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John McDowell ¥

Deputy Planning Director L aie
Napa County Planning, Building & Environmental Services Department JuLrg 20tk

1195 Third Street, Suite 210, Napa, California apa County Planning, Buiding
Fax: (707) 299-1358F § ’,',;;_.'Environmema‘ Services

Email: John.Mcdowell@countyofnapa.org

Re: Comments on & Opposition to the Mountain Peak Winery Use Permit (#P13-00320-UP)

Dear Mr. McDowell & Members of the Planning Commission,

My name is Anthony Arger and I oppose the Mountain Peak Winery project, Use Permit #P13-
00030-UP (hereinafter referred to as “Mountain Peak™ or “Applicant”). As will be described in detail
below, this project is out-of-scope for the remote and rural location in which it is being proposed, and
will cause numerous adverse impacts on the entire Soda Canyon/Loma Vista community from both a
public safety and environmental standpoint. I strongly urge you to either deny this project entirely, or
scale it back significantly so that it is on par with existing projects in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed location on upper Soda Canyon Road (“SCR”), and in order to conform with Napa County
Resolution No. 2010-48 (Interpretive Resolution to Ordinance No. 1340), Exhibit A, Section III |
(hereinafter jointly referred to as the “2010 Amendment”) which requires appropriate scaling of wine
production, on-site marketing, and visitation programs based on the “remoteness of the location” and
“access constraints.”

I. OQualifications & Personal Background

My family owns one of the properties on Soda Canyon Road that will be most impacted by the
proposed Mountain Peak project. Our property is located at 3030 Soda Canyon Road (APN 032-500-
041), which abuts the Mountain Peak property directly to the east from the proposed winery site, and
directly to the south of a portion of the Mountain Peak parcel on which it is my understanding a
significant portion of the cave spoils will be dumped. (See Exhibit 1 — Arger Family Parcel Location in
Relation to Mountain Peak). My parents purchased our home and property at 3030 Soda Canyon Road
in 1997, and over the years have planted approximately 17 acres of vineyards, which we have and
continue to farm today.

I am a licensed attorney in the State of California and in the State of Nevada. I graduated from
the University of San Francisco with dual juris doctorate and master of business administration degrees

in May 2014. Iserved as a law clerk to the Honorable James W. Hardesty, Chief Justice of the Supreme
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Court of the State of Nevada, and am now an associate at the civil litigation firm of Robertson, Johnson,
Miller, & Williamson in Reno, NV. After graduating from Bates College in 2006, I worked in the fixed
income division at Morgan Stanley in New York City. After two and a half years in Manhattan, I
returned to Napa in 2009 and worked at our family owned winery, Arger-Martucci Vineyards, located
in St. Helena, for five years from January 2009 to December 2013 when we sold the winery. My family,
along with our partners, owned and operated Arger-Martucci Vineyards from 1998 to 2013, a period of
approximately 15 years, and I lived full-time at our home on Soda Canyon for approximately 2 years.

Due to the remote location of our property on Soda Canyon Road, which we knew to be very
treacherous from the day we bought the property, we deliberately chose not to build and operate a winery
or tasting room on Soda Canyon. Instead, we planted vineyards on our Soda Canyon property, and
conducted all winery operations on the Napa Valley floor. My father, Kosta M. Arger, MD, is a
practicing cardiologist, who, for the 15 years we owned Arger-Martucci Vineyards, was the winemaker.
He learned to make wine from the legendary Joe Heitz of Heitz Cellars in 1976, and began his
winemaking career by making wine in our garage, and did so for nearly 25 years until we started Arger-
Martucci Vineyards in 1998. For five years, from 2009 to 2013, I was the Director of Sales and
Marketing at our family owned and operated winery. Today, although we no longer own a winery, my
family continues to sell all of our grapes from our vineyards at the end of Soda Canyon Road to wineries
located throughout the Napa Valley. I work closely and regularly with our vineyard manager, assist my
parents with the financing for the vineyard, and handle all of the contracting and relationships with our
buyers. In short, my family and I are intimately involved in, and familiar with, the Napa Valley wine
industry, and have been since the 1970s. We appreciate and respect all the industry has to offer, but we
also respect the safety and welfare of all the residents of Soda Canyon Road, and other remote areas, in
the Napa Valley.

II. Brief Overview of the Mountain Peak Project

The owners of Mountain Peak Winery, whom neither my family nor any of the other nearby
neighbors has never been approached by or met despite them having owned the property for more than
three years, are proposing a 100,000 gallon production capacity, 33,424 square feet of caves (which
would be the twelfth largest in all of Napa — See Exhibit 2 — Napa County Wine Caves), a total of 18,486
visitors per year (See Exhibit 3 — Mountain Peak Visitation Figures), two (2), 100,000 water storage
tanks, use of ~15,200 gallons of water per day, and one (1), 20,000 gallon waste system, all of which is
to cover 103,016 square feet by “Phase II” of the project according to the Applicant’s revised application,
submitted in March 2016. In addition, the operation will have 19 full-time employees, 4 part-time (but
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nonetheless year-round) employees, 4 seasonal employees during harvest, and an unidentified number
of vineyard workers, delivery and equipment truck drivers, and other individuals needed to run an
operation of this magnitude. According to the Applicant’s own estimates, the project will generate
approximately 47,300 car trips per year. (See Exhibit 4 — Understanding Traffic Trips Generated by
Mountain Peak Winery).

In short, and despite the Applicant’s best attempts to disguise this project as environmentally
friendly, this is a large-scale, commercial winery operation that will require an incredible number of
natural and man-made resources, which will devastate the remote and rural community in which it is
being proposed. This is especially true when it becomes readily apparent after reading on that this
community already suffers from an incredible number of emergency accidents and incidents from traffic
collisions, to drunk driving, to residential and wildland fires.

IT1.Location, Geography, & History of Traffic on Soda Canyon Road

A. Location of Soda Canyon Road

Soda Canyon Road can only be accessed via Silverado Trail, approximately 4 miles north of
Trancas Street in Napa, CA, meaning that it is a dead-road with no other outlet in the event of an
emergency. Importantly, Soda Canyon Road has numerous branches, splitting off onto several other
roads, including Feliz Ranch Road, Loma Vista Drive, Soda Springs Road, Chimney Rock Road, Capps
Drive, and Ridge Drive. There are approximately 163 homes, innumerable vineyards, and even a handful
(a current total of 4) of wineries on nearly every branch of this road, all users of which must use the
single entrance and exit point at the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail. Additionally,
while the paved portion of Soda Canyon Road dead-ends at the Antica Winery property (3700 Soda
Canyon Road), the dirt road that divides my property and the Mountain Parcel goes on for several more
miles into the mountains and is where several additional homes and vineyards are located. (See Exhibits
5 & 6 — Soda Canyon Road Service Area; Soda Canyon Road Property Locations'). Accordingly, and
for purposes of this letter, when I refer to “Soda Canyon,” or “Soda Canyon Road,” it implies ALL of
the other roads that can only be accessed from Soda Canyon Road.

!These maps, along with several other maps and charts attached to this letter, were created by Ms. Amber Manfree, who has
a Bachelor of Arts in Environmental Studies from Sonoma State University, a Master’s in Geography from UC Davis, and
a PhD in Geography from UC Davis. She has also testified as an expert witness with relation to her mapping abilities,
which, among many other skills, involves working with massive amounts of data to create incredibly detailed and accurate
maps and charts. If there is any question as to the accuracy of these maps, please do not hesitate to let me know and I will
be happy to put any person seeking verification in touch with her.

Anthony G. Arger Opposition Letter re: Mountain Peak Winery (Use Permit #P13-00320-UP)



Page 4

B. Geography of Soda Canyon Road

At the top of Soda Canyon Road, approximately 1,400 feet above the Napa Valley floor, the
Atlas Peak American Viticultural Area (AVA) makes its home in Foss Valley, which is a mountaintop
valley where my family’s property, along with that of the Applicant and numerous other residents and
vineyard operations are located. The paved portion of Soda Canyon Road is 6.75 miles long, extremely
steep beginning around mile 4.5, serpentine, filled with blind-corners (none of which have any guard
rails), is ridden with unfixed pot-holes that get worse with every car and large truck that travels the road,
has no bike or jogging lanes, has cracking and crumbling shoulders, and in short, is totally unfit to house
the commercial winery event center with 18,486 potentially inebriated tourists being proposed by
Mountain Peak. To get a better visualization of Soda Canyon Road and its dilapidated condition, please
see Exhibits 7a-jj, 8a-ff, 9 & 10, which respectively include photographs of the road heading in both a
northeast (up the mountain) and southwest (down the road) direction?, as well as a video of traveling
northeast (up the mountain) and a video of vineyard worker traffic (Note: Exhibits 9 & 10 are included
in the flash drive included with this letter, and are also visible on youtube at

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FFSN53PZz|E and

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tF2nmaDgR3g, respectively).

As you watch these videos, note that (1) my wife and I took these videos in June 2015, (2) they
were taken in succession, and (3) they are a perfect example of an average day driving up (or down)
Soda Canyon Road. During our 15 minute trip up the entire 6.75 mile length of the paved portion of the
road (the road forks into a dirt road at our property and that of Mountain Peak — approximately mile 6.1
— and continues further into the mountains to other vineyards and protestant properties), we passed 35
cars, including a Sheriff who had somebody pulled over on the side of the road. Immediately following
the conclusion of the filming of the first video, we returned to the dirt road at ~mile 6.1, and captured a
very small portion of the daily caravan of vineyard workers leaving Stagecoach Vineyards (located at
the very end of the dirt road), in which there was another 14 cars, making for a total of 49 cars that drove
down Soda Canyon Road in a roughly 20-minute period. Unfortunately, passing 49 cars in 20 minutes
is a very average, perhaps even below average, day for the traffic that frequently overwhelms Soda
Canyon property owners and residents.

| After reviewing the above photographs and videos, and as you continue reading this letter, please

keep in mind that the proposed Mountain Winery is near the very end of this dangerous road, at

These two sets of photographs includes pictures taken in 1998 and 1999, which demonstrate that the condition of the road
has only worsened since that time.
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approximately the 6.1-mile mark, which is beyond the extremely steep hill on which there is no
guardrails or other protection from going over the edge in the event of an accident.

C. History of Traffic & Poor Read Conditions on Soda Canyon Road

Unfortunately for all residents and property owners on Soda Canyon, issues with traffic, large
equipment ruining the road, reckless driving, and generally bad road conditions have been prevalent and
brought to the attention of the County of Napa (hereinafter the “County”) for decades, yet little deference
ever seems to be given to the residents and property owners on Soda Canyon Road. In fact, the last time
Soda Canyon Road was repaved was in the early 1980s, and, consistently since then, residents have had
to repeatedly bring the condition of the road to the attention of the County at every opportunity,
especially when new winery projects are proposed. Regrettably, residents and property owners have to
re-raise all of the same issues each time a new Board of Supervisors is voted in. Attached as Exhibits
11 & 12 are letters from residents to the County dating back to the late 1990s and early 2000s that address
these traffic issues. In a letter from Mr. Fletcher Benton, who resides at 3398 Soda Canyon Road (less
than .4 miles past the Mountain Peak proposed site), dated December 17, 2002, Mr. Benton, on the
subject of the Krupp Winery application on upper Soda Canyon (discussed in detail below), Mr. Benton
states:

[tThe issue now is that same as it was in 1987, traffic and the fact that Soda Canyon

Road is a dead end with no way out in case of catastrophe, except back down the

hill...There are many elderly residents and families with small children in the area.

The maintenance of the Krupp vineyard has already caused congestion during school

busing hours because of vineyard workers coming and coming.

In short, the traffic issues on Soda Canyon Road are not new, and more importantly,
have gotten dramatically worse on Soda Canyon Road since 2002, and certainly since 1987.
Documentation in the form of Maps and Charts supporting this fact are further below. The
point of including this information is to inform the County that residents and property owners
moved to Soda Canyon to get away from traffic congestion, noise, and everything else that
a large winery operation brings to the table. Residents and property owners have been down
this path before, and we, as residents and property owners, implore the County to account
for that history and quit trying to shove new winery developments down our throats every

time a new Board of Supervisors is voted in.

IV. Existing Public Safety Issues on Soda Canyon Road

Upon review of the traffic report provided by Mountain Peak’s paid experts, one is left with the

impression that there are no traffic, public safety, or other issues on the road that would be exacerbated

Anthony G. Arger Opposition Letter re: Mountain Peak Winery (Use Permit #P13-00320-UP)



Page 6

by the addition of approximately 47,300 annual trips by the Mountain Peak project. However, before
delving into the inaccuracies of the existing traffic report, it is important to highlight how dangerous

Soda Canyon Road is under existing conditions, as determined by various State and County agencies.

A. Public Safety — Napa Grand Jury, CHP, CalFire, & Unreported Accidents
1. 2007-2008 Napa County Grand Jury Final Report

The 2007-2008 Napa County Grand Jury Final Report on the Napa County Fire Department (the
“07-08 Grand Jury Report) determined that the Soda Canyon area has “the second highest rate of
incidents in Napa County,” and concluded that in the two-year period from 2006 to 2007, Soda Canyon
Road had 594 incidents (See Exhibit 13 — 2007-08 Grand Jury Final Report at pgs. 20, 23). As will be
demonstrated further below, traffic conditions and traffic volume have worsened and increased,
respectively, each year since that time.

2. California Highway Patrol Incidents

Attached to this letter is a summary report from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) that
highlights a select few of the incidents and accidents that have occurred on Soda Canyon Road or at the
intersection of Silverado Trail and Soda Canyon Road from January 2013 through April 2016. (See
Exhibit 14 — CHP Summary Report®). Importantly, and before continuing, it is noteworthy that the
Napa County Sheriff has primary jurisdiction over Soda Canyon Road and accordingly has the much
larger record of the accidents and incidents that occur annually on Soda Canyon Road. However, despite
several attempts by Soda Canyon residents to obtain these records from the Sheriff’s office, the Sheriff’s
office has refused to provide any detailed account of said incidents. As a result, when reviewing the
CHP records described below and attached, please keep in mind that the described incidents, while they
are an accurate representation of the fypes of accidents and incidents that occur on the road, they are not
an accurate representation of sow many accidents and incidents occur on Soda Canyon on an annual

basis because it is the Sheriff’s Department that typically responds to the calls.*

3Note that I personally prepared this summary using detailed “Incident Reports” provided to me by the CHP. As an officer
of the court, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that this summary accurately
reflects exactly what is contained in the much longer, more detailed CHP “Incident Reports.” And in fact, an earlier
version of this report (the same report, but simply containing records from January 2013 to April 2015) was already
accepted into a legal court proceeding as an evidence exhibit in a separate matter. That being said, I more than happy to
provide ALL of the CHP records used to compile the attached summary to the County in electronic format for review and
confirmation upon request.

“I respectfully request that before moving forward on making a decision on this proposed winery that the County of Napa
obtain detailed records from the Napa County Sheriff’s Department regarding the number of incidents and accidents that
have occurred over the past several years on Soda Canyon Road. If not, additional time should be granted to opponents of
this project to submit a public records act request to the Sheriff’s Department to obtain this information. An informed
decision cannot be made by the County without this detailed information.
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Brief Summary of CHP Incidents on/near Soda Canyon from January 2013 to April 2016
Total Number of Incidents: 36

Number of 2 car collisions: 8

Number of 1 car collisions (i.e. into tree, ditch, pole, etc.): 10

Traffic Hazards: 2

Reckless Driving: 3

Animal in Roadway: |

Driving Under the Influence: 7

2 Car Speed Contest: 1

Fire: 1

Semi-Trucks Stalls/Accidents: 2

Unidentified: 1

Daytime Incidents (7am-6pm): 22

Nighttime Incidents (6pm-6am): 14

In just over 3 years, the above described 36 incidents took place either on Soda Canyon Road or
at the intersection of Silverado Trail and Soda Canyon Road. Of particular note are the combined 18
one and two car collisions, the 3 reports of reckless driving, the 2 semi-truck related incidents, and most
importantly, the 7 driving under the influence reports. Incident number 140910GG01108 is also worthy
of special attention because it involved a semi-truck that overturned on the steepest part of Soda Canyon
Road (around mile 4.5 — below the proposed Mountain Peak site) and blocked ALL ingress and egress
to eQery property above that point for more than 5 hours, and required two tow trucks to remove it. Had
that truck started a wildfire, which can and does happen with regularity in fire prone regions, or had there
been an emergency incident above that location, all persons above that point would have been trapped.
Attached as Exhibit 15 is a picture of a similar traffic jam caused by large trucks very near to where
Incident number 140910GG01108. As is plainly visible from the picture, which was taken around the
4.9 mile mark on Soda Canyon Road, there is no way to get around these large trucks stuck near the top
of the steepest part of the road, which is before the Applicant’s proposed location.

Again, this CHP summary report is just a sampling because it does not include the Sheriff’s
reports for Soda Canyon Road during the same period, but it certainly provides some insight as the type

of accidents that regularly occur on or near Soda Canyon Road.
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3. CalFire Incident Report
In addition to the significant number of incidents on Soda Canyon Road responded to by the
CHP, there is also an incredible number of incidents reported by the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (or CalFire). (See Exhibit 16 — CalFire Summary Report®).

Brief Summary of CalFire Incidents on Soda Canyon from January 2007 to April 2015
Total Number of Incident Calls/Responses: 107

Number of Calls/Incidents for Medical/EMS: 40

Number of Calls/Incidents for Residential Fires: 13

Number of Calls/Incidents for Wildland Fires: 16

Number of Calls/Incidents for Reported Fires/Smoke Checks: 1

Number of Calls/Incidents for Traffic Collisions: 9

Number of Calls/Incidents for Hazmat: 3

Number of Calls/Incidents for PA/Other/No-Description: 25

While a separate section specifically on fire danger on Soda Canyon Road is further below, I
have included the CalFire summary report here because it is important to note that CalFire deals not only
with fires, but also with medical and other emergency related incidents, of which there are a lot. Many
of the residents and property owners on Soda Canyon are growing older and are increasingly requiring
emergency medical assistance, as evidenced in the CalFire summary. Be it a fire truck or ambulance
that needs to rush up or down this road, the addition of any number of visitors to the Applicant’s proposed
winery will significantly impede, and perhaps prevent altogether, access by emergency services to house
fires, wildfires, or elderly persons needing emergency care. As noted above with regard to the semi-
truck overturning, if an accident occurs anywhere on the road and blocks the roadway, all individuals
above that line are trapped because of one-way in, one-way out design of the road, including any would-
be visitors to any winery on the road. This becomes increasingly important below when the sheer volume
of visitor traffic proposed by Mountain Peak is realized.

4. Un-Reported Accidents on Soda Canyon Road

The CHP and CalFire summaries, even with their substantial numbers, are still only a snapshot
of the types of accidents that regularly occur on Soda Canyon because so many accidents go un-reported.
For example, in June 2015 an abandoned car was found crashed and hanging over the creek that runs

through the northeastern part of Mountain Peak’s parcel (and at the northwestern end of my family’s

5As with the CHP Summary Report, please note that I personally prepared the CalFire Summary Report using detailed
“Incident Reports” provided to me by CalFire. As an officer of the court, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the State of California, that this summary accurately reflects exactly what is contained in the much longer, more detailed
CalFire “Incident Reports.” And in fact, this same report was already accepted into a legal court proceeding as an evidence
exhibit in a separate matter. That being said, I more than happy to provide ALL of the CalFire records used to compile the
summary to the County of Napa in electronic format for review and confirmation upon request.
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property). (See Exhibit 17a-b — Photos of Abandoned Car on the Mountain Peak Property). As is
plainly visible from the pictures, the car crashed on the dirt road portion of Soda Canyon heading either

to or from the direction of Stagecoach Vineyards, and the driver (and any occupants) simply abandoned

the car. I cannot stress to the County how often this exact same scenario plays out on Soda Canyon
Road. Every year, numerous (probably somewhere in the range 10-15) cars are found crashed on the
road and simply abandoned, creating obvious hazards for property owners and all other users of the road.
And, in addition to the cars that are abandoned, there are other instances where cars crash, the occupants
do not abandon the car, but the only responder is a tow truck (e.g. the incident goes unreported because
no state or county agencies are contacted). For example, in September 2015, a Honda Accord was
heading down Soda Canyon Road, had just completed coming off the steepest part of the road, lost
control of the vehicle, went off the road, and crashed into a resident’s front yard (2441 Soda Canyon
Road), narrowly missing a propane tank. (See Exhibit 18a-i — Photos of September 2015 Car Crash at
2441 Soda Canyon). As is evident frofn the pictures, and confirmed by eyewitnesses, there was no
response by the Sheriff’s Department, the CHP, CalFire, or any other agency. This was just another
typical accident that occurs on Soda Canyon road. Further evidence of car accidents, demonstrated by
skid marks and downed signs, that occur regularly on Soda Canyon Road are seen in additional pictures
attached to this letter. (See Exhibit 19a-b — Photos of Skid Marks and Downed Signs on SCR).
5. Evidence of Alcohol Consumption on SCR — Discarded Beer Bottles

Attached are several photos taken by a Soda Canyon resident depicting discarded beer bottles
regularly found along the road. (See Exhibit 20a-e — Photos of Beer Bottles on Soda Canyon Road).
An elderly resident of the road, until very recently, used to walk the road nearly every morning, would
find these beer bottles, and then place them on top of the mile markers. While it is unknown who
discarded these bottles (although it can probably be surmised from the brand of beer bottles displayed),
it is obvious that alcohol consumption currently occurs on Soda Canyon Road.

In sum, as is plainly apparent from the above descriptions, Soda Canyon Road, under current

conditions, experiences high numbers of accidents and incidents on annual basis. The fact that none of

this information is mentioned anywhere in Mountain Peak’s traffic report, or the County’s

documents, is extremely troubling because it wholly ignores the public safety of all property

owners, residents, and current users of the road. Now, add approximately 18,846 wine-imbibing

tourists on an annual basis to this mix, and the results are disastrous.
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B. Natural Occurring Conditions on Soda Canyon Road Fire, Fog, Floods, Wildlife, Dark

Aside from the significant dangers posed by current drivers and users of Soda Canyon Road,
there are several naturally occurring conditions on the road which warrant attention, including fires fog,
flooding, wildlife and the pitch dark of Soda Canyon Road at night.

1. Fires

The ever-present danger of wildland and residential fires on Soda Canyon Road cannot be
overstated. Soda Canyon is a boxed-canyon, which is especially dangerous because winds funnel
through canyons and cause what may be an initially small fire to spread rapidly, particularly in the uphill
direction. To get a better idea of the fire danger that exists on Soda Canyon Road, please review Exhibits
21 & 22, which respectively show the “Fire Hazard Severity Zones” across Napa and the specific “Fire
Hazard Severity Zone” for all properties located on Soda Canyon Road. As is readily apparent from a
review of Exhibit 22, almost the entire upper portion of Soda Canyon, including my family’s property
and the Mountain Peak proposed winery site are located in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.”

As indicated in the CalFire summary, between 2007 and 2015, there were 13 residential fires and
16 wildland fires on Soda Canyon Road. By way of specific example (although not counted in the
CalFire figures above), there was a fire in May 2003 near the 2400 block of Soda Canyon Road, close
to the residence of Mr. and Mrs. David Hallet. The fire was later determined to have been caused by a
discarded cigarette butt from a careless vehicle occupant. The Halletts fook several photographs of this
fire, as demonstrated in Exhibit 23a-e, and it is plainly visible how the fire began on the roadway and
quickly spread uphill.

In 2005, there was another fire near the 2400 block of Soda Canyon Road, which again threatened
homes and quickly spread uphill. This fire was caused by oil dripping onto the exhaust pipe of a car and
sparking a fire in the dry brush alongside of the road nearly at the entrance to the Hallett residence. (See
Exhibit 24a-e — Photos of August 2005 Fire).

In 2011, there was another wildfire near the 2400 block of Soda Canyon Road, which threatened
homes, quickly spread uphill and trapped all residents living above the 2300 block of Soda Canyon,
including the Halletts, in their homes. (See Exhibit 25a-c — CalFire Incident Report and Newspaper
Articles). There were additional wildfires in 2012 and 2013 that either trapped residents or prevented
them from accessing their homes. (See Exhibits 26a-c, 27a-b, & 28a-c — CalFire Incident Reports and
Newspaper Articles for 2012 and 2013 fires, respectively). In short, there have been numerous wildfires
on Soda Canyon Road in the very recent past that posed serious threats to public safety and will do so

again, especially because there is only a single exit in the event of such an emergency. Many residents

Anthony G. Arger Opposition Letter re: Mountain Peak Winery (Use Permit #P13-00320-UP)



Page 11

of Soda Canyon, like Mr. Rick Thornberry, are aware of the fire risks and have specifically designed
their homes to be “fire resistant.” (See Exhibit 29 — Newspaper Article on Rick Thornberry). However,
even a “fire resistant” home will not stop a devastating firestorm, such as the devastating Atlas Peak Fire
that ravaged the entire community in 1981.

In fact, there is such a severe fire risk on Soda Canyon that CalFire created a “Pre-Attack Fire
Plan” specifically designed for the Soda Canyon and Monticello area. (See Exhibit 30 — Soda
Canyon/Monticello Pre-Attack Fire Plan). The Pre-Attack Fire Plan discusses the history of large fires
that have occurred every 30-40 years on Soda Canyon Road, the reasons why Soda Canyon Road is so
prone to fires, and several instructions on what to do not if, but when, the next big fire comes. Below
are several quotes taken directly from the Pre-Attack Fire Plan, which specifically address the incredible
and legitimate dangers that residents and all users of Soda Canyon Road face with regard to wildfires:

“There are a wide range of fuels in the Soda Canyon/Monticello Area. Fuels range from
grass/oak woodland to 15-50 year old chaparral with some stands of decadent brush over
50 years old. Due to fire suppression and lack of aggressive wildland fuels management,
both the vertical arrangement and horizontal continuity of fuels will promote rapid fire
growth. These same conditions will also hinder conventional fire suppression tactics”

“The Soda Canyon/Monticello Area consists of numerous structures ranging from small to
very large wineries, caves, and trailers. Most have outbuildings that may contain hazardous
materials such as fuel, ammunition, pesticides, insecticides, herbicides, fertilizers and
controlled substances”

“Elevations within the Soda Canyon/Monticello Area range between 0 and 80% slope. . .
Vineyards and other manmade features provide a network of barriers that will need to be
connected to create an effective fireline. The two wide canyons provide the opportunity
for wind to be funneled, even under local wind conditions.”

“The early designation and use of incident facilities such as Staging Areas and early
evacuation is critical due to the poor road network servicing area. The roads will quickly
become congested if an effective traffic control plan is not established by cooperating
law enforcement agencies and public works departments.”

“An adequate facility to support an incident does not exist within the Soda
Canyon/Monticello Area.”

“If evacuation is necessary, it needs to be ORDERED EARLY... Residents should be
discouraged from using their normal travel patterns if that takes them closer to the incident.
If the incident or associated emergency responder equipment compromises the travel
routes, then sheltering in place or use of vineyards may be the best option.”

“Depending on the location of the fire, the primary evacuation routes are the main paved
roads of Soda Canyon Rd.”
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“Most bridges have not been engineered, tested or rated for fire engines. Inspect
every bridge before crossing!” '

“There are no water distribution systems in the Soda Canyon/Monticello
Area...Residences use wells with on-site water storage.”

“The most significant fire in the Soda Canyon/Monticello Area was the 1981 Atlas Peak
fire[, which] burned approximately 23,000 acres over two days in late June. Several other
fires have occurred in recent years including the October 2006 Atlas Fire and July 2007
Peak Fire. Both of these fires burned around numerous structures and required a significant
commitment of resources.”

“Fire history, fuels, topography and urban-interface issues indicate the potential for
a large and damaging fire in the Soda Canyon/Monticello Area.”

The implications of this Pre-Attack Fire Plan are terrifying and I am more than concerned for
myself, my family, and my neighbors when of one of these predicted wildfires occurs. The prospect of
trying to escape under existing traffic conditions is frightening enough. The issuance of a permit to
Mountain Peak for 18,486 tastings and tours to visitors, who do not know the road, and may very well
be inebriated, will only make worse an already extremely dangerous situation. Again, there is only 1
way out. Traffic will become congested, if not outright blocked as the result of an accident caused by a
panicking driver, meaning that we will have to take refuge in our homes or nearby vineyards and hope
for the best. I prefer being able to escape, which will be made signiﬁcantly_ more difficult if unfamiliar
winery visitors are clogging our only exit. Not only will these visitors be endangered, but they could
also cause the fire, as was seen with the cigarette butt fire of 2003, and the July 2015 Wragg Fire just
over the hill from Atlas Peak, which was caused by the overheating engine of a car that pulled over on
the side of the road in the dry brush near Lake Berryessa. (See Exhibit 31a-b — CalFire Incident Report
and Newspaper Articles on Wragg Fire).

