enclosures) 

Enclosures: Engineering Division Memo, d.itoo June 5, 2023 



A Tradition of Stewardship 
A Commllrncnt to Service 

MEMORANDUM. 

To: 

Date: 

Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

June 5, 2023 

From: 

Re: 

Planning, Bulldlhg & Environmental Servlcos 

1l95 Third Street. Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

Permit No. P21-00047 
Matthes Vineyards 
APN 025-070-043 
Erosion Control Plan 

David Morrison 
Director 

After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan (ECP) request. the Engineering Division has determined 
the appUcation to be incotnplete. Please incorporate the foJlowi.ng feedback into your plan set and report: 

USLE 
1. Transect C is calculated as two regular transects in pre-condition and one irregular transect in 

post-condition. 
a. Pre-project should be calculated as irregular (using segmented method to account for soil 

type change) 
b. Post-project can be evaluated as separate individual regular transects as the proposed 

diversion ditches break up the slope. 

2. Transects El and E2 are listed as regular slopes in pre- and post- conditions, however the post­
conditions appear to be evaluated as irregular slope.s. The same comment as for transect C 
applies. The pre-project slope is one irregular transect broken by the change in soi.I type, and the 
post-project slope can be evaluated as several separate regular slopes due to the deposition zones 
at the diversion ditches. 

Hydrology 
1. The results in tables 3, 4, 5, 6 for proposed conditions do not match the values in the summary 

table (table 7). 
2. Table 7 demonstrates an increase in peak flow in the 10-year event in Watershed B. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Hamett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Daniel.Hornett@colmtyofnapa.org. 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering 8 Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707} 253-4471 

Parils & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



A Tradillo~ or Stewardship 
A Commll ment. to Service 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

Date: 

Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

June 5, 2023 

From: 

Re: 

Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA ~559 

www.counlyofnapa.org 

Daniel Hornett ••• i 
1

· r 
. . . y Engmeenng Servtce .,., 

Permit No. P21-00047 
Matthes Vineyards 
APN 025-070-043 
Erosion Control Plan 

David Morrison 
Director 

After review of the Matthes Erosion Control Plan (ECP) request the Engineering Division has determined 
the application to be incomplete. Please incorporate the following feedback into your plan set and report: 

USLE 
1. Transect C is calculated as two regular transects in pre-condition and one irregular transect in 

post-condition. 
a. Pre-project should be calculated as irregular (using segmented method to account for soil 

type change) 
b. Post-project can be evalua.ted as separate individual regular transects as the proposed 

diversion ditches break up the slope. 

2. Transects El and E2 are listed as regular slopes in pre- and post- conditions, however the post­
conditions appear to be evaluated as irregular slopes. The same comment as for transect C 
applies. The pre-project slope is one irregular transect broken by the change in soil type, and the 
post-project slope can be evaluated as several separate regular slopes due to the deposition zones 
at the diversion ditches. 

Hydrology 
1. The results in tables 3, 4, 5, 6 for proposed conditions do not ·match the values in the summary 

table (table 7). 
2. Table 7 demonsttates an increase in peak flow in the JO~year event in Watershed B. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Daniel Hornett from Napa County PBES Department 
Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via e-mail at Daniel.Hornett@countyofnapa.org. 

Planning Dlvlsion 
(707) 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



June 9, 2023 
Job No. 20-01 
 

 

Pam Arifian (pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org) 
Napa County Planning, Building & Environmental Services Department 
Engineering and Conservation Division 
1195 Third Street, Second Floor 
Napa, CA 94558 

Re: Matthes Vineyard Agricultural Erosion Control Plan, Meadowood Lane, St. Helena, CA 
APN 025-070-043, #P21-00047-ECPA 

Dear Mrs. Arifian: 
 

We are in receipt of your letter dated June 6, 2023, and the Memorandum prepared by 
Daniel Hornett of the Engineering Division dated June 5, 2023 regarding the above 
mentioned project located at the APN referenced above and offer the following responses 
to your comments (in italics): 

ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS:  

USLE 

1. Transect C is calculated as two regular transects in pre-condition and on irregular 
transect in post condition. 

a. Pre-project should be calculated as irregular (using segmented method to 
account for soil type change). 

b. Post project can be evaluated as separate individual regular transects as the 
proposed diversion ditches break up the slope. 

Refer to the revised USLE Calculations for Vineyard Block C for the updated 
calculations with the pre-project soil loss calculated using irregular methodology and 
post-project conditions using regular soil loss calculations with diversion ditches to 
break up the slope. 

2. Transect E1 and E2 ae listed as regular slops in pre- and post- conditions, however 
the post conditions appear to be evaluated as irregular slopes. The same comment 
as for transect C applies. The pre-project slope is one irregular transect broken by the 
change in soil type, and the post-project slope can be evaluated as several separate 
regular slopes due to the deposition zones at the diversion ditches.  

Refer to the revised USLE Calculations for Vineyard Block E for the updated 
calculations with the pre-project soil loss calculated using irregular methodology and 
post-project conditions using regular soil loss calculations with diversion ditches to 
break up the slope. 

  

BARTELT 
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HYDROLOGY 

I . The results in Tables 31 41 51 6 for proposed conditions do nol match the values in 
summary table (Table 7). 

Refer ro revL<.ed Drainage Analysis for Matthes Vineyards for the updated summary 
table (Table 7) for the peak runoff in Watershed A and Watershed 8. The revised 
calculations show there is 110 increase in peak runoff. 

2. Table 7 demonstrates an increase in peak flow in the 10-year event in Watershed B 

Refer to revised Drali1age Analysis for Matthes Vineyards for the updated summa1y 
table (Table 7) for rhe peak runoff in w ~1tershec/ A and Watershed 8. The revised 
ca /cu/al ions show there is no increase in peak runoff. 

If you require any additional information or have any questions regarding the information 
provided, please feel free to contact me at your earliest convenience at (707) 492-1180. 

