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I. Summary

The project is to increase winery production at the existing
Swanson Winery and Vineyards in three phases to 42,500 gallons
and to construct a new tasting room on a l.44-acre parcel on the
south side of Manley Lane 700 feet west of Highway 29 within an

AP (Agricultural Preserve) Zoning District (APN: 27-260-01).

This project was the subiject of an Initial Study and proposed
Negative Declaration by the Napa County Conservation, Development
and Planning Department. Further review by the Napa County

Planning Commission and the Napa County Board of Supervisors

resulted in a recommendation to prepare an EIR focusing on

traffic. A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held on May 22,

1989, as summarized by comments contained in Appendices A and B.

No significant environmental effects are expected as a result of
the project. However, mitigation measures are proposed in this
FEIR to mitigate impacts classed as not significant. These

mitigation measures are as follows:

Mitigation Measures
Swanson Winery Expansion
(#U-288788)

Public Health

1. Conformance with the Department of Forestry,
Mosquito Abatement District, Department of
Environmental Health, Department of Public Works

requirements.

Archeology

2. Placement in the specifications covering this
project of a stipulation binding the applicant,
his employees, and/or contractor(s) to stop all
work within 35 feet if buried archaeological or
historic materials (e.g., worked stone, greasy
soil, bone, charcoal, building foundations,
historic dumps, etc.) are encountered outside the




' boundaries of the leachfield, leachfield
: . ."expansion, and force main trench areas. A .

I h ‘qualified profess1onal archaeologist shall be _

o  ~ . 7 ~employed to collect the artifacts uncovered, do a
survey prior to construction, evaluate thelr ,
significance, -and make recommendations to reduce

l any. damage that would be involved to a
non~significant level. All such recommendations
shall, with the concurrence of the County Planning

' Director, be implemented. [Note: The potential
for Cultural Resources impacts is considered
minimal because the project will take place on a .
small (2680 square feet), disturbed parcel of.land
that does not lie within an identified area of
archaeological sensitivity, and the existing
winery building is of recent construction.]

Noise

3. Limitation of all construction activities to that .
cewcaoc 0 o Loportion of the weekday  (Monday through Friday) - L
o when  they will cause -the least amount of annoyance L

B "’“"‘”“a](l.'“ between 7 30 a.m, and 4:30 p m. ) e

4, ALL" constructlon equlpment shall be properly and
»_““adequately mufflered at all tlmes. S

... 5. 'Place n01sy statlonary equlpment such as- ,

Loosoc oo oo ocompressors--and chillers away from developed areaspgfcn-
g ‘o7 off-site and/or “the’ provision. .of acoustlcal ‘ :

'i:shleldlng around such equlpment.."" :

.
:
y
e
X
I3

1

e
%

u
.

'fAesthetlcs'

‘XG:ﬂZfAll exterlor llghtlng shall be shlelded and "
' ' ., directed away from re51dences and roadways E
;}off-slte.-: : :

;‘KFQ:ZquﬁNo p11e of . sp011s generated by constructlon of the

¥ si. L. 7Y proposed project shall be located in an area’

Lo e - visible from State Highway 29, "All piles of -

§ .. 0L o, spoilse visible from public or prlvate roads or:

¢ .. off-site residences shall be: removed within nine . -

72(9) months. after commencement of use of the new I
‘fac111ty 1nvolved ' C

”}Gradlng on th1s s;te shall only take place 1n
bcon]unctlon Wlth 1nstallatlon of' the roads,‘, LT ST
parking areas,’ and bulldlngs planned Rough ppiias
grading of the site.and then létting it sit" 'j'“#?'j['
undeveloped for’ ‘ohe ‘or more constructlon seasons ;»g;wnn




10.

Water shall not be allowed to flow over cut and
fill slopes. Drainage shall be intercepted and
diverted away from cut and fill slopes by use of
up slope berms or interceptor ditches. Energy
dissipation structures shall be installed where
necessary.

All fills within which the spoils from this
project are placed shall be replanted with shrubs,
grasses and forbs acceptable to the Napa County
Resource Conservation District by October 15th of
the year in which they are deposited OR all
run-off from said fill shall be discharged through
properly sized and maintained debris catch basins.

Public Safety (Fire Protection)

11.

12.

13.

14,

15,

A water supply system capable of providing
approximately 300 gpm to the proposed facility at
20 psi dynamic shall be installed prior to
building occupancy and thereafter properly
maintained. The design of said system shall be
acceptable to and approved by the Napa County Fire
Chief. Facilities to provide approximately 18,000
gallons of water in storage exclusively for fire
protection shall be included. Exact water storage
and delivery capacities shall be determined by the
Napa County Fire Chief based on the final layout
of the facilities involved.

Any fire hydrant or fire protection source shall
be installed prior to building occupancy at
locations acceptable to and approved by the Napa
County Fire Chief.

Smoke detector system(s) acceptable to and
approved by the Napa County Fire Chief shall be
installed in the proposed building prior to its
occupancy.

A lock box system acceptable to and approved by
the Napa County Fire Chief shall be installed in
the proposed facility at an acceptable location.
A copy of the required business plan shall be
placed therein.

A copy of the business plan required by Napa
County Environmental Management Department shall
be provided to the Napa County Fire Chief within
three (3) months after building occupancy.




Public Safety (Traffic)

16. Manley Lane shall be widened to 20 feet from the driveway to
the winery east to the intersection of the lane with Highway 29
before public tours and tasting can begin. As part of this
project, as appropriate, utility poles shall be relocated or an
equivalent drainage ditch on the north of the road provided. The
road surface shall conform with Napa County subdivision

standards.

17. Applicant shall provide to the County the northernmost 15
feet of the parcel on which the winery is located for future

roadway use.

18. The proposed parking layout plan for the project shall be
modified to include a minimum of 12 spaces for visitors and four

spaces for employees before tours and tasting can begin.

19. At the intersection of Manley Lane and Highway 29, add a
northbound left-turn lane, a southbound right-turn deceleration
taper, and an eastbound right-turn acceleration taper on State
Highway 29 before public tours and tasting begins. Although
Caltrans may initiate a project that includes some or all aspects
of this mitigation measure, the applicant will have sole
reponsibility for mitigating the traffic impacts of the proposed

project (T29).

20. The applicant shall agree to participate financially on an

equitable basis in the operation of a shuttle bus system serving
winery visitors in the Napa Valley, if and when one is developed
by either a public agency or a private company (T30). It is not
the intent of this measure that the applicant be responsible for



developing a shuttle bus system or participating in a system that

requires unreasonable expenditures.

21. The applicant shall not operate tours and tasting after 4:00
p.m. on weekdays and weekends. This measure has been proposed as
part of the project by the applicant but have been included as

mitigation measures to reinforce their desirability.

22. To the extent possible, the .applicant shall schedule the
transportation of grapes and other freight shipments so that they
do not occur during peak hours of travel on weekdays or weekends

and when crossings of the wine train are scheduled.

23. The applicant shall maintain records of the number of

visitors (vehicles and persons) so that the impact of the project

can be monitored by the County.

FEIR Section 6 proposes séeveral alternatives (Alternatives 4
through 6) that would require traffic mitigation different from
that proposed above (mitigations 1 through 15 would be in force
for these alternatives). The traffic mitigations proposed for

the alternatives are as follows:

Alternative 4

17 and 22.

Alternative 5

17 and 22.

Alternative 6

All of the project mitigation measures (17-23),.




The project proponent proposes to comply with all of the project

mitigation measures.




Project Controversiality and Issues

The project is essentially non~controversial, except that some
residents along Manley Lane object to the increase in traffic and
are concerned about effects of the project on groundwater quality
and quantity. The main issues to be resolved are to choose
between the alternatives pfesented in this FEIR and to determine
if the planned traffic improvements are adequate if the project

proceeds.



II. Project Description

The project is to increase winery production at the existing
Swanson Winery in three phases to 42,500 gallons and to construct
a new tasting room on a l.44-acre parcel on the south side of
Manley Lane 700 feet west of Highway 29 within an AP Zoning
District (APN: 27-260-01). The winery presently consists of a
3,984 square foot winery structure with a 20,000 gallons/year

annual production capacity.

Phase 1 would entail increasing production capacity to 32,000
gallons/yr and add public tours and tasting. Tours and tasting
would take place 7 days a week throughout the year from 10 a.m.

to 4 p.m.

Phase 2 would add a new tasting room and office totaling 1,760
square feet and a roofed area for barrel work, fermentation and
wine storage of 1,813 square feet. Although new tasting
facilities would be added, public tours and tasting would operate

with the same schedule as in Phase I.

Phase 3 would increase production capacity to 42,500 .
gallons/year. Public tours and tasting would continue as in the

first two phases.

The project location is illustrated on Figures 1 and 2a and 2b.

Figure 3 shows the proposed site plan.

The objectives of the project are to increase production and

adding a tasting room.

The principal components of the project are: 1) to roof over and
enclose an 1813 square foot concrete pad for expanded barrel

work, fermentation, and wine storage operations, and build an 880
square foot first floor retail sales and tasting area, ahd an 880

square foot second floor area for offices; and 2) expand
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leachfield capacity to accommodate increased domestic and winery
wastewater flows. The proposed site plan (Figure 3) shows one
alternative for leachfield expansion, but a mound system that
would meet the requirements of the Napa County Department. of

Environmental Management will also be considered.
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I1T. Intended Uses of the EIR

The EIR will be used by  the Napa County in determining whether to
approve an application for a use permit. The Napa County
Conservation, Dévelopment, and Planning Commission will be.
responsible to certify the Environmental Impact Report and decide
on the Use Permit application, unless appealed to the Napa County
Board of Supervisors. Approvals will also be required by the
California State Alcoholic Beverage Control Commission, United

States Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, San Francisco Bay

Area Air Quality Management District, County Departments of

Public Works and Environmental Management.

-1 4-




IV. Environmental Setting

(in part from Napa County Project Specification RFP 88/04)

The site is a gently sloping to nearly level area (slopes
typically 0-4%) at elevation 165 feet MSL on the floor of the
Napa Valley located approximately 3/4 mile south of Rutherford.
Foundation material consists of older alluvial fan overlain by
Class 2 soil of the Bale Clay Loam (0-2%) series. Runoff is low
and there is little hazard for erosion. Vegetative cover is
primarily vineyards and introduced grasses and forbes. Existing
land uses include the existing winery. Surrounding land uses

include 8 vineyards and approximately 14 nearby houses along

Manley Lane.

Regional access to the site is provided by State Highway 29, the
major north-south arterial through Napa County. Local access is
provided by Manley Lane. Manley Lane is a l6-foot wide two-lane
roadway running from a "T" intersection at State Highway 29
westerly for approximately one mile where it dead ends. 1In
addition to the Swanson Winery, there are 14 single-family
residences along Manley Lane. Railroad tracks cross Manley Lane
near the intersection of Manley Lane and State Highway 29, State
Highway 29 is heavily used by tourists visiting the wineries in

the Napa Valley.

The project is consistent with the Napa County General Plan. The
Planning and Zoning Analysis provided by County staff in the
Initial Study included the following information (in part):

9. The proposed use complies with applicable
provisions of the Napa County Code and is
consistent with the policies and standards of the
Napa County General Plan.

10, The proposal is in conformance with the General
Plan designation of Agricultural Resource and the
AP (Agricultural Preserve) District Zoning
specified for the property.

-15~




V. Environmental Impact

No significant environmental impacts were found. This conclusion

rests on the following analysis:

The Initial Study (Appendix A) determined that the project would
have no substantial impact. A subsequent review by the Napa
County Planning Commission and the Napa County Board of
Supervisors of the proposed Negative Declaration and public
testimony resulted in a decision to prepare an EIR focusing on

the following traffic issues:

1, Getting on and off Manley Lane at the intersection of
Highway 29. ‘

2, Traffic on Manley Lane and the Manley Lane Area in general.

The general cumulative impact of traffic on the Highway 29

corridor.

Effects dismissed in an Initial Study as clearly insignificant
and unlikely to occur need not be discussed further in an EIR
unless the County subsequently receives information inconsistent
with the findings in the Initial Study (Napa County CEQA
Guidelines, 1986, Section 912).

Our review of the record of public hearings conducted on the
project indicates that the Initial Study was correct in
classifying impacts other than traffic as not significant.

Impact areas other than traffic are not further discussed in this

FEIR except as noted in the following paragraph.

The scope of work that the Napa County Conservation, Development
and Planning Department subsequently issued also called for
investigations in the areas of energy use, agricultural lands,
and growth inducement, consistent with the requirements of the
Napa County CEQA Guidelines (1986). The following three sections

discuss these issues, followed by the traffic section.

-16~




(Comments on the DEIR are summarized in Appendices A through

C. These comments are identified by a letter/number designation

- e.g., T5. Responses to the comments in the FEIR impacts

discussion are followed by the comment identifier in parentheses.
Those comments not specifically responded to in the FEIR text are

discussed in Appendix C.

1. Energy Use

Energy ﬁse at the existing winery ranges from a low of about
2.6 KWH/day in the winter to a high of about 150 KWH/day in the
summer. The average for the year (1988) was 38.3 KWH/day, for a
total yearly energy consumption of 15,360 KWH, about the
consumption of a large house. The existing facilities include
energy-conserving measures such as a fan on the roof to pull in
night air to cool the Winery, 1/2-inch foam insulation jackeﬁs on
outside tanks, and insulation on all hot water pipes. The new
facilities would be equipped with similar energy saving measures.
While the ultimate energy consumption is difficult to predict,
the size of the expansion suggests roughly a doubling of energy
consumption. Contact with the Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Marketing Department (1989) reveals that facilities are in place
to supply the expansion. Energy will not be used in an
inefficient and unnecessary manner. No significant energy

impacts are expected.

2, Agriculture

The building construction will take place on 880 square feet
of land adjacent to the existing winery that might once have been
suitable for agriculture. Adjacent and surrounding agricultural
production would be affected only to the extent that increased
traffic on Manley Lane impedes operations (see Traffic Impacts
section), or to the extent that a change in the character of the
neighborhood from agricultural/residential to winery/commercial
and thus encourages other similar activity on agricultural land

(see Growth Inducement section) (G2) (A3) (Al).

~-17-



However, the impact of the project itself on regional and,
even local agricultural production would bé small. Prime
agricultural land is defined as land with Class 1 or Class II
soils, 1In the County, there are 51,490 acres of land with either
Class I or Class II soils (Napa County Conservation, Development,
and Planning Department, 1989). This includes some land in
cities which has been developed. Assume, for example, that
one-half of available prime agricultural land is in .
non-agricultural purposes. That would leave 25,745 acres. The
project will convert 880 square feet, or .019 acres of prime
agricultural land. This quantity represents 0.0000007 of the
assumed remaining County prime agricultural land base. Even
using the total acreage of the Swanson parcel, 1.44 acres, thé
figure is .00005 of the County prime agricultural land base.
Clearly, the agricultural land convérsion aspect of this project
viewed by itself is not significant (see also Growth Inducement

and Cumulative Impacts sections (a4, G2).

3. Growth Inducement

The proposed expansion would result in the employment of 2}
additional people (Gl). If the project is successful in
producing increased revenue through wholesale and on-site retail
wine sales, this might ultimately lead to further employment and
a growth-inducing impact, but the scale of activity is not

sufficient to be considered significant.