The prospect of fire on Soda Canyon is an extremely serious issue that cannot be overstated, and
it truly begs the question — why on earth would a project as large and with as many visitors be approved
to operate in an area with such a high risk of wildfire? The simple answer is that such a project should
not and cannot be approved in this location.

2. Fog & Ice

Due to the unique composition of Soda Canyon— it is a canyon, with very steep hillsides — the

road experiences dense fog (some type of inversion that I will not even begin to try and explain) on a

regular basis, especially from approximately the 4 mile mark to the 5 mile mark, which just so happens
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to be where the steep hill is located, and which does not have any guardrails. On numerous occasions, I
have experienced fog on the road so dense — both during the day and at night — that the only way I can
proceed forward in my vehicle is to open my driver door and follow the yellow line in the middle of the
road. In fact, I experienced one such incident as recently as May 6, 2016. I left our property at 12pm —
yes, noon — to drive down the hill. Near my property (and that of Mountain Peak), the visibility was
okay. However, as soon as I reached the top of the steep descent, the fog became so dense that [ had to
slow down to Smph, open my door, and practically crawl down the hill. In addition to the fog, during
the winter, it can and does snow at the top of Atlas Peak, and particularly around the 5-mile mark near
the top of the road, it can get very slick and icy, posing further driving dangers to all users of the road.
(See Exhibits 7n-q and 8h-q).
3. Flooding & Mudslides

In addition to the foggy conditions that regularly impact Soda Canyon Road, rainy conditions
can and have quickly caused flooding and mudslides. Soda Creek begins near the top of the steep hill
and follows the road for the majority of the way down. Because of how steep Soda Canyon is, even a
small rainstorm can lead to flooding of Soda Creek very quickly, which at many points along the road,
has and will cause flooding. Particularly vulnerable parts of the road are (1) the hairpin turn at mile 3.95
and (2) the lower portion of the road near the 1.10-mile mark, both of which are well below the proposed
Mountain Peak site. And, with rainstorms and flooding comes mudslides, of which there have also been
many, some of which have closed the road for several days at a time. A few pictures of such incidents
on Soda Caﬁyon Road are attached to this letter. (See Exhibit 32a-b — Photos of Flooding & Mudslides).
These are not the type of conditions that unfamiliar and potentially inebriated tourists should be
encouraged to drive, especially if it puts the safety of residents and property owners at even greater risk.

4. Wildlife & Nighttime Conditions

Finally, there is an array of wildlife that inhabits Soda Canyon and which is seen near or crossing
the road with regular frequency, including deer, foxes, mountain lions, turkeys, raccoons, possums,
squirrels, and rattlesnakes. The most prevalently seen and dangerous of these animals, at least to drivers
and other vehicle occupants, are deer. Whether hitting, or swerving to avoid hitting a deer, substantial
damage can be caused to the animal, the vehicle, and the vehicle’s occupants. Since 1997 when my
family purchased our property, I have personally experienced hundreds, if not thousands, of deer
sightings on Soda Canyon Road, from the bottom to the top and everywhere in between. The deer (and
other animals) are particularly active at night, when it is hardest for drivers to see them. In fact, I would

consider to be rare if I did not see a deer (or two or three) while driving the road at night. Importantly,
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aside from one street where Loma Vista Drive branches off from Soda Canyon Road, there is not a single
street light on Soda Canyon Road, meaning that it is incredibly dark at night, especially when there is no
moon.® Mountain Peak is seeking to hold 78 marketing events for 1,846 people per year that would last
until 10pm. So, not only would potentially inebriated tourists who are unfamiliar with the road be asked
to drive an already dangerous road, but they would also be asked to do it at night when animals are most
active. The thought of this is simply ludicrous and I sincerely hope that the County dismisses such a
request without a second thought, as to permit this type of activity would endanger all users of the road,
including the wine imbibing tourists Mountain Peak seeks to lure to its location. Tragically, Mountain
Peak (who does business as “Acumen Winery”) recently experienced the loss of their winemaker, Denis
Malbec, to a drunk driving accident, which occurred in the Napa Valley, at night. (See Exhibit 33a-c -
News Articles on Drunk Driving Death of Mountain Peak Winemaker Denis Malbec). While the fatal
and tragic accident took place near Yountville, it could just as easily have occurred on Soda Canyon
Road after a late night marketing or winemaker dinner type event, such as those that are being proposed
by Mountain Peak. Please do not encourage these types of events in a remote and rural location that
could lead to similar poor judgment by even some of the most well-regarded and respected individuals
in the Napa Valley.

C. Current Users of Soda Canyon Road — Property Owners, Walkers, Joggers, Cyclists,

Vineyard Workers, & Large Trucks

When reviewing the Mountain Peak winery proposal, it is imperative to keep in mind the current
types of users of Soda Canyon Road. Those users include Residents, Walkers/Joggers, Cyclists,
employees of existing vineyard and winery operations, vineyard workers, & large trucks that travel the
road on virtually a daily basis.

1. Property Owners, Walkers, & Joggers
According to Ms. Manfree’s map (See Exhibit 6), there are 163 residences on Soda Canyon

Road. Many of those individuals have lived on the road for decades, some going back to the 1940s and

%Please note that I, along with many other neighbors I have spoken to, personally enjoy the lack of street lights on Soda
Canyon Road, as it is a tribute to the remote and rural nature of the road, which would be diminished by the addition of any
more street lights. This is important because while I can envision a potential County proposed solution to the darkness as
adding numerous street lights to the road, such an act would destroy the quiet enjoyment of my property, as I’m sure would
be indicated by other neighbors. This goes back to the point that hundreds of people purchased homes on Soda Canyon to
get away from the lights and activity of cities, including downtown Napa. It is therefore wholly inappropriate for a winery
like Mountain Peak to be proposed in the remote and rural mountains of Atlas Peak above Napa, which would add
significant light and noise pollution from 24/7 grape processing during harvest, to 78 marketing events per year lasting until
10pm, and certainly if a County mitigation included the addition of innumerable street lights. In other words, this project is
totally inappropriate for the remote and rural location in which it is being proposed.
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1950s, such as the Schreuder and Manfree families. They have all witnessed the drastic changes on the
road since that time. Even since my family purchased our property in 1997 and began our small vineyard
operation at the end of Soda Canyon Road, we have witnessed dramatic increases in traffic and activity
on the road. With so many residents and property owners on the road who live there full-time and/or
spend significant portions of their time at their properties, it is hoped that the County remembers that
these individuals, these residents, and these long-time property owners have spent significant portions
of their lives and financial resources building their homes and lives on this road and in this community;
their input and opinions should not be so quickly dismissed because a new developer and a deep-
pocketed owner came to town and want to build an adult Disneyland at the top of Soda Canyon Road.
Many of the residents, particularly at the bottom of Soda Canyon Road, are often seen walking and/or
jogging along Soda Canyon Road, and the addition of any more cars and/or trucks on this road increases
their risk of getting injured at the hands of a reckless and/or drunk driver.
2. Bicyeclists

In addition to the walkers and joggers who regularly use Soda Canyon Road, it is a road utilized
weekly (and almost daily during the warmer month) by bicyclists. Because of the very steep climb
offered by the road, it has become a draw for many cyclist enthusiasts looking for a challenge. In fact,
there are several resources (online and print) that tout this road as a cycling destination. (See Exhibit
34a-b — Articles Re: Cycling on SCR). To that end, over this past 4" of July holiday weekend, I was
heading down Soda Canyon Road and snapped a couple of pictures of two cyclists climbing the steep
hill at around mile 4.6. (See Exhibit 35a-b — July 2016 Pictures of Cyclists on Soda Canyon Road).
Because there are no bicycle lanes on the road, virtually every time a driver passes a cyclist, that driver,
unless he or she moves into the other lane of traffic, is in violation of California Vehicle Code section
21760 — the “Three Foot for Safety Act.” The major issue for cyclists, drivers, and for the County,
becomes when two cars (or trucks) are approaching from opposite directions on one of the many blind
curves and overtake a cyclist (or two) simultaneously and there is nowhere to turn. While I am not aware
of any such accident to date, if another ~47,300 vehicle trips are allowed by the Mountain Peak project,
the likelihood of such an incident increases dramatically.

3. Vineyard Workers

In contrast to the residents, joggers, walkers, and cyclists, a group of users who pose severe safety
risks to the users of Soda Canyon Road are the vineyard workers. As will be described in detail below,
there has been significant vineyard expansion over recent years, and with that expansion, more vineyard

workers are required to tend to those vineyards. And because of the hilly and rocky nature of Atlas Peak,
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very little can be done by machine, meaning that vineyard workers are and will continue to be the primary
means to farm these vineyards. Unfortunately, the vineyard workers are among the most reckless drivers
on the road. Ask any resident or property owner and they will have at least one or two stories of being
honked at, yelled at, and/or nearly driven off the road by one or a group of these drivers. Part of the
problem is that many of them typically get off work at the same time and leave in caravans of cars that
can be as many as 100 or more at a time, especially during the harvest season. And, the problem with
these worker caravans is that their timing is not always predictable, especially during harvest, because
grapes are often picked through the night and/or early into the morning. This means that the time the
caravan is heading up and down the hill changes on a regular basis, depending on the season (and thus
cannot be avoided by simply changing the opening or closing time for a tasting room). The drivers
maintain speeds far in excess of the posted 25 mph near the top of the road, and the 45 mph at the bottom
of the road, and there have been countless times when I have come around a hairpin turn, especially the
turn at mile 3.95, and had to slam on my brakes because a parade of vineyard workers is driving too fast
around the corner, drift into the opposite lane, and do not stop for oncoming traffic.

In addition to their generally reckless driving as increasing numbers of workers are required to
farm the vineyards, there is a growing daily traffic backup at the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and
Silverado Trail. Because there is no traffic signal at the intersection, and the traffic on Silverado Trail
travels at speeds of 55 mph +, making a left turn onto Silverado Trail from Soda Canyon Road is not
only hair-raising, but has also been the site for several accidents (at least one of which is referenced in
the CHP Report Summary) and innumerable near misses, several of which I have witnessed. Due to this
difficult left turn, traffic regularly backs up a half-mile or more onto Soda Canyon Road from the
intersection. These are serious and growing problems on the road that are worse every year, and
introducing unsuspecting winery tourists to the mix is a plainly irresponsible and terrible idea.”

4. Large Trucks

One of the most negatively impactful groups of users of Soda Canyon Road is the large trucks
which are increasingly larger in both size and prevalence on the road. Much of the truck traffic is due
to the existing winery and vineyard operations at the end of Soda Canyon Road (i.e. past the Mountain
Peak site), as well as the rock quarry at Stagecoach Vineyards, which has been steadily increasing the
number of large loads carried off-site. At this point, sightings of multiple large trucks has unfortunately

become a daily occurrence on Soda Canyon Road. Not only is the road deteriorating into an even more

I acknowledge the fact that my family’s property also requires the use and labor from vineyard workers, however, our
roughly 17 acres makes up only a fraction of the approximately 1,972 acres that are planted on Soda Canyon Road.
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dilapidated condition because of these large trucks, but they also pose serious safety risks to all users

of the read. The road is so narrow that the trucks can literally not stay in their own lane, and very often
take over both lanes because the loads are so large. Yet, Mountain Peak seeks to add a significant number
of large trucks to the road both during construction and long after, when numerous large trucks will be
needed to transport loads of grapes, bottles, capsules, equipment, food and other items for catering
events, and many other types of loads that will be required to run this oversized, commercial winery
operation. Attached are several pictures of trucks on Soda Canyon Road taken during the last couple of
years, which demonstrate a sampling of the type and size of trucks that are frequently seen going up and
down this already dilapidated road. (See Exhibit 36a-j — Large Trucks on Soda Canyon Road). In
addition, Exhibits 37 & 38 (available on the included flashdrive and on youtube at

https://www.youtube.com/watch? v=HQe5MulrY10 and

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Y2cQVdI9cw) depict two large trucks on Soda Canyon Road,

both of which were filmed in June of 2015. These videos provide a clear demonstration as the serious
safety risks posed all users of the road, especially residents and property owner, by the ever-increasing
number of large trucks on Soda Canyon. Neither truck can physically stat in its lane, despite what 1
would hope is their best efforts to do so. As described in the section above describing the CHP reports,
these oversized trucks can and have overturned on Soda Canyon Road, blocking all traffic for hours at a
time. Their continued presence, and the safety risks they pose, will be exacerbated dramatically if
Mountain Peak is approved in its current form.

D. Summary of Existing Conditions on Soda Canyon Road

As described above and supported by the several attached exhibits, the existing conditions of
Soda Canyon Road — both man-made and naturally occurring — are cause for alarm with regard to public
safety. Mountain Peak seeks to impose 18,486 winery tourists, not to mention employees, vineyard
workers, and event staff, to the already dangerous mixture of a broken road that has innumerable blind
turns, is steep, often foggy, and rampant with wildlife (especially at night), bicyclists, walkers, joggers,
reckless vineyard worker drivers, and oversized trucks that literally cannot stay in their own lane. In its
current form, the Mountain Peak permit application will pose serious additional and legitimate safety
risks to all users of the road and threatens the safety of the entire Soda Canyon community.
V. Traffic

Traffic numbers on Soda Canyon Road have increased dramatically in recent years, and while
Mountain Peak’s highly paid traffic expert does a sensational job at downplaying the traffic impacts of
this project, the simply fact is that traffic was bad when my family purchased our property in 1997, has
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gotten much worse since then, and will be a complete disaster if the Mountain Peak project is approved
in its current form.

A. The Crane Transportation Group Traffic Report & Charts — Fatally Flawed

Upon review of the traffic report prepared by Crane Transportation Group for the Mountain Peak
project, it is very noticeable, even as a layperson, that there are several flaws with the report that must
be addressed by the applicant prior to any final decision being rendered by the County.

1. The Misleading Statement of Mountain Peak’s 92% On-Site Production

To begin, the traffic report, repeatedly indicates that “92 percent of the grapes will be grown on
site.” (See Applicant Document — Crane Traffic Report at pages 4, 5, 31). This is literally impossible.
There are currently 28 acres planted on the Mountain Peak parcel (APN:032-500-033) (See Applicant
Document — Project Statement at page 3). Even if every single grapevine were replanted after
construction, the maximum production this vineyard could hope to produce is 84 tons.? However, based
on the current project proposal, the maximum amount of vineyard acreage that can be planted after
construction on the Mountain Peak site is 25 acres. (See Exhibit 39 — Map Depicting Minimum
Plantable Acres at Mountain Peak Proposed Winery Site Post-Construction; See also Applicant’s Water
Availability Analysis at pg. 2, indicating that only 25 acres of the property will be planted in vine post-
production). As a result, the maximum amount of tonnage that can be produced “on-site,” assuming a
generous 3 tons/acre, is 75 tons of grapes. Even allowing for the 25% outside Napa grape sourcing, that
means that Mountain Peak can only produce on-site and outsource a maximum of 100 tons of grapes.
Mountain Peak is seeking a 100,000 gallon winery permit. This equates to approximately 700 tons of
finished wine product. If Mountain Peak can only produce 75 tons, and outsource 25% of grapes, for a

total of 100 tons, that means there is a 600 ton shortfall that Mountain Peak will have to truck in from

other vineyards. As a percentage, this means that Mountain Peak can only produce 11% of grapes on-

site, NOT 92% as it claims. (See Exhibits 40 & 41a-b — Mountain Peak Winery Conversion Chart:

Tons of Grapes to Gallons of Finished Wine; Mountain Peak On-Site Production & Grape Hauling
Realities (and accompanying Graph)).

In other words, Mountain Peak, in its Project Statement, has completely mislead the County and
apparently mislead its own traffic engineer because there is simply no possible way that “92 percent of

the grapes [can] be grown on site.” According to the Applicant, it owns another 84 acre parcel farther

¥This figure is calculated by multiplying 28 acres times 3 tons of grapes, which is a very generous yield for this location.
My family has been farming our vineyard since it was first planted in 1999, and the largest yield we have ever produced
was approximately 2.7 tons to the acre. Due to the very rocky soil and tough growing conditions, an average yield is 2 to
2.5 tons per acre.
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up the dirt road on Soda Canyon and is including those figures in its calculation. However, this parcel,

regardless of how large it is and how much it produces cannot be considered as part of Mountain
Peak’s “on-site production” in association with the sought after 100,000 gallon permit application

for APN: 032-500-033 because is an entirely separate parcel of land that is NOT contiguous with

the property and can be sold at any time. The permit sought by Mountain Peak runs with the land,

and any claimed on-site production must be limited to the parcel on which the winery is located, or in
the very least parcel(s) that are immediately contiguous with the parcel on which the winery permit is
being sought.

Moreover, even if all 84 acres of Mountain Peak’s separate parcel were planted in vineyards,
yielding 3 tons to the acre, and could be counted towards its on-site production, which again it cannot,
that would still only produce 252 tons, for a total of 327 tons. This amounts only to 47% of the tons
needed to satisfy the 700 tons required for a 100,000 gallon permit. So, where is the other 45% of the
grapes coming from that the Applicant includes in its claimed 92% of “on-site” production? Leasing?
Contracts? All of those arrangements are temporary and can be terminated at any time. The sought after
100,000 gallon winery permit is forever and the Applicant cannot be allowed to dupe the County and the
other property owners on Soda Canyon Road by claiming that it will be able to produce 92% of the
grapes needed to satisfy a 100,000 gallon permit on-site. To be blunt, it sounds like this is a well-thought
out plan by Mountain Peak to obtain maximum production gallons in order to engage in custom crush
for other wineries across the Napa Valley, which of course will bring even more traffic in the form trucks
and cars up and down Soda Canyon Road on an annual basis, none of which is accounted for in the
traffic report.

Additionally, even if Mountain Peak sources grapes from its other parcel, Stagecoach Vineyards
or other locations on Atlas Peak, trucks will still have to travel up and down Soda Canyon Road, unless
of course Mountain Peak is planning to purchase a fleet of grape transports, eternally store them on-site,
and never have them travel down Soda Canyon Road.

Finally, regardless of how Mountain Peak deals with transporting grapes to and/or from the site,
whatever is produced on-site will require bottles, corks, capsules, labels, boxes, and eventual
transportation of the finished product off-site. Where are all of those figures in the traffic report?

Accordingly, the Applicant’s traffic report is fatally flawed because it assumes lower numbers of trucks

and traffic due to this 92% on-site production claim.
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2. Missing References

In addition to traffic report’s inappropriate reliance on the 92% on-site production figure, the
report also seems to be missing several figures and statistics. For example, on page 7 of the traffic report,
the engineer states that “May and July 2013 as well as January 2015 peak hour counts are presented in
Appendix Figure 1.” However, when accessing what appears to be the appendix (titled “Figures™) on
the County website, Figure 1 does not contain a single traffic count, and is instead a map of the area.
Errors of this type appear to be made throughout the report and must be revised.

B. Traffic Statistics — Applicant & County Figures

Despite the cryptic manner in which the Mountain Peak’s traffic report is written, I was able to
decipher some statistics, and when compared with numbers provided by Mountain Peak as to traffic,
there are some pretty surprising results and implications, which of course are mentioned nowhere by the
traffic expert or Mountain Peak.

As a result of the Applicant’s traffic related documents not containing any meaningful numbers
that a layperson can wrap their head around, I created a chart based entirely on Mountain Peak’s original
2014 permit application® and the Crane traffic report. (See Exhibit 4). The important takeaways from
this chart are that according to Mountain Peak’s own application, it will generate approximately 130

“trips” on Soda Canyon Road per day, which amounts to 47,328 “trips” per vear. By any measure, the

addition of nearly 50,000 trips on a road, especially one as dangerous as Soda Canyon, is a significant '
amount. In fact, the traffic report indicates that there are an average of 516,813 vehicles per year at the
intersection of Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail. If Mountain Peak adds 47,238 vehicles to the

mix, that is a total 564,141 vehicles at the intersection, representing an increase of 9%. This is especially

important in light of the existing problems at the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail.
Even more impactful for my family and all other property owners in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed Mountain Peak winery site is that the traffic report indicates that currently, there are
approximately 168,323 vehicles per year that travel in the immediate vicinity of the winery. An increase
of approximately 47,328 vehicles makes for 215,652 vehicles per year in the immediate vicinity of the

winery, which represents an increase of 28%. It does not take a traffic expert to determine that a 28%

increase in traffic on a remote, rural, and dilapidated road will have adverse impacts on nearby neighbors

and property owners.

°1 would have used the March 2016 application, but the application, curiously, is missing the page which indicates the
number of trips to be generated by the project. Importantly, the proposed visitation and employee numbers have not
changed from the original application in 2014 to the revised 2016 application, so it can be safely assumed that the traffic
figures provided in the original application are at least somewhat accurate (although likely still understated).
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C. Traffic Statistics ~-Winery and Vineyard Growth on/near Soda Canyon Road

When my family purchased our property on Soda Canyon Road in 1997, there were four wineries
on the road. These wineries had a combined visitation allowance of 5,772, with the majority (5,200
visitors) belonging to Antica. (See Exhibit 42 — Winery Visitation from Current and Future Wineries
on Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail). Since then, another three wineries, with a combined
visitation of 9,842 have been approved and are operating on lower Soda Canyon Road. This means that
there are currently 15,614 winery visitors permitted to visit wineries located on Soda Canyon Road on
an annual basis. At the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail, there are two wineries
operating on Silverado Trail that have a combined visitation allowance of 21,940 tourists. Thus, as of
today, there are 37,554 winery tourists permitted to access wineries at the intersection of Soda Canyon
Road and Silverado trail.

As of the date of this letter, there are three wineries pending approval on Soda Canyon Road,
including Mountain Peak, with a combined annual visitation allowance of 26,739.!° There are four more
wineries on Silverado Trail at the intersection of Soda Canyon Road that are seeking permit approval.
The combined annual visitation requests for these Silverado Trail wineries total 46,856. In combination,
there are seven wineries seeking approval that will cause the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and
Silverado Trail to see an increase of 73,595 winery visitors on an annual basis. Combined with the
existing winery visitors using the same intersection, there would be a grand total of 111,149 winery

visitors if all of the permits are approved. That represents an increase of 196% in annual winery

tourists at the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail. To state the obvious, that is

an incredible increase in annual winery visitor traffic (not to mention the ancillary operational traffic
that will come with it) at that intersection. As discussed above, that intersection already suffers from
long traffic back-ups and accidents, which will only worsen from the cumulative impacts of these winery
visitors, a large portion of which would come from Mountain Peak.

In addition to the heavy increases in winery visitor traffic, there have also been significant
increases in vineyard worker traffic that must be accounted for. In 1999, two years after my family
purchased our property on Soda Canyon Road, there were approximately 1,225 acres of planted acres
on Soda Canyon Road. (See Exhibit 43 — Soda Canyon Road Vineyards in 1999). Since then, an
additional 747 acres of vineyards have been planted. (See Exhibit 44 — Soda Canyon Road Vineyards

in 2016). The vast majority of the vineyards existing in 1999, as well as those planted since then, are

i%Note that Relic Winery has been approved by the County, but has not yet obtained a license to operate from the
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control.
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located near the top of Atlas Peak at the end of Soda Canyon Road. (See Exhibits 45a-b — Location of
Vineyards Planted on Soda Canyon Road — Chart & Graph). This is important because it means that all
workers, trucks, and other equipment and transports needed to service these vineyards must travel the
entire length of Soda Canyon Road, including going past Mountain Peak’s proposed winery location.
This also means that any and other visitors, employees, winery tourists, or otherwise from Mountain
Peak, will be coming into contact with all of the vineyard workers, large trucks, and other equipment
needed to run these vineyards. Likewise, in the event of an emergency, such as a large wildfire, of which
there have been many on Soda Canyon Road, any winery tourists and employees will be forced to
evacuate in the midst of the pure chaos that will ensue when hundreds of vineyard workers, residents,
and other users of the road are similarly trying to escape through the single exit at the intersection of
Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail.

With regard to numbers, attached as Exhibit 46 is a chart that demonstrates the total number of
vineyard workers on Soda Canyon Road, and winery visitors from wineries on Soda Canyon Road and
on Silverado Trail (at the intersection of Soda Canyon Road) that currently must utilize the intersection
as compared to the future figures if all pending winery permits are granted. Currently, it takes
approximately 41,440 vineyard workers to farm the 1,972 acres of vineyards planted on Soda Canyon
Road on an annual basis. In combination with the winery statistics discussed above, that means there
are approximately 78,994 vineyard workers from Soda Canyon vineyards and winery visitors that must
use the intersection of Soda Canyon Road and Silverado Trail. If all the pending winery permits are

approved, that number will increase to 152,589 vineyard workers and winery visitors at that

intersection on an annual basis. That represents an increase of 93% from the current level. Again,

the cumulative impacts of these wineries at that intersection, of which Mountain Peak plays a large role,
must be taken into account by the County, and lead to the decision to deny, or significantly limit the
proposed Mountain Peak project.
VI.Noise, Water, & Other Environmental Impacts

A. Noise

One of the most enjoyable parts about my family’s property on Soda Canyon is literally the
sound of nothing. The geography of Foss Valley, which is the valley at the top of Soda Canyon Road
in which my property, along with that of Mountain Peak, sits, is such that sound carries for miles.
Because much of the natural vegetation has been removed and replaced by vineyards, along with the
peaks and mountain tops surrounding all of the properties in Foss Valley, there are few barriers in the

basin of Foss Valley and effective walls created by the mountains, which has the effect of simultaneously
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carrying and keeping all sounds created within Foss Valley. During both the day, and particularly at
night, you can hear virtually every sound uttered within several miles from my family’s property. With
the exception of vineyard worker traffic, tractors and other vineyard operations occurring throughout the
year, and an occasional party at a neighbor’s house in the evening, the primary sound heard on upper
Soda Canyon at any point during the day or night is literally nothing.

The Mountain Peak project, along with its ~47,300 annual trips and 18,486 winery visitors, poses
a serious threat to the quiet enjoyment of my family’s property. Be it during the daytime tasting events,
during which 80 visitors are allowed, or during nighttime marketing events when up to 125 visitors are
permitted, when wine-drinking tourists imbibe alcohol, they become increasingly boisterous. Having
worked at my family’s winery, Arger-Martucci Vineyards for 5 years, including numerous days covering
the tasting room when an employee was out, I know how loud, not to mention unruly, winery tourists
can become. No matter how much Mountain Peak tries to downplay this aspect of winetasting, it is a
simple fact that noise levels will increase dramatically from the current levels if this permit is granted.
Importantly, a review of Mountain Peak’s Noise Report indicates that nearly all of the anticipated sounds
fall just below the threshold of acceptable limits in the various zones throughout Napa County. Even
more importantly, the Noise Report relies upon the same erroneous and misleading statement that 92%
of the grapes will be sourced from “on-site,” which appears to have led to a reduction in the anticipated
sounds caused by traffic, and which issues a deathly blow to the credibility of the report. Accordingly,
as with the Applicant’s traffic report, the Noise Report must be revisited and revised before any final
decision can be made on this project.

B. Water

According to Mountain Peak’s project statement, the winery event center is going to place two
(2), 100,000 gallon water tanks on the property and use approximately 15,194 gallons of water per day,
which is an increase from its current use of 12,989 gallons of water per day (See Applicant’s Revised

Application at pg. 14). To put this in perspective, on_an annual basis Mountain Peak will utilize

5,545,810 gallons of water. The Applicant’s Water Availability Analysis similarly reports that water

use will increase from 14.75 acre-feet per year to 17.02 acre-feet per year (See Applicant’s Water
Availability Analysis at pg. 2).

As the County is well aware, Napa, and the entire state of California for that matter, are still in
the midst of a tremendous drought that has no end in sight. All of the water used at the top of Atlas Peak
comes from well water, as admitted by the Applicant in its project statément (See Applicant’s Revised

Application at pg. 14). If Mountain Peak is allowed to move forward at its current size, deep wells will
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be drilled and massive pipes (the size used on oil tankers if [ understand the groundwater study and water
availability analysis correctly) will be placed into the ground. My family is located directly next to
Mountain Peak and draw from the exact same underground water sources. If Mountain Peak is permitted
as-is, and uses its projected 5,545,810 gallons of water per year, there is a strong chance that our wells,
which support both our home and vineyards could run dry. The same is true for other nearby neighbors
who share the same water source, like Mr. Bill Hocker, whose property is located directly north of the
Mountain Peak project site. Importantly, the primary reasons for which Mountain Peak seeks to use so

much water is not for agricultural purposes. Instead, much of this water will go towards supporting

its commercial kitchen and other aspects of its vast marketing program, which is far too large and out of
scope for the proposed winery location. Additionally, this water will be used to process the
approximately 700 tons of grapes needed to satisfy the requested 100,000 gallon permit, of which only

11% can be produced from the 25 acres on-site that will be plantable after comstruction. (See

Exhibit 40a — Mountain Peak Winery On-Site Production). Moreover, the water that Mountain Peak
will be sucking up from the underground aquifers would otherwise be feeding into Rector Canyon,
located just to the north of the Applicant’s property, which in turn feeds into the Rector Reservoir, which
is the water supply for the City of Yountville. None of these facts are mentioned in the Applicant’s
groundwater study or water availability analysis, which, once again, renders a fatal blow to the reliability
of these reports. Accordingly, the studies must be revised and these factors must be taken into account
before a final decision can be made on this oversized project.