Sincerely, 

RiE~:,~/rC 
l.)rojcct Engineer 

enclosures 

cc: Leigh Matthes, parcel owner and applicant 
Greg Desmond, Desmond Land Use Consulting 

2 Matthes Vineyard- Response lo NC June 2023 Comment Letter 



A Tradlllon of s,~wardship 

A Commitment to Service 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Pamela Arifian 
Conservation Division 

Date: June 23, 2023 

Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

David Morrison 
Director 

From: Daniel Hamett 

Re: Permit No. P21·00047 
Matthes Vineyard ECP 
Erosion Control Plan - Track I 

The Engineering Division has reviewed the technical studies for the proposed Matthes Vineyard 
Development- Erosion Control Plan (ECP) application, P21-00047, located on Assessor parcel 
number(s) 025-070-043-000. The proposed plan requests approximately 13.2 acres (11.1 net 
acres) of vineyard conversion of mixed chapparal, rock outcrops, and grass woodlands. 

'The Engineering Division has determined the proposed project's Soil Loss Analysis Qune 2023) 

and Hydrology Sh1dies CTune 2023 report, May 2023 Analysis) prepared by Bartelt Engineering 
to be technically adequate with respect to Napa County's Conservation Regulation Chapter 
18.108, including Policy CON-48 and Policy CON•S0(c) of Napa County's General Plan. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. If you have any 
questions regarding the above items please contact Daniel Hamett from Napa County PBES 
Department Engineering Division at (707) 299.1358 or via ~mail at 
Daniel.Hornett@countyofnapa.org. 

Planning Division 
(707} 253-4417 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
{707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
{707) 253-4471 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



A Tradition ol Stewardship 
A Commitment tu SerYice 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dana Morrison 
Plannin Division 

Date: May 1, 2025 

Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 21 0 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

From: Alexei Belov, PE 
Division 

Re: P21-00047 
Matthes Vineyard 
WAA Technical Adequacy 
APN: 025-070-043-000 

Brian 0. Bordona 
Director 

The Engineering Division (Engineering'') has reviewed the Erosion Control Plan Application, P21-
00047, for Matthes Vineyard located on assessor's parcel number 025-070-043. Based upon the 
information provided in the application, Engineering finds the following: 

TECHNICAL ADEQUACY 

1. The Engineering Division has reviewed the reissued Water Availability Analysis (WAA) dated 
May, 2023, prepared by Paul Bartelt, PE, of Bartelt Engineering. The analysis has been evaluated 
based on information provided by the applicant, project location, and available geologic and 
hydrologic information and has determined the WAA to be complete and reasonable. 
Engineering concludes the W AA technically adequate as it relates to Napa County's water use 
criteria, well and spring interference, and groundwater/surface water interaction pursuant to 
Napa County's WM Guidelines, Napa Valley Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan, and 
the PubLic Trust Doctrine. 

Any changes in use or design may necessitate additional review and approval. lf you have any questions 
regarding the above items please contact Alexei Belov from Napa County PBES Department Engineering 
Division at (707) 299.2177 or via e-mail at Alexei.Belov@countyo.fnapa.org. 



From: Richard Paxton
To: Arifian, Pamela
Cc: Steven Carter
Subject: RE: Matthes GHG (P21-00047-ECPA)
Date: Thursday, June 12, 2025 9:48:16 AM
Attachments: image003.png

[External Email - Use Caution]

Hi Pam,
 
Here is a breakdown of the post-fire acreage numbers you requested.

Coast Live Oak (CLO): 2.24± acres
Mixed Chapparal:

Standing deadwood/wild oat grassland/mixed chapparal: 5.03± acres
Wild oat grassland/recovering mixed chaparral: 0.02± acres
Wild oat grassland: 0.01± acres

Douglas Fir: zero acres
 
Sum of preservation acreage (outside of stream setback): 7.30± acres
 
Thanks,
Rich Paxton, P.E.
Bartelt Engineering
707.492.1182 (d)
707.258.1301 (o)
RichP@BarteltEngineering.com
 

 
From: Arifian, Pamela <pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 12:17 PM
To: Steven Carter <StevenC@barteltengineering.com>
Cc: Richard Paxton <RichP@Barteltengineering.com>
Subject: RE: Matthes GHG (P21-00047-ECPA)

 
Almost there. For the purpose of the GHG analysis, please provide the acreage of the
existing/post-fire vegetation types within the preservation area (not including habitat within the
stream setback):
CLO:
Mixed Chapparal (including wild oat grass/recovering mixed chaparral, standing
deadwood/wild oat grassland/chapparal per Bio Addendum):
Doug Fir:

, . 
• 

0 

0 

,o, .. 

A ELT 
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Thank you
 

Pam Arifian (she | her | hers)
Planner III - Conservation
Planning, Building, & Environmental Services
Napa County
 

Phone: 707-259-5934
 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559
 

www.countyofnapa.org
 

 

https://www.countyofnapa.org/


 
 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA  94559 
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
David Morrison 

Director 
 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 
(707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417          (707) 253-4417      (707) 253-4471              (707) 259-5933 

 
 

Certified Mail 
April 19, 2021 
 

Jose Simon III, Chairperson 
Middletown Rancheria 
P.O. Box 1035 
Middletown CA 95461 
 

Re: Notification of Proposed Project Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
Matthes Vineyard Track I Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

 

Dear Mr. Simon, 
 
 The Napa County Planning Division is processing a request for an Agricultural Erosion Control Plan 
to develop an approximate 15.5-acre vineyard located on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles 
northeast of the City of St. Helena, approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain 
Road and Big Rock Road. Additional information about the proposal can be viewed online at the Planning 
Division’s current projects webpage https://www.countyofnapa.org/591/Current-Projects.   
 
 The Cultural Resources Report (Roop/ARS July 2020 – enclosed) identified a record (Nap-275 Beard 
1976a), a prehistoric Native American hunting blind near the eastern parcel boundary, which was not 
identified during the archaeologist’s environmental investigation. Since the Glass Fire burned all of the brush 
on the site, a potential resource that may match the description was discovered in that vicinity during the 
County’s recent site visit with the Applicant. Pictures of the potential resource are also enclosed, including an 
estimated location on an aerial photograph. 
 

This letter serves as notification to the Middletown Rancheria that is traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
(Assembly Bill 52 [Gatto]).  If your tribe wishes to consult on this project, please contact me in writing, within 
30 days of receipt of this letter, to request consultation. 
 