The project might also lead to growth inducement by
contributing to a change in the character of the neighborhood
from agricultural/residential to winery/commercial. A winery
management firm already exists farther west on Manley Lane.
Should the project stimulate other winery/commercial activity,
other impacts would occur in growth-related categories,
particularly traffic, views and noise. Some residents along
Manley Lane would find these changes in their neighborhood
unpleasant, especially if many agricultural operations were to

include wineries. However, the project is consistent with the
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Napa County General Plan and the Agricultural Preserve zoning
specified for the property. Because of this, and the small scale
of the project, the growth-inducing impact is considered

not-significant (N2, G2).
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4, Traffic

a. Setting

1 Site Access

Regional access to the site is provided by
State Highway 29. The project site is located on Manley Lane,
which is one of three county lanes located on the west side of
Highway 29 between Rutherford and Oakville. It forms a "T"
intersection with Highway 29 and extends approximately one mile
to the west where it deadends. Niebaum Lane is located to the
north and Bella Oaks Lane to the south., Manley Lane is generally
l6 feet wide although in the vicinity of the existing winery it
is up to 18 ft. 6 in. wide (Tl). An easement of at least 26 feet
exists for the full length of the lane, and in instances where
replatting has occurred in recent years Napa County has required
that an additional easement of 15 feet on each side be conveyed
by the property owner so that an ultimaté easement of 56 feet can
be obtained. The parcel directly east of the winery has provided
such an easement for a distance of 214 feet to within 506 feet of
the intersection (see Figure 4). The additional easement already
exists on the north side of the road from the winery east to the
intersection. The existing roadway dimensions, however, do not
reflect the additional easement. The original five feet of
easement north of the paved surface is used for a drainage ditch,
for approximately the first 500 feet of the road (T2), and the
five feet on the south side are used as a shoulder and for the
placement of telephone poles (see Figure 5). Between the winery
driveway and Highway 29, there are five telephone poles.

The winery is located on a 1.44 acre parcel

on the south side of the lane, and the driveway is approximately
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0.2 miles from the Highway 29 intersection. There are 14
residences located on Manley Lane, in addition to two residences
located on the winery property, and eight operating vineyards
(T4). Five of the 14 are between the winery and Highway 29 and
the remainder are west of the winery. All of the parcels with
access to Manley Lane are zoned Agricultural Preserve (AP) and
total approximately 148 acres. For purposes of this analysis, it
has been estimated that 70 percent of this area contains the

eight operating vineyards.

Railroad tracks cross Manley Lane 40 feet
west of the Highway 29 intersection as shown in Figure 6. The
tracks are the property of the Napa Valléey Wine Train, which is
scheduled to begin service in August, 1989. In preparation for
this service, the company has installed new signing and painted
new pavement markings. No protection for the at-grade crossing
at Manley Lane exists except for the signing and pavement

markings.

An entrance to a single family residence is
located on the east side of Highway 29 almost directly east of
Manley Lane. Also, a new winery, St. Supery, has its entrance
on the east side of the road approximately 300 feet north of
Manley Lane. As part of the project, a two-way left turh lane
has been constructed at the entrance. The taper for the middle
lane ends at Manley Lane, but the paved shoulder has been widened
to 12 feet as part of the two-way left turn lane and for 120 feet

south of Manley Lane.

The posted speed limit on Highway 29 near
Manley Lane is 55 miles per hour. Through Rutherford, which is
located to the north, the speed limit is 35 miles; and through
Oakville, located to the south, it is 45 miles per hour.
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2. Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes on Highway 29 continue to
increase as increased numbers of tourists visit the wineries in
the region and as the year-round population of the area grows.
According to the Caltrans Annual Traffic Volumes, the annual
average daily traffic (AADT) on Highway 29 north of Oakville was
14,900 vehicles per day in 1987. The AADT increased at a rate of
approximately five percent per year from 1982 to 1987. The peak
month ADT in 1987 was 17,700 vehicles per day at this location.

To supplement the volumes provided by
Caltrans, mechanical tube counters were placed on Manley Lane and
Highway 29 from Friday, January 6 to Tuesday, January 10. The
24-hour volumes for Saturday through Monday are listed below in

Table 1:

Table 1
24~-hour Two-Way Volumes

Hwy 29 Manley Lane

Saturday 12,095 119
Sunday 9,097 122
Monday 13,142 197

Based on an interview with the winery
manager, the winery presently generates a baseline figure of 30
trips per day. The manager lives on the property, and another
vineyard employee lives in a second residence on the property.
Based on an average weekday traffic volume of 200 vehicles, the
winery traffic represents 15 percent of total traffie on the
lane. The remaining 170 trips represent an average of 12 trips
per day for the 14 residences (T22). This average is slightly
higher than the average of 10 trips per day that is normally used
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for residences but is understandable given that the lane contains

operating vineyards as well as residences.

Vehicle turning movement counts were
conducted at the intersection of Manley Lane and Highway 29 on
Tuesday, January 10, 1989 from 4:00 to 6:00 P.M. Since volumes
are somewhat lower during the winter months than during the
summer months, the peak hour volumes counted on Highway 29 were
adjusted to reflect peak month conditions. It was assumed,
however, that volumes on Manley Lane are consistent throughout
the year at the present time except for trips associated with the
cultivating and harvesting of grapes. Counts taken in August,
1988 by the Goodrich Traffic Group found that the weekday peak
hour volume on Highway 29 was 1,875 vehicles (DEIR #056 La Croix
Blanche Napa Winery, Baseline Environmental Consulting, January,
1989), and the Sunday peak hour volume was 1,720 vehicles (DEIR
#055 Stone Hedge Winery, Baseline Environmental Consulting,
December, 1988). The estimated weekday P.M. and Sundéy peak hour

turning movement volumes are shown in Figure 7.

As a street with operating vineyards and a
winery, Manley Lane has three identifiable periods of the year
when the volume and type of traffic as follows: the base period
(October 1 to mid-August), short periods at each vineyard during
the spring and fall when cultivation activities are.taking place,
and the harvesting, or crush, period (generally, mid-August to
October 1). Tables 2 and 3, respectively, show the estimated
weekday and Sunday make-up of traffic generated by Swanson Winery
and the other land uses on the road for each of these time
periods. The assumptions used in generating the traffic figures

are as follows:
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Table 2 _
Manley Lane Weekday Tratfic for Existing Conditions
Time Period
Cutti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation | Crush
Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 30 30 30
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 4
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 170 170 170
Cultivation Trips 8
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
| o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 1 1 1
Tours and Tasting 0 "0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
0 Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 10 10 10
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Daily Traffic (Vehicles/Day)
Swanson Winery 30 30 34
Percent of Total 15.0% 14.4% 14.0%
Cther 170 178 208
Percent of Total 85.0%4 85.6% 86.0%
Total 200 208 242
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
Swanson Winery 1 1 1
Percent of Total 9.1% 9.1% 9.1%
Other 10 10 10
Percent of Total 90.9% 90.9%  90.9%
Total 11 11 11

Note: See text for assumptions.

-27-




— _i
= B —

Table 3
Manley Lane Sunday Traffic for. Existing Conditions
Time Period
. Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation | Crush
Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 15 15 15
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 4
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 105 105 105
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 2 2 2
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes ' 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traftic 11 11 11
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers o
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 15 15 19
Percent of Total 7.5% 7.2%) 7.9%
Other 105 105 143
Percent of Total 52.5% 50.5% 59.1%
Total 120 120 162
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 2 2 2
Percent of Total 18.2% 18.2% . 18.2%
Other 11 11 11
Percent of Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total 13 13 13
Note: See text for assumptions.
- 2 8 .




Basic Traffic: This traffic occurs

throughout the year irrespective of seasonal activities related
to vineyards and the winery. The average traffic has been
estimated at 200 trips per day based on counts made by JHK, with

30 generated by the winery.

Tours and Tasting: The winery does not offer

tours and tasting at this time; and, therefore, there is no

traffic due to this activity.

Cultivation: These trips involve vineyard

maintenance activities such as pruning, spraying, dusting,
tilling, and fertilizing (T6, T1l5, T1l7, T1l8). They occur during
the fall and spring but their timing is not as critical as
harvesting and can be spread out. The trips involve movement of
tractors and farming equipment on trailers with low beds and
worker trips. All trucks hauling cultivation equipment are road-
legal, which means that they are eight feet or less in width. 1In
estimating trips, it was assumed that two trucks per day would
travel to Manley Lane as well as two worker vehicles for a total
of eight trips (4 inbound, 4 outbound). One of the larger
vineyards on Manley Lane is managed by equipment that is located
on the property. Finally, it was assumed that all cultivation

trip~making occurs on weekdays.

Harvesting: Tfips related to harvesting on

Manley Lane include the inbound movement of grapes to Swanson
Winery, the outbound movement of grapes from the vineyards on the
road, and vehicle trips by pickers (T17). The size of grape
shipments transported by a single vehicle varies from 3.5 to 15
tons, depending upon the size of gondolas used for collecting
grapes. The actual size varies from vineyard to vineyard. At

the present time, Swanson Winery uses 3.5 ton gondolas that can
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be pulled between rows of vines and, when full, attached to the
back of a pick-up truck and transported to the winery. Such a
system works well when grapes are located close to a winery, but
larger shipments would be used over long distances. Two
vineyards under the same ownership as Swanson Winery are located
approximately 3.5 and 5 miles from the winery and total
approximately 130 acres, which is more than adequate to supply
the needs of the winery. Most of the grapes for the winefy will
come from this source. Although the vineyards on Manley Lane may
use larger or smaller shipments than 3.5 tons, a common size has
been used for both inbound and outbound grape shipments so that
traffic comparisons are meaningful. It has been assumed that 70
percent of the 148 acres with access to Manley Lane, exclusive of
the winery parcel, produce grapes and that the average production
is four tons per acre. The harveéting, or crush, period '
generally extends for six weeks from September 1 to October 15,
but a much shorter period exists for the shipment of grapeé from
an individual vineyard. For purposes of this analysis, peak
traffic has been estimated by assuming that all grapes are
shipped to or from Manley Lane during a three week period (21
days). In estimating vehicle trips by pickers, it was assumed
that approximately one-half of land under cultivation would be
harvested at one time, and that one picker would be on site for
every two acres of land being harvested. Also, it was assumed

‘that two pickers would arrive in each vehicle. Harvesting, it is

assumed, would occur throughout the week.

Based on the above assumptions, the Swanson
Winery for the base period accounts for 15 percent of total
weekday traffic and 9.1 percent of weekday peak hour traffic on
Manley Lane. The percentage is less on weekends because then the
winery is not open. During cultivation, the Swanson Winery
percentage of total traffic decreases slightly because it does
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not have any cultivation-related traffic. Its percentage
decreases slightly to 14.0 percent during harvesting because the

amount of outbound grapes exceeds the amount of inbound grapes to

the winery.

All grapes for the winery will come from Napa
Valley vineyards, and primarily from two nearby vineyards under
the same ownership as the winery. The routing is via Oakville
Cross Road, a right turn onto Highway 29, and then a left turn
onto Manley Lane. The reverse route is used for return trips.
This route does not require outbound left turns from Manley Lane,
which has the lowest level of service. For outbound shipments of
grapes, it is difficult to accurately estimate the direction of
trips. One of the vineyards is leased by Pine Ridge Winery,
which is located to the south on the Silverado Trail, and another
is owned by Joseph Phelps Winery, which is located to the north
in St. Helena. The others could be delivered to any winery in
the area. To date, none of the vineyards on the Lane has sold
grapes to Swanson Winery; but the winery has indicated that it

would be open to such an arrangement.

Napa County has established guidelines for
the width of local County roads in relationship to traffic that
is generated (T12,T25). For up to 60 vehicles per day, a street
16 feet in width is considered adequate. The width requirement
increases to 20 feet for up to 250 vehicles per day and to 24
feet for up to 1,000 vehicles per day. It should be emphasized
that the traffic volume figures are guidelines, and situations
are reviewed on an individual basis. Traffic in excess of the
figures does not necessarily represent congested or unsafe
conditions. Because the need for county road funds greatly
exceeds available funds, the county generally relies on the
establishment of local assessment districts to improve existing
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lanes. Based on existing traffic volume counts, a traveling
surface 20 feet wide can be justified for Manley Lane. During
most of the year, daily traffic is 200 vehicles per day on -
weekdays and is 120 vehicles per day on Sundays. Maximum
estimated traffic on several weekdays during the crush reaches
242 vehicles. The actual number of trips likely will be less
because of the small shipment size (3.5 tons) used in estimating

trips for all shipments of grapes.

3 Planned Roadway Improvements

. The State Transportation Improvement Program
for Highway 29 includes left—turn channelization for locations
from Yountville to St. Helena. Specifically, a two-way left turn
lane will be included between Bella Oaks Lane and Manley Lane.
Design is underway and construction would begin in 1990 at the
earliest (P. Badal, personal communication). As part of the
project, tapers for traffic turning right onto Manley Lane and
for traffic turning right onto Highway 29 will be constructed
(T28). No plans exist for the County to upgrade Manley Lane at

this time,

4 Wine Train Service and Grade Crossiqg

Improvements

The Napa Valley Wine Train has plans to
operate a 36 mile round-trip service between Napa and St. Helena
beginning in the summer of 1989 (T16). Although the service has
been included as part of the existing conditions analysis, when
and if the service will operate remains uncertain. A
jurisdictional dispute between the State Public Utilities
Commission and the Interstate Commerce Commission is in the
courts, and the decision among other things will affect whether
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or not an environmental impact statement must be prepared before
the service can operate on more than a temporary basis. During
the first year of operation, the service as proposéed would
consist of two round trips on weekdays and three round trips on
Friday, weekends, and holidays. By mid-1990, the service expects
to be operating six round trips per day using two trains, each
with ten passenger cars (T10). The regular travel speed outside
of Napa will be 20 m.p.h. Because Manley Lane is near one of the
train's stops (Rutherford), crossing speed at Manley Lane has-
been estimated by the Napa Wine Train staff at 18 m.p.h. At full
operation, it will take 35 seconds for the train to cross Manley
Lane. The 12 crossing times at Manley Lane will occur from 10:18
A.M. to 8:40 P.M. with times between crossings varying from

approximately 50 to 70 minutes.

The California Public Utilities Commission is
responsible for establishing the need for protection at at-grade
railroad crossings. It has developed a list of 20 crossings to
receive protection equipment. Priorities have been established
based on traffic levels on the roads that are crossed, past
accident histories, and proposed neighborhood growth prospects.
Manley Lane is located in the middle of the list after crossings
located within the cities of Napa and St. Helena. No timetable
has been set for the installation of crossings, but an
implementation period of 3-4 years is not uncommon for securing
funding, carrying out design, and carrying out letters of
agreement between a railroad, local governments, the Commission,
and Caltrans., Funding for improved grade crossing protection
comes 90 percent from the Federal government and 10 percent from

local governments.
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5 Levels of Service

The existing levels of service were determined for
the intersection of Manley lane and Highway 29. The concept of
levels of service is defined in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual

(Transportation Research Board) as "a qualitative measure
describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, and

their perception by motorists". Six levels of service are
defined and given letter designations A through F, with level of
service A representing free flow conditions and level of service

F representing a breakdown in flows.

The level of service at an unsignalized
intersection is based on the reserve, or unused, capacity of each
of the movements on the minor approach and the left turn from the
major approach. Through traffic on the major road is assumed to
be unimpeded. The reserve capacity is the difference between the
potential capacity and the volume for a given movement. The
potential capacity is dependent on the number of available gaps
in the traffic stream, which is affected by volumes and speeds on

the major road in both directions.