C. Caves & Other Environmental Impacts

Mountain Peak is requesting to build caves that total 33,424 square feet in size. If permitted,
they would be the 12 largest in Napa and almost as big as the caves located on the Antica property,
which is approximately 1,200 acres, or roughly 30 times as large as the Mountain Peak parcel. (See
Exhibit 2 — Napa County Wine Caves). Based on those factors alone, it should be quickly understood
that the Mountain Peak project is massively out-of-scope for its relatively small parcel of 41 acres.

Additionally, the amount of earth that will have to be moved is enormous, which is particularly
troubling to my family, because a significant portion of the cave spoils will be relocated to the portion
of Mountain Peak’s parcel that is directly north of our property. (See Exhibit 1 - Arger Family Parcel
Location in Relation to Mountain Peak). My family’s property runs slowly downhill and if spoils are
placed on Mountain Peak’s northern parcel, there is a strong chance that serious drainage issues could
result, especially if Mountain Peak’s parcel is built up significantly, which, based on the projected size

of the caves, it appears that it will be.
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Moreover, there is no discussion that I could locate in either the Cave Data and Feasibility Report
or the Bartelt Civil Plans that discusses the potential adverse effects of (1) possible disturbance on
archaeological artifacts from the Wappo Indian tribe indigenous to many parts of Northern California,
including the Napa Valley; (2) disruption of local biological species as a result of the displacement of
earth; and (3) adverse impacts of the cave spoils on the local watershed, as well as the Rector Reservoir,
which again, is the water supply for the City of Yountville.

As to the Wappo Indian tribe, Foss Valley at the top of Atlas Peak and right where my family’s
property and that of the Applicant is located, served as the tribe’s summer grounds. I have found
numerous arrowheads over the years, and one neighbor, Mr. Michael Russ, whose property is just to the
northeast of Mountain Peak’s property, has an entire collection of arrowheads, pots, and other artifacts
that he has recovered from the immediate vicinity over the years. With the sizeable cave plans being
requested by Mountain Peak, there is a strong chance that there are additional archaeological artifacts
which may be disturbed. There is no mention of this in any of the Mountain Peak reports.

There is also no discussion as to the possible adverse impacts on local plant and animal species,
nor on the local water supply. With such a large amount of earth to be moved, it would seem that there
should be some mention, or perhaps a separate study altogether, on the adverse impacts on local species.
Perhaps more importantly is the potential adverse impacts on the local water supply. There is a
“blueline” creek that runs through the northeastern part of Mountain Peak’s parcel that feeds directly
into Rector Canyon, which is the source for the City of Yountville’s water supply. If any of the cave
spoils are placed on that parcel, which I believe they will be, there is the potential for serious adverse
impacts. The same is true even if the spoils are placed on the main portion of Mountain Peak’s parcel,
as that property slopes gently downhill towards Rector Canyon, meaning any runoff and other potentially
detrimental substances could run downhill and into Rector Canyon.

Finally, it is noteworthy that the Cave Data and Feasibility Report produced by Condor Earth
Technologies is from August 2013 and indicates that the caves will be in excess of 60,000 square feet.
Is the applicant currently telling the County of Napa that it is only building 33,424 square feet of caves,
but later planning to come back to the County and ask to build the remaining ~30,000 square feet? I
certainly hope not, and accordingly request a revised and updated version of the Condor Cave analysis,
or other confirmation from the Applicant, to ensure that there are no long-term or “Phase II” plans to

further expand the caves if the existing caves were ever to be approved.
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VII. Implications of the 2010 Amendment

While the 1990 Winery Definition Ordinance was amended in 2010, the 2010 Amendment put
in place specific language to ensure winery projects are appropriately scaled based on the location and
access thereto. Specifically, Section III of Resolution No. 2010-48 (Interpretive Resolution to Ordinance
No. 1340), under Exhibit A of the 2010 Amendment, is titled “The Appropriate Intensity of Marketing
Programs” and reads as follows: '

[t]o ensure that the intensity of winery activities is appropriately scaled, the County
considers the remoteness of the location and the amount of wine to be produced
at a facility when reviewing use permit proposals, and endeavors to ensure a direct
relationship between access constraints and on-site marketing and visitation

programs.

These four factors, that is: (1) the remoteness of the location; (2) the amount of wine to be
produced at the facility; (3) access constraints to the project; and (4) on-site marketing and visitation
programs seem to have been tailor made for a project such as Mountain Peak. As will be described
below, each of these four factors alone, and certainly in combination, lead to only one possible
conclusion — that the Mountain Peak Winery proposal is not appropriately scaled, and must therefore
either be denied outright, or significantly scaled back to comply with Napa County law.

A. Remoteness of the Location

One of my passions is hiking and backpacking. Among the many reasons I enjoy hiking and
backpacking is because I can escape to remote and rural mountain locations where (1) cell phones do
not work, and (2) there is absolute silence. Both of these conditions exist at my family’s property on
Soda Canyon, as well as at the proposed Mountain Peak winery site. To this day, I still do not get cell
reception at my house, nor do any other friends and family who visit us there, and it is wonderful. When
I am the house, I am off the grid. Additionally, as discussed in the “Noise” section of this letter, the
primary sound at our house at any given time of day or night is literally nothing. As a third attestation
to the remoteness of the proposed Mountain Peak winery site, Global Positioning Systems (GPS) did not
work for years, and only recently have some such systems begin to work properly. As a result of there
being no cell reception and GPS systems are very spotty, to this day, I have a set of detailed driving
instructions that I email to friends or family who are coming to visit our property that read as follows:

[y]ou may be able to put our address in your GPS, but it doesn’t always work b/c the
addresses on Soda Canyon Road are out of order and there is NO CELL RECEPTION
at the house. Accordingly, please follow the directions below once your GPS gets
you to Soda Canyon Road. Once you turn off of Silverado Trail onto Soda Canyon
Road (SCR), set your odometer to 0.00. From the bottom of SCR (intersection of
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Silverado Trail and SCR) to the turn off to our house, it is ~6.2 miles. Do not pay
attention to the addresses, as they are out of order. From the bottom, you will be
making a steady climb up the hill, and at one point it gets extremely steep (you will
know when you are on the steep part). Once you crest the steepest part, you are only
about a mile away. At the end of that last mile, you will come to a quasi-fork in the
road, where the paved road continues to the right, and a dirt road starts to the left. At
that fork, if you are looking straight, you will see a big wooden sign with white
writing that says “Odyssey Vineyards, 3030 Soda Canyon” — that is our property...
If you get lost, drive back to ~100 yards below the top of the big hill (where there is
some cell reception) and CALL THE HOUSE (707) XXX-XXXX to contact us.

In 2016, there are very few places that still do not get cell reception, and even fewer where GPS
is still not entirely functional. However, my family’s propérty, and the proposed Mountain Peak Winery
site, is one of them. Add to this the fact that silernce is the primary sound at our property, and that of
Mountain Peak, and I honestly cannot think of a better example of a “remote location” within Napa.

B. Amount of Wine to Be Produced

Mountain Peak is requesting a permit to produce 100,000 gallons per year, which equates to 700
tons of grapes. As discussed in detail above, the maximum amount of tonnage that can be produced “on-
site,” assuming a generous 3 tons/acre, is 75 tons of grapes. Even allowing for the 25% outside Napa
grape sourcing, that means that Mountain Peak can only produce on-site and outsource a maximum of

100 tons of grapes. As a percentage, this means that Mountain Peak can only produce 11% of grapes

on-site, NOT 92% as it claims. That means there is a 600 ton shortfall that Mountain Peak will have

to truck in from other vineyards. (See Exhibits 40 & 41a-b — Mountain Peak Winery Conversion Chart:
Tons of Grapes to Gallons of Finished Wine; Mpuntain Peak On-Site Production & Grape Hauling
Realities (and accompanying Graph)). In other words, the amount of wine Mountain Peak seeks to
produce is far more than can be sustained by its immediate property, and will thus require anywhere
from 27 to 108 trucks on an annual basis to haul grapes to the property, and additional trucks to haul the
finished product away.

C. Access Constraints

As discussed in detail throughout this letter, Soda Canyon Road is a one-way in, one-way out
road, and there are severe access limitations due to existing traffic conditions. Mountain Peak is
proposing what truly amounts to a winery event center on par with an adult Disneyland at the very end
of a remote and rural country road that is 6.75 miles long and has no outlet. According to the Applicant’s

own figures, the project would cause traffic in the immediate vicinity of the project to increase by

approximately 28%. (See Exhibit 4 — Understanding Traffic Trips Generated by Mountain Peak).
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Moreover, if all pending permits are approved on Soda Canyon Road and on Silverado Trail at the

intersection with Soda Canyon Road, there will be a 196% increase in winery visitation at that

intersection; an intersection which already suffers from serious traffic congestion and backup today. In
addition, the approximate number of vineyard workers and winery visitors who utilize the Soda
Canyon/Silverado Trail on annual basis is currently 79,000. If Mountain Peak and several other pending
projects in the immediate vicinity are approved, that number will increase to 152,589, representing an
increase of 93%. These existing traffic conditions are so serious that they are addressed by CalFire in
its Pre-Attack Fire Plan for Soda Canyon, particularly with regard to congestion on the roads in the event
of an emergency. Accordingly, and in light of this information, it is an understatement to say that Soda
Canyon, and particularly at the 6.1-mile mark where Mountain Peak proposes its winery event center,
has legitimate access constraints.

D. On-Site Marketing & Visitation Programs

Mountain Peak seeks a permit that will allow for a grand total of 18,486 visitors on an annual
basis. To access the site, visitors will have to drive the 6.1 miles from the Valley floor, and may have
already been consuming alcohol. This probability is made more significant by the fact that Mountain
Peak seeks to stay open until 6pm. The tasting room at Arger-Martucci Vineyards was only permitted
to stay open until 4pm. Having worked on numerous occasions in the tasting room, I can assure you that
the vast majority of people who came in after 3pm were visibly drunk. And those that came around just
before close at 4pm were typically even more inebriated. After we politely told those individuals that
We could not serve them, they inevitably asked what other wineries were “open late,” which in Napa
means 6pm. Based on these innumerable personal experiences I had at our tasting room, I can assure
you that inebriated individuals will attempt to drive up Soda Canyon Road in the afternoon to make it to
one of the wineries — Mountain Peak — that stays “open late.” Once at Mountain Peak, these same
potentially inebriated individuals may be served additional wine, and if visitors were not inebriated
before arriving, they certainly will be afterward. Finally, after all of that, these individuals will get back
onto Soda Canyon Road and drive down the mountain. As described above, Soda Canyon Road is a
very dangerous road even under sober conditions. If Mountain Peak is allowed to operate, which it is

requesting to do both during the day and at night when conditions on the road are even more

dangerous, the combination of inebriation and the existing road conditions will lead to a serious and
fatal accident on Soda Canyon Road. If the County grants this permit, it will be condoning such activity

and the eventual tragic result that will follow.
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In sum, when reviewing this permit application and considering these four factors maintained
within the 2010 Amendment, the County must conclude that the Mountain Peak Winery project is not
appropriately scaled, and must therefore either reject the permit entirely, or scale it back significantly to
a point that would allow cooperation with the language of the 2010 Amendment.'!

VIII. Winery Size & Visitation Precedent Near the Mountain Peak Winery Site

There are three wineries in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Mountain Peak Winery site
that serve as precedent as to the appropriate size and scaling of wineries on upper Soda Canyon. These
wineries include (1) Krupp Winery (File No. 01241-UP, APN: 032-040-005 ), (2) Meadworock Winery
(DBA Astrale e Terra, File No. SW-118889-UP; APN: 032-230-027), and (3) Whitbread Winery (DBA
Antica Napa Valley, File No. U-488687, APN: 032-080-39) each of which is discussed below.

A. Krupp Winery

On November 20, 2001, Mr. Jan Krupp sought a permit for a winery on upper Soda Canyon to
establish a winery with 48,000 gallons of annual production, 10,500 square feet of caves, and 2,320
visitors on an annual basis. The address listed for this application is 3265 Soda Canyon Road, which is
the exact same address for the current applicant, Mountain Peak Winery. The parcel numbers do appear
to be different (Krupp Winery APN: 032-040-005; Mountain Peak APN: 032-500-033), however the
Krupp parcel had 48.04 acres of land, and the site map in the application appears similar to Mountain
Peak’s parcel, so it is possible that Mr. Krupp sold ~7 acres, re-parceled the site, and it is now the same
site at which the Mountain Peak property is being proposed. I notified Mr. McDowell of this inquiry,
and as of the date of this letter, it is still unclear whether this is the same parcel. Regardless, the important
take away from the Krupp Winery is that it was proposed on upper Soda Canyon and never constructed.
According to the County records, several letters of opposition were lodged (See Exhibits 11 & 12 -

Ut is worth noting that during 2014 discussions with both Mr. Steven Rea, the Mountain Peak winery representative, and
Ms. Donna Olford, the winery consultant, both indicated that they must have direct to consumer (DTC) sales to “survive.”
This same argument seems to be playing out all over Napa Valley and has, at least thus far, been a focal point as to why the
County continues to approve winery permits seemingly without pause. However, the question not being asked is why
wineries “need” DTC to “survive?” The logical answer is that market forces and economics are at play and there are
simply too many wineries in the Napa Valley and across California for that matter. As the former Director of Sales &
Marketing at our family owned winery for 5 years, I know precisely how hard it is to get out there and sell wine, as I was
the “little guy” competing with much large wineries and simply trying to break into new markets. However, the reality is
that is simply a glut of wineries in existence today. Under basic economic theory of supply and demand, when there is too
much supply of a good and not enough demand, market forces dictate that there should be less goods. That is exactly the
scenario playing out right now in the wine industry, and it is not the County’s job to effectively subsidize the wine industry
by caving to demands for the DTC model, especially when doing so comes at the expense of ruining remote and rural
communities like that of Soda Canyon Road. In fact, by catering to these DTC demands and allowing so many new
wineries to come online, the County is diluting the Napa Valley brand. In sum, if Mountain Peak “needs” DTC to survive,
then its business model is flawed and should not even be allowed to get off the ground, especially when this is considered
in light of location in which this winery is being proposed.
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Opposition Letters to Krupp Winery) and, according to Mr. McDowell, it appears that the application
was withdrawn. While I was not involved in the opposition to the Krupp Winery, I can surmise, based
on conversations with other nearby residents, that there was significant pushback from the community
and Mr. Krupp realized that even his proposed winery was much too large for upper Soda Canyon Road.
It is also my understanding that the County was undergoing some changes during that time, and it may
have even been that the County representatives advised Mr. Krupp that his permit would not be approved.

Regardless of the exact circumstances why the Krupp Winery application was withdrawn, the
fact that the Krupp Winery never got approved is important because the requested gallons per year were
less than 52% less than what is being sought by Mountain Peak; the caves were 69% smaller than those
sought by Mountain Peak; and the visitation allowance was 78% less than that being sought by Mountain
Peak. Whatever the circumstances were surrounding the Krupp Winery permit, the simple conclusion,
at least with regard to the Mountain Peak application, is that even a permit requesting 48,000 gallons,

10,500 square feet of caves, and 2,320 visitors per year is too large for upper Soda Canyon Road.

Thus, as a starting point, Mountain Peak’s project must be smaller than that proposed by Mr. Krupp back
in 2001, when, I should add, traffic conditions on Soda Canyon Road, and at the intersection with
Silverado Trail, were much better than they are today.

B. Meadowrock Winery (DBA Astrale e Terra)

In 1988, the owners of Meadowrock Winery (hereinafter “Astrale e Terra”) proposed a winery
that would produce 20,000 gallons of wine per year, have no caves, and be limited to 52 visitors (1 per
week). The winery was approved and is still in operation today.

However, in 1998-1999, before obtaining the required Type 02 license to operate and sell
alcoholic beverages at the winery site from the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (hereinafter
“ABC”), there was a hotly contested battle between the Astrale e Terra owners and the nearby Soda
Canyon neighbors. Even though Astrale e Terra could only host a maximum of 52 visitors per year,
neighbors were still concerned of the prospect of this winery operating and having the ability to host
wine tastings and conduct retail sales with members of the public. For the record, the Astrale € Terra
file number is 02-344164, and the Reg number is 98045225.

As a result, the matter was litigated. After a hearing before an administrative law judge, during
which evidence of the dangerous nature of the road was presented via pictorial and testimonial evidence
from several neighbors and residents on Soda Canyon Road, the ABC issued a formal order that denied

all wine tasting and retail sales on-site. Specifically, the ABC determined in 1999 that:
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(1) the “[e]vidence established that increased traffic on Soda Canyon Road would interfere with the
quiet enjoyment of nearby residences.”

(2) the “[e]vidence established that increased traffic on Soda Canyon Road would aggravate a traffic
problem on a problematic roadway which serves Applicant, nearby residents and two other
vineyards.”

(See Exhibit 47 — 1999 Astrale e Terra Decision & Proposed Order at 6).

Based on these two findings, the reviewing court found that the “issuance of the applied-for
license would be contrary to public welfare or morals.” (See Id.). The court went on to state that
because the Applicant’s “primary present purpose in seeking a winegrower license [was] to enable
Applicant to sell the wine it has produced and wine which it intends to produce,” the court indic.ated that
the protests would be sustained if the Applicant petitioned the Department for a conditional license
containing the following conditions:

(1) “No winetasting or tasting by appointment shall be permitted at this location.”

(2) “No retail sales of alcoholic beverages to walk-in customers shall be permitted at this location.”

(See Id. at 6-7).

The Astrale e Terra winery is located at 3148 Soda Canyon Road and sits on a parcel of roughly
68 acres. The entrance to Astrale e Terra is 0.4 miles from the entrance of the proposed Mountain Peak
winery site. Soda Canyon Road has not been repaved since the 1980s, and, as discussed above and as is
plainly visible through several maps and charts attached to this letter, road and traffic conditions have
gotten significantly worse since 1999, when the ABC determined that (1) “increased traffic on Soda
Canyon Road would interfere with the quiet enjoyment of nearby residences,” and (2) “increased traffic
on Soda Canyon Road would aggravate a traffic problem on a problematic roadway which serves
Applicant, nearby residents and two other vineyards.” In short, the legal precedent for Soda Canyon
Road, and especially upper Soda Canyon Road, has been set. Accordingly, under that precedent, because
the Astrale e Terra parcel is 68 acres and is within one half mile of the Mountain Peak proposed winery
parcel of 41 acres, (1) the maximum production size that should be permitted on the proposed Mountain
Peak winery site is less than 20,000 gallons per year, and (2) there should be zero tasting permitted on-
site. More specifically, attached as Exhibit 48a-b is comparison chart and graph for Astrale ¢ Terra
Winery vs. Mountain Peak Winery with regard to production, which indicates that the scaled maximum
gallons Mountain Peak should be able to produce based on land area is 12,054 gallons, and the scaled

maximum gallons Mountain Peak should be able to produce based on planted vineyard acres is 15,150
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gallons. Thus, based on the Astrale e Terra precedent, Mountain Peak would be appropriately scaled if
it were limited to between 12,000 gallons and 15,200 gallons with zero visitation allowance.

C. Whitbread Winery (DBA Antica Napa Valley)

The final winery in the immediate vicinity of the Mountain Peak proposed winery site is
Whitebread Winery (hereinafter “Antica”). The final approved winery, which came only after a bitter
fight and long legal battle with several neighbors in the late 1980s and early 1990s, features a 450,000
gallon permit with 36,000 square feet of caves and 5,200 visitors per year. The critical distinction for
Antica is that the contiguous parcels on which this winery operation sits amount to approximately 1,200
acres, with approximately 570 acres of planted vineyards. By contrast, Mountain Peak is seeking a
100,000 gallon permit with 33,424 square feet of caves and 18,486 visitors per year on a 41-acre parcel.
As scaled to Antica, a winery less than 0.5 miles away from the proposed Mountain Peak site, the
Applicant’s numbers simply do not make sense.

In light of the 2010 Amendment language discussed above, the County has an obligation to
appropriately scale new winery permits based on the remoteness of the location, size, access and
marketing programs. As it exists today, and has since the 1990s, Antica is an exemplar model for upper
Soda Canyon Road that can and should be use as a scaling guideline for Mountain Peak, as it has the
three same primary components: (1) winery production gallons; (2) caves; and (3) a marketing/visitation
program. More specifically, attached as Exhibit 49a-d is comparison chart (and graphs) for Antica vs.
Mountain Peak, which indicates that the scaled figures for Mountain Peak based on contiguous land area
are: (1) 15,088 gallons; (2) 1,189 sf of caves; and (3) 178 visitors per year. If basing on vineyard acres,
the Mountain Peak figures are: (1) 19,275 gallons; (2) 1,575 sf of caves; and (3) 186 visitors per year.
Hence, based on the Antica precedent, Mountain Peak would be appropriately scaled if it were limited
to between approximately 15,000 and 19,300 gallons, 1,100 and 1,600 square feet of caves, and 160 to
190 visitors per year.

IX.Interactions with Mountain Peak Winery

The Mountain Peak Winery site is located across the dirt road from my property. In the
approximately three years that Mr. Hua Yuan and his family have owned the Mountain Peak property,
my family has never once been contacted or approached by any member of the Yuan family. One would
think that with a project of this magnitude, the owner would show some type of interest in connecting
with the community. However, this has not been the case and we have dealt entirely with Mr. Steven
Rea and Ms. Donna Olford, the winery representative and winery consultant, respectively. While we

had some pleasant interactions with the representatives initially, there have been several instances of
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questionable conduct since we first met with them in the spring 2014 that raise serious questions as to
the character and intentions of either the owners of Mountain Peak and/or its representatives.

To begin, there were discussions in the spring of 2014 between my family, several neighbors,
Mr. Rea, and Ms. Olford relating to concerns over the scope and size of the project. After a couple of
meetings with the representatives that spring, Mr. Rea sent my family and the other neighbors a
“Proposed Compromise Agreement,” dated May 8, 2014, which the Applicant included as an attachment
to its Project Statement. In its Statement, the Applicant touts the fact that it (1) moved the main winery
entrance; and (2) reduced the cave size by roughly 50% in order to accommodate the neighbors. I want
to quickly dispel the notion that the Applicant did either of these things to accommodate the neighbors.
First, the original winery entrance for 18,486 visitors annually was to be placed on the one-lane, gravel
road, not more than 15 feet from the entrance to my family’s property, and approximately 150 yards off
of the paved portion of Soda Canyon. Considering that hundreds of vineyard workers speed down this
dirt road (recall the crashed car on the dirt road on Mountain Peak’s property) on a nearly daily basis to
access Stagecoach and other vineyards beyond the Mountain Peak property, it was ludicrous for the
Applicant to ever even consider placing the entrance for 18,486 wine-imbibing tourists on the gravel
road. When we brought the idiocy of this location to the attention of Mr. Rea, we then met with his
engineer, Mr. Bartelt, who agreed that it would be better and safer to put the entrance on the main road.
Thus, this alleged compromise by the Applicant was actually a function of following their engineer’s
recommendation. Second, the reduction in cave size “by almost one-half its original size,” similarly had
nothing to do with “compromising” with the neighbors. (See Project Statement at 1). Instead, it was a
practical decision because anything larger than the 33,424 square foot caves currently proposed would
have triggered a full EIR as a result of various County and State laws. In other words, please do not be
fooled by the representations of the Applicant that it has made changes to accommodate the neighbors.
In fact, and as admitted in the project narrative, the Applicant did not agree to the primary request by all
of the neighbors, which “was a significant downsizing of the project.” (See Project Statement at 2).

The second concerning issue has to do with what appear to be deliberate attempts by the
Applicant to mislead the neighbors, the County, and even its own experts, by claiming that it will be able
to produce 92% of the grapes from “on-site.” As discussed above, this is simply not possible. The
maximum percentage of “on-site” production is 11%, with a maximum of 47% IF the other parcel could
be counted toward the “on-site” total, which for all of the reasons discussed above, it cannot.

Finally, the Applicant was conducting illegal and unpermitted and unlicensed tastings on the

proposed winery premises for an unknown period of time. I personally alerted Mr. Rea first, in
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November 2015, to try and resolve the issue without the need for outside intervention, but was
immediately spurned, which left me with no choice but to contact Mr. McDowell at the County. My
communications with Mr. Rea, as well as those with Mr. McDowell, are attached to this letter as Exhibit
50a-b. While I will not revisit all of the details of the violations here because they are already on file
with the County, I do note that since I alerted Mr. Rea, neither my family, nor any of the other neighbors,
have witnessed the constant flow of limousines and different and numerous cars that were entering and
exiting the Mountain Peak property on a regular basis in the summer and fall of 2015.

In light of the above, the prospect of future misconduct by the Applicant and/or its representatives
is unsettlingly real, and for the sake of my family and all other concerned residents and property owners
on Soda Canyon Road, I sincerely hope that the County takes this series of questionable conduct into
account before making a final decision on this winery permit application.

X. Conclusion

In light of all of the adverse public safety and environmental impacts that the proposed Mountain
Peak Winery project will cause to the Soda Canyon community, the project, at least in its current form,
must be denied. However, as an active member of the wine industry, I do not oppose this project outright.
Instead, I simply ask that the County appropriately scale the Mountain Peak project in accordance with
the 2010 Amendment and the immediately comparable wineries on upper Soda Canyon Road, which
include Astrale e Terra and Antica that are both within 0.5 miles of the Mountain Peak location.
Combining the scaling figures for these two comparable wineries from above, an acceptable range for
the three primary components of the winery — that is (1) production capacity, (2) cave size, and (3) the
visitation allowance — are: (1) 12,000 to 19,300 gallons; (2) 1,100 to 1,600 square feet of caves; and (3)
160 to 190 visitors per year.

If the above range of figures are unacceptable to the Applicant, then it can freely do what my
family did when we started our winery in 1998 — grow the grapes on Soda Canyon and later purchase a
facility on the Napa Valley floor where all production and marketing/visitation can take place. Not only
is this option much more responsible in light of the dangerous nature of Soda Canyon Road, but is also
entirely feasible, as evidenced by my family, and numerous others who have chosen a similar set up.

Lastly, and in response to the Applicant’s anticipated statement that it has spent tens or even
hundreds of thousands of dollars to date in trying to obtain this winery permit, please remember that
other Soda Canyon Road property owners have collectively spent millions upon millions of dollars to

make their homes and lives in this remote and rural community specifically because of its remote and
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rural qualities, and the greed of one property owner cannot be allowed to overtake the greater interests

of the entire community.
Thank you for taking the time to read my opposition to the Mountain Peak Winery project and

please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns regarding said opposition.

Singerely,
P
hony G. Arger, Esq.