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact by telephone at 707-259-5934 or via email 
at pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org. 
 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Arifian 
Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 
 
Enclosures:  Cultural Resources Evaluation 
  Project site plan 
  Exhibit A – Aerial with Observed Potential Resource Location 

A Tradition o1 Stewardship 
A Commitment to Service 
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 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA  94559 
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
David Morrison 

Director 
 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 
(707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417          (707) 253-4417      (707) 253-4471              (707) 259-5933 

 
 

Certified Mail 
April 19, 2021 
 
Scott Gabaldon  
Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley  
P.O. Box 1086 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 
 
Re: Notification of Proposed Project Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 

Matthes Vineyard Track I Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

 
Dear Mr. Gabaldon, 
 
 The Napa County Planning Division is processing a request for an Agricultural Erosion Control Plan 
to develop an approximate 15.5-acre vineyard located on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles 
northeast of the City of St. Helena, approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain 
Road and Big Rock Road. Additional information about the proposal can be viewed online at the Planning 
Division’s current projects webpage https://www.countyofnapa.org/591/Current-Projects.   
 
 The Cultural Resources Report (Roop/ARS July 2020 – enclosed) identified a record (Nap-275 Beard 
1976a), a prehistoric Native American hunting blind near the eastern parcel boundary, which was not 
identified during the archaeologist’s environmental investigation. Since the Glass Fire burned all of the brush 
on the site, a potential resource that may match the description was discovered in that vicinity during the 
County’s recent site visit with the Applicant. Pictures of the potential resource are also enclosed, including an 
estimated location on an aerial photograph. 
 

This letter serves as notification to the Middletown Rancheria that is traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
(Assembly Bill 52 [Gatto]).  If your tribe wishes to consult on this project, please contact me in writing, within 
30 days of receipt of this letter, to request consultation. 
 

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact by telephone at 707-259-5934 or via email 
at pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org. 
 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Arifian 
Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 
 
Enclosures:  Cultural Resources Evaluation 
  Project site plan 
  Exhibit A – Aerial with Observed Potential Resource Location 

A Tradition o1 Stewardship 
A Commitment to Service 
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 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA  94559 
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
David Morrison 

Director 
 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 
(707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417          (707) 253-4417      (707) 253-4471              (707) 259-5933 

 
 

Certified Mail 
April 19, 2021 
 
Isaac Bojorquez 
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 
P.O. Box 18 
Brooks, CA 95606 
 
Re: Notification of Proposed Project Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 

Matthes Vineyard Track I Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

 
Dear Mr. Bojorquez, 
 
 The Napa County Planning Division is processing a request for an Agricultural Erosion Control Plan 
to develop an approximate 15.5-acre vineyard located on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles 
northeast of the City of St. Helena, approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain 
Road and Big Rock Road. Additional information about the proposal can be viewed online at the Planning 
Division’s current projects webpage https://www.countyofnapa.org/591/Current-Projects.   
 
 The Cultural Resources Report (Roop/ARS July 2020 – enclosed) identified a record (Nap-275 Beard 
1976a), a prehistoric Native American hunting blind near the eastern parcel boundary, which was not 
identified during the archaeologist’s environmental investigation. Since the Glass Fire burned all of the brush 
on the site, a potential resource that may match the description was discovered in that vicinity during the 
County’s recent site visit with the Applicant. Pictures of the potential resource are also enclosed, including an 
estimated location on an aerial photograph. 
 

This letter serves as notification to the Middletown Rancheria that is traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
(Assembly Bill 52 [Gatto]).  If your tribe wishes to consult on this project, please contact me in writing, within 
30 days of receipt of this letter, to request consultation. 
 

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact by telephone at 707-259-5934 or via email 
at pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org. 
 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Arifian 
Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 
 
Enclosures:  Cultural Resources Evaluation 
  Project site plan 
  Exhibit A – Aerial with Observed Potential Resource Location 

A TradllJon of Stewardship 
A Commitment lo Service 
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Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 

PO Box 18   Brooks, California 95606   p) 530.796.3400   f) 530.796.2143   www.yochadehe.org 

 

May 4, 2021 
 
 
 
Napa County – Planning, Building & Environmental Services 
Attn: Pamela Arifian, Planner III 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 
 

RE: Matthes Vineyard Meadowood Ln St. Helena YD-04232021-01 
 
Dear Ms. Arifian: 
 
Thank you for your project notification letter dated, April 19, 2021, regarding cultural information 
on or near the proposed Matthes Vineyard Meadowood Ln St., Napa County. We appreciate your 
effort to contact us. 
 
The Cultural Resources Department has reviewed the project and concluded that it is not within the 
aboriginal territories of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. Therefore, we respectively decline any 
comment on this project. However, based on the information provided, please defer correspondence 
to the following: 
 

 Middletown Rancheria 
 Attn: THPO 
 PO Box 1035 
 Middletown, CA 95461 

 
Please refer to identification number YD – 04232021-01 in any future correspondence with Yocha 
Dehe Wintun Nation concerning this project.  
 
Thank you for providing us with this notice and the opportunity to comment.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Laverne Bill 
Interim Director of Cultural Resources 
 
 
 
cc: Middletown Rancheria 

DocuSign Envelope ID: B00581BC-4E24-4D16-AF51-82BA209D5742
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A Tradition of Stewardship 
A Commitment to Service 

October 11, 2022 

Scott Gabaldon 
Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley 
P.O. Box 1086 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

David Morrison 
Director 

Certified Mail 

Re: Reported Cultural Resource Finding - Second Invitation to Consult Pursuant to PRC 21080.3.1 
Matthes Vineyard Track I Agricultural Erosion Control Plan (ECPA) # P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

Dear Mr. Gabaldon, 

On April 19, 2021, the Napa County Conservation Division sent a notification letter pursuant to Public 
Resources Code 21080.3.1 for a proposed Agricultural Erosion Control Plan to develop an approximate 15.5-
acre vineyard located on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the City of St. Helena, 
approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain Road and Big Rock Road. 