The levels of service at the intersection of
Manley Lane and Highway 29 were calculated for the weekday P.M.
peak period and the Sunday peak period. The volumes shown in
Figure 7 were used for the analysis to present peak summertime
conditions., The resulting levels of service are provided in

Table 4. The volume and reserve capacity are also included for

each movement.

The analysis shows that the northbound left
turns from Highway 29 to Manley lane and the eastbound right
turns from Manley Lane to Highway 29 operate at acceptable levels
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Table 4

EXISTING LEVELS OF SERVICE
HIGHWAY 29 AT MANLEY LAKNE

Time Reserve Level of
Period Direction Movement* Volume Capacity  Service
Weekday EB L 6 38 E
PM Peak EB R 3 228 C

EB LR 9 52 E
NB L 1 331 B
Sunday EB L 6 38 E
Peak EB R 5 215 C
EB LR 11 58 E
NB L 1 317 B

*¥ 1, = Left Turn
R = Right Turn

LR = Shared Lane Capacity for Left and Right Turns
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of service, B or C. The left turns from Manley Lane are at level
of service E with a reserve capacity of 38 during both peak
periods. Only six vehicles turned left during each peak hour,
but the number of acceptable gaps in the traffic is limited
because of the relatively high levels of through traffic on
Highway 29, 1,620 vehicles during the weekday P.M. peak and 1,420
vehicles during the Sunday P.M. peak hour.

b. Project Impacts

This section discusses the traffic impacts of
the project after Phase 3 has been completed. At that point, the
winery will produce 42,500 gallons of wine annually and will
provide public tours and tasting seven days a week from 10:00

A.M, to 4:00 P.M. throughout the year (T24}).

1 Trip Generation

The proposed project will generate additional
trips in three categories, as follows: (1) new trips related to
the day-to-day operation of the winery; (2) trips related to
public tours and tasting, and (3) trips related to the
transportation of grapes to the winery.

With the completion of Phase 3, the winery
will have four full-time employees, two more than at present.
One of the employees will have primary responsibility for
operating the public tours and tasting and the other will be a
marketing manager. It is estimated that 10 new daily vehicle
trips (5 inbound and 5 outbound) will be added, six for new
employees and an additional four trips by two business-related
visits. It is estimated that only one of the new trips will
occur during the P,M. peak hour. For the transportation of
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grapes to the winery, the same assumptions used for estimating

existing trips of this type were used.

Various small-scale studies have been
conducted on establishing trip generation rates for visitors to
wineries in Napa County, but they do not adequately consider
location or the extent to which tasting and tours are promoted.
Potential visitor traffié_at wineries is very much dependent on
the location of a winery and the extent to which each winery
promotes visitor activities. Visitor trips attracted to wineries
are most affected by hours of operation, highway signing, the
size of the tasting areas, name recognition, visibility of the
winery from the highway, and the size of parking lots. A high
percentage of winery visits can be considered impulse trips. The

visitor may be making a trip specifically to visit wineries but

- probably has not pre-selected the location of all wineries to be

visited. Table 5 presents a comparison of winery production and
visitor trips for a sample of wineries as compiled from other
sources. The ratio of visitors to production varies from 0.6 to
8.3. Swanson Winery, because it is not visible from the highway,
is expected to have a ratio toward the lower end of this range.

Regression analysis was used to estimate the
trip generation rate for tours and tasting trips based on data
compiled from previous studies. For the analysis, four wineries
in Table 5 were used that had annual productions less than 75,000
gallons and a ratio of visitors to 1,000 gallons of production

less than 5.0. The resulting equation is as follows:

-50.19 + 0.00384 x G with R2 = 0.74, where

Vv =
V = expected number of peak day visitors;
G = gallons of wine produced annually, and

R2 = correlation coefficient.
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Comparison of Tours and Tasting Visitors and

Table 5

Annual Winery Production

Production

Winery (Annual Gallons)
Joseph Phelps 166,000
Quail Ridge* 24,000
Silverado 119,000
Pepi* 42,000
Clos du Val 143,000
Swanson (estimated) 42,500
Girard* 33,000
Conn Creek* 60,000
Pine Ridge 76,000
Stag's Leap 83,000
Whitehall 50,000
Sequoia Grove 41,000
Note: *Indicates winery is

proposed for Swanson Winery and was used in the

regression analysis,

Peak
Visitors/

Days

100

50
150

60
250
113
100
200
300
350
250
340

Daily visitors/
1,000 Gallons
Production

OUITE WWWNHHRHH
L ] L . L] L]
WONOBWOIILWon

considered typical of what is
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The projected number of peak day visitors,
based on an annual production of 42,500 gallons of wine, was 113
visitors. The estimate is subject to some error because of the
small sample size and because variables other than production
size have not been considered. The figure of 113 visitors is
consistent with data contained in other traffic studies for
wineries and to estimates of peak day visitors provided by winery
personnel. Based on a conservative estimate of two persons per
vehicle visitors, the proposed project would be expected to
generate 113 vehicle-trips (57 trips inbound and 57 trips 4
outbound) on a peak summer weekend day. Assuming that 30 percent
of the peak day visitors will occur during the peak hour, it was
estimated that 34 peak-hour trips would be generated (17 trips
inbound and 17 trips outbound) on a peak weekend day. The number
of trips génerated on a weekday was estimated assuming that 50
percent of the trips generated on a peak weekend day would be
generated on a weekday. Based on this, the number of trips
expected on a weekday would be 57 vehicle-trips (29 trips inbond
and 29 trips outbound). Again assuming that 30 percent of the
peak day visitors will occur during the peak hour of operation, ‘
it was estimated that 8 peak-hour trips would be generated (9
trips inbound and 9 trips outbound) on a peak weekday. However,
these trips will not occur during the peak hour of travel on

Highway 29 because the winery will close at 4:00 p.m. on

weekdays.

Tables 6 and 7 present a break-down of

estimated trips on Manley Lane on a daily and P.M. peak hour
basis for both weekdays and Sundays, respectively. Compared to
existing conditions, the base period daily traffic will increase
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Table 6

Manley Lane Weekday Traffic for Project: 42,500 gallons/year
(with Public Tours & Tasting)

Time Period
, Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation { Crush
Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day) '
0 Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 40 40 40
~ Tours and Tasting 57 | 57 57
Harvesting - inbound grapes 8
o Other Traffic.
Basic Traffic 170 170 170
Cultivation Trips 8
Trips by Pickers ' 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic {Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 2 2 2
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0]
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 10 10 10
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
.0 Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 97 - 97 105
Percent of Total 36.3% 35.3% 33.5%
Other 170 178 | 208
Percent of Total 63.7% 64.7% 66.5%
Total 267 275 313
Increase over Existing Conditions 67 67 71
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 33.5% 32.2% 29.3%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic ‘ :
Swanson Winery 2 2 2
Percent of Total 16.7% 16.7%  16.7%
Other 10 10 10
Percent of Total 83.3% 83.3% 83.3%
Total 12 12 12
Increase over Existing Conditions 1 1 1
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 9.1% 9.1% 9.1%

Note: See text for assumptions.
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Table 7

Manley Lane Sunday Traffic for Project: 42,500 gallons/year
(with Public Tours & Tasting)

Time Period
, : - Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation { Crush
{Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day) ‘
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 21 21 21
Tours and Tasting 113 113 113
Harvesting - inbound grapes 8
o Cther Traffic
Basic Traffic 105 105 105
Cuiltivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 26
N Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
0 Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 4 4 4
Tours and Tasting 34 34 34
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 11 11 11
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period ’
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 134 134 142
Percent of Total 56.1% 56.1% 49.8%
Other 105 105 143
Percent of Total 43.9% 43.9% 50.2%
Total 239 239 285
Increase over Existing Conditions 119 119 123
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 99.2% 99.2%  75.9%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 38 38 38
Percent of Total 77.6%  77.6% 77.6%
Other i 11 11 11
Percent of Total 22.4% 22.4% 22.4%
Total 49 49 49
Increase over Existing Conditions 36 36 36
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 276.9% 276.9% 276.9%
Note: See text for assumptions.
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by 67 vehicles on weekdays to 267 vehicles and by 119 vehicles on
Sundays to 239 vehicles. The respective percentages of increase
are 33.5 percent and 29.3 percent. Tours and tasting accounts
for 85 percent of the weekday increase and 95 percent of the
Sunday increase. Project traffic will increase the winery's
percent of daily traffic during the base period to 36.3 percent-
on weekdays and 56.1 percent on Sundays. The highest number of
daily trips would occur during the crush with 313 on weekdays and
285 on weekends. The percentage increases due to the project are
actually less than for existing conditions because of the higher -
existing traffic volumes. During weekdays during the crush, 21
additional trips would be generated compared to the base period,
a 29.3 percent increase, and during weekends 123 additional

trips, a 75.9 percent increase.

The traffic increase resulting from the
project during afternoon peak hours is greater during weekends
than on weekdays. During weekdays, tours and tastings will
operate from 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and, thus, will not generate
trips during either the morning or afternoon peak hours. On the
weekends, however, the peak hour occurs earlier, and it is
assumed that the peak hour for tours and tasting will overlap
with the peak hour of traffic on adjacent streets. As a result,
the increase of traffic on Manley Lane will be from 11 to 49

vehicles.

2 Trip Distribution

All project—generated traffic would use
Manley Lane east of the project site. It was assumed for this
analysis that during peak hours 50 percent of the project-
generated traffic would be inbound and 50 percent would be
outbound. It was further assumed that 60 percent of the inbound
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traffic would come from southbound Highway 29 and make a right-
turn onto Manley Lane, while 40 percent would come from
northbound Highway 29 and make a left-turn into Manley Lane.
This is based on the existing traffic distribution pattern at
this intersection. For outbound traffic, it was assumed that 50
percent of the traffic would turn left from Manley Lane to
northbound Highway 29 and 50 percent of the traffic would turn

right Manley Lane to southbound Highway 29.

Although existing traffic patterns at this
intersection indicate that more vehicles could turn left from
Manley Lane to northbound Highway 29, the 50/50 split was used
because it was felt that on a peak afternoon vehicles that had to
make left turns into or out of Manley Lane would be less inclined
to visit the winery than vehicles which can make a right turn in
and a right turn out, i.e. southbound vehicles. The existing
plus project turning movement volumes for the base period
(October 1 to mid-August) at the intersection of Manley Lane and

Highway 29 are illustrated in Figure 8.

3 Capacity Analysis

Capacity analyses were conducted at the
intersection of Manley Lane and Highway 29 with the project-
generated traffic added to the existing traffic at this
intersection based on the trip distribution described above.
There was no change in the level of service with the addition of
the project-generated traffic. The reserve capacity for each of
the critical movements was reduced slightly. Levels of Service
at the intersection of Manley Lane and Highway 29 with the
addition of the project-generated traffic for the base period are
shown in Table 8. Existing levels of service are also shown for

comparison. The impacts on the intersection function are considered
to be not significant.
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Table 8

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT LEVELS OF SERVICE
HIGHWAY 29 AT MANLEY LANE

Existing Existing Plus Project

Time Reserve Level of Reserve Level of
Period Direction Movement¥* Volume Capacity Service Volume Capacity Service

Weekday EB L 6 38 E 11 32 E

PM Peak EB R 3 228 C T 223 C

EB LR 9 52 E 18 45 E

NB L 1 331 B 5 324 B

Sunday EB L 6 38 E 15 28 E

Peak EB R 5 215 C 14 203 C

| EB LR 11 58 E 29 40 E

o NB L 1 317 B 8 305 B

!

* L = Left Turn
R = Right Turn
LR = Shared Lane Capacity for Left and Right Turns
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The capacity analysis procedures do not consider
delays to through traffic on the major street when a vehicle is
stopped to turn left, which in this case is northbound traffic on
Highway 29. The extent of this delay is the primary criterion
for establishing a left turn lane on the highway. A research
paper written in 1967 established the relationship between
opposing traffic, approaching traffic, and left-turn volumes
through a combination of traffic flow theory and empirical data
(Harmelink, 1967). Equations and assumptions in this research
were used to‘analyze existing peak hour conditions on a Sunday
afternoon. For these conditions (see Figure 7), a left turn is
justified when the number of left turns in the approaching
traffic reaches 1.0 percent, or four vehicles pef hour. This
small percentage is due to the large through traffic volumes in
both directions. Caltrans' requirement for a left turn lane on
Highway 29 whenever a winery project includes tasting is
reasonable given the small margin of error that exists and the
rélatively large number of locations that are either a winery

driveway or an intersection with a County road.

4 Impacts on Manley Lane.

It should be noted that several aspects of the
project have been included to reduce potential traffic impacts.
The weekday hours of operation for tours and tasting are from
10:00 A.M., to 4:00 P.M. so that trips during either the morning

or afternoon peak hours will not occur (T8, T9).
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The County's-daily traffic guidelines for 20 foot
wide roads would be exceeded by only 17 vehicles on weekdays
during the base period, which is not enough to warrant further
increase of the road width to 24 feet. The increase during. the
P.M. peak hour on weekdays is minimal (1 vehicle trip) because
tours and tasting is scheduled only until 4:00 P.M. On the
weekends, however, the hours of operation for tours and tasting
will coincide with peak traffic, and the increase for the peak
hour will be 36 vehicle trips. This impact is considered to be
no significant, as it would not affect the level of service on
Manley Lane. Nevertheless, the increase in traffic on Manley
Lane is substantial both on weekdays and Sundays and increases

the justification for widening the road to 20 feet between the

winery and Highway 29.
S Parking

The proposed site plan, shown in Figure 3,
provides 13 parking stalls after the winery expansion is
complete. The results of the trip generation analysis for tours
and tasting indicate that the peak trip generation rate for the
proposed winery is expected to be 36 vehicle-trips (18 inbound
trips and 18 outbound trips) per hour. It was assumed that
visitors would stay at the site for an average of 40 minutes, or
two-thirds of an hour. The required number of parking spaces for

visitors, thus, was estimated to be 12.

Based on the results of the trip generation
analysis, the proposed number of parking stalls (four spaces for
employees and nine spaces for visitors) as shown in Figure 3
would not be adequate for both visitors and employees of the
winery. Recommended improvements for the proposed parking layout

are discussed in the section on mitigation measures.
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6 Wine Train Impacts

The increase in traffic on Manley Lane will
increase the justification for the installation of protection
devices at the c¢rossing of Manley Lane with the Napa Wine Train
tracks. A contributing factor will be when the service reaches
its projected full service of six round trips (12 crossings) per
day. Initial service in 1989 will only be three round trips on
weekends and two on weekdays. Also, the number of train
crossings would be greater than what existed when the tracks
handled primarily freight shipments. Adequate signing on Manley
Lane exists to alert motorists of the railroad crossing. 1In°"
establishing its priority list for projects statewide, the Public
Utilities Commission considers proposed as well as existing
traffic volumes. Thus, it is possible that the priority for
additional protection at Manley Lane would be increased if public

tours and tasting were approved for Swanson Winery.