Odyssey Vineyards
3030 Soda Canyon Road, Napa, CA 94558
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Napa County Winery Caves

I

Status

e Apprv_date |Estab_date JAVA CaveSize RankbySize
rntMAZ WINERY PROD 6/20/2001| 11/12/2002|Coombsville 55,000 1
SCHRAMSBERG VINEYARDS WINERY PROD 09/01/1862 9/1/1973|Diamond Mountain District 54,071 2
JARVIS VINEYARDS PROD 1/22/1992} 10/1/1992|Napa Valley 51,724 3
NAPA VALLEY RESERVE PROD 3/20/2002 9/1/2005|St Helena 42,000 4
STERLING VINEYARDS PROD 9/1/1964 9/1/1969]Calistoga 41,000 5
FAR NIENTE WINERY PROD 2/1/1979 9/1/1982}0akville 39,000 6
HUDSON VINEYARDS WINERY APVD 10/7/2015 Los Carneros 38,240 7
RUTHERFORD HILL WINERY PRGD 9/20/1971] 12/1/1976{Rutherford 38,100 8
ANTICA NAPA VALLEY PROD 9/1/1987} 10/1/1992|Atlas Peak 36,000 9
YOUNTVILLE HILL WINERY PEND Yountville 35,588 10
STAGS LEAP WINE CELLARS PROD 3/21/1973 6/1/1973]Stags Leap District 34,860 11
MOUNTAIN PEAK WINERY PEND Atlas Peak 33,424 12
PINE RIDGE WINERY PROD 9/1/1978 9/1/1978{Stags Leap District 31,830 13
CLIFF LEDE VINEYARDS PROD 4/4/1979 9/1/1979|Stags Leap District 31,300 14
HEITZ WINE CELLARS PROD 05/01/1898 9/1/1961|St Helena 30,000 15
WILLIAM HILL WINERY PROD 7/1/1987 9/1/1990|Napa Valley 30,000 16
CASTELLO DI AMOROSA PROD 1/6/1988 3/1/2004{Diamond Mountain District 30,000 17
STAGLIN WINERY PROD 6/2/1999 9/1/2001|Rutherford 28,483 18
ROMBAUER VINEYARDS PROD 5/1/1982} 12/1/1982|St Helena 26,340 19
CHATEAU MONTELENA WINERY PROD 09/01/1882 |09/01/1886 |Calistoga 25,900 20
FAIRVIEW ESTATES WINERY PROD 9/1/1959 9/1/1970|Calistoga 25,000 21
BRANDLIN / CUVAISON CARNEROS PRODMD 5/15/2002{ 11/12/2004]Los Carneros 25,000 22
ARKENSTONE VINEYARDS PROD 4/2/2003 9/1/2008|Howell Mountain 25,000 23
KENZO WINERY PRODMD 3/16/2005 5/1/2010{Napa Valley 25,600 24
STAG'S LEAP WINERY (BOUMANI 5) PROD 11/20/1991 9/1/1993|Stags Leap District 23,500 25
] OYO CREEK VINEYARDS APVD 4/21/2003 Napa Valley 23,050 26
B CELLARS PROD 2/21/2007 9/1/2014]0akville 22,946 27
MINER FAMILY WINERY PROD 5/20/1987 9/1/1996|0akville 22,000 28
RUDD ESTATE WINERY PROD -3/19/1980 5/1/1980]0akville 22,000 29
CONTINUUM WINERY PROD 3/7/2001 9/1/2002|Napa Valley 21,758 30
TOM EDDY WINERY PROD 5/2/2001| 8/14/2012|Calistoga 21,437 31
PORTER VINEYARDS PROD 7/17/2002 9/1/2007}Coombsville 21,000 32
TWO ROCKS WINERY PROD 1/21/2004 Napa Valley 20,682 33
SPRING MOUNTAIN VINEYARDS PROD 09/01/1873 9/1/1968|Spring Mountain District 19,660 34
HARLAN ESTATE I PROD 10/21/1981 9/1/1980|Oakville 19,165 35
CLOS PEGASE INC PROD 11/21/1984 9/1/1986]Calistoga 19,000 36
LADERA WINERY PROD 5/1/1985 9/1/1985|Howell Mountain 19,000 37
DANA ESTATES PROD 10/1/1988 9/1/1989|Rutherford 19,000 38
CHECKERBOARD VINEYARDS PROD 3/15/2006 9/1/2007|Diamond Mountain District 19,000 39
SNOWDEN VINEYARDS UNKNWN 3/6/2002 Napa Valley 18,900 40
CALDWELL WINERY— PRODMD | ~12/15/2004| " 5/5/2011|Coombsville ~ - T 71874387 41
NIEBAUM COPPOLA ESTATE HWY 29 PROD 09/01/1879 9/1/1933]|Rutherford 18,400 42
SOMERSTON WINERY PROD 2/6/2008 8/1/2010|Napa Valley 18,045 43
WHISKEY RIVER RANCH VINEYARDS PROD 10/18/1995 9/1/1996|Napa Valley 18,000 44
QUINTESSA WINERY PROD 12/6/2000 9/1/2002|Rutherford 17,000 45
YOUNTMILL VINEYARDS PEND Oakville 16,806 46
ROCKY RIDGE WINERY APVD 12/7/2005 Howell Mountain 16,600 a7
ITALICS WINERY PROD 5/9/2000{1 9/1/2005|Coombsville 16,500 48
CAIRDEAN WINERY PROD 6/6/2012| 8/26/2014|St Helena 16,500 49
BREMER FAMILY WINERY PROD 8/15/1979| 9/1/1979|Napa Valley 16,136 50
€"REAMING EAGLE WINERY PROD 7/1/1988] 9/1/1989|0akville 16,000 51
. CAVES AT SODA CANYON PROD 8/2/2006 9/5/2013|Napa Valley 16,00n 52




CA'NANI WINERY APVD 10/6/2010 Oakville 15,970 53
“EPH CELLARS PROD 4/27/2010| 8/26/2013|Calistoga 15,798 54
55 CREEK WINERY PROD 4/1/1987} 9/1/1987|Napa Valley 15,500 55
DAVIS ESTATES PRODMD 8/7/2002| 9/1/2003|Calistoga 15,445 56
DEL DOTTO FAMILY WINERY PROD 8/12/2003{ 9/1/2008|Rutherford 15,163 57
VINE CLIFF WINERY PROD 9/1/1988| 9/1/1989|0akville 15,000 58
MEADOWOOD LANE WINERY PROD 12/17/1997| 9/1/2006|St Helena 15,000 59
OLNEY FAMILY WINERY PROD 10/3/2001| 9/1/2004{0ak Knoll District of Napa Valley 15,000 60
MAXVILLE LAKE WINERY PROD 7/22/1998] 9/1/2003|Chiles Valley District 14,995 61
NEWTON VINEYARD PROD 5/1/1979f 12/1/1979|Spring Mountain District 14,400 62
CADE WINERY PROD 5/3/2006] 9/1/2007|Howell Mountain 14,290 63
VIADER VINEYARDS PROD 5/22/1992| 9/1/1993|Napa Valley 14,100 64
HUNNICUTT WINERY PROD 12/3/2008{ 9/1/2009|St Helena 14,100 65
VINEYARD 29 PROD 2/21/2001] 9/1/2002|St Helena 14,038 66
PRIDE MOUNTAIN VINEYARDS PROD 10/19/1994] 2/14/2001|Spring Mountain District 14,000 67
FLORA SPRINGS WINE CO PRODMD 11/1/1978] 9/1/1979|Rutherford 13,500 68
EHREN JORDAN WINE CELLARS PROD 7/7/2004] 9/1/2005|St Helena 13,276 69
KATHRYN HALL WINERY PROD 7/18/2001| 9/1/2006{Napa Valley 13,240 70
SINEGAL ESTATE WINERY PROD 8/14/1982] 9/1/1983|St Helena 13,200 71
ABREU HOWELL MTN VINEYARDS APVD 4/2/2003 Howell Mountain 13,200 72
ROBERT FOLEY VINEYARDS PROD 4/4/2007}  9/1/2008|Howell Mountain 12,350 73
ALKO RANCH, LLC PROD 9/3/2003f{ 9/1/2007|Napa Valley 12,000 74
ANNAPURNA WINERY UNKNWN | 11/20/2002 Stags Leap District 11,700 75
O'SHAUGHNESSY WINERY PROD 2/16/2000f 9/1/2005{Howell Mountain 11,600 76
SHUTTERS WINERY APVD 6/16/2010 Calistoga 11,600 77
CHATEAU 15 WINERY APVD 3/2/2005 Coombsville 11,338 78
EHLERS ESTATE WINERY PROD 11/20/1991] 9/1/1992|St Helena 11,220 79
‘TERIA WINERY APVD 7/20/2005 Mount Veeder 11,166 80
—... VINEYARDS APVD 2/5/2003 Howell Mountain 11,000 81
WOODBRIDGE WINERY PROD 9/18/2007f{ 8/3/2006{St Helena 10,985 82
CHATEAU BOSWELL PROD 12/9/1980{ 9/1/1982|St Helena 10,860 83
ROBERT SINSKEY VINEYARDS PROD 2/4/1987] 9/1/1989|Stags Leap District 10,685 84
BOND ESTATES PROD 12/1/1984]  9/1/1988|Napa Valley 10,400 85
HOURGLASS WINERY PROD 4/18/2007| 9/1/2008|Calistoga 10,400 86
DDNG WINERY PEND Oakville 10,158 87
VINEYARD 22 APVD 12/1/2010 Napa Valley 10,050 88
ARAUJO ESTATES WINERY PROD 7/1/1988] 9/1/1992|Calistoga 9,700 89
BALDACCI FAMILY VINEYARDS PRODMD 7/1/1986] 9/1/1989|Stags Leap District 9,240 90
VENGE VINEYARDS PROD 12/2/2009] 9/1/2010|Calistoga 9,000 91
SHAFER VINEYARDS PROD 4/18/1979] 6/1/1979|Stags Leap District 8,900 92
CHANTICLEER WINERY PEND Yountville 8,900 93
2490 LAKE COUNTY HWY WINERY PEND Calistoga 8,623 94
TRUCHARD VINEYARDS PROD 7/1/1986] 9/1/1990|Los Carneros 8,438 95
ODETTE WINERY PROD 9/1/1980] 9/1/1983fStags Leap District 8,160 96
BRYANT FAMILY WINERY PROD 6/21/2000] 11/21/2002|Napa Valley 8,000 97
GRIEVE FAMILY WINERY APVD 9/20/2007 Napa Valley 8,000 98
BRAND NAPA VALLEY PROD 8/5/2009] 9/25/2012|Napa Vailey 7,700 99
THE VINEYARDIST APVD - 8/25/2006 Diamond Mountain District 7,500 100
NAPA HARVEST WINERY APVD 6/21/2006 Napa Valley 7,440 101
SODHANI WINERY APVD 6/16/2016 Spring Mountain District 7,150 102
NEAL WINERY PROD 1/19/2000| 9/1/2001|Howell Mountain 7,132 103
KONGSGAARD WINERY PROD 6/15/2005| 6/23/2010|Atlas Peak 7,000 104
KELLY FLEMING WINES PROD 10/4/2006] 9/1/2010|Calistoga 7,000 105
2 WINERY APVD 2/9/2009 Napa Valley 7,000 106
hv.c'RUS WINES PROD 3/6/2002| 9/1/2005|St Helena 6,947 107




FANTESCA ESTATE PROD 12/5/2000 9/1/2002{Spring Mountain District 6,900 108

* “VERS VINEYARDS WINERY PROD 10/6/1982}) 9/1/1983|Napa Valley 6,800 109
_AR ROCK WINERY UNKNWN 8/17/2004 Stags Leap District . 6,775 110
VON STRASSER WINERY PROD 10/15/1979} 9/1/1980fDiamond Mountain District 6,700 111
CARVER SUTRO WINERY APVD 7/15/2009 Calistoga 6,700 112
MORRIS FAMILY WINERY PEND Diamond Mountain District 6,681 113
LODESTONE VINEYARDS APVD 11/16/2011 Napa Valley 6,550 114
DAVID ARTHUR VINEYARDS PROD 10/1/1984} 9/1/1985|Napa Valley 6,500 115
ROY ESTATE VINEYARDS APVD 5/1/2002 Napa Valley 6,500 116
PAOLETT! ESTATES WINERY PROD 1/20/1993 9/1/1995|Calistoga 6,400 117
TENCH WINERY APVD Oakville 6,245 118
LONGMEADOW RANCH WINERY PROD 7/6/1994} 9/1/1996{Napa Valley 6,100 118
BLANKIET WINERY PROD 7/2/2003| 10/8/2007}Yountville 6,098 120
DUNN VINEYARDS PROD 3/1/1982} 12/1/1982}Howelt Mountain 6,000 121
WHITE ROCK VINEYARDS PROD 3/30/1987] 6/1/1987}Napa Valley 6,000 122
BROWN ESTATE VINEYARDS PROD 3/15/2001] 9/1/2003|[Chiles Valley District 6,000 123
PALISADES WINERY APVD 11/20/2002 Napa Valley 6,000 124
ADAMVS PROD 3/19/2003} 9/1/2006§Howell Mountain 6,000 125
DIOGENES RIDGE WINERY APVD 2/19/2014 Howell Mountain 5,800 126
LINDSTROM WINERY APVD 11/3/2004 Stags Leap District 5,750 127
LA JOTA VINEYARD PROD 11/1/1981] 9/1/1982fHowell Mountain 5,700 128
SLOAN WINERY PROD 1/23/1991} 9/1/1991Napa Valley 5,593 129
MJA WINERY PROD 10/5/1988} 9/1/1989Napa Valley 5,511 130
STORYBOOK MOUNTAIN VINEYARD PROD 9/5/1979} 9/18/1983|Calistoga 5,400 131
VINEYARD 7 AND 8 PROD 3/20/2002} 10/30/2006Spring Mountain District 5,300 132
HARTWELL WINERY PROD 8/21/1996} 9/1/1998|Stags Leap District 5,000 133
FRISINGER VINEYARDS PROD 11/1/1985 9/1/1986}0ak Knoll District of Napa Valley 5,000 134
[ SEHILL ESTATE WINERY PROD 9/5/2001) 9/5/2001}St Helena 5,000 135
- . £SCHEN WINERY PROD 7/17/2002} 8/15/2006}5t Helena 5,000 136
MORLET FAMILY ESTATE PROD 1/2/2008f 9/1/2012}St Helena 5,000 137
DANCING HARES VINEYARD PROD 1/15/2003 9/1/2010fNapa Valley 4,885 138
W H SMITH WINES PROD 5/15/2002} 9/1/2004fHowell Mountain 4,730 139
GANDONA WINERY PROD 6/4/2008} 9/1/2009}Napa Valley 4,716 140
REVERIE ON DIAMOND MOUNTAIN PROD 6/21/1995} 9/21/1995|Diamond Mountain District 4,710 141
DUTCH HENRY WINERY PROD 1/18/1984 5/1/1984}Calistoga 4,500 142
BROMAN CELLARS APVD 8/15/2007 Napa Valley 4,375 143
JERICHO CANYON WINERY PROD 1/16/2002} 9/1/2007}Calistoga 4,100 144
CLARK CLAUDON VINEYARD UNKNWN 1/18/2006 Napa Valley 4,100 145
WILLIAM COLE WINERY PROD 10/16/2002} 9/1/2004|St Helena 4,000 146
CORBETT VINEYARDS UNKNWN 8/18/2004 St Helena 4,000 147
SEARS WINERY PRODMD 6/10/1988f 9/1/1996{Howell Mountain 3,600 148
NEMEREVER WINERY PROD 2/5/2003} 7/11/201310akville 3,356 149
BARNETT VINEYARDS PROD 9/1/1988} 12/1/1988}Spring Mountain District 3,276 150
STAGS LEAP WINE WINERY (DOUMANI 1) PROD 7/11/1973) 12/1/1973}Stags Leap District 3,200 151
ALTAMURA WINERY PROD 3/1/1995} 10/28/1996|Napa Valley 3,115 152
AZALEA SPRINGS WINERY UNKNWN 5/2/2001 Diamond Mountain District 3,016 153
LAGIER MEREDITH WINERY APVD 1/21/2004 Mount Veeder 2,860 . 154
KEEVER WINERY - PROD 8/20/2003] 9/1/2006}Yountville - 2,800 155
MALDONADO WINERY PROD 11/17/2004| 9/9/2010}Calistoga 2,800 156
GREEN AND RED VINEYARD PROD 1/1/1987] 12/1/1987|Chiles Valley District 2,600 157
VILLA DEL LAGO PROD 6/1/1988} 9/1/1993|Napa Valley 2,500 158
CIMAROSSA WINERY APVD 12/17/2008 Howell Mountain 2,500 159
PALLADIAN ESTATE PROD 6/5/2002 9/1/2003|st Helena 2,470 160
" TC WINERY PROD 12/14/2010| 8&/19/2015}Napa Valley 2,458 161
jo.. DOTTO WINERY PRODMD 7/13/1999| 9/1/2004|Napa Valley 2,364 162




IBRAVANTE WINERY PROD 5/19/2004] 9/1/2008{Howell Mountain 2,300 163
> "NCHERO NAPA VALLEY PROD 9/16/1981| 12/1/1981|St Helena 2,296 164
BINSON FAMILY VINEYARDS PROD 11/20/2002] 9/1/2003|Stags Leap District 2,100 165
PHELAN WINERY PROD 5/1/2002f 9/1/2004Napa Valley 2,080 166
VIN ROC WINERY PROD 7/7/2004 Atlas Peak 2,000 167
CASTLEVALE WINERY PEND Chiles Valley District 1,900 168
CAVUS VINEYARDS PROD 7/3/2002] 9/1/2004|Stags Leap District 1,650 169
RIPE PEAK WINERY PROD 3/16/2005| 9/1/2006}Atlas Peak 1,600 170
DIAMOND MOUNTAIN WINERY PROD 7/20/1994{ 7/9/1996|Diamond Mountain District 1,540 171
WHITFORD CELLARS PROD 7/1/1982] 9/1/1983|Coombsville 1,414 172
DAVIANA WINERY PROD 11/2/1984| 9/1/1985[Coombsville 1,200 173
PELOSI WINERY APVD 8/17/2005 St Helena 1,000 174
TRES SABORES PROD 6/1/1988| 9/11/1991|Rutherford 780 175
Key
APVD: Approved Winery, NOT producing
PEND: Winery pending approval
PROD: Active winery

Date: July 15, 2016

Data Compiled by: Amber Manfree, PhD
(Sources: Napa County Winery Database, Napa County Documents)




EXHIBIT 3™

EXHIBIT 3~

EXHIBIT “3”



Mountain Peak Winery Annual Visitation Figures

Visitation Category # People

Annual Daytime Visitors

(320/week x 52 weeks) 16,640
iMonthly Marketing Event

(3 Events, 12 people x 12 months) 432
Monthly Marketing Event

(3 Events, 24 people x 12 months) 864
Annual Marketing Events

(4 Events, 75 people) 300
Annual Marketing Events

(2 Events, 125 people) 250

Annual Grand Total Visitors 18,486

Date: July 12, 2016
Data Compiled by: Amber Manfree, PhD

(Sources: Napa County Winery Database, Napa County Documents)
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Understanding Traffic Trips Generated by the Mountain Peak Project

Trips to be Added On Soda Canyon Road as Proposed by Mountain Peak

Number of Daily Trips Added as Proposed by
Mountain Peak

Total Number of Annaul Trips Added to SCR as
Proposed by Mountain Peak

Number of Daily Trips Added for
Marketing Event for 75 People as

Total Traffic During 75 Person

Proposed by Mountain Peak Marketing Event
Typical Weekday 130 47,450 82 47,662
Typical Saturday 128 46,720 82 46,930
Typical Crush Saturday 131 47,815 82 48,028
Average 130 47,328 82 47,540
Existing Vehicle Traffic at Intersection of Silverado Trail & Soda Canyon Road
May 2013 Two-Way Traffic Counts taken by
Crane Transportation at SCR/ST Intersection Seasonal Adjustment to May Figures to Reflect Total Harvest Traffic Average Annual No. Vehicles Average No.
(Vehicles Per Hour) Harvest Conditions {Vehicles Per Hour) Per Hour Vehicles Per Year
Friday Peak 1,545 3% 1,591 1,568 572,384
Saturday Peak 1,245 3% 1,282 1,264 461,241
Average 1,395 3% 1,437 1,416 516,813
Existing Vehicle Traffic at Mountain Peak Site
January 2015 Two-Way Traffic Counts Taken | Seasonal Adjustment to January Figures to Reflect Total Harvest Traffic Average Annual No. Vehicles Average No.
Near MPW Site (Average of 4 days Count) Harvest Conditions (Vehicles Per Hour) Per Hour Vehicles Per Year
Peak 432 17% 505 469 171,083
Off-Peak 432 10% 475 454 165,564
Average 432 14% 490.32 461.16 168,323

Increase to Traffic at Intersection

of Silveradto Trail With Addition of MPW Traffi

C

Average # Vehicles Added Annually as Proposed by

Total Average No. Vehicles at
ST/SCR Intersection w/ Addition

Percentage Increase to Current

Average No. Vehicles Per Year Mountain Peak During Normal Operation of MPW Traffic Traffic Volume
Friday Peak 572,384 47,328 619,712 8%
Saturday Peak 461,241 47,328 508,570 10%
Average 516,813 47,328 B 564,141 i 9%

Increase to Traffic Near MPW Proposed Winery Site

Average # Vehicles Added Annually as Proposed by

Total Average No. Vehicles at
ST/SCR Intersection w/ Addition

Percentage Increase to Current

Average No. Vehicles Per Year Mountain Peak During Normal Operation of MPW Traffic Traffic Volume
Peak 171,083 47,328 218,411 28%
Off-Peak 165,564 47,328 212,892 29%
Average 168,323 47,328 215,652 28%

Date: july 17, 2016
By: Anthony Arger, 1D, MBA

Sources: MPW 2014 Permit Application, pg. 15; Crane Transportation Traffic Report Ordered by MPW, pgs. 6-7
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RECEIVE™

DEC 1 92007

Fletcher & Roberta Benton )::/A&fgpigmc g) gﬁm\x TION Q
3398 Soda Canyon Road G P | ot ‘
Napa, CA 94558 the

250 Dore Street k) ()
San Francisco, CA 94103 M L
Tel: (415) 863-7207 A el
12/17/02

le

Dear Mr. Kevin Donnelley (ABC), Ms, Kate Dargan (CDF), & Mr. Charles Wilson
(Napa County Planning Dept),

Please accept this letter as my protest against a license for Krupp Brothers LLC at
3265 Soda Canyon Road, Napa, File 02395365. My protest is based on the fact that this
license may be transferable at a future date and represents their (Krupp Bros) shoe in the
door for the greater scheme of building a winery, and conducting other wine related
activities. Officer Kevin Donnelley has contacted me in regards to mitigation measures
that would allow this license to proceed forward. His question to me was what could I
mitigate that would make this possible? I asked him if there was a “shoe in the door
mitigation measure” and he said no. The issue now is the same as it was in 1987, traffic
and the fact that Soda Canyon Road is a dead end with no way out in case of catastrophe,
except back down the hill (Benton v. County of Napa, et al., Napa County Superior Court
Action No. 54572 (the “Winery Act.ion”). There are many elderly residents and families
with small children in the area. The maintenance of the Krupp vineyard has already
caused congestion during school busing hours because of vineyard workers coming and
going. Mitigation measure 11 in Articles of Agreement of action No. 54572 states:
“Trucking to and from this winery shall be scheduled and operated so as to avoid regular
school bus moming pick ups and aftemnoon deliveries of students operating in the vicinity
of the winery. School busing times shall be ascertained through regular contact with
public and private school agencies operating school buses in the vicinity of the winery
(especially, but not limited to, the N.V.U.S.D. and the Napa County Superintendent of
Schools). This was a judgement made as a condition to settle the lawsuit 13 years ago.
To my knowledge the County of Napa been unable to regulate or enforce this conrt order.



The application by the Krupp Brothers LL.C is solely for a business office at 3265 Soda
Canyon Road, I believe, if approved, this license could be expanded and transferred in
the future. If this were to occur the results would be another devastating blow to the
residents of Soda Canyon Road in Napa.

Sincerely,

i

7
Fletcher Bentc

o
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Alan & Diane Shepp S 1T anng
3580 Soda Canyon DEG 17 2007
Napa, CA 94558 SO COMSERY
707-253-9337 1ff RV % PG BT g1
shepp-ad @pacbell.net i
December 16, 2002 :
Charles Wilson, Chair re: application development permit, file #{0]241 -Up ) Ve
Napa County Planning Department Krupp Brothers LLC; submitted 11/2000T——" /1"
1195 Third Street, Rm 210 _ oo
Napa, CA 94559 fi

and '
Investigator Donnelly re: Duplicate Permit Application
Alcohol Bererage Control Krupp Brothers LLC

50 D Street, Suite 130 3265 Soda Canyon Rd, Napa, CA
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 Veraizon Cellars aka Stagecoach Vineyards

Dear Mr. Wilson and Mr. Donnelly,

We request that the application by Krupp Brothers LLC to build a winery on Soda Canyon Road,
which would be accessed by a shared private road that has been in existence for over 100 years be
denied. And we request that the Duplicate Permit Application to ABC, by same, be denied.

The historic nature of the private gravel road portion of Soda Canyon Road, includes mature oaks
and stone walls, began when the homesteader John Grant, settled in this area in the late 1800's.
The gravel road is now shared by 25 families. The portion of the gravel road which begins at the
turnoff from the county road at the mailboxes and runs to the first creek is a deeded right of way of
40’ in width, From the creek (near the Peters residence) to the end of the road it becomes a 40’
prescriptive right of way. The maintenance of this road is and has been done by the “Soda Canyon
Road Committee” which is composed of all the property owners who live on this private road. We
have established a pro-rated schediile of annual fees for the property owners. The funds are used
to replace gravel, trim trees and brush removal. The accourts have been maintained by our

neighbors, George and Elaine Baker.

Our private road is inappropriate for commercial use. Since the Krupp Brothers L1.C, aka
Stagecoach Vineyards began their operations the increase of traffic has significaritly factored into
the deterioration of the road and has dramatically reduced the safety of children and pedestrians.
We have enclosed a copy of a previous letter relating to the school bus safety issue. The increased
traffic has also had a significant negative impact on the Soda Canyon county paved road that dead
ends at the Atlas Peak Winery. Numerous times, large trucks hauling vineyard supplies and
barrels have broken down at the steepest part of the road. In one case; an oversized vineyard truck
caused a school bus with children, to back down the steepest and most dangerous section of Soda

Canyon Road.

To avoid a reoccurrence of the above mentioned dangerous circumstance, several judgments were
approved by the Court and issued by the Conservation, Development and Planning Department,
Napa County, December 24, 1998: Mitigation Measure #11 (of 15 Mitigation Measures) states that
hauling by trucks on public roads shall not be allowed on Monday through Friday, berween 7:00
AM - 9:00 AM and also between 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM on school days, 10 minimize hazardous
conditions during school busing times. However, it has been our experience, that mitigation
measures by the Planning Department are nothing but hot air...never enforced no matter how many
private complaints are made... simply because the County has only one person to
investigate/enforce infractions of this type.



Shepp 2

There have been several accidents on both the Soda Canyon county road and on our private gravel
road caused by speeding and unlicensed vineyard workers who abandon their vehicle after an
accident. Tt was agreed at our last road committee meeting to post a speed limit (12 MPH) and to
install speed bumps for safety. Both have been abused by the winery workers and Krupp Brothers
LLC who saw fit to remove our speed bumps to facilitate their workers and delivery/construction
vehicles. The CHP will not respond to accidents on a “private” road. The question then, which
law enforcement agency is legally responsible? and who ultimately is Hable?

The County requirements for issuing a permit for the Krupp Winery would significantly change the
nature, configuration and use of our private road. The 18’ width requirement plus 2’ shoulder
width on both sides would require the removal of many mature oaks and historic stone walls.
Please note that the width and shoulder requirements do not include footage necessary for ditches
on both sides of the road, that are needed to channel the runoff of rain water. This would add

another 4’-6’ width to the county requirements,

The County may also consider the requirement of new bridges to span strearns that cross the
private road and a reconfiguration of the road where dangerous curves exist. One of the cross
streams gets its runoff from the Atlas Peak Winery Reservoir. During times of heavy rain (like the
past few days) the stream overflows across the gravel road. The runoff from the Atlas Peak
reservoir was one of the 15 mitigation measures which the Whitbread consortium (now Atlas Peak
Winery) was to address prior to their being issued a permit. We have no record of any
enforcement of the those mitigation measures and obviously if there were, then the stream would
not wash away the gravel road on a regular basis, as it did again these past few days. Yet another

mitigation measure not enforced.

We intend to keep our 100+ year, historic private road as a private road and do not want the
County to abridge our right to do so for the sake of an ill conceived commercial winery. Winery
tours, tastings, wine sales and special events, even if “private and by invitation only” pose unsafe,
hazardous and inappropriate traffic on a private, communally owned gravel road. And there is the
question of liability in the event of a vehicular accident on the private gravel road?

In a recent conversation with Kate Dargan of NCFD/CDF, she stated that Krupp has requested
exemption from County requiremnents for certain portions of the road. We insist that no
exemptions be approved. We are also concerned about pending Stream Set-back regulations and

what effect they will have on Krupp’s winery application

We are not asking for mitigation measures that have proven to be ignored paperwork and
unenforceable. We ask the County to deny the Krupp Brothers LLC application for a winery on
Soda Canyon Road. We also ask that the application for a duplicate permit from ABC, by Krupp
Brothers LLC, be denied for many of the above same reasons because we believe that Krupp
Brothers LLC will eventually transfer the ABC Duplicate permit if their winery permit is approved.

Sincerely, N :
]
Alan and Diane Shepp
enc. Itr, 2/13/02 to Jim King, Chair Planning Commission
cc: Dianne Dillon, District 3 Supervisor

Steve Lederer, Napa County Planning Department
Kate Dargan, NCFD/CDF



Alan and Diane Shepp
3580 Soda Canyon Road
Napa, CA 94558
707-253-9337 tel-fax
shepp-ad@pacbell.net

13 February 2002

Jim King, Chair
Planning Commission
1195 Coombs Street
Napa, CA 94559

re:  application development permit, file no. 01241-UP;
Krupp Brothers LLC; submitted 11/20/01

Dear Mr. King,

Our children’s school bus was late this morning in picking them up because the schoolbus
was stuck behind a large lumber truck coming up the steep grade of Soda Canyon Road.
And as it turns out the load of lumber was being delivered to Jan Krupp’s Stagecoach
Vineyard site...where it is our understanding they have already begun to build a winery,

the permit for which has not been approved!