Subsequent to the 2020 fires, which removed a majority of vegetation on the parcel, the site was 
revisited by the project archaeologist, William Roop of Archaeological Resource Services. In his revised 
Cultural Resources Evaluation (dated April 6, 2022), Mr. Roop detailed a positive finding of a unique cultural 
resource, that he was in touch with you (Mr. Gabaldon) regarding the finding, and that you expressed a 
"strong interest in its preservation." The report recommended that the County contact the Tribe to seek 
consultation on the reported sacred place. A copy of the revised Cultural Resource Evaluation is enclosed, in 
addition to the revised project plans. Additional information about the proposal can be viewed online at the 
Planning Division's current projects webpage https://www.countyofnapa.org/591/Current-Projects. 

If your Tribe wishes to consult on this project, please contact me in writing, within 30 days of receipt 
of this letter, to request consultation. If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact by telephone 
at 707-259-5934 or via email at pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org. 

Sincerely, 

!I'~~ 
Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 
Engineering and Conservation Division 

Enclosures: 

Planning Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Cultural Resources Evaluation (revised April 2022) 
Project site plan (revised April 2022) 

Building Division 
(707) 253-4417 

Engineering & Conservation 
(707) 253-4417 

Environmental Health 
(707) 253-44 71 

Parks & Open Space 
(707) 259-5933 



 
 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA  94559  
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
Brian D. Bordona 

Director 
 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 
   (707) 253-4417    (707) 253-4417            (707) 253-4417        (707) 253-4471               (707) 299-1335 
 
 

 
July 25, 2024           Certified Mail 
 
 
Jose Simon III      
Middletown Rancheria 
P.O. Box 1035 
Middletown CA 95461 
Also via email to thpo@middletownrancheria.com  
 
Re: Closed Status of Tribal Consultation Invitation  

Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
Matthes Vineyard Track I Erosion Control Plan #P21-00047-ECPA  
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

 
Dear Mr. Simon, 
 

On April 19, 2021, the Napa County Planning Division mailed to you, via certified delivery, 
notification of an invitation to consult on a pending request for an Agricultural Erosion Control Plan to 
develop an approximate 15.5-acre vineyard on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles northeast 
of the City of St. Helena, approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain Road 
and Big Rock Road.  

 
More than 30 days have elapsed since your confirmed receipt of the Planning Division’s letter of 

invitation to consult on this proposed project, and staff has not received from you a written response 
with a request for consultation.  Therefore, the Planning Division has concluded that consultation 
proceedings with your organization will not be initiated for this proposal. 
 

Thank you for your ongoing interest in development projects in Napa County.  If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me by telephone at 707-259-5934 or via email at 
pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
Pamela Arifian 
 
Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 
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 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 

  Napa, CA  94559  
www.countyofnapa.org 

 
Brian D. Bordona 

Director 
 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 
   (707) 253-4417    (707) 253-4417            (707) 253-4417        (707) 253-4471               (707) 299-1335 
 
 

Certified Mail 
July 25, 2024 
 
Scott Gabaldon, Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources Manager      
Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley  
940 Larkfield Center 
Santa Rosa, CA  95403 
Also via email to Scott@G4Firearms.com 
 
Tek Tekh 
7095 St. Helena Rd 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
Also via email to 1Tektekh@gmail.com 
 
Re: Closed Status of Tribal Consultation Invitation  

Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
Matthes Vineyard Track I Erosion Control Plan #P21-00047-ECPA  
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

 
Dear Mr. Gabaldon and Tek Tekh, 
 

On April 29, 2021, the Napa County Planning Division mailed to you, via certified delivery, notification of 
an invitation to consult on a pending request for an Agricultural Erosion Control Plan to develop an approximate 
15.5-acre vineyard on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the City of St. Helena, 
approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain Road and Big Rock Road.  

 
More than 30 days have elapsed since your confirmed receipt of the Planning Division’s letter of invitation 

to consult on this proposed project, and staff has not received from you a written response with a request for 
consultation.  Therefore, the Planning Division has concluded that consultation proceedings with your organization 
will not be initiated for this proposal. 
 

Thank you for your ongoing interest in development projects in Napa County.  If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me by telephone at 707-259-5934 or via email at pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
Pamela Arifian 
 
Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 

 

A Tradition o1 Stewardship 
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 Planning, Building & Environmental Services 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA  94559 

www.countyofnapa.org 

Brian D. Bordona 
Director 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Division  Building Division Engineering & Conservation  Environmental Health  Parks & Open Space 

(707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4417 (707) 253-4471 (707) 299-1335

Certified Mail July 25, 2024 

Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
c/o Yvonne Perkins 
P.O. Box 18 
Brooks, CA 95606 

Re: Closed Status of Tribal Consultation Invitation 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 
Matthes Vineyard Track I Erosion Control Plan #P21-00047-ECPA 
Meadowood Lane, St. Helena: APN 025-070-043 

Dear Ms. Perkins, 

On April 19, 2021, the Napa County Planning Division mailed to you, via certified delivery, 
notification of an invitation to consult on a pending request for an Agricultural Erosion Control Plan to 
develop an approximate 15.5-acre vineyard on a 40-acre parcel located approximately 1.5 miles northeast 
of the City of St. Helena, approximately 0.6-miles northwest of the intersection of Howell Mountain Road 
and Big Rock Road.  

Thank you for your Response Letter dated May 4, 2021. It is understood that the Tribe has 
concluded that the proposed project is not within the aboriginal territories of the Tribe, and, therefore, 
the invitation for consultation was declined.  

Thank you for your ongoing interest in development projects in Napa County.  If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me by telephone at 707-259-5934 or via email at 
pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org.  

Sincerely, 
Pamela Arifian 

Pamela Arifian 
Planner III 

A TradllJon of Stewardship 
A Commitment lo Service 



 

 
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 

PO Box 18   Brooks, California 95606   p) 530.796.3400   f) 530.796.2143   www.yochadehe.org 

 

May 4, 2021 
 
 
 
Napa County – Planning, Building & Environmental Services 
Attn: Pamela Arifian, Planner III 
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 
 

RE: Matthes Vineyard Meadowood Ln St. Helena YD-04232021-01 
 
Dear Ms. Arifian: 
 
Thank you for your project notification letter dated, April 19, 2021, regarding cultural information 
on or near the proposed Matthes Vineyard Meadowood Ln St., Napa County. We appreciate your 
effort to contact us. 
 