Both the traffic exiting Manley Lane to
Highway 29 and the traffic entering Manley Lane from Highway 29
could experience delays if and when the Wine Train is in
operation. No significant impacts are related to the cars
waiting to turn onto or off Manley Lane, after a gate is
installed, for three reasons: (1) the 25 foot distance between
the traveling surface on Highway 29 and the railroad tracks; (2)
the wide (12 foot) shoulders that have been constructed as part
of the two-way left turn lane for the new St. Supery Winery
located to the north of Manley Lane, and (3) the low probability
(2.1 percent) that more than one vehicle will turn right during a
65 second passing of a wine train, which includes 30 seconds that
a gate would be closed in advance of an approaching train

(T10,T1l),
7 Cumulative Impacts (T23)
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The cumulative impact of new or expanded wineries,
especially those that héve tours and tasting, is of concern
because of increasing congestion on Highway 29. Existing traffic
on Highway 29 does not include traffic that will be generated by
projects that have been approved but not constructed nor those
which have not as yet been approved. In the examination of
cumulative impacts, three categories of traffic can be
consideréd: (1) employee-related traffic; (2) tours and tasting,
and (3) transportation of grapes. Employee trips can be
considered new trips, but they are the least important of the
three categories of trips. Assuming three trips per employee
(1.5 round trips), employee trips for the project represent less
than six percent of total estimated base period weekday trips.
The transportation of grapes occurs only during a four- to six-
week period during the fall but can represent a significant
percentage of traffic during that time. They are not considered
in this cumulative analysis for two reasons. The first is that
they occur for only a short period during the year, and the
second is that the grapes would be transported to Napa Valley
wineries irrespective of whether new wineries are constructed.

Tours and tasting trips are of greatest
concern, but are the most difficult to estimate from a cumulative
perspective. For the proposed project during the base period,
tours and tasting trips represent 59 percent of total daily
weekday trips and 84 percent of weekend trips. Four approaches
exist for estimating the cumulative impacts of other winery
projects, as follows: (1) overall annual growth rate; (2)
additional tours and tasting and non—-tours and tasting trips
resulting from new and expanded wineries based on estimated trip
generation rates; (3) additional trips based on local and
regional population growth, and (4) additional trips based only
on employee~related growth, which assumes that existing tours and
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tasting trips will only be redistributed and will not increase in

the future. Each approach is described below:

1. Assume a continuation of the existing growth

rate for traffic.

Based on peak month daily traffic volumes estimated by
Caltrans in its annual traffic volume reports, the average annual
growth in traffic from 1982 to 1987 has been 2.96 percent. It is
considered likely that at least this level of growth will
continue, given the number of pending projects. Levels of
service were calculated for peak hours based on an annual growth
rate of four percent for the next five years, and the results are
shown in Table 9. The turning volumes are shown in Figure 9.
The impacts are felatively minor. The level of service for left
turns from Manley Lane remain at LOS E, the level of service for
the eastbound right-turn would decrease from LOS C to LOS D, and
the level of service for the northbound left-turn would decrease
from LOS B to LOS C without the proposed mitigation measures.
With the proposed mitigation measures, the eastbound right-turn
would operate at LOS C and the northbound left-turn would operate

at LOS C,.

2. Additional Trips Generated by Projects;

For this approach, trip estimates were made for all
projects that are pending or that have been approved but not yet
implemented. The projects that have been included are shown in
Table 10 with the assumptions and results on the following page.
A total of355 daily trips are forecast on Highway 29 at Maﬁley
Lane resulting from the new projects, which is a 2.3 percent
increase over the existing traffic volume. If one assumes that
this growth occurs over a three year period, the average annual
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Table 9

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT LEVELS OF SERVICE (WITH IMPROVEMENTS)
HIGHWAY 29 AT MANLEY LANE '

. ' : Existing Plus Project
Existing Plus Project With Improvements

Time Reserve Level of Reserve Level of
Period Direction Movement* Volume Capacity Service Capacity Service
Weekday EB L 11 32 E 32 E
PM Peak EB R 7 223 C 331 B
- EB LR 18 45 E 47 E
NB L 5 324 B 324 B
Sunday EB "L 15 28 E 28 E
. Peak EB R 14 203 C 300 B
| EB LR 29 40 E 44 E
$ B 305 B

NB L 8 305

* L = Left Turn
R = Right Turn
LR = Shared Lane Capacity for Left and Right Turns



Table 10

Estimates of Cumultative Traffic Generated by New/Expanded Wineries

Tours & {Total Daily Trips
Gallons/Year Tasting? | Tours &
Winery & Status Existing {Additional {Y/N) Basic |Tasting
Pending/Approved | )
Black/Sears Winery 0 20,000 N 10 0
Chateau Postelle 0 48,000 N 14 0
Chias de Napa 0 20,000 N 10 0
Dakin Winery 0 600 - N 0 0
Dominus Winery 0 50,000 N 14 0
Eisele Vineyard 0 20,000 N 10 0
Finkelstein Vineyard 0 3,300 N 2 0
Harris Winery 0 6,000 N 3 0
Hogue Winery 0 20,000 Y 10 27
Inniskillin Winery 0 60,000 Y 15 180
La Croix Blanche Napa 0 100,000 Y 20 111
La Vallette Winery 0 20,000 N 10 0
Liparita Vineyards 0 60,000 N 15 0
Meadowrock Winery 0 1,000 N 1 0
Opus One Winery 0 82,000 N 18 0
Rutherford Bench Winery 0 47,550 N 13 0
Screaming Eagle Winery 0 20,000 Y 10 27
Seavey Vineyard 0 47,550 Y 13 132
Shadowlace 0 20,000 Y 10 27
Simone Winery 0 5,000 N 3 0
St. Michael Vineyard 0 250,000 Y 26 303
Stags Leap Association 0 20,000 N 10 0
Stelling Vineyard 0 20,000 N 10 0
Stone Hedge 0 20,000 Y 10 27
Westgate Winery 0 40,000 N 13 0
Williams Winery 0 20,000 N 10 0
Subtotals 0| 1,021,000 280 834
With Tours & Tasting 0 537,550 52.6% ‘
Without Tours & Tasting 0 483,450 47.4%
Expansions

Folie a Deux 48,000 48,000 Y 6 134
Stag's Leap Association 20,000 20,000 N 3 0
Stratford 120,000 120,000 Y 14 -
Silverado 240,000 240,000 Y 19 -
Saddieback Cellars 8,000 8,000 N 1 0}
Sutter Home 5,200,000 | 6,800,000 } N 292 0
Flora Springs 60,000 60,000 N 8 0
St. Andrews 75,000 75,000 N .9 0
Pine Ridge 120,000 120,000 Y 14 -
Sterling 750,000 750,000 Y 40 -
Whitehall Lane Winery 50,000 75,000 Y 9 238
ZD 25,000 25,000 | N 3 0
[Subtotals | 6,716,000 ] 8,341,000 | 418  372|
Total New or Expanded 6,716,000 | 9,362,000 698 1,206

36.7% 63.3%
Percent of Total Inventory 25.8%
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Table 10 (Continued)

Assumptions Used in Cumulative Analysis

Total annual production In winery Inventory
Basic winery unit (annual gallons)

Daily non-tours and tasting trips/basic unit
Trips per add'l unit up to 100,000 gallons

Tours and Tasting factor for v
production above 100,000 gallons

Tours and Tasting factor for
production above 100,000 gallons

Percent of Potential Trips that will Occur

Percent of Non-Tours and Tasting Trips
on Highway 29 at Manley Lane

Percent of Tours & Tasting Trips per Winery

Impacts of Cumulative Traffic Analysis

Total New Trips on Highway 29 at Manley Lane

Baseline Traflic Volume (Vehicles/Day)
(Assumes peak hour weekday volume of

vehicles/hour and peak hour percent of 12 percent)

Percent increase based on assumptions

1,875
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45,678,662
20,000
10

2.50

0.33

0.33

75%

33%

20%

355

15,625

23%
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growth traffic would be only 0.84 percent. With a background
growth of two percent, the total would be consistent with the

results for the first approach.

3. Additional Trips based on Local and Regional

Growth.

This approach assumes that the growth in traffic for
tours and tasting is based not on the number of wineries offering
this activity but on the demand for such services. With over 200
wineries in Napa County, and approximately 31 percent with tours
and tasting, this approach recognizes that additional wineries
may not by themselves create additional trips but that a constant
demand per capita exists. This approach would be equivalent to
Approach 1 if the same growth rates are used. Not enough
information is available to establish more detailed estimates.
Given this approach, approval for new tours and tasting
facilities would be based on increased local and regional growth.

4. Constant Demand for Tours and Tasting.

For this approach, it is assumed that the demand for
tours and tasting is constant. Any increase in facilities would
not create any additional trips, but only a redistribution of
visits. The extent of redistribution would depend upon such
factors as marketing, name recognition, and location. Evidence
exists that this approach has some validity. There are 73
existing and pending wineries with tours and tasting, but with
several exceptions no significant differences between the
facilities. ©Under such conditions, it is probable that
inéremental increases in the number of wineries with tours and
tasting will not create a corresponding increase in demand.
Based on this approach, new tours and tasﬁing facilities would
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have no cumulative impact; and such impacts would be limited to
the impacts related to overall population and employment growth.
If this approach is correct, Napa County would not have to

concern itself with new.small to medium-sized tours and tasting

facilities.

Based on available information it is
difficult to establish which approach would provide the most
accurate forecast of cumulative impacts. It is hoped that the
current master plan study will resolve some of the issues
regarding cumulative impacts of additional wineries, including
tours and tasting facilities. Nevertheless, no matter which
approach is used, it appears that approximately a three percent
increase in traffic on Highway 29 will occur in the near future.
If one assumes that each tours and tasting trip that is forecast
for the proposed project can be equally attributed to two other
facilities, then it will generate a cumulative increase of 29
trips during the base period (10 for production and 19 for tours
and tasting). A three percent increase in traffic for five years
would result in an increase of approximately 2,915 daily vehicles
on Highway 29. The project allocation of 29 trips is only one
percent of this total.

c. Mitigation Measures

1. Vehicle Traffic

a Manley Lane

For the proposed project, mitigation measures
are possible which-would either accommodate the increased traffic

volumes or reduce the traffic volumes. For increased traffic,

-56~




the principal mitigation measure would be the widening of Manley
Lane by four feet to 20 feet. This additional width would
increase safety by allowing for more clearance between passing
vehicles. Four feet could be added to one side or the other or

two feet to both sides. As part of the approval process, the

- winery should dedicate a 15 foot easement for widening of the

roadway.. So that the roadway could be widened on the existing
right-of—way and minimize rerouting of the existing drainaée
ditch, the widening could be accomplished on the south side to
within approximately 540 feet of the intersection and from there
on the north side. It is recommended that a destination sign for
the winery be placed on the north side of the roadway because '
many of the visitors will be unfamiliar with the location of the
winery. No other mitigation measures of a capital improvement
nature are recommended to accommodate the increased traffic.

Mitigation measures to reduce the forecast
traffic on Manley Lane involve the use of larger vehicles for the
transportation of persons to and from tours and tasting visits
and for the transportation of grapes. Such measures would not
eliminate the need for road improvements, but because of the
increase in movements of larger vehicles would actually increase
the justification for widening of the road. Their use would have
the most impact in mitigating cumulative impacts on Highway 29
but are discussed in this section because they would also help
mitigate impacts on Manley Lane. The use of larger vehicles for
the transportation of grapes depends on the length of haul and
the amount of grapes to be transported. The distances to the
winery's eéxisting supply of grapes are relatively short, with 3.5
and 5 mile haul distances for the two vineyards, but larger
shipments become more feasible with an increase in capacity and
the likelihood of longer hauls for some of the winery's
production. Because of the trade-off involving fewer trips and

-57~ .



larger shipments, the desirability of this mitigation question is
in doubt. It is not recommended that any reduction in trips

related to the transportation of grapes in larger lots be tied to

approval of the project.

The use of vans or buses to transport
visitors to and from public tours and tasting facilities has been
proposed, and a variety of operating scenarios are possible. .0One
would involve a central facility in Napa from which visitors
would be transpofted to wineries and then provided return
transportation. Another would involve transportation to and from
decentralized loc¢ations that would have parking as well as the
possibility of transfers to and from the Wine Train. Concerning
routing, three primary options are possible. One would be an
emphasis on demand-responsive sérvice where individuals could
choose their destinations. The second would emphasize visits to
pre—Selecfed wineries, and the third would involve trips to and

from a single winery.

For this analysis, it is necessary to focus
on the actions that an individual winery can take in promoting
ride-sharing. Because oniy three employees would live off-site,
the role of ride-sharing would be limited to visitors for tours
and tasting. Where trips are pre-arranged for groups, the winery
can encourage group travel; but with public tours and tasting
only a small percentage of trips will occur in this manner,
especially for wineries with annual production of less than
45,000 gallons. The proposed project will only have a single
employee to operate tours and tasting, which means that providing
an employee specifically for the transportation of visitors would
not be possible. Even if such a service were provided, its
success would require that visitors be aware that the winery

provides transportation and that they make use of the service.
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For individual wineries to provide transportation separately,
similarly to what is done for hotels and rent-a-car companies at .
airports, is infeasible given the number of wineries, the demand

for such trips, the distance of trips, and the podssible traffic

impacts at transfer stations.

Tours and tasting facilities with less than
20 parking spaces, a group which include the proposéd project,
represent 31 percent of all such facilities based on county data.
It is desirable to include these facilities in ridesharing
programs, but on the other hand they represent only five percent
of visitor trips based on their percentage of total parking
spaces at wineries. Because small wineries cannot provide
separate transportation systems for visitors, their role in
reducing the number of visitor trips should depend upon the
availability of a system serving all wineries on or adjacent to
Highway 29. Such a service could either be funded by a group of
wineries, operated on a for-profit basis by a private operator

independent of wineries, or operated by a public agency.

For this project, the following mitigation
measures related to transportation demand management are
recommended: (1) the winery should encourage ride-sharing but
should not be required to provide separate transportation
services, and (2) the winery would be required to participate in
any cooperative transportation service that is developed in the

future and is economically feasible.

b. Intersection of Manley Lane and Highway 29

A separate left~turn lane should be provided
for vehicles entering Manley Lane from northbound Highway 29 as
well as a right-turn deceleration taper for vehicles entering
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Manley Lane from southbound Highway 29 and a right-turn
acceleration taper for vehicles exiting Manley lane to southbound
Highway 29. The recommended improvements to Highway 29 at the
entrance to Manley Lane are illustrated in Figure 10. As noted
earlier, the improvements are expected to be provided in 1990 by
Caltrans as part of an existing project. It is recommended that
the tours and tasting aspect of the project, which is responsible
for most of the additional traffic, not be allowed to operate
until a northbound left-turn lane is installed. The winery, and
not Caltrans, has the responsibility for implementing the
improvements to comply with this recommendation, Because the
project will not require any improvements in addition to those to
be provided by Caltrans, the winery would have two options, as
follows: (1) wait until the Caltrans project has been
constructed, or (2) construct the project at its own expense.

The levels of service at the intersection of
Manley Lane and Highway 29 with the addition of the récommended
improvements under existing plus project—-generated traffic
conditions are shown in Table 1l1. There is some improvement for
the eastbound right-turn movement due to the addition of the
right-turn acceleration taper. However, since both the left-turn
and right-turn movements on this approach use the same lane,
there will be little difference in the overall delay on this
approach, There is also no difference in the delay for
northbound left-turns with the addition of the left-turn lane.
This is because the addition of the left-turn lane is made -
primarily to reduce delay to the through traffic by separating

the left-turning traffic into its own lane.