Further, to the best of our knowledge approximately 10-12 people have been living at the
vineyard/proposed winery site for several years in an old converted barn/warehouse and
half a dozen trailers. We presume these are legal residences and the proper permits from
environmental health have been issued and would like to know if there is to be an increase

in residences.

Mr. Krupp claims in his application that the two miles of dirt/gravel road (from the paved
Soda Canyon Road to his proposed winery) is his “private driveway”. 1n reality, he has
shared the use of this road with approximately twenty five (25) neighbors. The dirt/gravel
road has been “shared-access” for one hundred plus (100+) years by those who live here.

The current dirt/gravel road is a one-lane country road, winding around and through
trees, narrow in places, with an occasional wide space for two vehicles to pass. During the
winter, the road is pocked with many pot-holes and occasionally washed away by winter
storms. We, the neighbors of Soda Canyon Road meet several times a year to plan the
maintenance and repair of the road. We have spent many hours and thousands of dollars
over the years maintaining the road and saving as many trees as possible.



Mr. Krupp may have a right-of-way along the dirt/gravel road just as we all do. However
Mr. Krupp’s right-of-way is for access to a vineyard not a winery. The difference in use
and the ramifications of that difference pose many questions that have not yet been
addressed in the permit process. What of the trees? Does the dirt road need to widened?
Does the dirt road need to be improved? If so to what degree? Andif so at whose expense?
Who will maintain the widened road? Who will be liable in the event of an accident
considering the increased public use of the road? Who do we call in the event of an
accident, the County Sheriff or Highway Patrol? Will the County be taking over the
maintenance of the dirt road, in the event the winery is permitted thereby encouraging
increased public use of our private road? If a permit is granted for the winery what
mitigation on the use of the road and winery access is projected such as turnouts and
speed bumps to curtail the winery workers speeding on the road, which they already do
blatantly disregarding the posted speed signs. We also expect that heavy truck traffic be
restricted to hours when the school buses are not on the road.

In terms of increased use, what about the paved portion of Soda Canyon Road? We, the
neighbors have witnessed a dramatic increase in use due to increased vineyard
development with an equal increase in vehicle accidents; large trucks unable to make itup
the steep grade - stalling - blocking the road for substantial amounts of time; large trucks

unable to make the turns without taking up both lanes - blocking the road. And in one
incident, the school bus having to back down the steepest portion so that a large delivery

truck could pass down the road.

And what of hillside development? We thought there were new statutes that restricted
building, or is that just for residences? Are wineries exempt?

These are but a few of the issues that concern us. We respectfully request that you clasely
scrutinize the Krupp Brothers LLC application for a winery, take into consideration the
issues that concern us and most of our neighbors and deny the permit.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
M v D

Alan and Diane Shepp
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Napa County Grand Jury
2007-2008

Final Report on the

NAPA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT

Photos of the Atlas Peak fire 2006



(28]

(U]

TABLE OF CONTENTS

. Letter to Presiding Judges

. Letter to the Citizens of Napa County

. Napa County Fire Department
a) Summary
b) Background
¢) Methodology
d) Discussion
Current County Organization
Napa County Fire Department 2005-2010 Strategic Plan
Chief of the NCFD
Line of Authority
NCFD Policies and Procedures
Volunteer Fire Chiefs
Volunteer Fire Chiefs Advisory Board
Volunteer Fire Departments
Future County Organization
e) Volunteer Fire Departments
Map of Volunteer Fire Department Service Areas
Angwin Volunteer Fire Department, #18
Capell Valley Volunteer Fire Department, #14
Carneros aka Edgerly Island Volunteer Fire Department, #10
Deer Park Volunteer Fire Department, #21
Dry Creek-Lokoya Volunteer Fire Department, #16
Gordon Valley Volunteer Fire Department, #22
Pope Valley Volunteer Fire Department, #20
Rutherford Volunteer Fire Department,#15
Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department, #13
f) Volunteer Fire Department Equipment and Response Time
Equipment
Critical Task Measures
Expected Response Time
Number of Incidents by Category
Area of Incident Count
Incidents and how they relate to equipment needs
Gordon Valley
Soda Canyon
Pope Valley
g) Volunteer Firefighter Training
h) Volunteer Firefighter Compensation
i) Strike Teams
j) Authorized Emergency Vehicles (AEV) Permits

O WO O 1~ AN B

10



4. Communications
5. Locks and Keys
6. Commendation
7. Findings
8. Recommendations
9. Request for Response
10. Glossary
11. Appendix
a) Appendix 1: CAL FIRE Scope of Work
b) Appendix 2: NCFD Policy and Procedures Manual Contents
c) Appendix 3. Letter of Appreciation
d) Appendix 4. Description of Firefighting Vehicle Types
e) Appendix 5. NCFD Replacement Criteria
f) Appendix 6. California Fire Code, Key Boxes
g) Appendix 7. Napa County Code, Title 18: Zoning.......................

28
28
29
29
32
33
34
34
34
37
38
38
39
39



needs of the individual departments; however some departments are fundraising above
and beyond, for major capital improvements. Equipment selection for the individual
departments has been a long-standing issue, but some progress is evident in this area.

Volunteer firefighter training, both initial and ongoing, is one of the issues that needs to
be resolved. Issues include content and quality of instruction. This subject impacts
volunteer firefighter safety, the safety of our citizens and their property and the general
liability of the County. Volunteer firefighters are County employees when responding to
an emergency.

Volunteer firefighters who attend the requisite training sessions receive the same stipend
regardless of the level of their training or the number of emergency calls to which they
have responded. A more equitable stipend system based on qualification level and
responses would help the retention issue.

Napa County volunteer firefighters are dispatched as strike-team members to areas
outside of Napa County in support of major emergencies and compensated for their time.
While CAL FIRE members of the strike teams are provided with motel rooms. volunteers
must “camp out” because the County is not reimbursed for that expense. The Grand Jury
believes it necessary to change this practice so that volunteers get the same
accommodations.

California law permits a limited number of volunteer firefighting personnel in each
department to outfit their private vehicles with lights and siren so that they can respond
“Code 3” to an emergency. The County does not require any special training for these
drivers and has no means of determining if the individuals carry adequate vehicle
insurance. The County does not insure private vehicles. The Grand Jury recommends
that training and insurance issues be addressed.

There are four different Rapid Entry Systems (Knox Locks) in Napa County:
unincorporated Napa County (including Calistoga), St. Helena, the City of Napa and
American Canyon. This seems to be an unnecessary impediment tor first responders.
Uniformity is recommended.

Much of Napa County is considered a high-fire-hazard environment and is rural in nature.
Residents and visitors who are in rural or remote areas of Napa County can expect an
emergency response time of 14 plus minutes and therefore may not survive a catastrophic
(medical or fire) event. This needs to be addressed.

On March 10, 2008, there was a structure (house) fire on Soda Canyon Road in Napa.
The incident location was only seven-tenths of a mile from the Soda Canyon Fire Station
and yet, there was no equipment at the Soda Canyon Station that could respond (Engine
213 (1972) has not been listed as responding to an incident for many years). Thus, it took
31 minutes from the time of the initial 911 call at 9:29pm, until the first engine arrived on
the scene of the incident at 10:00pm. There was extensive damage to the roof and attic
with heavy smoke damage to the rest of the house, at an estimated loss ot $400,000.

[\



It is reasonable to assume that if the local Fire Station had been properly equipped with a
“running” engine, the volunteer firefighters responding to the Soda Canyon Station would
have seen/located the fire and could have gotten to the fire sooner than the 31 minutes
that it unfortunately took.

The Grand Jury readily concludes that the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department needs
a Type IV engine or similar smaller unit suitable for the smaller country roads, dirt roads,
smaller driveways and bridges characteristic of the area. Also needed is a rescue vehicle
with defibrillator to be housed at the Soda Canyon station. The Grand Jury recommends
that the County, as soon as possible, provide a Type IV unit and a rescue vehicle with
defibrillator that will fit into and be housed at the Soda Canyon station.

The Grand Jury also recommends the County, replace as soon as possible all firefighting
vehicles that predate 1991, with vehicles appropriate for the individual service area
requirements.

The Grand Jury understands that the NCFD has modified the makeup of the selection
committee charged with specifying the purchase of “appropriate sized emergency
response vehicles™ to the area of service. Most of Napa County is rural to remote, with
smaller country roads, driveways, entrance bridges, etc., and large fire equipment cannot
easily/safely traverse these obstacles. The Grand Jury recommends that the NCFD
continue the policy of consulting the Volunteer Chief or appointed representative from a
given volunteer fire department when equipment is being selected for their use.

This report contains findings and opinions that are critical of certain aspects of volunteer
fire department administration at the County level and individual department level.
However, the Grand Jury has the highest respect for the individual men and women of the
Napa County Volunteer Fire Departments who risk their lives and give up a significant
amount of their time in support of their fellow County citizens and Napa Valley visitors.
Napa County is privileged to have this dedicated corps of volunteers and has an
obligation to see that they are properly supported in their work. The County is also
fortunate to have a cadre of paid firefighters who are an integral part of the County Fire
Department.

The Grand Jury wishes to thank CAL FIRE, all Napa County Volunteer Fire Departments
and the NCFD for their cooperation in this investigation.

BACKGROUND

The NCFD exists through a contract between Napa County and the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE formerly CDF). This contractual
history dates back to 1932. The County/State contract is up for renewal by June 2008. In
addition, a MOU was signed between CDF and the various Volunteer Fire Departments
in approximately 1970. The current MOU (Napa County Agreement #3819) was
approved by the Napa County Board of Supervisors in February 1996, amended in 2004.
This action consolidated the administrative, training, purchasing, warehousing, and other



2001-2002 Grand Jury, NCFD Report

Fire Station Deployment Analysis and Master Plan Implementation for the
NCFD, Draft Report, Vol. 1,2,3, presented to Napa County Board of Supervisors
on September 11, 2007; report and analysis performed by Citygate Associates,
LLC

Structure Fire Investigation Report, Incident # CALNU007777, 10/11/07
Minutes of Volunteer Chiefs Advisory Board Meetings, 2007

Letter of thanks from (private citizens) survivors of Southern California Harris
Fire (October 2007) in appreciation for services performed by Napa Volunteer
Firefighter strike team, November 5, 2007

County of Napa Code sections 18.104.270 and 18.104.275
http://forums.firehouse.com, urban intertace vehicles Type LILIII

CDF FIRE, Structure Fire Investigation [report] Origin and Cause, October 11,
2007, Incident #: CALNUO007777

The Napa Valley Register. Fire Engine ripped up while being pulled from mud,
February 1, 2008

The Napa Valley Register, Firefighters get a raise, February 26, 2008

CAL FIRE, Interagency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action report, Incident
Number: 08-CALNU 001717

The Napa Valley Register, Fire Damages Soda Canyon home, March 11, 2008
ABC News, Napa firefighters contain house fire after more than an hour,
March 11, 2008

The Napa Valley Register, Dog sensed Fire at Soda Canyon home on Monday
night, March 12, 2008

DISCUSSION

County Fire Department Administration
1199 Big Tree Road, St. Helena

Current County Organization

The NCED consists of State, County and City firefighting agencies including nine
volunteer fire companies. CAL FIRE, formerly CDF, provides paid firefighters,
administrative services, fire-dispatch and miscellaneous support through a contractual
agreement between Napa County and CAL FIRE. This contract history dates back to
1932. The scope of work for which the County currently contracts with CAL FIRE is
shown in Appendix 1 of this report. The estimated annual budget for these services from
July 1, 2004, to date is shown below. Most of the annual cost increase is due to
increasing personnel costs, over which the County has no control:

July 1, 2004 — June 30, 2005: $5,554,011.36
July 1, 2005 — June 30, 2006: $5,960,428.80
July 1, 2006 — June 30, 2007: $6,859,492.04
July 1, 2007 — June 30, 2008: $7,428,585.91



The Milton Road facility was built in 1950, by volunteers and houses one engine that is
County owned. The building sits in the flood plain, is old and in need of upgrading. The
County owned Carneros satellite building houses one County owned fire engine and leaks
profusely when it rains. Paved parking is limited for responding Volunteer firefighters.

The CVFD shares resources with the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department and the
Dry Creek-Lokoya Volunteer Fire Department.

The Carneros Vineyard Run, previously organized by the Napa Valley School of Fine
Arts and Vocational Arts Association, was turned over to CVFD in 2007. The Carneros
Run 2008 event is to benefit the building fund for a new Carneros Fire Station.

Currently is staffed at nine active personnel, the CVFD is authorized to have 25.

County owned Equipment at this site:
e Engine 10 (1989) Ford, Co# 8054
e Engine 210 (1998) Pierce, Co# 8091
o Water Tender 10 (1993) Mack, Co# 8076
e Water Tender WT16 (2005) Co.#8113 — this vehicle is housed at Dry Creek-
Lokoya and shared with Dry Creek-Lokoya and Soda Canyon

Relocation of the Carneros/Edgerly Island Fire Station

The 2007-2008 Grand Jury recommended, by separate report, that the Napa City Council
vote to approve the construction of a fifth fire station to be located in Browns Valley;
and, with the Board of Supervisors, establish a plan to relocate the Carneros/Edgerly
Island station to Browns Valley. As noted in the Citygate report, there are two issues
regarding the location of the Carneros/Edgerly Island Fire Station. The first is the fact
that the Milton Road location of Station #10 places it near the western boundary of its
service area rather than being more centrally located. The second is that Citygate found
that most of the firefighters who are members of the Carneros/Edgerly Island Volunteer
Fire Department live in the Brown’s Valley/Carneros region. This results in long drive
times for volunteers to get to Station #10, and typically long drive times to get equipment
to the emergency. Combining a new Napa City fire station with Station #10 would
improve response times and provide an economical solution to the relocation of this
station.

The Deer Park Volunteer Fire
Department was founded in the 1920’s
as the Sanitarium Volunteer Fire
Department. In the late 1960’s the
department was renamed the Deer
Park Volunteer Fire Department
(DPVFD) and in the early 1990°s was
incorporated as a 501(c)3 nonprofit,
with a Board of Directors. The

Deer Park Volunteer Fire Department, #21
60 Sanitarium Road, Deer Park
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houses | engine; and the Mt. Veeder shed, built around 1985, houses a Type Il engine,
specifically constructed for wildland firefighting. All facilities are volunteer owned.

In addition, the DC-LVED shares resources with the Soda Canyon Volunteer and
Carneros Volunteer Fire Departments.

The DC-LVD currently has 30 active personnel and
is authorized to have 35. The Department enjoys the
distinction as founder, 25 years ago, of the first all-
women volunteer fire crew in northern California.

Increased traffic and population density on lower Dry Creek Road has placed a higher
demand for services. Under the MOU with Napa County, the DC-LVFD is eligible for
additional fire apparatus to serve the need, provided the DC-LVFD acquire a parcel of
land and construct at their expense, a fire station to house the equipment. Proceeds from
the annual “Home Winemakers Classic”, put on by the DC-LVD, have been earmarked
for this capital campaign.

County owned Equipment at these sites:
Engine 16 (2003) Type I, Pierce, Co. #8107
Engine 216 (1991) Type I11, IHC, Co. #8061
Engine 316 (1990) Type 111, IHC, Co.#8059
Water Tender WT16 (2005) Co.#8113 — this vehicle is shared with Carneros and
Soda Canyon
Volunteer owned Equipment at these sites:
e Squad 16 — 4x4 Rescue - Ford F350 (1999)
o Command 16 — 4x4 Chevy Tahoe (1995)

Needs: The main fire station needs running water, septic system, flush toilet, and an
exhaust system.

Gordon Valley Volunteer Fire Department, #22 | Lhe Gordon Valley Volunteer
1345 Wooden Valley Cross Road, Napa Fire Department (GVVFD) was

unofficial webpage: http://gordonvalley.com established in 1946. The fire
& o TR station is located on State

property next to the CAL FIRE
seasonal fire station on Wooden
Valley Cross Road. The station
was built with local donations
and labor from Napa and Solano
counties in 1974, with later
improvements in 1996, and is
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The Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire
Department (SCVFD) was
established in 1961, and
incorporated as a 170(c) charitable
trust in the same year, with a Board
of Directors. The fire station was
built in 1964, with volunteer
funds/labor and currently houses 1
engine. The fire engine housed at
this facility is currently listed on
the inactive list, however was
listed as active “front line” until
recently. The Grand Jury noted
that the engine, c. 1972, had apparently not been used for some time as abundant
cobwebs were found on the tires. This engine predates 1985, and therefore does not meet
current NFPA 1901 safety standards for fire apparatus.

Soda Canvon Volunteer Fire Department, #13

NCFD purchased a Type I “road queen” for the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department;
however it was too large and could not fit into the Soda Canyon firehouse.

CAL FIRE recently purchased a Type III engine for the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire
Department, however, again, it was too large and could not fit into the Soda Canyon
firehouse. Both engines are housed at the Napa Fire Station on Monticello Road (7 miles
from the Soda Canyon firehouse). Further, the Type I engine cannot traverse many of the
roads, driveways and bridges in the Soda Canyon service area.

With no usable apparatus at this fire station, this Department responds from the
Monticello Fire House. Response time has been extended to an unacceptable 30+ minutes
to some areas within the Soda Canyon service area.

The Soda Canyon area is identified by Citygate as having the second highest rate of
incidents in Napa County.

The SCVFD shares resources and equipment with Carneros Volunteer and Dry Creek-
Lokoya Volunteer Fire Departments.

Fundraising activities have been suspended for the past twelve years.

The SCVFD has 33 active personnel. The crew meets at the Soda Canyon Fire Station
for monthly training/meetings.

County owned Equipment at this site:
e Engine 213 (1972) Type 111, Co#8047, on the inactive list.
County owned Equipment at other sites and designated for Soda Canyon:
e Engine 13 (1997), Type 1, Co# 8090, (Napa-Monticello Station)
e Engine 213 (2007), Type 11, Co#8047 (Napa-Monticello Station)
¢ S13(~1986) air/light service truck, IHC, Co# 8058, (Napa-Monticello Station)



e Water Tender WT16 (2005) Co.#8113 — this vehicle is housed at Dry Creek-
Lokoya and shared with Dry Creek-Lokoya and Carneros

The above listed Schedule C, engine 213 (1972), is currently on the inactive list.
However, through 2007, the engine was on the “active list”. The Grand Jury
investigation revealed that this vehicle has not been listed as responding to an incident for
many years. The Volunteer Department has made requests for the engine to be repaired
or replaced with a Type IV unit since 1999.

Needs:

e Type IV engine suitable for smaller country roads, dirt roads, small driveways and
bridges characteristic of the service area, to be housed at the Soda Canyon
Station. See Appendix 4, for apparatus descriptions.

e A rescue truck equipped with defibrillator to be housed at the Soda Canyon
Station.

o Upgrade water system. No potable water at the Station. Water storage tank
installed in 1964.

e Right of way/driveway/parking restricted by new neighbor entrance/gate in non-
compliance with Napa County Code, Title 18, requirements. See Appendix 7.

Volunteer Fire Department Equipment and Response Time
Overall need in rural areas of Napa County is appropriate type/size vehicle apparatus to
negotiate narrow dirt roads, traverse light driveways, small bridges. ..in other words,
vehicles that are appropriate for local needs to facilitate most efficient/effective response
time.

Equipment

The current MOU makes provision for a standing Apparatus Committee which among
other responsibilities includes recommending standard designs for each type of fire
apparatus purchased by the Napa County Fire Department. During the Grand Jury
investigation, many of the volunteer organizations complained that the equipment
selected by the County Fire Department was not suitable, or certainly not optimal, for the
recipient fire department. In general, this complaint dealt with the inappropriate
assignment of large, heavy equipment to rural areas with narrow, winding, dirt roads and
low capacity bridges.

The Grand Jury was advised by the NCFD that the equipment selection process had been
modified to include a representative of the Volunteer Fire Department for which the
equipment was intended. Because of the lead-time to procure fire equipment, the Grand
Jury was unable to determine if this change is producing the intended results.

The Draft Citygate Report detailed extensive information and statistics regarding the
NCFD, and the Grand Jury has referred to some of that information herein. However, the
report admits that “Citygate did not inspect all apparatus, a spot check revealed...”. This
Grand Jury visited all nine volunteer fire departments and conducted its own research
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The Draft Report by Citygate Associates states that two years of available data break
down as follows:

2005 2006 Total
Incidents 2416 2547 4963
Fire Category 430 400 830
Medicals 1699 1819 3518
Others 287 328 615

Computer Aided Dispatch data regarding the distribution of incidents by community:
Area of Incident Count

Yountville 768
Soda Canyon 594
Capell Valley 462
Calistoga 432
Napa 422
Greenwood 421
St. Helena 409
Angwin 328
Pope Valley 281
Rutherford 277
Edgerly Island 176
Deer Park 157
Dry Creek 126
Gordon Valley 63
American Canyon 32

INCIDENTS AND HOW THEY RELATE TO EQUIPMENT NEEDS
Gordon Valley: need water tender .... structure fire total loss

October 11, 2007: Initial dispatch was for a wildland fire, however on arrival at the scene
it was determined to be a structure (house) fire. Notified dispatch to upgrade to tull
structure response and request for an additional water tender. Defensive attack was
initiated to protect any exposures. Water was pumped from supply from the road.
Insufficient “water supply was an issue without the immediate response of the water
tender.” Structure was a total loss.

Soda Canyon: need appropriate size apparatus, housed at the Station

March 10, 2008: structure (house) fire 2001 Soda Canyon Road, Napa.

The incident location was only seven-tenths of a mile from the Soda Canyon Fire Station
and yet it took 31 minutes from the time of the initial 911 call at 9:29pm, until the first
engine arrived on the scene of the incident at 10:00pm.



Further (15 minutes after the initial 911 call) the residents of premises of the fire called
911 and gave the combination to the gate and the address so that firefighters were able to
correctly locate the fire and gain entrance to the property. The electronic entrance gate
did not have a rapid entry, emergency access key box. This is in noncompliance of
California Fire Code, Section 506. See Appendix 6.

“The blaze was reported at 9:29pm. Approximately 30 tirefighters (from the Soda
Canyon and Rutherford fire departments) battled the blaze and declared the flames
contained just after 11pm, according to CAL FIRE.”

Quote from Napa Valley Register, “Dog sensed fire at Soda Canyon home on Monday
night”", March 12, 2008. There was extensive fire damage to the roof and attic
[estimated loss of $400,000]. The rest of the house had heavy smoke damage ... The
rough terrain in the area made things difficult for firefighters. The driveway was only
wide enough for one engine to reach the house. We had to lay about 2,500 feet of hose up
the driveway to fight the fire. The firefighters had to hike in about half mile, all uphill.
Shubin said.

It would be reasonable to assume that if the local Fire Station had been properly equipped
with a “running” engine, the volunteer firefighters responding to the Soda Canyon Station
would have seen/located the fire and could have gotten to the fire sooner than the 31
minutes that it unfortunately took...however Engine 213 (1972) has not been listed as
responding to an incident for many years. The Soda Canyon Volunteer firefighters
currently respond out of the Napa-Monticello Station.

Quote from the Napa Valley Register, “Fire Damages Soda Canyon home ", March 11,
2008. The Soda Canyon and Atlas Peak areas northeast of Napa have been the location
of some dangerous blazes in recent years, including a 60-acre fire off Atlas Peak Road in
July of 2007.

According to the Draft Report, Citygate Associates, the Soda Canyon Area of incident
count over 24 month period: 594 (second highest in the Napa County).

Pope Valley:  need appropriate size vehicles, designed for dirt roads

Napa Valley Register. “Fire Engine ripped up while being pulled from mud”, February 1,
2008. January 18, 2008: Small grass fire near Aetna Springs. ...drove the engine down
an old dirt road, and because of all the recent rain, the engine got stuck, Derum said.
Firefighters laid hose from where the truck was stuck in the mud and put out the one-acre
fire....The first tow truck was not able to recover the fire engine. So, [a second] fow
truck... hooked up to the stranded engine and attempted to haul it out....the crippled fire
engine was loaded onto a carrier and driven to the manufacturer in Woodland.

The Grand Jury later learned that the fuel tank had (due to the design) been installed
below the axle, hence when the engine became stuck, and it was virtually impossible to
“pull” the engine out.



issued an emergency vehicle permit and is so equipped to respond to emergencies.
Companies may have their own underwriting requirements regarding this. For the
volunteer fire departments that do make use of AEV Permits, the Grand Jury has no way
of determining if the private vehicles are adequately insured for this service.

The County does not mandate emergency response driver training for volunteer
firefighters.

The AEV Permit application form, CHP Form 810, requires that the sponsoring fire
department be identified. The California Highway Patrol provided the Grand Jury with
the below listed data regarding Napa County Volunteer Fire Departments.

FIRE DEPARTMENT No. of AEV
Permits

Angwin Volunteer Fire Department
Capell Valley Volunteer Fire Department
Deer Park Volunteer Fire Department
Dry Creek/Lokoya Volunteer Fire Department
Edgerly Island Volunteer Fire Department
Gordon Valley Volunteer Fire Department
Pope Valley Volunteer Fire Department
Rutherford Volunteer Fire Department
Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department

SO —, OO OO — O I

In touring the Volunteer Fire Department facilities, it appeared to the Grand Jury that
more private vehicles are outfitted for Code 3 response than is indicated in the above
table.

COMMUNICATIONS

Effective communications are an essential element of disaster response. Effective
communications are also an essential element in the day-to-day response to law
enforcement, fire, and medical emergencies. Because of the complexity of the
technological and procedural aspects of County emergency communications, a separate
Grand Jury report will be dedicated to this subject.

LOCKS AND KEYS

California Fire Code, Section 506, requires that an approved rapid emergency entry gate
switch or padlock be installed where access to or within a structure or area is restricted
because of secured openings or where immediate access is necessary for life-saving or
fire-fighting purposes. See Appendix 6.

Rapid Entry Systems are used by firefighters throughout the United States to provide
access to normally locked areas such as buildings (outside normal working hours), gated
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the current location of Station #10 imposes significant travel requirements
for responding volunteers.

there is no sign or street light on the road to indicate the entrance to the
Capell Valley Volunteer Fire Department.

the Carneros Volunteer Fire Department, Milton Road station is old, sits in
the flood plain and is in need of upgrading.

the Carneros satellite building leaks profusely when it rains and paved
parking is limited for responding Volunteer firefighters.

the Dry Creek-Lokoya Volunteer Fire Department station needs running
water, a septic system, a flush toilet and an exhaust system.

the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire station needs potable water and a water
system upgrade.

the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire station has no usable apparatus at this fire
station, so responds from the Monticello Fire station. Response time has
been extended to an unacceptable 30+ minutes to some areas within the
Soda Canyon service area.

the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire station driveway/volunteer parking is
currently restricted by new neighbor entrance/gate in noncompliance with
Napa County Code, Title 18.

12. Apparatus:

13.

14.

16.

a.

b.

three NCFD engines and one water tender predate 1985, and eleven
engines and one rescue vehicle predate 1991.

the above stated vehicles do not meet current NCFD 1901 safety standards
for fire apparatus.

the Gordon Valley Volunteer Fire Department needs a water tender.

the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department needs a smaller Type IV unit
(suitable for the smaller country roads, dirt roads, smaller driveways and
bridges characteristic of the area) to be housed at the Soda Canyon station.
the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department needs a rescue truck with
defibrillator housed at the Soda Canyon station.

Fundraising:

a.

b.

C.

many of the nine Volunteer Fire Departments do annual fundraising for
capital improvements and other department needs.

proceeds from the Carneros Run 2008, are to benefit the Carneros
Volunteer Fire Department new building fund.

proceeds from the Winemakers Classic are to benefit the Dry Creek-
Lokoya capital campaign for expanded station construction.

the Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department service area has the second highest
number of emergency incidents in Napa County.

. the NCFD has modified the makeup of the selection committee charged with

specifying the purchase of “appropriate sized emergency response vehicles™ to the
area of service.

California Fire Code requires that an approved rapid emergency entry gate switch
or padlock be installed where access to or within a structure or area is restricted
because of secured openings or where immediate access is necessary for life-
saving or fire-fighting purposes.
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g. the County establish a policy that details equal accommodations for
Volunteer firefighters who are part of a County deployed strike team to
that of their paid counterparts.

8. the volunteer stipend be based on the number of emergency responses made
by the volunteer while retaining the training requirement as an eligibility
criteria. In addition, a tiered compensation system which rewards advanced
qualifications be implemented.

9. the County fund the required emergency response driver training for volunteer
firefighters.