The Cultural Resources Department has reviewed the project and concluded that it is not within the 
aboriginal territories of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. Therefore, we respectively decline any 
comment on this project. However, based on the information provided, please defer correspondence 
to the following: 
 

 Middletown Rancheria 
 Attn: THPO 
 PO Box 1035 
 Middletown, CA 95461 

 
Please refer to identification number YD – 04232021-01 in any future correspondence with Yocha 
Dehe Wintun Nation concerning this project.  
 
Thank you for providing us with this notice and the opportunity to comment.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Laverne Bill 
Interim Director of Cultural Resources 
 
 
 
cc: Middletown Rancheria 

DocuSign Envelope ID: B00581BC-4E24-4D16-AF51-82BA209D5742
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From: Lena Murphy
To: Arifian, Pamela
Cc: thpo@middletownrancheria.com; Michael Rivera
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Closure Letter - Matthes Vineyard Conversion #P21-00047-ECPA
Date: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 3:47:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png

[External Email - Use Caution]

Due to the cultural sensitivity of the area. We should implement the Standard Monitoring
Procedures. 

Lena Murphy
Administration and Projects Coordinator
Middletown Rancheria Tribal Historic Preservation Department
(707) 987-1301
lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com

On Tue, Aug 20, 2024 at 11:23 AM Arifian, Pamela <pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org>
wrote:

Thank you for the follow up, Lena.

 

Would the Tribe like to incorporate the full monitoring mitigation measures (“standard”) or
the partial-monitoring mitigation measures (“periodic/spot-check), or different language?
Please refer to attached, provided to me by Michael Rivera a few years ago.

 

Thanks,

Pam

 

Pam Arifian (she | her | hers)

Planner III - Conservation

Planning, Building, & Environmental Services

Napa County

 

Phone: 707-259-5934

 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Trn1U J 11 r11 sr rd"lhlll 
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Napa, CA 94559

 

www.countyofnapa.org

 

 

 

From: Lena Murphy <lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 10:56 AM
To: Arifian, Pamela <pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org>
Cc: thpo@middletownrancheria.com; Michael Rivera <mlrivera@middletownrancheria.com>
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Closure Letter - Matthes Vineyard Conversion #P21-00047-ECPA

 

[External Email - Use Caution]

Good Morning Pamela, 

Thank you for the project information. Yes, MTR would like to consult regarding this
project as well. MTR has cultural resources within the project area, and would be happy to
share monitoring responsibilities with the Mishewal Wappo. 

We look forward to hearing from you soon. 

 

Thank you!

Lena Murphy

Administration and Projects Coordinator

Middletown Rancheria Tribal Historic Preservation Department

(707) 987-1301

lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com

 

 

https://www.countyofnapa.org/
mailto:lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com
mailto:pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org
mailto:thpo@middletownrancheria.com
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On Thu, Aug 1, 2024 at 2:55 PM Arifian, Pamela <pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org>
wrote:

Hi Lena,

 

Good to meet you today at the site on Pritchard Hill.

 

Thank you for your response to the Matthes Vineyard Conversion Project. I have attached
the site plan and the cultural resources report. Please advise if you would like to visit the
site, and/or if there are specific conditions/mitigation measures you wish to have applied
to the project.

 

For your knowledge, the Mishewal Wappo is also consulting on this project, and
requested monitoring for development activities.

 

I look forward to hearing from you.

 

Thank you,

Pam

 

 

 

Pam Arifian (she | her | hers)

Planner III - Conservation

Planning, Building, & Environmental Services

Napa County

 

Phone: 707-259-5934

 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

mailto:pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org


 

www.countyofnapa.org

 

 

 

From: Lena Murphy <lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2024 2:40 PM
To: Arifian, Pamela <pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org>
Cc: thpo@middletownrancheria.com; Michael Rivera
<mlrivera@middletownrancheria.com>
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Closure Letter - Matthes Vineyard Conversion #P21-
00047-ECPA

 

[External Email - Use Caution]

Good Afternoon Pamela,

 

Sorry for the late reply. The past few weeks the Middletown Rancheria Tribal Historic
Preservation Department has undergone some staffing changes. The notification letter that
was initially sent by County  of Napa in April 2024 for this project must have gone
unnoticed. 

 

This email and attached letter are to notify your agency that Middletown Rancheria Tribal
Historic Preservation Department (MTR THPD) has received a notification letter for
Matthes Vineyard Conversion and Erosion Control Plan, Napa County. The MTR THPD
has determined that this project is within Middletown Rancheria’s Area of Concern
(AOC) and if possible requests the opportunity to consult regarding this project. Please
see the attached response letter for MTR's response to your letter dated July 25, 2024. 

 

We look forward to hearing from your agency. 

Thank you for your time.

 

Lena Murphy

Administration and Projects Coordinator

https://www.countyofnapa.org/
mailto:lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com
mailto:pamela.arifian@countyofnapa.org
mailto:thpo@middletownrancheria.com
mailto:mlrivera@middletownrancheria.com


Middletown Rancheria Tribal Historic Preservation Department

(707) 987-1301

lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com

 

 

On Wed, Jul 31, 2024 at 4:32 PM 'Arifian, Pamela' via THPO
<THPO@middletownrancheria.com> wrote:

Hello Michael,

 

Please find attached the AB-52 consultation closure letter; a hard copy was place in
outgoing mail last week for the subject project, which is located near Meadowood Lane
in St Helena (APN 025-070-043).

 

Please let me know if you have any questions.