The transportation demand management measures

discussed for Manley Lane impacts are also relevant to the

intersection.
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Table 11

CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE (WITH IMPROVEMENTS)
HIGHWAY 29 AT MANLEY LANE

Cumulative
Cumulative With Improvements
Time Reserve Level of Reserve Level of
Period Direction Movement* Volume Capacity Service Capacity Service

Weekday EB L 11 32 E 32 E

PM Pesak EB R 7 159 D 243 C

EB LR 18 42 E 46 E

NB L 5 244 C 244 C

Sunday ' EB L 15 27 E 27 E

Peak EB R 14 . 141 D 220 C

| EB LR 29 35 E 40 E

o NB L 8 224 C 224 C
i

* L = Left Turn
R = Right Turn
LR = Shared Lane Capacity for Left and Right Turns




2. Parking

The estimated demand is for 12 parking stalls
for visitors in addition to four stalls for employees. Several
alternative layouts can provide this number of spaces. The
option shown in Figure 11 provides the required 16 spaces. Two
spaces in the rear will be for employees. The remaining 14
spaces will be in two rows of seven spaces each. Two of these
spaces will be reserved for employees. Also, the two spaces in
the row closest to the residence structure will be reserved for
compacts. The two rows will be moved to the west compared to the
existing layout in order to provide adequate maneuvering room for

trucks going to and from the winery area.

3. Wine Train

The additional traffic on Manley Lane,
together with the 12 crossings of the wine train at Manley Lane
given full operation of the proposed service by the time that the
project is completed, will increase the justification for
additional protection at the existing grade crossing. The rating
system used by the Public Utilities Commission recognizes that
gates with flashing lights and signing are approximately three
times as effective in reducing accidents as flashing lights and
signing alone, which in turn are approximately three times as
effective as crossbuck signs alone. Given the significantly
greater effectiveness of gates, the Commission generally installs

them rather than signals unless their are compelling reasons not

to.
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Installation of gate protéction at the rail
crossing 1s considered desirable, but the timing should not be
tied to approval of the project. It is uncertain if or when the
Wine Train service will start and, even if it does operate, what
the ultimate level of service will be or for how long it will
operate. The Public Utilities Commission has responsibility for
analyzing safety conditions at grade crossings and in
establishing priorities. The increase in vehicle traffic because
of the project is not enough to warrant treating this crossing as
a special case apart from the overall prioritization process that
is in place. If the project were approved, this action would be
considered by the Commission in establishing its priorities; and
it is likely that the priority for installing gates at Manley
Lane would improve somewhat but not above projects within the

cities of Napa and St. Helena.

In general, adequate funding is available for

the funding of increased grade crossing protections; 90 percent
is provided by the Federal government and 10 percent by the local
governments (T20). Although the project should not be tied to
the installation of gates, it is recommended that the applicant

agree to fund 50 percent of the local share of installation

costs,

Recommended mitigation measures are limited
to providing employees and drivers of vehicles involved in the
transportation of grapes with listings of the proposed crossing
times so that they can minimize the potential for having to wait

for a stopped train.
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4. Summary of Project Traffic Mitigation Measures

1. Widening of Manley Lane to 20 feet from the driveway to the
winery east to the intersection of the lane with Highway 29
before public tours and tasting can begin. As part of this
project, as appropriate, utility poles shall be relocated or an
equivalent drainage ditch on the north of the road provided. The

road surface shall conform with Napa County subdivision

standards.

2. Applicant shall provide to the County for future roadway use
the northernmost 15 feet of the parcel on which the winery is

located.

3. The proposed parking layout plan for the project shall be
modified to include a minimum of 12 spaces for visitors and four

spaces for employees before tours and tasting can begin.

4., At the intersection of Manley Lane and Highway 29, a
northbound left-turn lane shall be added as well as a southbound
right—-turn deceleration taper, and an eastbound right~turn
acceleration tapers on State Highway 29 before public tours and
tasting begins. Irrespective of actions that Caltrans may take,
the applicant shall have ‘sole responsibility for ensuring that

this mitigation measure is accomplished (T29).

5. The applicant shall agree to participate financially on an
equitable basis in the operation of a shuttle bus system serving
winery visitors in the Napa Valley, if and when one is developed
by either a public agency or a private company (T30). It is not
the intent of this measure that the applicant be responsible for
developing a shuttle bus system or participating in a system that

requires unreasonable expenditures.
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6. The applicant shall not operate public tours and tasting
after 4:00 P.M. on either weekdays or weekends. This measure has
been proposed as part of the project by the applicant but has
been included as a mitigation measure to reinforce its

desirability.

7. To the extent possible, the applicént shall schedule the
transportation of grapes and other major freight shipments so
that they do not occur during peak hours of travel on weekdays or

weekends and when crossings of the wine train are scheduled.

8. The applicant shall maintain records of the number of
visitors (vehicles and persons) so that the impact of the project

can be monitored by the County.
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VI. Project Alternatives

1, Alternative 1: No Project

The no project alternative would eliminate all impacts
discussed in the Initial Study and in this DEIR. The project
proponent would lose the opportunity to increase revenues from
the site. Because the project is small, the regional economic
impact of withholding approval of the project would be relatively
small, but the impact on the planned economic activities of the
proponent would be large, since the proposed expansion is
substantial with respect to existing operations. The no project

alternative appears to be environmentally superior.

2. Alternative 2: Expansion on Another Parcel Owned by the

Proponent or on a Parcel Not Owned by the Proponent

Alternative 2 options are limited by the character of the
project, which is the expansion of an existing winery. In order
for the project to be economically feasible, it would have to
take place on the present site or on a site adjacent to the
present site (N1l). Otherwise, duplicate equipment would have to
be purchased and additional staff would have to be hired, which
Land adjacent to the present

Traffic and other

is beyond the proponent's proposal.
site 1s currently in agricultural production.
impacts at an adjacent parcel would be similar in type and
magnitude, and the alternative would have the additional impact
of taking agricultural land out of production. Alternative 2 is
not recommended as environmentally superior, and appears to be

remote and speculative with respect to the proponent's project

objectives.

-68-



3. Alternative 3: Alternative Project Configuration on Same

Sites

Alternative configurations could be envisioned on the same

site, but none would substantially change the character or

magnitude of project impacts, and all would interfere with the

proponent's existing or planned use of the site. This

alternative might be environmentally superior to Alternative 2,
but would not be environmentally superior to the project as

proposed.
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4., Alternative 4: Increasing production capacity from 20,000 to
32,000 gallons/yvear without public tours and tasting (T2l).

a. Description

Under this alternative, the project would ndt
proceed past Phase 1 and would delete public tours and tasting.
Visits would be limited to members of the wine trade invovled in
wholesale purchases. No additional employees would be required.
Tables 12 and 13 present the estimated traffic volumes for this
alternative, respectively, on weekdays and weekends. The same
assumptions used in estimating trips for the project were used
for this alternative. Traffic volumes would remain the same
during the base and cultivation periods because the project does
not include tours and tasting and because no new employees are to

be located at the winery.

The only additional traffic would occur during the
harvesting (crush) period. This increase is not expected to
occur during the peak hour of traffic during the late afternoon.
By that time, most harvesting activities have stopped for. the
day. During the harvesting period, an increase of only two daily
vehicle trips will increase weekday total trips by only 0.8
percent and weekend total trips by 1.2 percent on weekends. The
increases in traffic will occur for only four to five weeks of

the year and, even then, will not represent a significant

increase.

b. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This alternative will not create any significant

traffic impacts and, thus, no major mitigation measures are
required. Although traffic on Manley Lane meets the Napa County
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Table 12
Manley Lane Weekday Traffic for Alternative 4. 32,000 gallons/year
(No Tours & Tasting)
Time Period
Culti-
Time Period and Type of Tratfic Base vation | Crush
Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day) '
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 30 30 30
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 6
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 170 170 170
Cultivation Trips 8
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery ‘
Basic Traffic 1 1 1
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 10 10 10
Cuitivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
~ Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 30 30 36
Percent of Total 15.0% 14.4% 14.8%
Other 170 178 208
Percent of Total 85.0%  85.6% 85.2°/4
Total 200 208 244
Increase over Existing Conditions 0 0 2
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0% 0.0% 0.8%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 1 1 1
Percent of Total 9.1% 9.1% 9.1%
Other 10 10 10
Percent of Total 90.9% 90.9% 90.9%
Total 11 11 11
Increase over Exlsting Conditions 0 0 0
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Note: See text for assumptions.
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Table 13
Manley Lane Sunday Traffic for Alternative 4: 32,000 gallons/year

(No Tours & Tasting)
Time Period
Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic ' Base vation { Crush
Dally Traffic (Vehicles/day) ' '
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 15 15 15
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 6
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 105 105 105
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 26
~ Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
0 Swanson Winery
Basic Tratfic 2 2 2
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 11 11 11
Cultivation Trips
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 15 15 21
Percent of Total ‘ 12.5% 125% 12.8%
Other ' 105 105 | 143
Percent of Total 87.5% 87.5% 87.2%
Total ) 120 120 164
Increase over Existing Conditions. 0 0 2
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0% 0.0% 1.2%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traftic
Swanson Winery 2 2 2
Percent of Total 15.4% 15.4%  15.4%
Other 11 11 11
Percent of Total 84.6% 84.6% 84.6%
Total 13 13 13
Increase over Existing Conditions 0 0 0
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%

Note: See text for assumptions.
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guideline for a 20 foot wide roadway, this alternative does not
generate a significant increase in traffic during either the base
period or harvesting and, thus, the applicant cannot be
responsible for making improvements. The only mitigation measure
would be for the winery management to try to reduce trip-making
during both weekday and weekend peak traffic times and to
minimize the times when trips on Manley Lane occur when the Wine
Train is scheduled to make a crossing. This alternative would
not require either the prior construction of a left-turn lane on

Highway 29 or additional grade-crossing protection.

5. Alternative 5: Increasing production capacity from 20,000 to
42,500 gallons/year without public tours and tasting (T21).

a., Description

This alternative would provide for the production
capacity contained in the project application but would not allow
public tours and tasting. As with Alternative 4, visits would be
limited t6 members of the winery trade involved in wholesale
purchases. This alternative would add one employee and
additional office space totaling 1,760 square feet and a roofed
area for barrel work, fermentation and wine storage of 1,813
square feet. The estimated traffic volumes for this alternative
for weekdays and weekends, respectively, are presented in Tables

14 and 15.

b. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative
would increase daily trips by only six trips, or 3.0 percent.
The increase during the afternoon peak hour during the base

period on weekdays would be only one trip, which would be
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Table 14
Manley Lane Weekday Traffic for Alternative 5: 42,500 gallons/year
(No Tours & Tasting)
Time Period
Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation | Crush
| Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 36 36 36
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes - 8
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 170 170 170
Cultivation Trips 8
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Tratffic 2 2 2
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 10 10 10
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 36 36 44
Percent of Total 17.5% 16.8% 17.5%
Other 170 178 208
Percent of Total 82.5% 83.2% 82.5%
Total 206 214 252
Increase over Existing Conditions 6 6 10
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 3.0%  29% @ 4.1%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 2 2 2
Percent of Total 16.7%  16.7% 16.7%
Other 10 10 10
Percent of Total 83.3% 83.3% 83.3%
Total 12 12 12
Increase over Existing Conditions 1 1 1
Pct. incr, over Existing Cond. 9.1% 9.1% 9.1%
Note: See text for assumptions.
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Table 15

Manley Lane Sunday Traffic for Alternative 5: 42,500 gallons/year

{No Tours & Tasting)

Time Period
Culti-
Time Perlod and Type of Traffic Base vation | Crush
‘Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 15 15 15 |
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 8
o Other Traftic
Basic Traffic 105 105 105
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traific 2 2 2
Tours and Tasting 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 11 11 11
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 15 15 23
Percent of Total 12.5% 125%  13.9%
Other 105 105 143
Percent of Total 87.5% 87.5% 86.1%
Total ‘ 120 120 166
Increase over Existing Conditions 0 0 4
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0% 0.0% 2.5%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 2 2 2
Percent of Total 15.4%  15.4%  15.4%
Other 11 11 11
Percent of Total 84.6% 84.6% 84.6%
Total 13 13 13
increase over Existing Conditions 0 0 0
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Note: See text for assumptions.
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outbound from Manley Lane. No base period increase would occur
on weekends because the winery would not be open. The only
significant increases in traffic would occur during the
harvesting period when more than twice as many grapes would be
transported to the winery as at present. The estimated percent
increase in daily traffic during the harvesting period is 22
vehicle trips, which is an 8.7 increase on weekdays -and a 9.2

percent increase on weekends.

The 3.0 percent increase for the base period is
insignificant and will not require mitigation measures. As with
Alternative 4, even though the traffic levels meet the guideline
for a 20 foot roadway, the increase above existing traffic levels
is not significént enough to require widening as a condition for
this project. During the crush period, the increases are
substantial but still only 4.1 and 2.5 percent, respectively, for
weekdays and the weekend. Although the increase in traffic on
Manley Lane due to the winery increases slightly from 15.0 to
17.5 percent during the base period, this increase is not
considered significant enough to warrant major improvements.

6. Alternative 6: Increasing production capacity from 20,000 to

32,000 gallons/year with public tours and tasting.

This alternative assumes that Phases 1 and 2 but
not Phase 3 of the proposed project would be constructed. Tours
and tasting would be offered 10 A.M. to 4 P.M. seven days a week
as proposed for the project. Traffic estimates for this project
are presented in Tables 16 and 17 for weekdays and weekends,
respectively. The estimated visits for tours and tasting are
less than those for the project because visits have been based on
the production capacity, but they still represent approximately
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Table 16

Manley Lane Weekday Traffic for Alternative 6: 32,000 gallons/year
(with Public Tours & Tasting)

Time. Period
- . ' Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation | Crush
Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day) ‘
0 Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 34 34 34
Tours and Tasting 37 37 37
Harvesting - inbound grapes 6
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 170 170 170
Cultivation Trips 8 ,
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 1 1 1
Tours and Tasting 0 0 0
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 10 10 10
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 71 71 77
Percent of Total 29.5% 28.5% 27.0%
Other 170 178 208
Percent of Total 705%  71.5% 73.0%
Total 241 249 285
Increase over Existing Conditions 41 41 43
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 20.5% 19.7% 17.8%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 1 1 1
Percent of Total 9.1% 9.1% 9.1%
Cther 10 10 10
Percent of Total 90.9%  90.9%  90.9%
Total 11 11 11
Increase over Existing Conditions 0 0 0
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 0.0%  0.0%  0.0%
Note: See text for assumptions.
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Table 17

Manley Lane Sunday Traffic for Alternative 6: 32,000 gallons/year
(with Public Tours & Tasting)

Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond.

Time Period
Culti-
Time Period and Type of Traffic Base vation | Crush
Daily Traffic (Vehicles/day) '
o Swanson Winery :
Basic Traffic 21 21 21
Tours and Tasting 73 73 73
Harvesting - inbound grapes 6
o Other Traffic
Basic Tralffic 105 105 105
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 26
Harvesting - outbound grapes 12 |
P.M. Peak Hour Traffic (Vehicles/Hour)
o Swanson Winery
Basic Traffic 4 4 4
Tours and Tasting 22 22 22
Harvesting - inbound grapes 0
o Other Traffic
Basic Traffic 11 11 11
Cultivation Trips 0
Trips by Pickers 0
‘Harvesting - outbound grapes 0
Totals by Period
o Total Traffic
Swanson Winery 94 94 100 .
Percent of Total 47.2% 47.2%  41.2%
Other 105 105 143
Percent of Total 528% 528% 58.8%
Total 199 199 243
Increase over Existing Conditions 79 79 81
Pct. Incr. over Existing Cond. 65.8% 65.8% 50.0%
o P.M. Peak Hour Traffic
Swanson Winery 26 28 26
Percent of Total 70.3% 70.3% 70.3%
Otheér ‘ 11 11 11
Percent of Total 29.7%  29.7% 29.7%
Total 37 37 37
Increase over Existing Conditions 24 24 24
184.6% 184.6% 184.6%

Note: See text for assumptions.
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three-fourths of total winery trips during the base period on

weekdays.