10. the County reimburse individual volunteer firefighters for any additional
insurance premium costs incurred for the operation of properly authorized
AEVs.

11. the funds to pay a Volunteer firefighter who was part of a County deployed
strike team be made available on a routine basis and in a timely manner to
insure that they are promptly compensated for their time.

12. Fire Stations:

a. relocate the Station #10 to a combined Napa City/County fire station in
Browns Valley.

b. the County install a road sign and light on the road at the entrance to the
Capell Valley Volunteer Fire Station.

c. the County rectify the restricted access/parking issue at the Soda Canyon
Fire Station regarding new neighbor entrance gate.

13. Apparatus:

a. the County replace as soon as possible, all firefighting vehicles that
predate 1991, with vehicles that are appropriate for the individual service
area requirements.

b. the County provide as soon as possible, a water tender to Gordon Valley
Volunteer Fire Department.

c. the County provide as soon as possible, a Type I'V unit and a rescue
vehicle with defibrillator that will fit into and be housed at Soda Canyon
station.

14. the NCFD continue the policy of consulting the Volunteer Chief or appointed
representative from a given volunteer fire department when equipment is
being selected for their use.

15. all fire departments within Napa County have the same rapid entry system
locks with a “universal” Key.

16. Volunteer fire departments receive greater support from the County and
in return, relinquish some of their long held independence.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

The 2007-2008 Grand Jury requests responses from:
o The Napa County Board of Supervisors to all the above.
o The Napa County Fire Chief to all of the above, except #12.
o Chiefs: City of Napa, and Calistoga Fire Departments to Recommendation
#15
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California Highway Patrol (CHP) Incident Report Summary (1/21/13 to 4/11/16)

Date

Incident #

Incident Description

Location of Incident

Time of Day

Duration of Incident

1/21/2013

130121G6G00952

1182 - 2 vehicle traffic Collision, non-injury. White Chevy truck TC'D into side of
mountain, blocking road. Vehicle is not driveable. Tow required.

Soda Canyon Road at mile marker 2.

12:29 PM

58 minutes

4/8/2013

130408GG02563

1179 - 2 vehicle traffic collision, injury. Person hospitalized at Queen of the Vatley
for major injuries. Tow required.

Soda Canyon Road, 300 yards from Silverado Trail.

7:16 PM

2 hours 24 minutes

5/26/2013

130526GG03104

1182 - Traffic collision, non-injury. Toyota Prius partially blocking road. Two women
were trying to turn around and ran off the roadway. Woman standing on Soda
Canyon flagging down vehicles.

Soda Canyon Road at intersection with Soda Springs Road.

10:12 PM

2 hours, 26 minutes

7/3/2013

130703GG00333

1181 - Traffic collision, minor injuries. Xray on Moped vs. side of roadway. Xray
infout of consciousness.

2750 Soda Canyon Road.

11:35 AM

24 minutes

8/16/2013

130816GG00929

1182 - 2 vehicle traffic collision, non-injury. Air bags deployed, toyota corolia vs.
truck, blocking lanes on silverado trail, damage to front end of vehicle.

Soda Canyon Road at intersection with Sitverado Trail.

9:24 AM

48 minutes

10/16/2013

131016GG01412

1182 - 2 vehicle traffic collision, non-injury. 2 tires blown out on hit}; trying to
reverse; possibly trying to leave. Involved party told other driver not to call 911.
Vehicle 1/4 mile up from fire station, vehicle reversed and pulled into ditch on
roadway.

Soda Canyon Road at intersection with Silverado Trail.

2:18 PM

45 minutes

10/21/2013

131021GG00603

1182 - 2 vehicle traffic collision, non-injury. Blocking roadway. Tow required.

Soda Canyon Road at intersection with Silverado Trail.

7:59 AM

40 minutes

11/24/2013

131124GG02387

(1182 - Traffic collision, non-injury. Car on side of road.

Soda Canyon Road, 1/2 mile from Loma Vista.

5:30 PM

33 minutes

12/17/2013

131217GG03587

1182 - Traffic collision, non-injury. PGE guide wire down, NW corner, not live.

Soda Canyon Road at intersection with Silverado Trail.

10:19 PM

1 hour, 38 minutes

1/10/2014

140110GG02717

1182 - Traffic collision, non-injury. BMW vs PGE pole, airbags deployed, rear wheel!
took off, unable to move vehicle off roadway.

Soda Canyon Road at intersection with Sitverado Trail.

5:53 PM

2 hours, 57 minutes

9/10/2014

140910GG01108

1179 - Traffic collision. Large semi truck on its side, white cab, single trailer, blocking
the middie of the road, roadway is completely blocked, unable to get traffic by.
Rear axel completely separated from the truck. Driver left vehicle, found at 2600
Soda Canyon Road on side of roadway with other people, has a broken shouider.
CalFire requested, heavy tow. Roadway may be blocked few hours. Soda Canyon
Road 2 miles north of Soda Springs Road closed due to collision. First tow truck now
hanging over cliff; trying to recover their own truck. Second tow company (Ramirez
Tow) doing recovery on vehicle.

Soda Canyon Road at 2600 block.

9:55 AM

5 hours, 11 minutes.

3/17/2015

150317GG00614

1179 - Traffic collision. White Nissan Pathfinder vs tree. Vehicle is off the roadway,
into bushes. Tow required. Driver hospitalized.

Northbound Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road.

7:09 AM

1 hour, 40 minutes

3/28/2015

150328GG03563

1182 - Traffic collision, non-injury. Driver/vehicle gone on arrival. Vehicle off road in
a creek. 2-3 people walking toward paved road.

3030 Soda Canyon Road, bridge area on the dirt road 200 yards down the dirt road.

7:25 PM

1 hour, 44 minutes

4/12/2015

150412GG03602

1125 - Traffic Hazard, 4x4 Quad on street at night, subject arrested for possession of
guns and shot guns.

Soda Canyon Road (exact location not specified).

8:34 PM

7 minutes

4/15/2015

150415GG01631

1183 - Traffic collision, unknown injury. Possible diabetic shock. Small compact dark
vehicle parked just before Stagecoach gate. Owner of vehicle being transported to
Queen of the Vally hospital. Tow required. Driver cited for 14601{1}{A}, vehicle was
impounded per 14602.

3555 Soda Canyon Road near Stagecoach Vineyards {on dirt road).

1:07 PM

4 hours, 40 minutes

4/20/2015

150420GG00631

1125A - Animal Hazard, deer in roadway.

Sitverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road.

7:3% AM

1 hour, 6 minutes

4/24/2015

150424GG03930

23103 - Reckless Driving, male on 4wheel drive vehicle almost hit dogs while man
was out walking his dog.

Soda Canyon Road at Silverado Trail.

9:21 PM

29 minutes

4/26/2015

150426GG01524

1183 - Traffic collision, unknown Injury. White Acura vs Gray truck, blocking

2368 Soda Canyon Road {intersection with Soda Springs Road).

roadway. Driver advised he is driving and not from the area.

12:04 PM

32 minutes




6/6/2015|150606GG03306 2315.2 - Driving Under Influence, driving on roadside, over double yellow lines, 2900 Block Silverado Trail/Soda Canyon Road. 6:32 PM 7 minutes
erratic speeds.
6/28/2015[150628GG00038  |(no description) Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 9:26 AM 40 minutes
7/6/2015(150706GG04037 23013 - Reckle.ass Drivlr}g, male on 4x4 Quad driving towards Soda Canyon Store; 1200 Block Soda Canyon Road. 8:45 PM 12 minutes
Tweaker that is squatting on Soda Canyon property; Has been arrested muttiple
times; occasionally possesses shotgun.
7/7/2015]150707GG02214 23103 - Reckless Driving, gray Ford, vehicle weaving Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 2:55 PM 4 minutes
7/15/2015|150715GG02473 23152 - Driving Under Influence, white Ford Explorer, unable to maintain. Silverada Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 2:59 PM 20 minutes
8/29/2015[150829GG04545 |Changed from 1183 Traffic Collision to 1015X-Xray - Arrest in custody; Vehicle found {1200 Block Soda Canyon Road. 9:38 PM 1 hour 53 minutes
off the roadway.
9/7/2015|150907GG02368 [23109 - Speed Contest; Lime Green Sedan vs. Black older Sedan; 90 mph NB on Soda Canyon Road at Silverado Trail. 3:35PM 7 minutes
9/17/2015{150917GG03723 |23152 - Driving Under Influence; Black Mustang unable to Maintain; Citizen advised |2368 Soda Canyon Road. 8:36 PM 13 minutes
to not follow.
10/3/2015|151003GG03037 {23152 - Driving Under Influence; White Mazda Miata Weaving; Erratic speeds; Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 5:06 PM 10 minutes
Pulling into Van Der Heyden Winery.
10/24/2015|151024G6G01564 |1125 - Traffic Hazard; Lots of vans in area for event; Relay race in area; People Soda Canyon Road at Silverado Trail. 10:59 AM 9 minutes
congregating in middle of roadway; Man is getting married later today and expects
approx. 300 people heading up road; Concerned about safety if road blocked.
11/14/2015(/151114GG02581 {23152 - Driving Under influence; white limo, erratic breaking, erratic speeds Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 3:45 PM 20 minutes
between 30-55mph.
11/26/2015{151126GG01343 23152 - Driving Under Influence; unable to maintain lane, erratic braking. Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 11:39 PM 17 minutes
12/19/2015{151219GG03730 (23152 - Driving Under Influence; White Toyota or Nissan; Swerving; Driving into Silverado Trall at Soda Canyon Road. 7:32PM 18 minutes
Oncoming Traffic.
12/28/2015{151228GG01007  |FIRE - Report of fire; Saw gray smoke coming, negative flames; couple of burn piles; |Soda Canyon at Soda Springs Road. 10:55 AM 33 minutes
canstruction.
1/6/2016[160106GG03274 |1183 - Traffic Collision; Vehicle on left hand side of creek off roadway; 2 males Soda Canyon Road - 2 miles east of Silverado Trail (past the bridge). 7:17 PM 1 hour, 3 minutes
involved; Nissan Sentra on its roof; Napa Valley Tow called.
1/18/2016/160118GG03228 [1125 - Traffic Hazard; Semit Truck Trailer partly blocking right lane around blind Soda Canyon Road at Silverado Trall. 6:20 PM 44 minutes
corner; Truck headed northbound on Soda Canyon.
4/6/2016|160406GG01308 |23103 - Reckless Driving; white Chevy Impala all over roadway; Almost went off Silverado Trail at Soda Canyon Road. 10:50 AM 3 minutes
roadway.
4/11/2016{160411GG02790 |1179 - Traffic Collision; 1141 En Route; 2 vehicle collision; 1 party trapped; Fire Dept. |Soda Canyon Road at Silverado Trail. 5:23 PM 1 hour 10 minutes

en route for extrication; 1 part injured; AT&T Towing en route.

Source: Department of California Highway Patrol, Data Warehouse, Incident Detalls Reports




Incident Type:
Priority:
Determinant:

Base Response#:.

Confirmation#:
Taken By:
Response Area:
Disposition:
Cancel Reason:
tncident Status:
Certification:
Longitude:

Location Name:
Address:
Apartment:
Building:

City, State, Zip:

PERSON 1
Name:

PERSON 2
Name:

Caller Name:

Method Received:

Caller Type:

Description
Phone Pickup
1st Key Stroke
In Waiting Queue

Date

incident Detail Report

Data Source: Data Warehouse
Incident Status: Closed
Incident number: 140910GG01108
Incident Date: 9/10/2014 09:55:44
Last Updated: 7/1/2015 14:56:58

1 CHP Unit Incident
2

Deborah M Farris
21-002

F-File

RD-Radio Desk
Closed

122285411

SODA CYN AT SILVERADO TRL

Alarm Level:
Problem:
Agency:
Jurisdiction:
Division:
Battalion:
Response Plan:
Command Ch:
Primary TAC:
Secondary TAC:
Delay Reason (if any):
Latitude:

County:

Soda Canyon Rd / Soda Springs Rd Location Type:

Unincorporated CA 94558

Cross Street:
Map Reference:

N B - P=ssing Motorist  Phone:

I B!G RIG COMPANY -

Involved Party

Passing Motorist

Time User

9/10/2014  09:55:42
9/10/2014  09:55:42
9/10/2014  09:57:33

Phone:

Call Back Phone:

Caller Location:

Description

Received to In Queue
Call Taking

1179-Trfc Collision-1141 Enrt

CHP

GG

21-Napa

21-Napa

21-002 1 Unit Response

38389904

Napa

Time

00:01:49
00:03:34

Q.e@off



Call Taking Complete 9/10/2014 09:59:_18 Deborah M
9/10/2014  10:00:44
9/10/2014  10:00:44

1st Unit Assigned

1st Unit Enroute
1st Unit Arrived

9/10/2014  10:16:53

Farris

At

In Queue to 1st Assign

Call Received to 1st Assign
Assigned to 1st Enroute
Enroute to 1st Arrived
Incident Duration

Delay Odm. Odm.

Patient Avail Complete Enroute Arrived

Closed 9/10/2014  15:07:14 Kristie A Oliveira
Unit Assigned Disposition Enroute Staged Arrived
A21-  10:00:44 10:00:44 10:16:53
002
21-82 10:02:11 10:08:55 10:23:48
A21- 10:04:35 RU-Reassign 10:04:35 10:19:32
001 Unit or

Incident
B21- 10:43:53 RU-Reassign 10:43:55
001 Unit or

Incident
GG-  11:00:21 11:00:21 11:52:29
C194
A22- 11:32:23 RU-Reassign
080 Unit or

Incident
A21- 12:28:26  F-File 12:28:26
002
Unit Name
A21-002 Steven C Wheat (013727) - Officer
21-S2 Jeffrey L Page (013875) - Sergeant
A21-001 Randall T Wayne (015176) - Officer
GG-C194 David C Juricich (013684) - Officer
A22-080 Jay C Brome (014782) - Officer
A21-002 Steven C Wheat (013727) - Officer

No Pre-Scheduled Information

No Transports Information

No Transports Information

Date

Time

User

9/10/2014 09:56:37 A12320
9/10/2014 09:56:39 A12320

11:58:41

12:29:00
12:46:32

14:21:55

13:36:31

11:.32:28

15:07:14

Type Conf. Comments
{11 NAPA PD ROLLING FIRE

Response
Response

{21 NFI

00:03:11
00:05:02
00:00:00
00:16:09
05:11:32

Cancel Reason

RU-Reassign Un.it

RU-Reassign Unit

RU-Reassign Unit

RD-Radio Desk



9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
8/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

09:57:24

09:57:31
09:59:30
09:59:40
10:00:31
10:01:00
10:02:04

10:03:01

10:11:04
10:11:58
10:19:28
10:19:43

10:20:17
10:22:18
10:22:33

10:24:14
10:25:32

10:26:45
10:26:54
10:28:13

10:29:01
10:29:35
10:30:13
10:30:59
10:31:56
10:32:10

10:32:22

10:33:31

10:35:53

10:41:21

10:43:17
10:43:40
10:45:09

10:46:59

10:47:15

11.00:22
11:02:54

A12320

A12320
A06805
A06805
ADB805
A06805
A13332

A0BB0S

A13332
A13332
AQ9294
A13332

A09294
A13332
A12543

A13332
A13332

A15101
A15101
A13332

A13332
A11900
A13332
A13332
A11800
A13332

A13332

A11800

A12839

A11900

017175
A16225
A13332

Response

Response
Response
Response
Response
Response
Response

Response

Response
Response
Response
Response

Response
Response
Response

Response
Response

Response
Response
Response

Response
Response
Response
Response
Response
Response

Response
Response
Response
Response

Response
Response

Response

CHPGGP30INT02MSOS Response

A16225

A11616
A16225

Response

Response
Response

[3] RP RECEIVED CALL FROM EMPLOYEE ADVG THERE IS AN
ACCIDENT AND TO CALL 911

{4] RP DOESNT HAVE ANY FURTHER INFO

[5] LARGE SEMI 24 FTR ON ITS SIDE

(6] BLOCKING THE MIDDLE RD

[7] WHI CAB SINGLE TRLR

[8] RP IS CHECKING TO SEE IF THERE IS A DRVR IN CAB OR NOT
[9] 21-S2 COPIES

{10] NEG DRVR -- JUST FOUND HIM THE DRVR 1S AT 2600 SODA
CANYON ON SIDE OF RDWY WITH OTHER PECPLE HAS A BROKEN
SHOULDER

[11] 21-2 UTL TO JEO SIL TRL

[12] 21-2 COPIES LINE 10

[13] [Notification] {CHP}-CALFIRE REQ 1185 HEAVY TOW

[14] A21-001 RDWY COMPLETELY BLKD

[15] [Notification] [CHP}-PER CALFIRE RDWY MAY BE BLOCKED FOR
FEW HOURS

[16] A21-001 ROLL 1185 HD // REAR AXLE BO AND ON ITS SIDE

[17] PER BIG RIG COMPANY TRYING TO MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR
1185

[18] 21-S2 21-S2 COPIES LINE 17 // WiLL ADV
[19] A21-002 REQ COMMERCIAL UNIT

[20] [Notification] [CHP}-HNVLD CB - ADVSD CALLING RAMIREZ TOW
FOR THE TRUCK // DOES NOT WANT A CHP TOW

[21] RP WILL CB WIiTH ETA FOR 1185

[22] A21-002 21-2 COPIES RAMIREZ TOW WILL BE ROLLED BY TK
OWNER

[23] 21-52 RDWY COMPLETELY BLKD

[24] [Notification] {CHP-NR FRM ANY UNIT ON BLUE

[25] 21-52 UNABLE TO GET TRAFFIC BY

[26] LE // NEG RESP FRM COMMERCIAL UNIT ON GRP/TURQ
[27] LL W/ICOMMERGCIAL UNIT UPSTAIRS WILL ADV

[28] 21-52 REAR AXLE COMPLETELY SEPARATED FRM THE TK

[29] 21-S2 BETTER 1020 // SODA CANYON 2 MILES JNC SODA
SPRINGS

[30] [Notification] [CHP}-1039 OFCR FELFELLA HE WILL HAVE COMM
UNIT FOR NAPA AREA COME UP ON RADIO

[31] [Notification} [CHP]-PER EMPLOYER // ADVS RAMIREZ TOW
SUISUN TOW IS ENRT UNK ETA

[32] [Notification] [CHP]-GG-C194 IS ENRT FRM MARIN SCALES - {F
NOT NEEDED ANY LONGER CAN 1022 HIM AT

[33] ***ISSUE SIGALERT / TRAVEL ADVISORY*** SODA CANYON RD 2
MILES N/OF SODA SPRINGS CLOSED DUE TO COLLISION, UNK ETO
[34] B21-1 WILL 1021 BLACKHAWK 1185 TO MOVE TRIALER OO RDWY
[35] J RAMIREZ ENRT // ETA DRIVING TIME FRM FF 10 AGO // THEY
COPY ALL INFO

136] *MDC 10-28 INQUIRY: Il SODA CANYON RD SILVERADO
TRL SODA CY [*013727.1A QV.CA0289925.LIC/JIIN US/CA
013727.CM.04.A21-002.SODA CANYON RD SILVERADO TRL SODA
CY..1.3000000000.*013727.1v 4 | |

[37] VIA LL 21-S2 CONT W/COMM UNIT FROM MARIN / WiLL NEED
BRAKE INSPECTION // CPZ LINE 35

[38] Backed up A21-002 with GG-C194

[39] Secondary Location for A21-002: QVH.



9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

Date
9/10/2014

No Priority Changes

No Alarm Level Changes

Date
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

11:09:00 A11616 Response [40] GG-C194 SWITHCING TO GRAPE
11:09:16 A16225 Response [41] GG-C194 Unit GG-C194 current position updated to SW GRP.
E4- [42] *MDC 11-27 INQUIRY: SODA CANYON RD SILVERADO
11:54:24 CHPGGP30INT02MSOS Response TRL SODA CY [*013727.ID ]
115733 A16225 Response 1431 21-2 ViA mDC: DL# [ LAsT oF Il OO 114 SUISUN CITY
MINOR INJ
12:00:47 A16225 Response [44] 21-2 - LINE 43 - PRTY XPORTED TO QVH ****
12:28:26 A11900 Response [45) Backed up 21-S2 with A21-002
12:37:26 A16225 Response [46] ﬁO_LO Entry: HOSP - Hospitalized For Unit 21-2/Requested By Kristie
A Oliveira
.08 [471 *MDC 11-27 INQUIRY: SODA CANYON RD SODA
13:08:36 CHPGGP30INTO2MSOS Response SPRINGS RD SODA [*013727.1D 1
{481 *MDC 10-28 INQUIRY: [l SODA CANYON RD SODA
-a8- SPRINGS RD SODA [*013727.I1A QV.CA0289925.LIC/JIJI LiS/CA
13.08:48 CHPGGP30INTO2MSOS Response 013727.CM.04.A21-002. SODA CANYON RD SODA SPRINGS RD
SODA..1.3000000000.*013727.1v 4 [N |
[49] 21-1B - RAMIREZ CALLED ON REQ // NEG HAS BEEN
ACCOMPLISHED ON RECOVERY OF VEH // OTHER 1185 NOW 1097 //
13:19:19 A16225 Response RAMIREZ 1185 NOW HANGING OVER CLIFF // NEG TOW ACTIVITY
CONDUCTED AT THIS POINT & TRYING TO RECOVER THEIR OWN
1185 TK
13:36:12 A16225 Response {50] B21-001 RAMIREZ TOW NOW DOING RECOVERY ON VEH
13:36:31 'C* Response [51] GG-C194 - 10-19
Time Location/Address User
10:32:34 SODA CYN AT SILVERADO TRL / Soda Canyon Rd / Soda Springs Rd MJB
Time Radio Activity Location Log Entry User
09:56:05 Incident Priority Incident priority changed from <none>to 2 A12320
Change
09:57:34 ANV/ALI Statistics INT Insert:Sep 10 2014 08:55:40 / INT A12320
SendNP:Sep 10 2014 09:55:40 / WS
RecvNP:Sep 10 2014 09:55:41 / WS
Process:Sep 10 2014 09:57:34
09:57:56 Read Incident Incident 199 was Marked as Read. A13332
09:57:56 Read Comment Comment for incident 199 was Marked as ~ A13332
Read. _
09:59:18 UserAction User clicked Exit/Save A12320
10:00:44 A21- ASSIGN Soda Canyon Rd / A13332
002 Silverado Trl [SODA
CYN AT SILVERADO
TRL]
10:00:44 A21- ENRT Soda Canyon Rd/  Responding From = Bel Aire Plz\Trancas St A13332
002 Silverado Trl [SODA



9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

10:01:35

10:02:11

10:02:16
10:03:13
10:04:35

10:04:35

10:07:44
10:08:55

10:10:50

10:12:01
10:14:36
10:16:53

10:19:29

10:19:32

10:20:08

10:20:18

10:21:18

10:21:45
10:23:48

10:24:18
10:26:45

10:27:03
10:29:03
10:29:14

10:29:17

10:29:36

10:31:00

21-82

A21-
001

A21-
001

21-82

A21-
002

A21-
001

21-82

Supplemental
Information

ASSIGN

UserAction
UserAction
ASSIGN

ENRT

UserAction
ENRT

Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
10-97

Read Comment
10-97

Read Comment
Read Comment
Supplemental
Information

UserAction
10-97

UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
Read Comment

Rotation Reguest
Entered

CYN AT SILVERADO
TRL]

Soda Canyon Rd /
Sitverado Trl

Supplemental Person record 468369 -

Passini Motorist was added for |

Soda Canyon Rd /
Silverado Trl [SODA
CYN AT SILVERADO
TRL]

User clicked Exit/Save

Soda Canyon Rd /

Silverado Trl [SODA
CYN AT SILVERADO

TRL]
Soda Canyon Rd/

Silverado Trl [SODA
CYN AT SILVERADO

TRL]

Soda Canyon Rd/

Silverado Tri [SODA
CYN AT SILVERADO

TRL]

Soda Canyon Rd /
Silverado Trl

Soda Canyon Rd /
Silverado Tri

Soda Canyon Rd /
Sitverado Trl

Soda Canyon Rd/
Silverado Tri

Soda Canyon Rd /
Silverado Tr!
Unincorporated, CA
94558

User clicked Exit/Save

Responding From = SR12

User clicked Exit/Save
Responding From = Napa Area

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exi/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

Comment for Incident 189 was Marked as
Read.

Supplementai Person record 468376 -
involved Party was added for

User clicked Exit/Save

User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

Rotation Request ID 172014 entered.

AD6805

A13332

A13332
A0B805
A13332

A13332

017175
A13332

A13332

A13332
CT_TBROWN
A13332

A13332
A13332
A13332
A13332
A12543

A09294
A13332

A12543
A13332

A15101
A13332
A13332

A13332
A13332

A13332



9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

10:32:34

10:32:34

10:32:34

10:33:00

10:33:32

10:33:54
10:35:53
10:35:53

10:35:57
10:36:25
10:40:21
10:40:39
10:41:22

10:43:16
10:43:50
10:43:53

10:43:55

10:45:36
10:46:58
10:46:59

10:47:16
10:48:52
10:52:40

10:55:12
10:55.46
11:00:21

11:00:21

11:00:21

11:02:54

11:05:54

21-S2 Update Unit

A21-
001
A21-
002

B21-
001

B21-
001

A21-
002

GG-
C194

GG-
C184

A21-
002
A21-
002

Address

Update Unit
Address

Update Unit
Address

Rotation Request
Canceled

Read Comment

UserAction
Notify Comment
Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
UserAction
UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
ASSIGN

10-97

UserAction
UserAction

*MDC 10-28

INQUIRY:
SODA

CANYON

UserAction
UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
ASSIGN

ENRT

Unit Backed up
ENRT ALT

Read Comment

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd

Soda Canyon Rd /
Silverado Trl
Unincorporated, CA
94558

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd

Soda Canyon Rd

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

QVH

[RR 172014] Rotation Request canceled.

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
(Response Viewer)

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 198 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

User clicked Exit/'Save
User clicked Exit/Save

[*013727 1A
av.ca0289925 LIC/IE L's/CA
013727.CM.04.A21-002.SODA CANYON
RD SILVERADO TRL SODA
CY..1.3000000000.*013727.IV 4 NI |

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Responding From = SR37 E\Unnamed
Street

Backed up with GG-C194
Incident ID = 5119199, 0, 0,

Comment for incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A16225

A12839
A16225
017175
017175
A16225

017175
017175
A16225

A16225

A11900
A13332
CHPGGP30INTO2MS

A16225
A11161
A16225

017175
A16225
A11616

A11616

A11616

A16225

A16225



9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014

11.05:57
11:26:33

11:26:39
11:32:23

11:32:28
11:32:28
11:34:26
11:47:02
11:52:29

11:54:24

11.54:54
11:56:53

11:58:41

12:00:48
12:02:56
12:07:25
12:10:32

12:11:21
12:25:26
12:28:26

12:28:26

12:28:26

12:28:00
12:35:31
12:37:26

12:37:39
12:46:04
12:46:32

12:46:32

12:50:31

12:50:38
13:06:13

A22-
080

A22-
080

GG-
C194

A21-
002

A21-
002

A21-
002

A21-
002

21-82

21-82

21-2

A21-
001

UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
ASSIGN

ReAssign Vehicle

ReAssign
Response

UserAction
UserAction
10-97

*MDC 11-27
INQUIRY:

SODA
CANYON

UserAction
Read Comment

' 10-8

UserAction
UserAction
UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
ASSIGN

ENRT

Unit Backed up

10-8
UserAction

Create BOLO
Record

UserAction
UserAction
ReAssign Vehicle

ReAssign
Response

Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd

Willis Dr\Rubicon St

QVH

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
{SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

SODACYNAT
SILVERADO TRL

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save

ReAssign Reason: RU-Reassign Unit
Clearing Primary Vehicle Flag

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked ExitV/Save

(+013727.10 I |

User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Responding From = Lassen St\Valencia St

Backed up with A21-002

User clicked Exit/Save

BOLO Entry: HOSP - Hospitalized Added
By A16225 For Incident# 140810GG01108

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save
ReAssign Reason: RU-Reassign Unit

Clearing Primary Vehicle Flag

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

A16225
A16225

A16225
A16225

A16225

A16225

017175
017175
A16225

CHPGGP30INT02MS

017175
A16225

A16225

A16225
017175
017175
A11900

A11900
017175
A11900

A11900

A11900

A11800
A16225
A16225

A16225
017175
A16225

A16225

A16225

A16225
017175



9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014
9/10/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

Date

Time

13:08:36

13.08:48

13:09:22

13:09:36
13:10:11
13:19:23
13:36:31

13:36:31

13:36:59
13.:56:07
14:21:55

14:21:55

14:47:28
14:51:29
14:59:22

14:59:31
15:07:11
15:07:14

15:07:14

A21-
002

A21-
002

GG-
C194
GG-

C194

B21-
001

A21-
002

Field

*MDC 11-27
INQUIRY:

I SODA
CANYON

*MDC 10-28

INQUIRY:
SODA

CANYON

Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
UserAction
1098

10-8

UserAction
UserAction
ReAssign Vehicle

ReAssign
Response

UserAction
UserAction
Read Comment

UserAction
UserAction
Cancel Response

10-8

Changed
From

9/10/2014 09:55:42 Call_Back_Phone

9/10/2014 09:55:58 Address

9/10/2014 09:56:01 Address

9/10/2014 09:56:01 City

9/10/2014 09:56:01 State

(Blank)

9/10/2014 09:56:01 Postal_Code

9/10/2014 09:56:01 Latitude

Valle Verde
Dn\Shelter Creek Dr

Valle Verde
Dn\Shelter Creek Dr

Arnold Dr\Madrone
Rd

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd
[SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL]

Changed To
(D -

SODA

(01372710 [N |

[*013727.1A

Qv.cA0289925. LiIC/N L'S/CA
013727.CM.04.A21-002.SODA CANYON
RD SODA SPRINGS RD
SODA..1.3000000000.*013727.1V 4

]

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save
ReAssign Reason: RU-Reassign Unit

Clearing Primary Vehicle Flag

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Exit/Save

Comment for Incident 199 was Marked as
Read.