 

Thank you,

Pam

 

Pam Arifian (she | her | hers)

Planner III - Conservation

Planning, Building, & Environmental Services

Napa County

 

Phone: 707-259-5934

 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

 

www.countyofnapa.org

mailto:lmurphy@middletownrancheria.com
mailto:THPO@middletownrancheria.com
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Recorded at the request of and 

When Recorded Return To: 

Susan J. Passovoy 
Coblentz, Cahen, McCabe & Breyer 
222 Kearny Street, 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

1995 026964 
OFFICIAL RECORDS OF 

NAPA COUNTY 
H. KATHLEEN BONDS 

ATREQUESTOF: FIRST AMERICAN TITLE 
12/01/1995 08:00 AM 
Fee:$ 55.00 Pgs: 17 
TT:$ .00 

GRANT OF EASEMENT 

THIS GRANT OF EASEMENT AND AGREEMENT is made as of the 1st 

day of December, 1995, by and between Susan J. Passovoy, 

Michael F. Doyle and Juli Betwee (aka Julimarie Betwee) 

(hereinafter collectively the "Granter"), on the one hand, and 

Richard W. Forman (hereinafter the "Grantee"), on the other hand. 

A. Granter is the owner in fee of that certain parcel of 

real property located in the unincorporated area of Napa County, 

State of California, identified as Assessor's Parcel 

Number 025-07-43 and more particularly described in Exhibit "A" 

(hereinafter the "Servient Tenement"). 

B. Grantee is the owner in fee of that certain parcel of 

real property adjacent to the Servient Tenement located in the 

City of St. Helena, Napa County, State of California, identified 

as Assessor's Parcel Number 025-070-029 and more particularly 

described in Exhibit "B" (hereinafter the "Dominant Tenement"). 
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c. Grantee desires to acquire certain rights in the 

Servient Tenement and Granter is willing to grant those rights to 

Grantee in favor of the Dominant Tenement on the terms and 

conditions set forth herein. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for valuable consideration, the receipt of 

which is hereby acknowledged, Granter and Grantee agree as 

follows: 

1. Grant of Easement. The Granter hereby grants to 

Grantee, his heirs, successors and assigns, an easement in favor 

of and appurtenant to the Dominant Tenement as hereinafter 

described. 

2 .. Character of Easement. The easement granted herein is: 

(a) Perpetual; 

(b) Non-exclusive as between Granter and Grantee 

solely in the manner described in Section 5 below; and 

(c) Exclusive as to all third parties. 

3. Location of Easement. The easement granted herein is 

generally located in a portion of the northeast quarter of the 

Servient Tenement, the northern portion of which is adjacent to 

the entire western boundary of the Dominant Tenement, and more 

particularly described in Exhibit c attached hereto and shown on 

the surveyor's map attached hereto as Exhibit D, and is 

hereinafter referred to as the "Easement Area." 
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4. Description of Easement. 
(a) The easement granted herein is for use of the 

Easement Area by Grantee, his heirs, succeeeor3 and assigno, and 

his and their visitors, business invitees and workers (whether 

employees or independent contractors) for all purposes including, 

but not limited to, (1) clearing of land, planting and 

oultivo.ting vineyards and hArvesting grapes, (2) l,•gress and 

egress at any and all points along the boundary which separates 

the Dominant Tenement from the Easement Area, (3) drilling one or 

more wells for water (but only if, and to the extent that the 

well and its u~e do not m~terially adversely impact the water 

supplies available to the Servient Tenement), (4) bringing in 

electrical lines from the Dominant Tenement, (5) creat~ng 

pathways and roadways, clearing trees and shrubbery and 

(') otherwise maintaining the Easement AreA. 

(b) In addition, Grantee may have ingress and egress 

on the existing easement running with the Servient Tenement by 

which Grantor now enters and exits the Servient Tenement from 

Howell Mountain RoAd, but only to the ext~n~ that Grantor has the 

right to grant such permission to Grantee and without 

jeopardizing Grantor's rights under the existing easement, and 

provided further that Grantor may, in Grantor's sole and absolute 

discretion, modify, relocate or terminate all or any portion of 

the existing· easement at any time without Grantee's consent. 

Granter agrees that, if possible, Grantee should have use of any 
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alternate access to the Easement Area without additional 

consideration, and Granter shall use best efforts (but at no 

expense to Granter) to have Grantee included as a beneficiary of 

such alternate access to the Easement Area through the property 

of third parties, but Granter shall not be in default if Grantor 

is not successful. 

{c) The foregoing notwithstanding, Grantee shall not 

(1) build, install or place any structure in the Easement Area 

without Grantor's prior written consent, or (2) make alterations 

in the vicinity of the existing road without Grantor's consent, 

which consent, in either case, shall not be unreasonably 

withheld. 

5. Grantor's Use of a Portion of the Easement Area. 

Grantee acknowledges that the portion of the Easement Area 

through which the existing road passes is the approach to that 

portion of the Servient Tenement where Granter intends to 

construct a home. Granter shall have the right to use that 

portion of the Easement Area located in the vicinity of the 

existing road to locate or relocate the access road, for a leach 

field for a septic sewer system, for utility lines {including 

power, sewer and/or water), for landscaping, for a well and water 

storage, and for other purposes limited to the protection, 

maintenance and enjoyment of Grantor's residence; provided, 

however, that none of the otherwise permitted uses may materially 

adversely impact the vineyard and vineyard-related activities in 
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and on the Easement Area or be visible from Grantee's existing 

residence. 

6. Indemnification. Granter acknowledges that in the 

cultivation and operation of Grantee's vineyard, Grantee may use 

Hazardous Materials in such manner and such amounts as are 

legally and customarily used by vineyard owners in the Napa 

Valley, and that such use does not, in and of itself, cause a 

diminution in the value of the Servient Tenement. Grantee and 

Granter shall indemnify, protect, defend (with counsel reasonably 

acceptable to the other) and hold the other, and each of them, 

their respective heirs, successors and assigns, harmless of and 

from any and all (a) loss, cost, damage, injury and/or expense 

arising out of or in any way related to the other's use of the 

Easement Area, including attorneys' or other experts' fees and 

costs, and (b) loss, cost, damage, injury and/or expense, 

including diminution in the value of the Servient Tenement, as a 

result of the use or presence of Hazardous Materials or the 

violation of any laws by the other. "Hazardous Materials" means 

any hazardous or toxic materials or waste which is or becomes 

regulated by any governmental authority. This indemnification 

shall not apply to the extent of the gross negligence or willful 

misconduct of the indemnified party, or any of them. 