No impacts are expected during the afternoon peak
hour period on weekdays because the tours and tasting facility
will close at 4:00 P.M., and harvesting activities also will have
stopped by this time. Significant impacts will occur during the
peak hour of travel on weekends, when the traffic on Manley Lane
is expected to increase by 185 percent to 37 vehicles. On a
daily basis during the base period, increases for traffic on
Manley Lane would be 20.5 percent on weekdays and 65:.8 percent on

weekends.

With public tours and tasting, the impacts for
this alternative closely resemble those for the project evén

though the winery has an annual production level that is 10,500
gallons lower. As a result, the mitigation measures are exactly
the same as for the project. Manley Lane would have to be
widened to 20 feet, and the left-turn lane on Highway 29 would
have to be in place before tours and tasting could be fully
operational. As with the project, approval should not be
conditioned on the installation of a crossing gate at the

railroad crossing.
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VII. Impact Overviews

1. Effects Found Not to be Significant

The Initial Study and supporting data available at Napa
County cited in the Initial Study, provide the reasons why
effects other than those covered in this EIR were found not to be
significant. This EIR concludes that Energy Use, Agriculture,

and Growth Inducement impacts will be not significant.

2. Potentially Significant Effects and Unavoidable and

Irreversible Significant Effects

With tours and tasting, the traffic levels on Manley Lane
both on weekdays and Sundays will experience substantial
increases. All potentially significant traffic effects related
to the préject can be mitigated effectively by mitigation
measures proposed as part of the project; and, thus, there are no

unavoidable or irreversible significant effects. Both safety and

level of service at the Highway 29 intersection will impréve with

the addition of a northbound left-turn lane and tapers for

vehicles turning right onto or off of Manley Lane. The widening
of Manley Lane from 16 to 20 feet also will increase safety over
present conditions. The operation of the Napa Valley Wine Train
will create a potentially significant impact, but the focus for
mitigation measures should be on the operation of the train and

should consider other grade crossings.

3. Local ShQrt—Term Uses of the Environment Versus Its

Long-Term Productivity

The project has no significant effects that would affect
long-term environmental productivity. The project's impact on
growth inducement and its cumulative impact on agricultural
conversion may contribute to non-significant levels of loss of

agricultural productivity. The winery will, on the other hand,
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support agricultural activity at the Swanson Vineyards. The
project will contribute, in an insignificant manner, to the
long~term decrease in level of service on Highway 29, but is
consistent with existing plans that attempt to reconcile level of

service and economic activity.

4, Growth Inducement

See Section V.3.

5. Cumulative Impacts

Conversion of 880 square feet of prime agricultural land to
winery activity is cumulative with other similar conversions,
which are a concern in the County. However, the 1989 figure for
acres of vineyards is 32,000, compared to 28,996 in 1985. While
these figures alone do not reveal all trends that may be of
concern regarding agricultural conversion, they do suggest that
the present conversion, which does not even involve land that is

in agricultural production, is not a significant issue in loss of

vineyard production.

The construction of the winery building is cumulative with
other winery construction. The scope of the project is
insignificant, however, in the overall picture of winery

development in the County (G2).

Cumulative traffic impacts are limited to traffic increases
that will occur on Highway 29 because no additional projects on
Manley Lane have been proposed. Several approaches for
estimating cumulative impacts were examined. The daily increase
in base period traffic due to the project would be only one
percent of the growth forecast for HighWay over a five-year
period, given a three percent growth rate. The possibility of an
individual winery owner, particularly one with the relatively
small production size of 42,500 gallons per year, to mitigate
cumulative impacts is limited. Recommended mitigation measures
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are for the applicant to promote larger shipments of grapes and
the timing winery-related trips during non-~peak periods -as well
as to participate in a cooperative shuttle bus system for the

wineries in the area, if and when one becomes operational.

No other cumulative impacts are expected.
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VIII. Organizations and Persons Consulted

Aspergyn, D., Vineyard Management Contractor.

Badel, P. Caltrans District 4 Engineer. Personal Communication.

February 6, 1988.
California Public Utilities Commission.

California State Historic Preservation Office. January, 1988,

Dwight Dutschke.

Napa County Conservation, Development, and Planning Department.

January, 1988. James O'Loughlin.
Napa County Public Works Department.

Napa Valley Wine Train.

Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Napa Marketing Department.

January, 1988. Frank Burrows.

Perrin, D., Skalli Winery, January, 1988.
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APPENDIX A

Summary of Written Responses
to DEIR



~

A

£
<

b

Summary of Written
Comments Not Related
to Traffic



Code for comment identifiers:

A: Agriculture

G: Growth Inducement

N: Neighborhood Effects -- Quality of Life Issues
W: Water Issues: Groundwater and Drainage



summary of Written Comments Not Related to Traffic

Identifier

N1

Al

Wl

A2

Comment Summary

Swanson Winery has other properties where the
winery could be put with less damage.

The proposed winery will affect adjacent vinyards
on all four sides.

Winery will impact the well on the Sullivan
property.

The acreage of the winery parcel will not support
the size and scope of the proposed project.




ME R N S N . .

Summary of )
Traffic Related Written Comments



Summary of Traffic-Related Written Comments

T26. Manley Lane traffic will be greatly increased. Pay
particular attention to its effects.

T27. Address specific concerns expressed at the public hearing

for the DEIR.

T28. Caltrans will construct acceleration and accelaration

tapers, not lanes.

T29. Caltrans is not responsible for traffic impacts caused by
the project nor is it responsible for implmentation of mitigation

measures,

T30, Mitigation measures should include traffic reduction
strategies, including shuttle buses and buspool service.




E G E TR B S TR O EE e e

APPENDIX B

Summary of Comments
During Public Hearing Held on DEIR on
May 22, 1989




Summary of Hearing
Comments Not Related
to Traffic



NOTE:

Code for comment identifiers:

A: Agriculture
G: Growth Inducement
N: Neighborhood Effects -- Quality of Life Issues

W: Water Issues: Groundwater and Drainage

Sequential numbering system for comments starts with
written comments.

RETIEAN



I. Public Testimony Portion of Hearing

Comment

Identifier ) Comment

Gl. 1Is only one employee needed for the expansion?

G2. Will this project encourage adjacent parcels to build .
wineries?

A3. Don't like logic that agricultural value is compromised
because adjacent land is already compromised.

A2, 20,000 gallons is a lot of production for 1.4 acres.

W2, Water exits leach field through a pipe into an adjacent
ditch. '

Al,,

N2, EIR doesn't address impacts on adjacent properties,

W2, Pipe from winery empties into ditch.

N2. Winery building will hide back of Sullivan property.

A4, Only one small paragraph in DEIR about agriculture.

A2, Parcel is at more than maximum density. e

ITI. Planning Commission Summary
Comment Portion of Hearing

N2, FEIR needs to cover impact on standard of living of
neighbors.

A4, Stronger section needed on agriculture.

Wl, Water quality/supply issues need to be discussed.

Wl. Explore well-owner contract questions.

Wl, Will the maximum production capacity be lower as a result of
well question?

Wl. With the well issue, .the 30,000-gallon alternative needs to
be explored.

G2, What would cumulative effect be of development of all
parcels for wineries?

N2.,

A5, Study impact on adjacent lands -- lost row of grapes.




Comment
Identifier Comment

Wwl.,

W2, Drainage ditch/well issue may affect use permit decision.
W2. What is the water table?

G2., :
N2. This is an agricultural preserve -- what is the effect of

more commercial activity in a residential setting?



& .
5

Summary of
Traffic-Related Hearing Comments

v



I. Public Testimony Portion of Hearing

Comment
Identifier Comment

Tl. Manley Lane is only 16 feet for most of its length.
T2. Ditches on north side of Manley Lane are dangerous.

T3. Manley Lane is unsafe for children that play on adjoining
lots.

T4. There are eight operating vineyards on the lane and 14
residences, not the 11 mentioned in the DEIR.

T5. Tour buses use Manley Lane at present.

T6. Traffic is the main concern. Thinks that traffic
underestimated because traffic related to eight vineyards not

considered.

T7. Parking of other people's vehicles occurs on his property.

T8. Suggestion that tours and tasting be shut down during the
crush.

T9. Traffic impacts would be eliminated if tours and tasting
eliminated.

T10. Traffic on Manley Lane will be affected by the wine train,
Heard that there will be.as many as 19 trains in each direction

per day.

II. Planning Commission Summary

Comment Portion of Hearing

Tll. Need to examine protection at railroad crossings.
Concerned about capacity for vehicles between tracks and

intersection.

T12. Need to further examine road width issue.



T13. Mitigation measures suchas reducing speed not an adeqguate

mitigation measure.

T14. Concerned about difficulty of an emergency response on

Manley Lane if tracks are blocked.

T15. Maintenance of vineyards by management firms must be

addressed.

Tl6. Need to talk to Wine Train people and the Public and the

Public Utilities Commission.,

T17. Need to include trips related to transportation of grapes

and cultivation of vineyards.
T18. Should talk to owners of vineyards on Manley Lane.

T19. There is an overlap of the tourist season and grape

processing.
T20. Discuss funding of railroad crossings.

T2l. It is necessary to examine the project with and without

tours and tasting.
T22. Clarify the number of trips per residence.
T23. Expand the discussion of cumulative impacts.

T24. What will be the hours of operation for public tours and

tasting.

T25, Clarify county standards for lanes.




APPENDIX C

Responses to Comments Not
Otherwise Covered in FEIR Text



Comments Not Related to Traffic



Code for comment identifiers:

A: Agriculture
G: Growth Inducement
N: Neighborhood Effects —-= Quality of Life Issues

W: Water Issues: Groundwater and Drainage



Comment
Identifier Comment
A5, Lost row of grapes on Sullivan property.

al,,
N2.

A2,

wl.,
w2,

Response: A number of vines were apparently browsed by
construction workers at the Swanson site. It is regarded as
a one~time occurrence not related to the current project.

Winery building will hide back of Sullivan property.

Response: The viewshed from some locations along Manley
Lane will be slightly altered by the expansion of the
Swanson building. This is not regarded as a significant
environmental effect. ‘

The parcel is at maximum density and will not support winery
expansion.

Response: The maximum density of the parcel for its
permitted use would be governed by considerations such as
production space, parking availability, and leachfield
capacity. The proposed plan, making use of innovative
leachfield design, will be able to meet Napa County
Department of Environmental Management regulations at the
42,500-gallon production capacity. N

The parcel has a pipe exiting the leachfield that drains
into a ditch along Manly Lane. The project may impact
groundwater quantity and quality, particularly at the
Sullivan well,

Response: These water quality and quantity concerns were
determined to be outside the scope of this EIR by the Napa
County Board of Supervisors, which determined the EIR focus.
The EIR preparer was unable to observe any flow from the
drainage pipe, which the project proponent states carries
surface water runoff only, based on his observation that
during dry weather it does not flow, even during maximum
production operations. The project proponent has hired a
consulting engineer, who has devised a mounded leachfield
system that will allow treatment of the 42,500-gallon
production while staying outside the required 100-foot
distance from the Sullivan's well,



Traffic Related Comments



Comment

Identifier Comment

T3. Manley Lane is unsafe for children that play on adjoining

lots

Nothing in the design of Manley Lane or its

Response:
Safety for

current traffic volumes is inherently unsafe.
pedestrians ‘of a roadway depends to a large extent on sight
distance, which in turn depends upon vegetation and fencing that
is provided by residents. Residents also might wish to initiate a
speed study so that a speed limit sign can be pléced on the

roadway.

T5. Tour buses use Manley Lane at present.

Response: Once or twice a year Swanson Winery has
hosted an educational group that has visited Napa Valley by bus.
The -buses have not been related to public tours and tasting
activities. Caltrans in its comments encouraged the use of
shuttle buses to reduce the number of vehicle trips on Highway
29. The winery will encourage the use of vans or small buses but

not large buses. Regular visits to the winery by large tour

buses is not expected.

T7. Parking of other people's vehicles occurs on his property.

Response: Such incidents probably occur during
harvesting, which is the most labor-intensive activity that
They would be unrelated to the winery, since
The

occurs on the lane.
all of its grapes come from vineyards not on the lane.

proposed parking lot would be adequate to serve the estimated

number of visitors,



T13. Mitigation measures such as reducing speed not an adequate

mitigation measure.

Response: Speed limit signs have been eliminated as a

mitigation measure and other measures added.

T14. Concern about difficulty of an emergency response on Manley

Lane if tracks are blocked.

Response: As a dead end road, Manley Lane does not
have an alternative access. However, the likelihood of both the
railroad tracks being blocked for a significant period of time

and an emergency situation on Manley Lane is extremely small.

T19. There is an overlap of the tours season and grape

processing.

Response: Agree. However, the revised analysis shows
what the estimated impact of tours and tasting during the crush

period.

T21. It is necessary to examine the project with and without

tours and tasting.

Response: Alternatives 4 and 5 have been added to the
analysis. Alternative includes a production of 32,000 gallons
without tours and tasting, and Alternative 5 includes a
production of 42,500 gallons without tours and tasting.

T26,
T27. Address traffic concerns expressed at public meeting.

Response: See comments T1 through T25 for traffic
concerns that were expressed at the meeting. All have been

addressed in the text or separately.
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GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

STZ\IE OF CALIFORNIA—OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR’

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

May 30, 1989

James O'Loughlin

Napa County Planning Division P R 2 sl
1195 3rd Street V” F: i
Room 210 LA
) CA 94559 .
e MAY 1 1383
Subject: Swanson Vineyardssand Winery NAPACO.Q;““iﬁﬁAEFBLPT
SCH# 88101111 DEVELOPMENT & v ANRIRG .

Dear: Mr. O'Loughlin:

The State Clearinghouse has submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is now closed
and the comments from the responding agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. On the enclosed
Notice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the
agencies that have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to ensure that
your comment package is complete. If the comment package is not in order, please
notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Remember to refer to the project's
eight~digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources Code requires
that:

"a responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive
comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are
within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be
carried out or approved by the agency."

Commenting agencies are also required by this section to support their comments with
specific documentation. )

These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. Should you
need more information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the commenting

agency(ies).

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Please contact Loreéen MclMahon or Marilyn Nishikawa at
916/445~0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

TRy

David C. Nunenkamp
Chief
Office of Permit Assistance

Enclosures

cc:  Resources Agency
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. State’of California

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Memorandum

To

From

Subject :

Loreen McMahon Date : May 26, 1989
State Clearinghouse
1400 10th Street, Rm. 121 File No. NAPA-029-PM-24.09
Sacramento, CA 95814 SCH# 88101111

' NAPO29102

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION — District 4

DEIR - SWANSON VINEYARDS AND WINERY EXPANSION, TOUR, AND TASTING
(7557 8Q. FT.)

The State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed
the above-referenced document and forwards the following

comments:

On page 28 of the DIER, it is implied that deceleration/
acceleration lanes entering and exiting Manley Lane at Highway.
29 will be provided by Caltrans in 1990, if not provided by the
applicant. The Department has a major improvement project along
Highway 29 in the vicinity of the winery which is scheduled for
completion, February 1991. Caltrans expects to provide a left-
turn lane at the location of the project and intersection
improvements based on the Department's Public Réad Intersection
design (Highway Design Manual, 1/87, pg. 400~17) which includes
accel and decel tapers, not lanes as such. Please clarify this
point in the FEIR.