User clicked Exit/Save
User clicked Cancel

Cancellation Reason: RD-Radio Desk,
Response Disposition: F-File

Unit Cleared From Incident
140910GG01108

Reason Table

(Response Response_Master_incident GG017

Viewer)

New Entry Response_Master_lincident GG017

CANYON/SILVERADO

Soda Canyon Rd /

Silverado Tri
Unincorporated

CA
94558

38356878

(Response Response_Master_Incident GGO17

Viewer)

(Response Response_Master_Incident GG017

Viewer)

(Response Response_Master_Incident GG017

Viewer)

(Response Response_Master_Incident GGO017

Viewer)

(Response Response_Master_Incident GG017

CHPGGP30INTO2MS

CHPGGP30INTO2MS

A16225

A16225
017175
A16225
CHPGGP30INT02MS

C

017175
017175
A16225

A16225

017175
017175
A16225

A16225
A16225
A16225

A16225

Workstation User

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320



9/10/2014 09:56:01 Longitude

9/10/2014 09:56:01 Street_Id

NULL

9/10/2014 09:56:01 IntersectionStreetlD NULL

9/10/2014 09:56:01 County
9/10/2014 09:56:01 Jurisdiction
9/10/2014 09:56:01 Division
9/10/2014 09:56:01 Battalion
9/10/2014 09:56:01 Response_Area
9/10/2014 09:56:05 Problem
9/10/2014 09:56:05 Response_Plan

8/10/2014 09:56:05 DispatchLevel

9/10/2014 09:56:05 ResponsePlanType 0

8/10/2014 09:56:05 Priority_Description

9/10/2014 09:56:05 Priority_Number
9/10/2014 09:56:05 Incident_Type

9/10/2014 09:56:11 Location_Name

9/10/2014 09:56:22 Problem

9/10/2014 09:56:31 Problem

9/10/2014 09:56:42 Caller_Type
9/10/2014 09:56:45 Caller_Name
9/10/2014 09:57:56 Read Call
9/10/2014 09:57:56 Read Comment
9/10/2014 10:10:50 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:19:29 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:20:08 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:20:18 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:26:45 Read Comment

1179-Trfc
Collision-
1141 Enrt

1183-Trfc
Collision-
Unkn Inj

False
False
False

False

False

False

False

122287455
295459
295461
Napa

GG
21-Napa
21-Napa
21-23

1179-Trfc Collision-
1141 Enrt

21-23 1 Unit Response

Default

2
2
1 CHP Unit Incident

SODA CYN AT
SILVERADO TRL

1183-Trfc Collision-
Unkn [nj

1179-Trfc Collision-
1141 Enrt

Passing Motorist

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)
(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Response
Viewer)

(Comment
Notification
Window)

(Response
Viewer)

(Comment
Notification
Window)

(Comment
Notification

Response_Master_{ncident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_|Incident GGO17
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_incident GG017

Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017

Response_Master_Incident GG017

Response_Master_incident GGO017

Response_Master_Incident GG017

Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG017
Response_Master_Incident GG006
Response_Master_Incident GG006
Response_Master_Incident GG006

Response_Master_Incident GG006

Response_Master_Incident GG006

Response_Master_incident GG006

Response_Master_Incident GG006

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320
A12320
A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A12320

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332



9/10/2014 10:29:14 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:29:36 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:32:32 Address

9/10/2014 10:32:34 Address

9/10/2014 10:32:34 Latitude
9/10/2014 10:32:34 Longitude

9/10/2014 10:32:34 Street_Id

9/10/2014 10:32:34 IntersectionStreetiD

9/10/2014 10:32:34 Response_Area
9/10/2014 10:32:34 Response_Plan

9/10/2014 10:32:34 Address

9/10/2014 10:33:32 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:35:53 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:41:22 Read Comment

9/10/2014 10:52:40 Read Comment
9/10/2014 11:05:54 Read Comment
9/10/2014 11:26:33 Read Comment
9/10/2014 11:56:53 Read Comment
9/10/2014 12:10:32 Read Comment
9/10/2014 12:50:31 Read Comment
9/10/2014 13:09:22 Read Comment

9/10/2014 14:59:22 Read Comment

No Custom Time Stamps

False

False

Soda
Canyon Rd /
Silverado Tri

Soda
Canyon Rd /
Silverado Trl
38356878
122287455
295459
295461
21-23

21-23 1 Unit

Response
SODA

True

True

- SODA CANY/SODA

SPRIN

Soda Canyon Rd /
Soda Springs Rd

38389904
122285411
290472
290465
21-002
21-002 1 Unit

Response
Soda Canyon Rd /

CANY/SODA Soda Springs Rd

SPRIN
False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

Window)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)

(Comment Response_Master_incident GG006
Notification
Window)

Address
Change

Response_Master_[ncident GGO06

(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)

(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)

(Response Response_Master_incident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GGO06
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_incident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_incident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)

Change
Verified

Response_Master_lncident GGO06

(Comment Response_Master_Incident GG006
Notification
Window)

(Comment Response_Master_incident GG006
Notification

Window)

(Comment Response_Master_{ncident GG006
Notification

Window)

(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GGO06
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GG005
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_lincident GG006
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_tncident GG008
Viewer)
(Response Response_Master_Incident GG006
Viewer)

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A13332

A16225

A16225

A16225

A16225

A16225

A16225

A11900

A16225

A16225

A16225



Data User

Description

EMS NAPA CNTRL DISP  A12320

FIRE CALFIRE NAP SON  A12320
CO

LAW NAPSO A12320

No Attachment
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EXHIBIT *16”
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) Soda Canyon/Loma Vista Road Incident Report Sumn-afy Jan. 2- ,7

to Apr. 2015
Date Incident/Event No. Incident Type/Description Location of Incident Alarm Time/Incident | Clear Time/Incident
Call Received Closed
1/29/2007 7010149 Fire, Smoke Check 2439 Soda Canyon Road 10:24 AM 11:55 AM
3/16/2007 1603 EMS call, excluding vehicle accident with injury. 1035 Soda Canyon Road 5:22 PM 5:27 PM
3/16/2007 7001897 Lifeline alarm. Medical. 1035 Soda Canyon Road 5:22 PM 5:45 PM
9/2/2007 6542 Mobile property {vehicle) fire that burned 1/4 acres of 1200 Soda Canyon Road 12:05 PM 1:33 PM
grass under some grape vines. B-1407, Engine 25, Engine
2163 responded. Property owner was driving golf cart to
feed chickens. The vehicle over heated and melted the
wires and dropped slash on the ground and started the
grass fire.
9/2/2007 7007436 Fire, Wildland. 1200 Soda Canyon Road 12:04 PM 1:39 PM
9/29/2007 7408 Extrication/disentanglement of victim(s) from vehicle. 2150 Soda Canyon Road 7:58 AM 8:36 AM
Engine 25 responded to vehicle roll over with a fire. A full
wildland dispatch was started. Upon arrival, found a
single vehicle off the roadway with no fire involved.
Released to CHP.
9/29/2007 7998385 Medical, traffic collision. 2100 Soda Canyon Road 7:58 AM 8:37 AM
10/9/2007 7739 Good intent call. Engine 1472 responded to a smoke 3201 Soda Canyon Road 10:06 AM 10:40 AM
check in the area of 3201 Soda Canyon Road. |
10/9/2007 7008745 Fire, smoke check. 2108 Soda Canyon Road 10:03 AM 10:48 AM!|
11/23/2007 8883 Brush, or brush and grass fire mixture. Engine £1470 2000 Soda Canyon Road 6:34 PM 8:28 PM!l
responded to illegal control burn. Property owner had
adequate clearance and water supply, however it was a
no burn day.
11/23/2007 7010012 Fire, Wildland 2000 Soda Canyon Road 6:32 PM 8:39PM
11/29/2007 9006 False alarm, or false call, other. Smoke investigation. 2150 Soda Canyon Road 10:46 AM 11:29 AM
Legal control burn found at 2150. Several burn piles
containing olive trees.
3/10/2008 1717 Building fire. 1 or 2 family dwelling. 2001 Soda Canyon Road 9:34 PM| Closed 3/11/08 3:54
PM
3/10/2008 8002148 Fire, Residential 2001 Soda Canyon Road 3/1008 Closed 3/15/2008
9:32PM 12:29 PM




7/17/2008 5694 Brush, or brush and grass mixture fire. Engine " rrived 3700 Soda Canyon Road 8:00 AM 11:00 AM
at scene of a vegetation fire at 3700 Soda Canyon Road.
Upon arrival the fire had been extinguished by locals. The
fire burned about half an acre of grass and brush. The fire
started under a power pole.
7/17/2008 8006646 Fire, Wildland 3700 Soda Canyon Road 7:58 AM 12:23 PM
8/26/2008 7008 Motor vehicle accident with no injuries. Engine 25 arrived |2882 Soda Canyon Road 10:37 PM 11:03 PM
at scene with a single vehicle in the ditch. Provide first aid
and check for injuries. v
8/26/2008 8008082 Med, Traffic Collision 2882 Soda Canyon Road 10:36 PM 11:25 PM
1/15/2009 312 Passenger vehicle fire. Engine 25 dispatched to vehicle 1156 Soda Canyon Road 9:34 AM 9:57 AM
fire. The fire had been extinguished by the property f
owner.
1/15/2009 9000370 Fire, Veh Passenger 1156 Soda Canyon Road 9:34 AM 10:05 AM
1/21/2009 445 Authorized controlled burning. Determined to be a legal |1000 Soda Canyon Road 11:03 AM 11:23 AM
control burn in a vineyard and orchard.
1/21/2009 9000523 Fire, Wildland 1000 Soad Cny Rd- 11:00 AM 11:43 AM
Elementary School
3/3/2009 1272 Smoke scare, odor of smoke. FSR Napa respondedtoa  |2439 Soda Canyon Road 5:23 AM 6:17 AM
tone out for a structure fire; ended up being smoke in a
structure caused by the HVAC system pulling smoke from
the fireplace.
3/3/2009 9001517 Fire, Residential 2439 Soda Canyon Road 5:22 AM 6:53 AM
9/30/2009 7299 Brush, or brush and grass mixture fire. Small roadside 2929 Soda Canyon Road 3:39PM 5:51 PM
vegetation fire that burned up an embankment and
bumped into a road. NCFD Chipper Crew first fire
resource at scene. NCFD crew took action and kept the
fire in check until CalFire resources arrived.
9/30/2009 9008547 Fire, Wildland 2929 Soda Canyon Road 3:38 PM 6:09 PM
10/28/2009 8131 False alarm or false call, other. Engine 1493 responded to |Soda Canyon Road 2:11 AM 2:33 AM
a smoke check and was UTL.
10/28/2009 9009516 Fire, Smoke Check 2000 Soda Canyon Road 2:10 PM 2:52 PM
6/20/2010 10005172 Fire, Smoke Check 2500 Soda Canyon Road 11:27 AM 12:25 PV
7/19/2010 10006454 Fire, Wildland 1000 Blk Chimney Rock 7:36 PM 9:21 PV
Road
8/16/2010 10007593 Fire, Wildland Soda Canyon Store 5:35 PM 7:14 PV
1/1/2011 11000036 Medical. 1080 Soda Canyon road 8:48 PM 9:30 PV




1/1/2011 11000036 Medical 1080 Soda Canyon Road 8:48 AM 9:30 AM
1/24/2011 11000753 Medical 1080 Soda Canyon Road 6:12 PM 7:13 PM
2/21/2011 11001851 Fire, Residential 3396 Soda Canyon Road 1:47 PM 7:54 PM
3/8/2011 11002335 Medical 1080 Soda Canyon road 10:42 AM 11:10 AM
3/29/2011 11003260 Medical 1080 Soda Canyon Road 10:57 PM 11:19 PM
14/2/2011 11003394 Medical 1900 Soda Canyon Road 3:42 PM 4:35 PM
4/28/2011 11004335 Medical 1080 Soda Canyon road 8:17 PM 8:47 PM
5/10/2011 11004722 Fire, Residential Alarm 1320 Soda Canyon Road 3:56 AM Closed 6/23/2011
7/9/2011 11007084 Medical 3366 Soda Canyon Road 9:25 AM 10:12 AM
8/15/2011 11008484 Medical 1110 Soda Canyon Road 1:43 PM 2:28 PM
8/20/2011 11008703 Fire, Wildland 3090 Soda Canyon Road 7:17 PM| Closed 8/21/11 1:35
PM

9/14/2011 11009650 Med, Traffic Collision 2000 Soda Canyon Road 9:54 AM 11:57 AM
9/17/2011 11009745 Medical 1202 Soda Canyon Road 8:42 AM 9:55 AM
9/20/2011 11009877 Medical i 3366 Soda Canyon Road 3:00 PM 4:31 PM|
9/25/2011 11010066 Med, Traffic Colilision 2441 Soda Canyon Road 11:41 AM 1:.14 PM
9/30/2011 11010280 Medical 1110 Soda Canyon Road 12:49 PM 1:08 PM
10/10/2011 11010684 Medical 3366 Soda Canyon Road 11:12 AM 11:58 AM
10/22/2011 11011087 Fire, Smoke Check 3540 Soda Canyon Road 1:58 AM 3:56 AM
10/24/2011 11011149 PA, Person Lift a Vehicle off a Dog, Auto vs Dog 3465 Soda Canyon Road 9:28 AM 12:02 PM
10/30/2011 11011313 PA, Other 1202 Soda Canyon Road 6:57 AM 7:57 AM
11/1/2011 11011426 Fire, Wildland 1035 Loma Vista Dr 8:31 PM| Closed 12/6/11 1:21
PM

11/2/2011 11011446 Fire, False Alarm 3700 Soda Canyon Road 7:25 AM 8:08 AM
11/2/2011 11011440 Fire, False Alarm 3700 Soda Canyon Road 3:04 AM 5:06 AM
11/2/2011 11011466 Fire, Wildland 2500 Soda Canyon Road 4:43 PM| Closed 11/3/11 2:40
PM

11/3/2011 11011505 Medical 3366 Soda Canyon Road 9:12 PM 10:14 PM
11/10/2011 11011700 Medical 1110 Soda Canyon Road 8:02 AM 8:23 AM
12/1/2011 11012293 Fire, Wildland 1950 Soda Canyon Road 7:26 PM 8:44 PM
12/12/2011 11012606 Medical 1202 Soda Canyon Road 2:09 PM 2:27 PM
12/15/2011 11012683 PA, Person 1202 Soda Canyon Road 12:17 AM 12:33 AM
2/2/2012 12001038 Medical. Someone to flag in from the mailbox, 3396 Soda Canyon Road 11:27 AM 3:09 PM

construction in the driveway.

2/2/2012 12001038 Medical 3396 Soda Canyon Road 11:27 AM 3:09 PM
2/4/2012 12001111 Med, Traffic Collision 2362 Soda Canyon Road 6:45 PM 7:43 PM
2/13/2012 12001341 Medical 1169 Soda Canyon Road 6:10 AM 6:51 AM
2/19/2012 12001531 Medical 3366 Soda Canyon Road 6:07 AM 7:06 AM




2/23/2012 12001659 Fire, Wildland 3247 Soda Canyon Road 12:31 PM 42/27/12 6:40

PM
4/7/2012 12003003 PA, Other Propane Tank Making Noise; Noise from 2077 Soda Canyon Road 1:46 AM 3:14 AM

Vineyard Fan
4/14/2012 12003212 OTH, Cover Burn Tree Debry 3399 Soda Canyon Road 10:16 AM 6:51 PM
4/21/2012 12003425 Medical 1222 Soda Canyon Road 7:32 AM 8:30 AM
4/25/2012 12003536 OTH, Caver Control Burn 3267 Soda Canyon Road 7:15 AM 12:53 PM
5/12/2012 12004063 Medical 1160 Soda Canyon Road 7:41 AM 8:25 AM
6/15/2012 12005363 PA, Person Vehicle leaking fuel, Tow wants FIRE to clear [Soda Canyon Store 12:49 PM 1:09 PM
Vehicle

6/18/2012 12005515 Med, Traffic Collision 2368 Soda Canyon Road 3:56 PM 4:34 PM
6/20/2012 12005581 Medical 1180 Soda Canyon Road 5:15 AM 5:42 AM
6/27/2012 12005852 ‘|Medical 1180 Soda Canyon Road 3:41 AM 4:31 AM
6/28/2012 12005938 Medical 1180 Soda Canyon Road 9:18 PM 10:10 PM
7/10/2012 12006482 Medical 3091 Soda Canyon Road 9:44 AM 11:53 AM
8/3/2012 12007535 Medical 3201 Soda Canyon Road 11:33 AM 12:03 PM
8/11/2012 12007911 PA, Other 1185 Soda Canyon Road 5:12 PM 5:30 PM
10/15/2012 12010286 Fire, Wildland 1107 Silverhill CT 1:52 PM 2:02 PM
2/16/2013 13001475 Fire, Debris. 3000 Soda Canyon Road 11:21 AM| Closed 2/22/13 3:25

PM
2/22/2013 13001475 Fire, debris. 3000 Soda Canyon Road 11:21 AM 3:25 PM
5/1/2013 13003968 Fire, Wildland 1314 Soda Canyon Road 6:23 PM| Closed 5/4/13 6:20|

PM
5/14/2014 14004529 Medical. 1990 Soda Canyon Road 10:17 AM 11:12 AM
5/14/2014 14004529 Medical 1990 Soda Canyon Road 10:17 AM 11:12 AM
6/3/2014 14005356 Medical 1990 Soda Canyon Road 4:37 AM 5:53 AM
7/11/2014 14007194 Medical 1990 Soda Canyon Road 12:30 AM 1:40 AM
8/1/2014 14008107 Hazmat 1900 Soda Canyon Road 2:49 PM 3:50 PM
8/7/2014 14008369 Fire, False Alarm Soda Canyon Store 3:17 AM 4:55 AM
8/24/2014 14009119 PA, Person 1169 Soda Canyon Road 4:20 AM 6:19 AM
8/24/2014 14009155 Fire, False Alarm 2275 Soda Canyon Road 10:46 AM 11:33 AM
8/31/2014 14009489 Fire, False Alarm 2275 Soda Canyon Road 8:49 AM 9:15 AM
9/10/2014 14009921 Med, Traffic Collision 2700 Soda Canyon Road 9:54 AM 2:42 PM
10/3/2014 14010860 Medical 1990 Soda Canyon Road 2:02PM 2:43 PM
10/3/2014 14010878 Medical 1990 Soda Canyon Road 10:01 PM 12:32 AM
10/6/2014 14010997 Med, Traffic Collision 2275 Soda Canyon Road 10:50 AM 11:18 AM
10/12/2014 14011264 Medical 2077 Soda Canyon Road 10:09 AM 10:14 AM
10/12/2014 14011266 Medical 2077 Soda Canyon Road 10:23 AM 11:08 AM
11/3/2014 14012084 Medical 2291 Soda Canyon Road 4:20 AM 5:06 AM




11/16/2014 | 14012558 Hazmat 1410Soda Canyon Road 12:40 PM| Cle  %11/17/14 9:35

AM
11/17/2014 14012602 Medical 2354 Soda Canyon Road 1:18 PM 1:42 PM
12/16/2014 14013726 Hazard, Tree Down West Bound Lane 2100 Soda Canyon Road 5:03 AM 5:46 AM
2/14/2015 15001878 Medical 1407 Soda Canyon Road 2:40 PM 3:19 PM
2/22/2015 15001788 Hazard, electrical. Hazard tree down. 1900 Soda Canyon Road 7:52 AM 8:19 AM
2/22/2015 15001788 Haz, Electrical, Tree Down w/ Possible Phone Wires in 1900 Soda Canyon Road 7:52 AM 8:19 AM

Roadway

2/27/2015 15001975 PA, Person 1218 Soda Canyon Road 8:54 AM 9:10 AM
4/6/2015 15003296 Fire, Wildland 1220 Soda Canyon Road 3:45 PM} Closed 4/13/15 7:43

AM

Source: California Deparment of Forestry and Fire Protection: Interagency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action; California All Incident Reporting

System (CAIRS)




Interagency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action

Incident Number: 13~CALNU 002964
Incident Name: SODA
Event Number: 13003968

Incident Locaticn

Detail Report-All Segment

Tncident Status: CLS

Location: 1314 SODA CANYON RD ,NAPA Apartment:

Lo Cross: 1199 BLK SHADY QOAKS DR Hi Cross: 1.OMA VISTA DR

City: NAPA County: NAPA Map Page: 429 G 3

Loc Com:

Latitude: 38.370994 Agency: CALNU Dispatch Zone: 9
Longitude: -122.283253 Jurisdiction: CALNU Battalion: 1416
Legal: 15 _TO6N_RO4W M DPA Agency: CANPA Resp. Area: K61
UTM: 10 562611 4247222 Atom: N6l
LEGAL 15_TO6N_RO4W M

Reporting Party Information

Caller Loc:

Caller Phone:
call Source: 911

Incident Type/Response Information

Dispatch Level: L

Final Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND
Response Plan: NYWB

Initial Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND

Response Level: 1

Incident Date/Time Summary

Incident Call Rec.: 05/01/2013 18:23:42
Incident Keystroke: 05/01/2013 18:23:42 bPersonnel ID CAD Workstatiocn
Tncident Entry: 05/01/2013 18:25:40 LEKARLOW LNUCADOL
Incident Dispatch: 05/01/2013 18:27:20 CDUNCAN INUCADOL
Incident Closed: 05/04/2013 18:20:18
Fire Information
Status: Contained: Controlled:
Fire Report Person: MILLOSOVICH Total Acres Burned : 20
Investigation Report Person:
Time Summary:
- WAI DSP ENR ONS AAC CLS
18:25.40 18:27.20 18:30.08 18:40.08 18:09.09 18:20.L8

S&VW?\G’ le pov +3




Interagency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action

Incident Number: 12-CALNU 001216

Incident Name: SODA
Event Number: 12001639

Incident Location

Detail Report-All Segment

Incident Status: CLS

Location: 3247 SODA CANYON RD ,NAPA Apartment:

Lo Cross: DRIVEWAY Hi Cross: DEAD-END

City: NAPA County: NAPA Map Page: 409_F 1

Loc Com:

Latitude: 38.435148 Agency: CANPA Dispatch Zone: 9
Longitude: —122.296923 Jurisdiction: CRNPA Battalion: 1416
Legal: 22_TO7N_RO4W M DPA Agency: CALNU Resp. Area: N26
UTM: 10 561362 4254331 Atom: N26
LEGAL 22_TO7N_RO4W M

Reporting Party Information

Caller Loc:

Caller Phone:
Call Source: 911

Incident Type/Response Information

Dispatch Level: L

Final Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND

Response

Initial Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND

plan: FWL6

Response Level: 1

Incident Date/Time Summary

Incident Call Rec.: 02/23/2012 12:31:32
Incident Keystroke: 02/23/2012 12:31:32 Personnel ID CAD Workstation
Incident Entry: 02/23/2012 12:32:50 SPUTMAN LNUCADO1
Tncident Dispatch: 02/23/2012 12:35:23 SPUTMAN LNUCAD0L
Incident Closed: 02/27/2012 16:40:41

Fire Information
Status: CTRL Contained: 02/25/2012 21:29:00 controlled:02/26/2012 20:00:00
Fire Report Person: BENGUEREL Total Acres Burned : 200
Investigation Report Person:

Egme Summary: J

WAT DSP ENR ONS AAC CLS
12:32.50 12:35.23 12:38.00 12:56.29 17:15.14 16:40.41




EXHIBIT *“17”

EXHIBIT “17”

EXHIBIT “17”






oA

v

ta-cosS-€L0
< -

[

4 ;qu_ ‘A

G :r;




EXHIBIT “18”

EXHIBIT 18

EXHIBIT *18”



LRt

o 1%

f
4

A~dy

A TR




Ky Er e

R

A

7 %‘q"&?’f;

@4 .
e 4

o) wges
(Y@ v AT D

sl t¥S
Q)




ot

Lpye Ly AT )

3
4







344 SN
Mﬂ‘w 3 1 oy




B
o,

Ll DA
DI
iy




S

g
R

LN
s

WS

~rOLLVIGY  AS 2

Goe ¥










EXHIBIT “19”

EXHIBIT *“19”

EXHIBIT *“19”



Q
Y
&

.4
| K el







EXHIBIT “20”
EXHIBIT “20”

EXHIBIT *20”



Sc &

<
°




ol
J
V)




O

3 20D

b

]
~

7\~ o
6?,2/\! bo‘HH—

=3

s

BTN

‘-‘

5ot

-
-
e
T
AT
o -

(DL TRV S PR



)
e

4

4

)
RSV

N

N [3 j
LI 2 Wared, 3
L Nky A .W,ww

A W




2 ¢
7
&

=

.

2Qe ¢




EXHIBIT “21”

EXHIBIT “21”

EXHIBIT *“21”



! Legend

Major roads

_ Soda Cyn Rd service area

Water bodies
Fire hazard severity zone

Moderate
High

Very High

Napa County Fire Hazard Severity Zones and Soda Canyon Road Service Are:
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L.oma Fire General Information Page 1 of |

CAgov | FAQs | ContactUs | SiteMap | Transiale

- ﬁm This Site Calfornia

ROKE ASQUY US PROGRAME NZESEO0N CARZERS RESOURCES

California Statewide rire
Map

; 2016 Calif...

" Uastmodified on Nov 02,2011 |

LOMA FIRE
- - - NE%ABS
Loma Fire Incident Information: : . - i
. St ;. |
Last Updated: November 2, 2011 8.30 am FINAL ! . xr@no !
Date/Time Started: November 1, 2011 9:05 pm San Fnjgz\cmco :
Administrative Unit: CAL FiRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit Sa'nrjosc éﬂ’ ’ ve ;’
County: Napa County r.nl..lf Cara Las v :
Location: Loma Vista Dr & Soda Canyon Rd, north of the City of Napa g r
Estimated - 90 acres - 100% contained. ! p ;
\ K A les i
Containment: @ Angele ;
.Sm'\; Die y
°'r-—2°~1:*"d ?
BAL
caLirgr |

Map data 02014 Booale, NEGT  Tame [
View Califomia Fire Map in a larger map

LOMA FIRE MORE INFO
« Loma Fire nformation i

+ Telephone Numbers
+ Special Notices

Back to Top | Conditions of Use | Privacy Policy | Contact Us | Site Map
Copyright © 2012 State of California
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A y Incident Name: SODA
~. @ . . . . : 11011426
’ lnteragency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action Fvent Number
Detail Report-All Segment

Incident Number: 11-caing 008829

Incident Location Incident Statuys: CLS
Location: 1035 LomMa VISTA DR , NAPA . Apartment :

Lo Cross: 1409 BLK sopa canvon mp Hi Cross: DEAD-END

City: NAPA County: NAPA Map Page: 429 ¢ 2

Loc Com:

latitude: 38.376543 Agency ; CALNU Dispatch Zone: 9
Longitude: -122.285487 Jurisdiction: CALNU Battalion: 1416
Legal: 10_T05N_R04W_M DPA Agency: CALNU Resp. Area: N19

UTM: 10 562411 4247g3¢ Atom: N19

LEGAL 10_T06N_RO4w M 0

Reporting Party Information
Caller Name: — Caller Phope-
Caller Loc: Call Source:

Incident ifype/Respouse Information

Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND
Response Leve]: 1

Final Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND Initia]
Dispatch Level: H Response Plan: FWL6
Incident Date/Time Stmmary

Incident call Rec. :

Incident Keystroe: 11/01/2011 20:31:05 Personnel Ip CAD Workstation
Incident Entry: 11/01/2011 20:32212 FENGELRE LNUCADO3
Incident Dispatch: 11/01/2011 20:33:08 JGAHAGAN LNUCAD(Q2
Incident Closed: 12/06/2011 13:21:30
Fire Information

Status: Contained: Controlled:

Fire Report Person: NEWBERRY Total Acres Burned : 65

Investiga tion Report Person:

Time Summary: l
WAZI Dsp ENR ONS AAC CLs WAI

20:32,12 20:33.08 20:58.02 21:36.26 I 16:59.52 16:59.57 I 8:51.50 l

CLS WAI CLs WAL CLS
8:55.08 9:05.59 9:07.00 13:12.14 13:21.30
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Fast-moving fire scares Soda Canyon residents

NOVEMBER 02, 2011 £:28 PM « KERANA TODOROV

Dozens of residents returned to their homes
in the Soda Canyon area Wednesday
following a hair-raising Tuesday night fire
that scorched 85 acres in gusty winds,
reducing a vacation house to ashes and
destroying the garage and an old pigeon
coop on a nearby property.