7. Transfer of Interest. This grant of easement shall be 

binding on, and to inure to the benefit of the heirs, executors, 

administrators, successors and assigns of Granter and Grantee. 
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The parties declare that the subject matter hereof concerns real 

estate and the parties intend to create covenants running with 

the land, binding upon, inuring to the benefit of, and 

constituting appurtenances to their respective properties. The 

terms, covenants and conditions herein contained shall be so 

binding and shall inure to the benefit of the parties hereto, and 

their heirs, successors and assigns as to title to their 

respective properties and every part thereof and interest 

therein. 

8. Alternative Dispute Resolution. 

(a) In the event of any disagreement or dispute which 

arises with respect to the enforcement or interpretation of any 

provision of this Grant of Easement and the parties are unable to 

reach agreement by direct negotiation, the parties shall promptly 

submit any such disagreement or dispute to mediation in 

accordance with the procedures set forth in this Agreement. 

(b) If the parties are unable to resolve such 

disagreement or dispute through mediation, then such disagreement 

or dispute shall be submitted to binding arbitration by a single 

arbitrator in accordance with the procedures and subject to the 

conditions contained in this Agreement. 

(c) The obligation to resolve disputes or 

disagreements related to the enforcement of this Agreement shall 

be applicable notwithstanding the amount of money, if any, 

involved in the dispute or disagreement. 
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(d) The arbitrator shall have the discretion to 

allocate in the award the costs of arbitration, the arbitrator's 

fees and the respective attorneys' fees and costs of each party 

between or among the parties as the arbitrator sees fit. In the 

event that any party shall fail to pay the amount due or 

otherwise to comply with the determination of the arbitrator and 

legal action is commenced for enforcement of the award or 

determination, the prevailing party or parties shall be entitled 

to receive a reasonable attorneys' fee and costs incurred in such 

action, including any fees and costs on appeal and to enforce any 

award or judgment. The arbitrator shall have no authority to 

award punitive damages of any kind. 

(e) Judgment on the award of the arbitration may be 

entered in any court having jurisdiction thereof. An action to 

enforce the judgment on the award shall not be subject to 

mediation or arbitration as provided herein. 

(f) (1) "Mediation" as used in this Section shall mean 

and refer to the intercession of a person or persons for purposes 

of attempting to persuade or assist two or more parties in 

dispute or disagreement to adjust or settle their dispute or 

disagreement. 

(2) "Arbitration" as used in this Section shall 

mean and refer to the intercession of a person or persons to 

decide or resolve a dispute or disagreement involving two or more 

parties. 
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(g) THE PARTIES ACKNOWLEDGE THAT BY AGREEING TO HAVE 

ANY DISPUTE ARISING OUT OF THE ENFORCEMENT OR INTERPRETATION OF 

THE GOVERNING DOCUMENTS RESOLVED BY BINDING NEUTRAL ARBITRATION, 

THEY ARE GIVING UP (i) ANY RIGHT THEY MAY POSSESS TO HAVE THE 

DISPUTE LITIGATED IN A COURT OR BY JURY TRIAL, AND (ii) JUDICIAL 

RIGHTS TO DISCOVERY AND APPEAL, EXCEPT AS EXPRESSLY SET FORTH IN 

THIS AGREEMENT. IF ANY PARTY REFUSES TO SUBMIT SUCH A DISPUTE TO 

ARBITRATION, SUCH PARTY MAY BE COMPELLED TO ARBITRATE UNDER THE 

AUTHORITY OF THE CALIFORNIA CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. 

9. Entire Agreement. This Grant of Easement contains the 

entire agreement between the parties hereto relating to the 

rights herein granted and the obligations herein assumed. Any 

oral representations or modifications concerning this instrument 

shall be of no force and effect, and any subsequent modifications 

must be in writing, signed by the parties hereto. 

10. Cooperation. The parties agree to cooperate in good 

faith to preserve and enhance the value and enjoyment of their 

respective properties and the Easement Area. 

11. Exhibits. The following Exhibits are attached hereto 

and incorporated herein by reference: 
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Legal Description of Servient Tenement 
Legal Description of Dominant Tenement 
Legal Description of Easement Area 
Surveyor's Map of Easement Area 
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12. Counterparts. This Grant of Easement may be executed 

in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be entitled to 

be the original and all of which shall constitute one and the 

same document. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have duly executed 

this grant of easement on the date first above written. 

<> 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF NOTARY PUBLIC 

State of California 

County of Napa 

• ·,·/ ·J,._ )\,\)\.,' __ ~-"---

On this 3\J day of Octobe~ the year 1995, before me, a 
Notary Public, personally appeared Richard W. Forman personally 
known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory 
evidence) to be the persons whose names are subscribed to this 
instrument. I declare under penalty of perjury that the persons 
whose names are subscribed to this instrument appear to be of 
sound mind and under no duress, fraud or undue influence. 

NOTARY SEAL 

Notary Public 

CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
OF NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
ss. 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

On ~ ?j , 1995, before me, t,;to!Jlf) e1. l1!J:/Jl4:I!.}, 
personally appeared Susan J. Passovoy, personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the 
person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the 
same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or 
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the 
instrument. 

WITNESS m 

N:\USER\SJP\101995.A 
11. 

(Seal) 
GLORIA 5. KAPLAN 

a.N.•IOJl50J 
_,,_, IUIUC . CAUP0IIU .... ~~ 
... r.-. ........... 



CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
OF NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
ss. 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

On ~ {., I 19 9 5, before me, c:;; (., 0 Pl I ,,CJ or. 11 A PL ,4J{) I 

personally appeared Michael K. Doyle, personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the 
person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the 
same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or 
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the 
instrument. 

STATE OF 

(Seal) 

CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
OF NOTARY PUBLIC 

e't9t. //=0/4/UI A 
ss. 

COUNTY OF ~f}AJ ./:/1t9:M,($t' 0 

... ....... ......... ---·­__ ..., 
-------·-

On ~- & , 1995, before me, t§l,Olll /J ;1. }1A,/}l,4/I) 
personally appeared Juli Betwee, personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the 
person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the 
same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or 
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the 
instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

N:\USER\SJP\101995.A 12. 