Caltrans' improvements can not be used as a mitigation measure
for this project, nor will Caltrans be financially responsible
for project-generated mitigations on the state facillty In
order for this project's impact to be mitigated in accordance
with the CEQA guidelines, the applicant must participate in
other means to alleviate the potential adverse effect. We
recommend and encourage the implementation of non-highway
mitigation measures which optimize the operational efficiency of
the highway by increasing the throughput of people without
increasing the number of vehicles. Consideration should be
given to the promotion of Traffic Demand Management, Public
Transit Development, and Traffic Reduction Strategies such as
Ridesharing, Vanpools and Carpools.

The applicant should also consider the initiation of shuttle bus
services originating at the following destinations: 1) the
proposed Napa Valley Wine Train Station at McKinstry Street, 2)
the proposed auxiliary Wine Train parking lot at the Napa County
Fairground, and 3) the proposed train stops along Route- 29\from
the City of Napa to St.. Helena, or subscription buspQOL “Service
for the public which would be periodically announce? AS part of
the winery's promotional activity.

N

A Tkttt 1 7 %



NAP029102
Page 2
May 26, 1989

We have attached a list of TSM references for your review, and
we expect to see some of these mitigation strategies prior to
approval of the FEIR. 1In addition, the county should adopt and
implement a monitoring program to oversee the effectiveness of
the mitigations. We appreciate the opportunity to work with you
on this project. Should you have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact Steve Buswell of my staff at (415)

557-9139.

/.'/ /%//C < S Com

I

)

GARY . DAMS

District CEQA Coordinator

Attachment v
cc: Susan Pultz - MTC

Sally Germain =~ ABAG
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COMMUTE ALTERNATIVES: A manual for Transportation Coordinators

Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT: STATE OF THE ART FEBRUARY,
1977

U. S. Department of Transportation
Urban Mass Transportation

TRAFFIC MITIGATION REFERENCE GUIDE

A Review of Options available to the Public and Private Sectors
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE GUIDE

Caltrans - Department of Transportation

JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE FOR TRAFFIC MITIGATION

Association of Bay Area Governments



RALPH TROWER N BRI
ATTORNEY AT LAW P v A
1730 JEFFERSON PLAZA

NAPA, CALIFORNIA 84559 @ 7

MAY 271989
TELEPRONK (707) 23R~1730
NAFACO. Lo LiVATION

Lo

IEVELOPRAENT & 1 SANNIRG D8t

May 26, 1989

Planning Conmission
County of Napa

1195 Third Street
Napa, CA 94559

Subject: Edmond A. Chaix Trust B
Napa County Probate No. 16049
Edmond A. Chaix, Jr. & Dean Chaix, Trustees

Swanson Winery - DEIR-058

Gentlemen:

1 represent the above-named Trust in the matter of the 7
Draft Environmental Impact Report and the review period involved,
which is indicated as approximately 4/13/89 to 5/29/89, 1 have
been asked by the Trustees to make a comment. about the DEIR for
Swanson Winery, State Clearinghouse No. 881011117

May I urge you to pay particular attention to the DEIR
and all particulars in which it refers to the effect of increased
traffic on Manley Lane, which will occur if the winery and visiting
use are permitted. It 18 obvious from the contents of the report -
that the Manley Lane traffic will be greatly increased, and other
property owners also adjoining Manley Lane will be imposed upon
so greatly as to interfere with their ownership of the adjoining
lands. The DEIR gives particular statistics bearing this out and
should be weighed heavily by the Planning Commission and/or the
Board of Supervisors in their decision in this matter.

I believe Swanson Winery has large acreages and other

properties upon which they could put the winery rather than do
the damage which will be done along Manley Lane.

Respectfully submitted,
RALE% %ROWER, Attorney
for Trustees

RT:dc

cc: Napa County Board of Supervisors
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NAFA T v JLVATION
DEVELORWAENT & - LANNING DB
Napa County Conservation Development and Planning Depacrtment

1195 Third Street
Napa, California 94559

May 29, 1989

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

We are the owners of APN-27-~260~16, This letter is.in regards to use
permit 288788. We are concerned wilth the omlssion of our name from the
malling list originally provided by the applicant. Due to this omission

we were excluded from all public proceedings until May 22, 1989. This

is noteworthy since our property borders two sides (50%) of the applicant's
property. We feel that this omission is a significant event within the
meaning of Section 110(C) of the CEQA Guidelines.

We attended the meeting of May 22, 1989 at which the proposed project

was discussed. We feel that the draft of the Environmental Tmpact Report
that was presented for consideration is inadequate Eor a aumber of reasons
that appear below. It does not address the following: ‘

Tyien

1. The effect that the proposed winery will have on the properties
that it borders. This is of particular importance because all four
gsides of the winery under consideration lie adjacent to producing
vineyards.,

2. The impact on the well situated on the Sullivan property'that would
result from the winery's operations.

3. A traffic report that addresses specific concerns expressed at
the meeting of May 22, 1989.

4. The fact that the acreage of the winery parcel will not support the
size and potential scope of the proposed project.

If this permit is granted without addressing these concerns as well |
as others, we believe that.-this would produce a substantially adverse
impact on the value of the Sullivan property. If you desire any
clarification or amplification of our concerns please do not hesitate to
contact us as soon as possible,

Sincerely Yours;

!

. o . - o
/s Y, /) ‘ P e |
-\ dneerCe st PR ///////ML/

~ Jamesg and Joanne Sullivaﬂ

}
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May 22, 1989

Napa County Conservation, Development and Planning Department

1195 Third Street, Room 210
Napa, CA 94559-3092

Attention:  James O’Loughlin _ .
Environmental Protection Section

We have received a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Swanson Winery. The proposed project is to increase winery production at
the existing Swanson Winery and Vineyards in three iphases to 42,500
gallons/year. The winery presently produces 20,000 gallons/year annual

production capacity.
Phase 1 would entail increasing production capacity to 32,000 gallons/year.

Phase 2 would add roofed area for barrel work, fermentation and wine
storage.

Phase 3 would increase production capacity to 42,500 gallons/year.

ites

The project is located at 1271 Manely Lane, Rutherford (APN 27-260-01).

Please be advised that the proposed addition of barrel work, fermentation
and wine storage does not require a permit from the BAAQMD. According
to Regulation 2-1-123.3.8, equipment used exclusively for "the storage or
fermentation of wine and beer" does not require an Authority to Construct or
Permit to Operate provided emissions do not exceed 150 1bs/day.

If you have any further questions regarding this matter, please contact the
Permit Services Division at (415) 771-6000, extension 194,

Sincerely,

John M. Joseph
Enforcement Specialist
Permit Services Division

JMJ

939 ELLIS STREET ¢ SAN FRANCISCO, CALMHSORNIA 94109 (415) 771-6000
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Comment #

Al

A2

A3
A4
A5
Gl

G2

N1

N2

Wl

W2

T1
T2
T3
T4
T5
T6
T7

T8

Cross-Reference Index for C
Numbers, Commentors, and FEIR Page Numbers

Appendix E

Commentors

James and JoAnne Sullivan

Oreste Quiricy
James and JoAnne Sullivan

Commissioner Winter

James and JoAnne Sullivan
James and JoAnne Sullivan
Commissioner Jonas

Oreste Quiricy
Commissioner Jonas

Ralph Trower
James and JoAnne Sullivan
Commissioner Winter
Commissioner Mitchell
Commissioner Kay
Commissioner Mitchell
James and JoAnne Sullivan
Oreste Quiricy
Margaret Woodbury

(County Counsel's Office)
Commissioner Fournier
Oreste Quiricy
Commissioner Mitchell
Edmond Chaix, Jr.
Oreste Quiricy
Oreste Quiricy
Edmond Chaix, Jr.
Edwina Price
Edmond Chaix, Jr.
Edmond Chaix, Jr.

Edmond Chaix, Jr.

Comment Identifier

Page #'s
17

Appendix C
17
18
Appendix C
18

17, 18, 19, 81

68

18-19, 68

Appendix C

Appendix C
20
20
Appendix C
23
Appendix C
29
Appendix C
46



Comment #

T9

T10
T11
T12

T13

T14
T15
T1l6
T17
T18
T19
T20
T21
T22
T23
T24
T25
T26
T27
T28
T29

T30

Appendix E

(Continued)

Commentors Page #'s
Edwina Price 46
Edmond Chaix, Jr. 33, 48
Commissioner Kay 48
Commissioners Mitchell, Jonas 31
Commissioner Winter Appendix C
Commissioner Kay Appendix C
Commissioner Kay 29
Commissioner Jonas 32
Commissioners Fournier, Mitchell 29
Commissioner Kay : 29
Commissioner Kay ‘ Appendix C
Commissioner Kay’ 65
Commissioner Jonas Appendix C
CommissionerJonas 24
Commissioner Jonas 48
Commissioner Mitchell 36
Commissioner Jonas 31
Ralph Trower Appendix C
James and JoAnne Sullivan Appendix C
California Dept. of Transportation 32
California Dept. of Transportation 4, 66
California Dept. of Transportation 4, 66
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Appendix F
List of Commentors on DEIR

Planning Commission Members

Daniel Jonas
Guy Kay

Diana Mitchell
Kathryn Winter
Al Fournier

Citizens (All Manley Lane residents)

James and JoAnne Sullivan

Oreste Quiricy

Ralph Trower (representing Edmond Chaix, Jr. and
Dean Chaix, Trustees

Edwina Price

Edmond Chaix, Jr.

Agencies

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Department of Transportation, District 4

County Staff A
Margaret Woodbury, Chief Deputy County Counsel

Jeffrey K. Redding, Deputy Planning Director
James O'Loughlin, Planner III
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NAPA COUNTY CONSERVATION — DEVELOPMENT
AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1195 THIARD STREET, ROOM 210 » NAPA, CALIFORNIA 94559-30¢

JAMES H. HICKEY
AREA CODE 707/253-4416

Diractor

September 22, 1988

SWANSOH VINEYARDS & WINERY
P.0. Box 459
Rutherford, CA 94573

SUBJECT: Notice of EIR Preparation, Administration & Review Fee

Centlemen:

Please be advised that the Napa County Board of Supervisors at its regular
meecing on September 6, 1988, upheld a decigion by the Conservation,
Development and Planning Commission on July 20, 1988 to continue the
processing of Use Permit #U~288788 pending completion of a focused EIR to

address the following issue:

The Impact of Traffiec: g

1) Getting on and off Manley Lane at the intersection of Highway 29.

Tisten

2) Traffic on Manley Lane and the Manley Lane Area in geéneral; and

3) The general cumulative impact of traffic om the Highway 29
Corridor.

The Board of Supervisors has established a §$2,250 EIR administration and
review fee to cover the costs incurred in setting EIR specifications,
evaluating the proposal received, and conducting the EIR review procuss.
Said fee must be received by the County Conservation, Development and-
Planning Depatment prior to initiation of the EIR preparation procedure and
in no case more than thirty (30) calendar days after your receipt of this
letter. If the required deposit 1s not submitted within 30 days, the
Department shall, pursuant to Section 800(b) of the Napa County CEQA
Guidelines, assume you have abandoned your project. A hearing before the
Congervation, Development and Plannipg Commission will thereafter be
scheduled to formally deny your request.

Once the EIR administration and review fee has been deposited, the
Environmental Protection Section will prepare a Notice of Preparation and
minimum specifications for the required EIR., Upon receipt of these
materials, you will have ninety (90) calendar days to submit an
adninistrative draft of the draft EIR. Said administrative draft shall be
prepared by the consultant approved by this office and must meet the minimum
specifications established by the Department and all the requirementa of
both the Napa County and State CEQA guidelines.
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Swanson Vineyards Winecy
9/22/88

~

You may be required to post an additlonal deposit with a consultant for the
applicant submitted EIR which shall meet the winimum specifications
established by the Planning Division for that EIR and all general
requirements of the State and Napa County CEQA Guidelines. It shall be
prepared by a consultant of the applicant and County”s choice from the
County-approved list for this project.

Should additional information and evaluation be required to deal with issues
that arise during the course of preparation and review of this EIR, and
should these questions not be anticipated at the time of contract award, it
is understood that a renegotiation of the scope-of-services and an
additional deposit may be required.

The County list of .approved consultants for your projecf ig as follows:

EIP ASSOCIATES

150 Spear Street, Suite 1500
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 864~2311

JONES & STOKES ASSOCIATES, INC.
1725 - 23rd Street, Sulte 100
Sacramento, CA 95816

(916) 444-5628

MILLS ASSOCIATES

1110 Alhambra Avenue

Martinez, CA 94553

(415) 372-2700

PLANNING ANALYSIS & DEVELOPMENT
530 Chestnut Street

San Francisco, CA 94133

(415) 398-8066

WINZLER-KELLY

495 Tesconl Circle
Santa Rosa, CA 95401
(707) 523-1010

Following completion of the EIR, your, project and this environmental
document will again be scheduled for consideration. and action by the
Conservation, Development and Planning Commission.




Page 3
Swanson Vineyards & Winery
9/22/88

Thank vou for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

/WWM

JAHLS O LOUGHLIN
Planner I[IIL

JOL/jm.11
Attachment

ce: Jeffrey Redding, Deputy Planning Director
James Cool, Supervising Planner
Barbara Mahan/Dickenson, Peatman & Fogarty
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NAPA COUNTY
CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1195 TUIRD STREET, ROOM 210
NAPA, CALIFORNIA 94559
(707) 253-4416

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
OF A DRAFT 7
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Ticle: SWANGAM VINFYAPNS & WIHFPY -
Date Issued: 12-0ct, 1QRR

This notice is prepared pursuant to Section 702 of the Napa County CEQA
Cuidleines. _ '

REQUEST: To increase an exiscting 20,000 gallons/year winery to
42,500 gallons/year in three phases, adding 3,573 square
feet to the existing 3,984 square feet winery and adding

. public ctours and tasting as part of Phase |.

LOCATION: On a l.44 acre parcel on the soucth side of Manley Lane,
700 feet west of State Highway 29 wichin an AP
(Agricultural Preserve) Zoning District. (APN 27-260-0!

1271 Manley Lane, Rutherford.
Primary effects could be:
The Impact of Traffic:

1) GCecting on and off Manley Lane at the intersection of Highway 29,
2) Traffic on Manley Lane and the Manley Lane Area in general; and

3) The general cumulative impact of traffic on the Highway 29
Corridor.

Napa County will be the lead agency and has determined that a significant
effect on the environment may result and that an Environmental Impact Report
should be prepared. We invite your comment on the effects this
project may have on the environment and ways that you believe the project
could be révised to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. Your
ideas will help the County decide what issues to analyze in the
Environmental Impact Report on this project.

Due to the’time limits mandated by state law please telephone or sead your
response at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after
receipt of this notice to the address listed below.

NAPA COUNTY CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTION SECTION

ATTENTION: JAMES O“LOUGHLIN

1195 - 3RD, STREET, ROOM 210

NAPA, CALIFORNIA 94559

‘P2H
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COUNTY OF NAPA

CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING DEPARTHENT . .

1195 Third St., Rm. 210
Napa, California 94559
(707) 253-4416/4376

INITIAL STUDY

PROJECT NAHE: Swanson Winery Expansion

FILE NO. U-288788

N s A, S, T g T p— . - - —

.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

To increase winery production in three phases to 42,500 gallon

and construct a new-tasting room on a l.44 acre parcel on the south side of Manley Lane
700 feet west of Highway 29 within an AP Zoning District (APN: 27-260-01).

JURISDICTIONAL BACKGROUND:
PubLic Plan: aud Policea

Based on an initial review completed by the Environmeatal Protection Section, the
following findings were made for the purpose of the ILpitial Study and do not
constitute a final finding by the County in regard to the question of consistency.

Is the project consistentr with:
a) Regional and Subregional Plans and Policies?
b) LAFCOM Plans and Policies?
¢) The County General Plan?
d) Appropriate City General Plans?
e) adopted Environmental Plans and Goals of the

Community?

£) Pertinent Zouing?

Responsible Aﬁedciea

NO N/A

L
l”: =

<
<pe |1 |+ &
w

Other Agencies Contacted

State Dept. of Transportation

ENVIRONHENTAL SETTING: Gently to neatly level sloping area (Slopes typilcally 0-4%)
clevatfon 165 ft MSL on the floor of the Napa Valley located aproximately 3/4 mile

southerly of Ructherford.

Foundation material comnsists of older aLluvial fan overlain by

class 2 soll of the Bole Clay Loam (0-2%) series, Runoff 13 slow and cthere is licctle

hazard for erosion,
forbes,

Vegetative cover is primarily vineyards and introduced grasses and

Existing land uses inlcude the existing winery. Surrounding land useas include

vineyards and approximately 8 near by houses and 9 houses scattered westerly along

Hanly Lane.
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ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS:

Normally Significan: Individual Impacts

(Ceology)

NO

X L. Exposure of new site users to substancial life and/or property
hazards from geologic proccsses (eg., severe settlement, sliding,
faulting, intense seismically induced ground shaking, seismically-

induced ground failures, etc.).

2. Exposutre of existing area occupants to substancially increased Life
and/or property hazards from geologic processes.

3. Damage, destruction or burial of any unique or scientifically
important geologic or geomorphologic feature.

< |

shadow patterns, etc.).

hazards from flooding (eg., stream flooding, tsunamis, seiches, dum

6. Exposure of existing area occupants to subs:annialty increased life

(Meteorology)
X 4. Substantial modification of climatic or microclimatic condictions
{eg., temperature, rainfall, wind,
(Hydrology)
X 5. Exposure of new site users to substantial life and/or property
or levee fallure, ectc.).
X
and/or property hazards from flooding,
X 7, Substantial temporary coansctrucction period incréase in etosion
and/or sedimentaction.
X 8. Substantial permanent increase in erosion and/or sedimentation,
X 9. Substanctial depletion of groundwater resources or significant
interference with groundwater recharge.
(Water Quality)
X 10, Substantial degradaction of the quality of waters preseat in a
stream, lake, or pond,
X ll. Subsctantial degradaction of the quality of groundwater supplies,
X 12, Substantial contamination of a public or private wacter supply.

(Air Quality)

breathing polluted air,

e = e

-(Hoise)

|+

13, Exposure of new site users to substantial health hazards from

L4, Exposure of existing area occupants to substantially increased

health hazards from breathing polluted air,

15. Substantial degradation of local or regional air quality.

l6. Exposure of new site users or existing area occupants to annoyance
from dust and/or highly objectionable odors.

L7. Exposure of new site users to health hazards from noise levels in

excess of those recognized as necessary to protect public health

and welfare.

Mitigated (see Mitigation Measures below)
Cumulatively Significant Only
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Intcial Study
Page 3

r

YES

IENE

b

NO
X

—X
X

|~

|

N e

bbb b bl

18. Expousure of existlng area occupants to health hazards from noise
lavels in excess of those recognized as necessary to protect public
healch and welfare.

19. Exposure of people to high construccion noise levels for
substantial periods of tima,

20. Exposure of existing area occupants to annoyance from substantially
fncreased ambient nolse levels,

(Ecosystem)

21, Substantial reduction in cthe number of a rare or endangered speciles
of planc or animal or damage or restricction of the habitat of such
a species,

22, Destrucction of or substaantlal damage to a unique, scarce, Or
particularly productive biological area (eg., marshes, riparian
galleries, vernal pools, etc.).

23. Substantial reduction in habitat for pLancs, fish, and/or wildiife,

24, Substantial modificacion im the number or dlversity of plant or
aanimal species present,

25, Substanctial interfereace with the movement of a resident’'oc
migratory fish or wildlife species,

(Social)
26, Disrtuption or division of an established communitcy,
27. Displacement of a large number of people.

(Aeschetic)
28. Blockage or substanctial degradaction of important public or private
views.

29. Exposure of neWw slte users or exiscing area occupants Lo annoyance
from increased nighttime llight levels or glare.
30, Creation of a licter problem.

{Cultural)

3l. Destruction of or substantial damage to a recognized archaeological
site,

32. Destruction of or substancial damage to the historical character of

a recognized historical structure, facility, or feature.,
33. Elimipnation of or conflict with the established recreational,

educational, religlous, or scientiflic uses of the project site or
surrounding properties.

(Trakfic)

34. Exposure of new site users to substantial life and/or property
hazards from traffic acclidents.

+35. Exposure of the existing users of the roads providing access to the

‘project site to substantially lncreased Life and/or property
hazards from traffic accldents,

36. Exposure of the users of the roadways providiang access to the
project site tTo annoyance from noticably increased traffic
congesction,
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I Initcral Sctudy 1
Page 4
' YES  NO
X 37. Increase in traffic on the roadways providing access to the project
] site which is substanctial in relation to the exiscing traffic load
and capacity of the street syscem,
_ X 38, Creation of a substanctal local parking problem,

(Energy)
39. Increase in the demand for energy which is substantial in relation

i x
- to the existing energy demands of the area.
" — X 40. Creation of a facility or development which will use fuel or energy
l in a wasteful manner.
X 4L. Creation of a facility or development which will use asubatancially
higher than average amounts of fuel or energy for transportation
purposes.

(Public Health)

42, Exposure of new site users to substantial health hazards from
contaminated drinking water, inadequately treated sewage and/or
insect or rodent pests.

43. Exposure of existing area occupants to substantially imcreased
health hazards from contaminated drinking water, inadequately
treated sewage and/or insect or rodent pests,

44. Exposure of new site uasers to substantial life and/or property
hazards from fire. '

45, Exposure of existing area occupants to substantially increased life
and/or property hazards from fire. :

46. Exposure of new site users to substancial life and/or property
hazards from air crashes,

47, Exposure of existing area occupants and/or exiscing air or heliport
users to substantially increased life and/or property hazardas from
air crashes,

48, Exposure of new site users or existing area occupants to
subsctantial annoyance from insect or rodent pests.

- = =
| |
i !
I

-
|
|

[« [ | I

|<

(Community Services)

49, Ilacrease in the demand for a community service (eg., sewer, water,
fire protection, schools, etc.) which is substantial in relation to
the currently existing uncommitted capacity of the agency involved
to provide such a service.

'
|

(Commercial Resourceas)

50. Perclusion of the development of aggregate, tock product, or
mineral resources of curreant or potential importance,

5l, Removal of a substantial amount of agricultural or grazing land

l from current or potential production.

(Fiacal) 4

52, Creation of a development to which it would cost the communicy
substanctially more to provide services than it would return in
taxes.

|<

(Growth Inductioa)
53. Induction of substantial residential, commercial, or industrial

development.

Ix
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Infcral Study
"Page 5

"""""""""""""""" YES NO

Does the projecrt:

" e > s et s s B T s S o o ot

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,

substantially reduce the habitat of 3 f£ish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustain-

ing levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal communicy

reduce the number or resctrict the range of a rare or endangeréd

plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

perrods of California history or prehistory? —
b) Have the potential to achleve short-term, to the disadvantage

of long~-term, environmental goais? _—
c) Have possible environmental effects which are individualliy

limited but.cumulatively considerable? X
d) Have eavironmental effects which will cause subs:ancial adverse

effects on human beings, either directly or indirecctly?

o

None

HLTLGATION MEASURES:

None Required
Ildentified By This Sctudy ~ Unadopted (see attached Potential Mxtigaclon Measure

List) -
Included By AppLLcanc As Part of Project (see attached Project Revision

Statement)
Recommended For Inclusion As Part of Public Project (see attached Recommended

Mitigation Measure List)

OF CONCLUSIONS:

The conclusions and recommendations contained herein are professlonal opinions
derived in accordance with current standards of professional practice. They are
based on a review of the Napa County Environmental Senaltivity Maps, the other
sources of information lisced in the file, and the comments received,
conversations with knowledgeable individuals; the preparer”s personal knowledge of
the area; and, where necessary, a visit to the site. For further information, sece
the Environmental Background Information and Sources of Initial Study Information
Forms contained in the permanent file on this project.
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lnicial Sctudy

Page o
DETERHINATION: ' Tttt — TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
Agency Staff Parcicipating in the Inicial Scudy:
Resource Evaluacion: . JA@FS\OLEQPCHLEQ_ _ Dat"..l.iﬂﬂf:ééu.,_
Site Review: . — Date:

Planning/Zoning Review: Date:

On the basis of cthis preliminary evaluation:
"I find cthat the project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the eaviron-

ment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be approved.

I find chat although the proposed project could have a significant effect
on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case
because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been
added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION should therefore be approved.

X I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environ~
ment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

DATE: Oct. 11,1988 BY: JAMES 07LOUGHLIN

56




_— ] ' _ S
IR ER = an o =m i N R Th BN N BE G R am  am e

STATE OF CAUFORNIA-- BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY . GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION | e
BOX 7310 { ..‘”x!r;
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120 " ‘7/1

{413) 9224444
RETCINED
0CT 24 1938

IO “;}ay_ NAP 029 PM 24.09
WDl L L RERFE gCHE 88101111
NAP029102 :

October 20, 1988

James O'Loughlin

Napa County Planning Division
1195 Third Street, Room 210
Napa, CA 94559

RE: Notice of Preparation: Swanson Vineyards and Winery
Expansion, Tour, and Tasting (3984 Sq. Ft.)

‘Dear Mr. O'Loughlin:

Thank you for including the State Department of Tran8portation
(Caltrans) in the environmental review process for the
above-~referenced Notice of Preparation. The environmental
document should address the traffic impact in terms of:

a) Trip generation, distribution and assignment;

b) ADT, and AM and PM peak hour volumes for the State Route 29,
and for all significantly affected streets and highways,
anludlng crossroads, and controlling intersections, for
existing and future traffic.

¢} Future conditions with project traffic, and with cumulative
traffic generated by all approved developments in the area.,
Coverage should include all traffic that would affect the
facilities evaluated, and should not be limited to projects

under the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

d) Mitigations that consider highway and non-highway.
improvements and services. Special attention should be
given to the development of alternative solutions to
circulation problems which do not rely on increased highway
construction. For example, include methods of Public

Transit Development such as the Napa Wine Train.
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NAP029102
Page Two
October 20, 1988

All mitigation being proposed should be fully discussed in
the environmental document. Those discussions should
include, but not be limited to, the following areas:

e)

financing,
scheduling considerations,

implementation responsibilities,
monitoring.

We look forward to reviewing the draft EIR. We expect to receive
a copy from the State Clearinghouse. However, to expedite the
review process, you may send two copies in advance to the
undersigned contact person for this agency at the following

address:
GARY F. ADAMS
District CEQA Coordinator
Caltrans District 4

P.0O. Box 7310
San Francisco, CA 94120

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please
contact Phillip Badal of my staff at (415) 557-9139.

Sincerely yours,

BURCH C. BACHTOLD
District Director

Py Pl

GARY\F. ADAMS
District CEQA Coordinator

cc: Loreen McMahon, State Clearinghouse
Jeff Georgevich, MTC
Sally Germain, ABAG
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APPENDIX H

Letter from Proponent
to Napa County Regarding
Leachfield Alternatives
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June 23,

Napa County Conservation,

Development and . Planni
1195 Third Street

‘"Napa, CA 94559

Re: Swanson VWinery, 0-26878Y

Lo it

‘Dear My, 0'T.asughlin:

DTN T

R

PLE VIRE

1909

ng Depariasanl

Tafar & FoOocapTy

SRR I YN TY

WY

B AR AP LY TR
JARE S 5 VARG
NCHAEH LD 20T el gk

YELE QR
e SR v

Phis will confinn our ruaont telephons conwversat.ion Concerning

the preposed Swanson Winery expansion wse
mitigation measurcs for U-288780E include contocmence with
Dapartment of BEnvironvesbal Managenent reguiremanty,
these reqgquireamonts s capping of

Sormit.

Carncrent

‘ Gne of
the noighlaorving well (Sullivan)

before going. to phase theoo (42,500 gallons) begause of Lho nead

to place addibiopal

within 100 feer.

corveantbornal

lanch lines for that capacily-

We would like more £lexspilily o Aavistying Buvironmantal
Managemaent. requirements 1 the phase thoos expansien to 42,500
Applicant’s enyliacer belisvea an ETT raised

gallons s approvid,

bad leachtleld systam can acecmmcdats disposal fLer 42,500 gallons
capacity and not encroach to within 100 feot of the Sullivan
wall, Thexe may also be other special design solutions.
Accordingly, Applicant would not want a condition or mitigation
meaeure imposed. on phase thres of the expansion {f the uge permiu

is approved that requires the well be capped.

That i3 one

alternative, but othexrs are design and installation of an ETI
raised bed aystem acceptable to Enpvironwental Management, or oi

soma other type of disposal system agce

Management.

I think the current mitigatlon measaves

(dated Juana 20,

ptable to Environmental

1988,

prepared for the scheduled hearing date of July 20, )388) are
flexible enough ag presently worded te allow for these options,
but. thought it appropriate to clarify this igsue before action on

the Use Permit.

O




James Q'Laughlin
June 23, 1989
Pague Two

If you have any auertions or oownents, please catl,  Thank you
for your atteul.ion.
Very truly yours,

GICKENSUR, PEBATHMAN & LOGARTY

v . DAVID W. MEYERS

DWM:do J
ccs  Jill vahl, Environmentel Hanajgement :
Swangon Winery

SyHes,

—-



APPENDIX I

CEQA Guidelines
on
Significant Effects



SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

A project will normally have a significant effect on the enviroament if it will:

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)

)
®)
(b)
(1)
3

(k)
(1)

(m)
(n)

(o)
(p)
(q)
(r)
(8)
(t)
(u)
(v)

(w)
(x)

(y)
(z)

Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where
it is located;

Have & substa.ntial demonstrable negative sesthetic effect;

Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animl or plant or the
habitat of the species,

Interfere subgtantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species;

Breach published nmational, state, or local standards relating to solid
waste or litter control;

Substantially degrade water quality;

Contaminate a public water supply;

Substantially degrade or deplete ground water resources;

Interfere substantially with ground water recharge; :
Disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or historic archaeological site
or a property of historic or cultural significance to a cammunity or ethnic
or social group; or a paleontological site except as a part of a scientific
study;

Induce substantial growth or concentration of population; :
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the exist-
ing traffic load and capacity of the street system;

Displace a large number of people;

Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel,
water, or energy;

Use fuel water, or energy in a wasteful manner;

Increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas;

Cause substantial flooding, erosion or siltation;

Expose people or structures to major geologic hazards;

Extend a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new development;
Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants;

Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community;
Create a potential public health hazard or involve the use, production or
disposal of materials which pose a hazard to people or animal or plant
populations in the area affected;

Conflict with established recreational, educational, religious or scien-
tific uses of the area;

Violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations;

Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or impair the
agricultural productivity of prime agricultural land; '

Interfere with emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans.
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