(Seal) GLOIIA S. KAPLAN 
CONJl.•IOJISO, 

.,,,,., fta,c - CWll0alA 
MN IIMI CIIC C Cl0lNIY 
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"Illegible Notary Seal Declaration" 
(Govenment Code 27361.7) 

I certify under the penalty of perjury that the notary seal on the document to which this statement 
is attached reads as follows: 

Name of Notary 5. 
Date Commission Expires 

PlaceofExecution St'rtJ fu.A:A)C,rsc l) 

Commission Number I O J..- \ ~ 0 3 

kAPJ....4,,, 

Date Alov. (o 

Signature and firm n~me if any 
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Order No: 91812 

The land referred co herein is siroated in the Stace ot California. County of Napa, 
and is described as follows: 

PARCEL ONE: 
Beginning at the Northwest corner of the Southeast quarter of the North~.asc quarter 
of Section 30, Town.hip 8 North, Range 5 Uast, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian; 
thence Ease along che Morch line of •aid quarcer-quarcer section co the Northeast 
corner thereof; thence South along the Ease line of said quarcer-quarcer •ecclon to 
the Southeast corner thereof; thence Vest along the South line of ••id 
qwarcer-qua.rcer section 835 feet, more or less, co the Northeut comer of the 
parcel of land described in the Deed to Karkal Snith, recorded February 21, 1905 in 
Book 82 of Deeds at page 44, in the office of the County Recorder of said Napa 
County; thence leaving said Souch line. North 59• 59' Yest 865 feet, more or le••• 
co a ~oinc on che Norchvesc line of the parcel of land described in the Deed to 
Henry A. Meyer, et ux, recorded tby 4, 1967 in Book 765 ac page 315 in the office 
of Che Councy Recorder of said Napa Councy, at a point disunt thereon 466.16 feet 
from the mo•t Northerly corner of said Meyer parcel; chence along •aid Norchvest 
line, North 36• JO' East 466.16 feet to ••id Norcherly comer, ,aid comer l• 
further deacribad •• being a point on che Vast line of tha hereinabova de•cribad 
quarter-quarter section; thence Horeb along said Vast line 531.6 feet to the point 
of beginning. 

PARCEL nro: 
A Right of Uay, 40 feet in vidch, for road purpo•es, che centerline of which is cha 
centerline of the exiscing roadway commencing on the Eastern line of the 2.43 acre 
trace of land conveyed co Karkal Saith by Deed of record in Book 80 of Daads, ac 
page 46. Napa County Records, at a point approximacaly 60 feet North of che • 
centerline of Hovall Mountain Koadi proceeding chence in a Northerly direction co a 
poiTit on the North line of the Soucheaat quarter of Section 30, Tovnship·S North, 
Range 5 Ve•c, Hounc Diablo Ba•• and Meridian, approximately 150 feet Vesc of the 
qwarcer Section corner bat:ween Section• 29 and 30, Township 8 Norch, llanga 5 Ve•C, 
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian. 

PARCEL THIE!: 
A light of Vay, 40 feet in width, for road purposes described as follows: 

COMMENCING on cha Ease line of Section 30 at a point approxiutely 200 feec North 
of che above uentioned quarter Section comer between Seccions 29 and 30; 
proceeding thence abouc 650.00 feet in• generally Northeasterly direction and 
proceeding thence in a generally gesterly dlreccion about SS0.00 feet co a point on 
che East line of Seccion 30 ~.bout '50 fHC North of the above 11encloned quarcer 
Section comer between Sections 29 and 30. 

EXHIBIT A TO GRANT OF EASEMENT 
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Exhibit 11B11 

That cetain real property located in st. Helena, County of Napa, 
State of California, described as: 

PARCEL 1, as shown on Parcel Map filed June 28, 1978 in Book 9 of 
Parcel Maps at page 96 & 97 of Official Records of Napa County.· 

SUBJECT TO the included portion of the 60 foot roadway and utility 
easement described in the deed to the heirs or devises of c. Fred 
Holmes, Jr., deceased recorded under Series No. CF 6072. 

TOGETHER WITH an easement 60 feet and 30 feet in width being the 
referenced "Parcel A - Proposed 60' right of way" in said deed 
recorded under Recorder's Serial No. CF 6072, the 60 foot width 
extending from Howell Mountain Road to the southeastern corner of 
said Parcel 1 herein conveyed and the 30 feet width being that 
portion thereof lying easterly of the easterly line of Parcel 1 
herein. 
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1a11111nt De1orip~ion 

All that r■al property aituate in th• County ot Napa, state.of 
Cal itornia and being a portion of Parcel one conveyed by Ad.DI 
Bronfman, et. ux., to Richard Forman by Deed recorded Auqu■t 2, 
1995 as Document series Number 1995 011137, in th• Office ot the 
Napa county Recorder, and mor• particularly described•• tollowa: 

Beginning at a point on ~he weaterly line of Parcel a•• •hown on 
that certain Map Number 3054 entitled, .. ,areal Map of the Lands of 
Charles B. see", record■d June 21, 1978 and filed in look t ot 
Parcel Maps, at Page 96, Napa county Record•, ■aid point al•o bein9 
on ~h• Eaat lin• ot said Parcel Ona conv•yed to Foraan and lyinq 
North o• 22 1 :,4 11 We•t 582.43 teat alonq ■aid wa1terly line froa the 
southwest corner of ••id Parcel 2 and running thence Hor~h 87• 02• 
30" weat: 295.t! feet to a 'J/4 inch iron pipe , tag, PLS 6709; 
thence North 3• 46 1 13" W••t 277.ao feet eo a 3/• inch iron pipe, 
tag, PLS ,,oe; thane• Horth 32• 27 1 34" weat 1,,.,, feet to a 3/4 
inch iron pipe, tag, PLS e709; thence North 222.13 teat, more or 
l•••, to th• intereect1on with the North line ot •aid land• of 
Forman; thence alon~ aaid North line, Za•t la,.11 feat, more or 
l•••, to the Northeast corner ot said Parcel one; thana• alon9 said 
Ea■t line, lcuth o• 22' 34'' Eaat 132.05 feat to the Point ot 
Be9iMin9. 
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