The fast-moving fire, which was reported at
about 8:40 p.m. Tuesday, was deciared
contained at 8 a.m. Wednesday, CalFire

Assistant Chief David Shew said.

On Wednesday morning, CalFire crews continued to extinguish hot spots, with a
helicopter delivering buckets of water. No one was injured in the fire, whose cause
remains under investigation, Shew said at mid-day.

Dozens of residents were evacuated as high winds, estimated at 20 to 30 miles per hour,
fanned the flames, threatening about 100 properties on Soda Canyon Road and along
Loma Vista and Shady Oaks drives, according to CalFire.

Luckily, the hills shielded the fire from the winds, Shew said. Soda Canyon Road was
closed at Silverado Trail while the fire burned. '

CalFire investigators are looking at many possible causes for the fire, including downed
power lines near Loma Vista Drive, Shew said. Damage estimates were still being
compiled as of Wednesday afternoon.

The fire engulfed a house at 1029 Loma Vista Drive that had sweeping views of the Napa
Valley. As they evacuated the area, neighbors saw flames, some four stories high, climb
a hillside toward the house.

The property was unoccupied, neighbors said. The property’s owners, who reside in Rye,
N.Y., according to county records, could not be reached for comment Wednesday.

Residents returned home Wednesday morning after an ordered evacuation Tuesday
night. The Red Cross was prepared to open a shelter at Crosswalk Church in Napa, but
the evacuees apparently found accommodations elsewhere, Frank Lucier, the local Red
Cross executive director, said.

On Soda Canyon Road, Anavon Anderson recalled how she had opened her front door
in the 1300 block of Soda Canyon Road Tuesday to check the howling winds, only to see
flames taller than her two-story house a few hundreds yards awa’ _

http:/mapavalleyregister.com/news/local/fast-moving-tire-scares-soda-can
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The fire destroyed her property’'s garage, along with an empty pigeon coop where her
husband, Clyde, had raised birds.

"It was terrifying. It really was," Anavon Anderson, 77, said as firefighters monitored hot
spots nearby.

When she shouted an alarm, her husband ran outside to get their two vehicles out of the
garage. He also turned on sprinklers on the roof of their two-story house and, using a
hose, doused the area around the house with water.

Clyde Anderson, 80, said he lost a house on the property to fire in 1965. "l know what it
can do," Anderson said.

On Tuesday, he spent the night on his property after the flames had swept by, while his
wife and their dog, Marley, stayed with relatives in downtown Napa.

On Loma Vista Drive, Alex Horeczko said their 3 1/2-year-old twins were in bed, having
trouble going to sleep because of the winds, when her husband, Alan, saw the fire from
the kitchen window.

He yelled, "“There’s a fire!™
Alex Horeczko came to the kitchen. "it was like a raging bonfire," she said.

Not wanting to take chances, they grabbed their two children, Nicholas and Lara, who
were in their pajamas, their two cats, Darjie and Earl, their wallets and cell phones and
drove off within 10 minutes, just as the first fire truck was arriving, she said.

"We knew it was spreading pretty quickly,” Alex Horeczko said.

The family ended up staying at a hotel in Napa. The two cats were kept inside the
family’s Toyota Highlander with a litter box because the hotel did not allow pets, the
family said.

As it turns out, it was Darjie’s second close-call this year. In March, the cat hid in a
moving pod when the family was moving from Colorado to Napa. The cat was found
dehydrated, but OK, in Napa 11 days later, generating a story in The Register.

On Wednesday afternoon, Darjie and Earl were reportedly back to their normal selves.
"They’re outside enjoying the weather," Alex Horeczko said.

The fire response included fire crews from Napa, Sonoma, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz,
Shew said.

Fire crews were dispatched to Soda Canyon Road late Wednesday afternoon, when a
vegetation fire of unknown origin burned between 1 and 2 acres in the 2300 block of
Soda Canyon Road, CalFire said. The fire was contained at about 5:30 p.m., Shew said.
A CalFire helicopter dropped buckets of water on the fire as fire crews staged at the
Soda Canyon Volunteer Fire Department.

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/fast-moving-fire-scares-soda-canyon-residents/art... 7/10/2015
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Families return home after Tuesday night's wildlands
fire

MOVEMEER 02, 2011 12:13 AM » KERAMNA TCDOROV

Residents returned to their homes in the
Soda Canyon area this morning following
the hair-raising Tuesday night fire that
scorched 90 acres in gusty winds, reducing
a vacation house to ashes and destroying
the garage and an old pigeon coop on a

nearby property.

The fast-moving fire, which was reported at
about 8:40 p.m. Tuesday, was declared
contained at 8 a.m. Wednesday, CalFire

Assistant Chief David Shew said.

On Wednesday morning, CalFire crews continued to extinguish hotspots, with a
helicopter delivering buckets of water. No one was injured in the fire, whose cause
remains under investigation, Shew said at mid-day.

About 24 homes were evacuated as high winds, estimated at 30 miles per hour, fanned
the flames. Luckily, the hills shielded the fire from the fiercest winds, CalFire said.

CalFire investigators are looking at a number of possibilities for what caused the fire,
including downed power lines near Loma Vista Drive, Shew said. Damage estimates are

still being compiled.

Anavon Anderson opened his front door in the 1300 block of Soda Canyon Road to
check the howling winds, only to see flames taller than her two-story house a few
hundreds yards away.

The fire destroyed her property’s garage, along with a few outbuildings and an empty
pigeon coop where her husband, Clyde, had raised birds.

“It was terrifying. It really was,” Anavon Anderson said.

When she shouted an alarm, her husband ran outside to get their two cars out of the
garage. He also turned on sprinklers on the roof of their two-story house and, using a
hose, doused the area around the house with water.

Clyde Anderson, 80, said he lost a house in 1965 on the property. “I know what it can
do,” he said.

E;Cv-_}b:-* d5¢

http://www.naparegister.com/news/local/families-return-home-after-tuesday-night-s-wildla... 7/10/2015
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Soda Canyon Road was closed at Silverado Trail around 10:15 p.m. as 22 fire trucks,
five inmate crews, three water tankers and two bulldozers poured into the area, CalFire
said.

http://www.naparegister.com/news/local/families-return-home-after-tuesday-night-s-wildla... 7/10/2015
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SODA FIRE

Soda Fire Incident Information:

Last Updated: February 25, 2012 8:30 am FINAL
Date/Time Started: February 23, 2012 12:32 pm
Administrative Unit: CAL FIRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit . :
County: Napa County !
Location: 3200 block of Soda Canyon Road, north of Siiverado Trail, ) :
northeast of Napa City ;
i
Acres Burned - 200 acres !
Containment: L
Estimated - 200 acres - 100% Contained
Containment:
Evacuations: No evacuations in place !
Injuries: 2 minor injuries |
. . , . i
Cause: Escaped agricultural debris bum pile View Catifornia Fire Map in a larger map ;
Gooperating Agencles:  CAL FIRE, Napa County Fire Dept. (FD), Calistoga FD, Napa |
City FD, St. Helena FD, American Canyon FP District, Napa SODA FIRE MORE INFO i
County Sheriff Dept. and California Dept. of Cormrections and i
Rehabifitation. « Soda Fire Information i
5 . + Incident Maps i
Total Fire Personnel: 956 firefighters . Photos 5
Totaj Fire Engines: 5 fire engines ! « News Releases !
Total Fire crews: 5 fire crews * Weather Information :
- Telephone Numbers !
Total Dozers: 1 bulldozer ' - Special Notices
Conditions: The fire bumned in steep and rugged terrain, making access . + Related Links ;
difficult. Gusty winds posed a challenge on Thursday, but 4

diminished on Friday allowing firefighters to make good
progress towards containment of the fire. Resources will remain
on the inddent today patrolling and mopping up.

Back to Top | Conditions of Use | Privacy Policy | Contact Us | Site Map
Copyright © 2012 State of Califomnia
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http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/incidents/incidents_details_info?incident_id=615 5/192016



Interagency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action

. Incident Number: 12-CALNU 001216
i"i;@f Incident Name: SODA
Event Number: 12001659

Detail Report-All Segment

Incident Location

Incident Status: CLS

Location: 3247 SODA CANYON RD ,NAPA Apartment:

Lo Cross: DRIVEWAY Hi Cross:  DEAD-END

Citv: NAPA County: NAPA Map Page: 409_F 1

Loc Com

Latitude: 38.435148 Agency: CANPA Dispatch Zone: 9
Longitude: —122.296923 Jurisdiction: CANPA Battalion: 1416
Legal: 22 _TO7TN_RO4W M DPA Agency: CALNU Resp. Area: N26
UTM: 10 561362 4254331 Atom: N26
LEGAL 22~T07N_RO4W;M 0

Reporting Party

Information

Caller Loc:

Caller Phone:
Call Source: 911

Incident Type/Response Information

Final Incident

Type: FIRE, WILDLAND Initial Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND

Dispatch Level: L Response Plan: FWL6E Respcnse Level: 1

Incident Date/Time Summary

Incident Call Rec.: 02/23/2012 12:31:32

Investigation Report Person:

Incident Keystroke: 02/23/2012 12:31:32 Personnel ID CAD Workstation
Incident Entry: 02/23/2012 12:32:50 SPUTMAN LNUCADO1
Incident Dispatch: 02/23/2012 12:35:23 SPUTMAN LNUCADO1
Incident Closed: 02/27/2012 16:40:41

Fire Information
Status: CTRL Contained: 02/25/2012 21:23:00 controlled:02/26/2012 20:00:00
Fire Report Person: BENGUEREL Total Acres Burned : 200

E;;e Summary:

WAI
12:32.50

DSP
i2:35.23

ENR

ONS AAC
12:38.00

12:56.29 17:15.14

CLSs
16:40.41
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Soda Canyon fire fully contained

FEBRUARY 24, 2012 9:00 AM - PETER JENSEN

UPDATE (10:10 a.m.): Aided by reduced
 winds and cooler weather, CalFire reported
Saturday morning that the 200-acre Soda
Canyon fire was 100 percent contained.

The fire broke out at mid-day Thursday,
apparently caused when sparks from
someone burning vineyard debris escaped
into adjacent brushland, CalFire said. State
fire spokesman Daniel Berlant said
investigators are now trying to determine
whether the unnamed person was negligent and should be fined, according to the
Associated Press.

The wildfire had burned 200 acres by Thursday night. CalFire, assisted by fire
departments from the Napa Valley cities and the Napa County Fire Department, spent all
day Friday and Friday night putting out hot spots.

At the peak of the rare February wildfire, three homes up Soda Canyon Road were
threatened, but firefighters saved them all.

At the fire's peak, more than 200 firefighters were on the fire lines, with two helicopters
dropping water near threatened residences.

Fire crews intended to remain on the scene Saturday, patrolling and mopping up, Calfire
said.

Updated 10:23 p.m.: CalFire says the Soda Canyon fire is 75 percent contained, with full
containment expected by 8 a.m. Saturday.

Two hundred firefighters continue to battle a brush fire that has scorched about 200
acres in Soda Canyon, but the lack of winds allowed them to make progress in corralling
it on Friday, according to CalFire.

Friday’s fire didn’t produce the heavy smoke seen in the area northeast of Napa on
Thursday afternoon, when the blaze broke out shortly after 12:30 p.m.

Crews spent Friday extinguishing hot spots, where flames burst out in small areas, and
working to complete a containment line around the fire's acreage, said CalFire
spokesman Daniel Berlant. As of late Friday afternoon, he wasn’t sure how much of the

fire had been contained. o
Eau\f\. Jod AICE

http://www.naparegister.com/news/local/soda-canyon-fire-fully-contained/article_f7d8afae... 7/10/2015
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The work is difficult because the canyon is extremely rugged and steep, but the good
weather and low winds helped fire crews, Berlant said.

“The weather really has been cooperating today,” he said. “Residents saw a significantly
less amount of smoke. We want to make sure we put out every ember, every hot spot
before we leave.”

The fire threatened three homes Thursday night, but they were safe by Friday, Berlant
said. Investigators are looking into reports that the fire started from a debris burn,
possibly from a vineyard.

Berlant said this is one of the largest wildfires in the state so far this year. He said having
a fire of this size this early in the year is rare.

“It's not something we’'ve had in many, many years,” Berlant said.

CalFire spokesman Brian Hampton said the agency assessed the acreage aerially Friday
morning and determined the fire’s size to be 200 acres — more than three times larger

than previously estimated.

The blaze hadn’t grown much overnight Thursday, officials said. CalFire hadn’t been able
to accurately assess the size of the fire from the ground Thursday because it had burned
into a steep canyon.

Crews from around the state have come to help fight it, Berlant said. Slightly fewer than
200 firefighters were on the scene Friday.

The hillsides are much drier than usual because of the low rainfall this winter.
Temperatures Thursday were some 15 degrees warmer than usual, with strong winds at
the ridge tops.

Berlant said the recent rain hasn’t done much to help the dried-out grass and brush.

CalFire has seen an increase in wildfires this year. From Jan. 1 to Feb. 18, the agency
received reports of 347 wildfires. In that same period last year, the agency received 122
reports of wildfires. The burned acreage has also increased, with 342 acres consumed in
wildfires this year, compared to 136 acres last year, Berlant said.

“If we don’t see a monsoon of rain over the next month it's going to dry out more,” Berlant
said. “VWe're only going to see more and more fires as we get later into the year.”

http://www .naparegister.com/news/local/soda-canyon-fire-fully-contained/article f7d8afae... 7/10/2015
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Crews Fight Vegetation Fire in
Napa

Fire crews said even after they got the fire knocked down, they would stay onthe
scene overnight watching for hot spots.

NéEé Vegeféiidﬁ fire was fought By the grouﬁd and the air.
Updated at 6:46 PM PDT on Thursday, Feb 23, 2012

Crews appeared to have the upper hand on a 35-acre vegetation fire in Napa

County by nightfall Thursday. Crews said they expected full containment by the
end of the night. Fxwibrt Yo

http://www printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?expire=&title=Crews+Fight+Vegetation+Fire... 7/10/2015



Crews Fight Vegetation Fire in Napa | NBC Bay Area Page 2 of 3

The fire was off Soda Canyon Road near the Silverado Trail and was threatening
three homes for a time. Anyone who was in the homes at the time of the fire was

told to evacuate.
CalFire named the fire "Soda Fire."

There was at least one large home on the top of ridge that appeared to be within a
few yards a fire spot in the 5 p.m. hour. Fire trucks could be seen surrounding the

home.

The temperature in the area was in the 70s and there were wind gusts of 30 mph
which did not help matters, fire crews said.

The fire started around 12:30 p.m. when a controlled burn on private property
spread, according to officials.

There were 180 firefighters at the scene of the fire that was burning brush-covered
hillsides and flat land. Two helicopters were dropping water on the fire from above
and bull dozers turning the ground below to keep the fire from spreading.

The fire was putting up white smoke that could be seen from downtown Yountville.
Reporter Christie Smith said she could smell the fire from her home in Hercules.

Firefighters said they would be on the scene throughout the night looking for hot

spots.

http://www printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?expire=&title=Crews+Fight+Vegetation+Fire... 7/10/2015
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Bay City News contributed to this report.

Published at 4:28 PM PDT on Feb 23, 2012

Find this article at:
http:/iwww.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Crews-Respond-to-Vegatation-Fire-in-Napa-140233783.html

(I Check the box to include the fist of links referenced in the article.

© NBC Universal, Inc. | All Rights Reserved.

http://www.printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?expire=&title=Crews+Fight+Vegetation+Fire... 7/10/2015



EXHIBIT *27”

EXHIBIT “27”

EXHIBIT “27”



m Incident Number: 13-CALNU 002564

m Incident Name: SODA

Event Number: 13003968

Interagency Report of Incident and Dispatch Action

Detail Report-All Segment

Incident Location Incident Status: CLS
Location: 1314 sSOba CANYON RD ,NAPA Apa[tment;
Lo Cross: 1199 BLK SHADY OAKS DR Hi Crecss: LOMA VISTA DR i
City: NAPA Countvy: NAPA Map Page: 429 G 3
Loc Com:
Latitude: 38.370994 Agency: CALNU Dispatch Zone: 9 .{
Longlitude: —122.283253 Jurisdiction:  CALNU Battalion: 1416 :
Legal: 15_TO6N_RO4W M DPA Agency: CANPA Resp. Area: N61
T : 10 562611 4247222 Atom:- N61
LEGAL 15 _TO6N_RO4W M a

Reporting Party Information

Caller Name: - Caller Phone:

Caller Loc: Call Source: 911

Incident Type/Response Information

Final Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND Initial Incident Type: FIRE, WILDLAND
Dispatch Level: L Response Plan: NYWB Respons2 Level: 1

Incident Date/Time Surmary
Incident Call Rec.: 05/01/2013 18:23:42

Incident Keystroke: 05/01/2013 18:23:42 Perscnnel ID CAD Workstation
Incident Entry: 05/01/2013 18:25:40 LKARLOW LNUCADO1
Incident Dispatch: 05/01/2013 18:27:20 CDUNCAN LNUCADO1
Incident Closed: 05/04/2013 18:20:18

Fire Information

Status: Contained: Centrolled:
Fire Repcrt Person: MILLOSOVICH Total Acres Burned : 20
Investigation Report Person:
[Time Sunmary : J
WAXI DSP ENR ONS AAC CLS
18:25.40 18:27.20 18:30.08 18:40.08 18:09.09 18:20.18
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Winds, heat contribute to fires around Napa County

MAY 01, 2013 7:44 AM - KERANA TODOROV

CalFire fought several wildfires in Napa
County on Wednesday, including a blaze
that burned 75 acres and gutied a barn near
Yountville and a smailer 2-acre blaze in
rugged country near Calistoga.

At about 6:40 p.m. Wednesday, firefighters
from as far as Marin County responded to a
wildfire near the Soda Springs ruins above
Soda Canyon Road in east Napa County.
The fire, which broke as winds gusts
reached about 20 miles per hour, burned an abandoned trailer in a eucalyptus grove.

Early in the evening, onlookers snapped pictures of two helicopters — one from CalFire
and another contracted through “Call When Needed” — dumping buckets of water on the
burning, smoking blaze in steep terrain.

As of about 8 p.m., the Soda fire had burned about 20 acres, according to CalFire/Napa
County officials. While the blaze may be contained by Thursday morning, fire crews are
expected to remain at the site for days, they said.

“With the heavy fuels, we'll be out here for a couple of days,” CalFire/Napa County Fire
Chief Scott Upton said. “We've stopped the forward spread of the fire. But they’ll be
heavy mop-up.”

The cause of the fire is unknown, but there were two downed power lines near the ruins,
CalFire/Napa County fire representatives said. Pacific Gas and Electric Co. responded to
the incident. Napa County Sheriff's deputies closed Soda Springs Road, a one-lane rural
road that veers off Soda Canyon Road and leads to the ruins.

Earlier in the day, the Yountville fire, located near the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife facility on Siiverado Traii, north of Yountville, was 100 percent contained early
Wednesday afternoon, CaiFire/Napa County Fire Capt. Amy Head said at 1 p.m..

The fire gutted a barn on the Gamble family ranch, but no injuries were reported.

The Yountville fire broke out shortly before midnight, said CalFire Battalion Chief Curtis
Brown. Firefighters were challenged by a lack of access and winds gusting to 25 mph, he

said. —
Exvibit 9 b

“It made it very difficult,” Brown said. “It's very dangerous.”

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/winds-heat-contribute-to-fires-around-napa-count... 7/10/2015



Winds, heat contribute to fires around Napa County Page 2 of 3

The fire burned an unused former slaughterhouse built in the 1920s, ranch owner Tom
Gamble said Wednesday morning as firefighters continued to hose the barn with water.

Arnold Rojas, a resident on nearby State Lane, said he had a hard time falling asleep
because of the high winds. Then the smelil of the fire woke him up. “The smoke was

really thick,” he said.

Fire crews inciuded volunteer firefighters from Capell Valley who supplied fire crews with
water. One of the firefighters, Capell Valley Volunteer Fire Capt. Bob Lee, estimated
having supplied 7,500 gallons to fire engines throughout the night.

About 80 firefighters were at the scene Wednesday. Some of the firefighters were
expected to remain at the fire Thursday, officials said.

Near Angwin, strong winds caused another fire when a tree branch struck a power line
that arced, causing a fire in the 1000 block of Las Posadas Road,, said Angwin Volunteer
Fire Chief Avery Browne. A property manager heard noise, saw the fire and called for
help at 12:07 a.m. Wednesday.

The fire extended into a tree, then reached the roof of a 5,000-square-foot barn where
Treasure Wine Estates maintains vineyard equipment worth more than $50,000, he said.

The fire got into the attic, but firefighters were able to save the structure, estimated value
of $180,000, as well as the contents, including tractors, discs, and fuel. The fire was put
out in about 20 minutes, Browne said. The firefighters left the scene at 5:30 a.m.

The fire came near a 250-gallon propane tank, but the tank did not explode because of a
vent.

Altogether, the fire caused about $50,000 worth of damage to the structure, and burned a
half acre, Browne said. Firefighters had to cut a hole in the roof to keep the fire from
progressing.

“I'm very proud of those guys,” Browne said.

A larger wildfire, called the Yellow Fire, burned Wednesday in Knights Valley in Sonoma
County, with 114 firefighters on the scene, CalFire said. The fire was reported at 2 a.m.,
Head said. That fire had burned at least 125 acres of oak woodland and rolling hills east
of Healdsburg and damaged a house, CalFire said Wednesday.

Another blaze, dubbed the Summit Fire, had burned about 2 acres near the
Schramsberg Vineyards south of Calistoga.

CalFire spokeswoman Suzie Blankenship said 46 firefighters were battling that blaze at
midday Wednesday. The fire started at about 5:30 a.m. Wednesday near the 1400 block

of Schramsberg Road, she said.

No structures have burned and there are no injuries in the Calistoga blaze, CalFire said.
Firefighters were unable to get engines close to the fire because of the steep terrain and
were hiking in with hoses, Blankenship said.

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/winds-heat-contribute-to-fires-around-napa-count... 7/10/2015
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The cause of the fire is under investigation and there is no estimate when it will be
contained, CalFire said Wednesday afternoon.

The Yellow Fire was expected to be fully contained by Thursday morning, Head said.
Fire crews were also dispatched to the 18000 block of Highway 128 near the Yellow Fire
at 1:20 a.m. Tuesday where a 65-foot tall oak tree fell on power lines. A fire then burned
about 1/2 acre, Head said.

“The high winds have definitely been a challenge,” Head said.

Bay City News contributed to this story

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/winds-heat-contribute-to-fires-around-napa-count... 7/10/2015
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Last modified on Mov 23, 2013

Silverado Fire Incident Information:

Last Updated:
Date/Time Started:
Administrative Unit:
County:

Location:

Acres Burmned -
Containment:

Structures Destroyed:
Evacuations:

Cause:

Cooperating Agencies:

Total Fire Personnel:
Total Fire Engines:
Total Fire crews:
Total Water Tenders:
Long/Lat:

Conditions:

Phone Numbers

November 23, 2013 6:30 pm FiNAL
November 21, 2013 9:38 pm

CAL FIRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit

Napa County

Off Sitverado Trail in the Soda Canyon area near Napa

190 acres - 100% contained

1 outbuilding
Lifted on Friday, 11-22-13 at 06:00PM.
Under Investigation

CAL FIRE, Napa County Fire, Rutherford VFD, Soda Canyon
VFD, Napa County Sheriff's Office, and Califomia Dept. of
Corrections and Rehabilitation
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Firefighters continue to strengthen and patral fire line. Heavy
mop up. Weather 67 degrees, 11% humidity, wind 2mph.
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NBC Bay Area
300 acre fire in Napa. Nov. 21, 2013

Updated at 6:10 PM PDT on Friday, Nov 22, 2013

Firefighters in Napa County are gaining ground on a wind-whipped vegetaticn fire.

As of 6 p.m. Friday evening, it's 70 percent contained. So far, 300 acres have
burned. The high winds were making containing the fire difficult to fight.

Eoabd 36b
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Homes in the Napa area were being threatened by a wind-whipped grass fire that has burned at least
300 acres. (Published Friday, Nov 22, 2013)

It's happening near Soda Canyon Road and Loma Vista Drive, not far from
Silverado Trail.

All evacuations and road closures have been lifted, the Napa County Sheriff's

Office announced Friday evening.
Mandatory evacuations were in place for about 50 people living on Loma Vista,
Shady Oaks and Ridge drives. An emergency shelter was opened at Napa High

School.

The fire started around 11 p.m. Thursday night, and firefighters say, the flames
spread quickly.

More than 200 firefighters were on scene. Strong wind gusts were reported
throughout the region, reaching as high as 55 mph in some areas.

No word yet on any injuries or if any homes have been destroyed.

The cause of the fire is under investigation.

http://www printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?expire=&title=300+Acre+Grass+Fire+Bums+...  7/10/2015
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Bay City News contributed to this report.
Published at 6:43 AM PDT on Nov 22, 2013

More stories from NBC Bay Area:

Find this article at:
http:/iwvww.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/-300-Acre-Grass-Fire-Burns-in-Napa-232998261.htmi

D Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article.

© NBC Universal, Inc. | All Rights Reserved.
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Wildfire burns 300 acres, forces evacuations Page 2 of 2

Initially, about 50 structures were threatened, but only one outbuilding burned, Capt. Amy
Head of CalFire/Napa County reported Friday morning. A firefighter was treated fora
strained neck.

Napa County sheriff's deputies and the California Highway Patrol closed Soda Canyon
Road on Thursday night to traffic, as fire trucks rushed to the rare late November wildfire.
Silverado Trail remained open to traffic throughout.

Responding to the evacuations and uncertainty surrounding the fire’s course, the
American Red Cross opened an evacuation shelter at the Napa High School gymnasium
for a few hours Thursday night. A Red Cross volunteer was. assigned to the evacuation
zone, said Napa Red Cross Director Anne Steinhauer.

About 50 families were being evacuated, but as of around 1 a.m. Friday only five people
had showed up at the gym. Eventually they all left to seek other accommodations.

Most of the evacuees stayed with family and friends, said Napa County Sheriff's Capt.
Tracey Stuart. Others refused to leave their homes, she said.

The fire erupted on an evening when the National Weather Service had warned of winds
above 35 mph in the North Bay, and above 50 mph at higher elevations.

More than 200 firefighters responded to the fire Thursday, with relief crews taking over
Friday. In addition to the firefighters, other public safety responders came from Napa
Police, the Sheriff's Office, California Highway Patrol, Napa County Animal Control and
Napa County Search and Rescue volunteers who helped evacuate the residents.

http://www.naparegister.com/news/local/wildfire-burns-acres-forces-evacuations/article_7... 7/10/2015
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23 years after the Atlas Peak fire, an engineer tackIes NE CNAUCIZE UL UUitug s sy s o =

vacuum, water, sprinkler and cable wires. It is also used as sound control in interior
and floors.

"In my work, I've learned that some of the most vulnerable areas in a home are attic

walls

vents and eaves," said Thornberry. "Usually you need vents so the attic can breathe and
not get a moisture buildup. But during a fire, embers can go through the vents and set
the house on fire in the most devastating way. This product absorbs the moisture and

breathes without moisture condensation, so we were able to eliminate attic vents."

Thornberry is a consultant for the Greenfiber company. Greenfiber representative, Harold
Shepard, eagerly demonstrated with a blowtorch how the product chars and smolders

rather than ignites, thus buying time for occupants to safely exit the building.

What about attic vents in building codes?

"We have to get a variance on the current code," said Thornberry. "l had fire marshals

and building officials here and they seem receptive to the technology.”

Steve Jensen, a chief building official with the city of Napa, has toured the site. "This is
an interesting concept from the standpoint of urban wild land situation," said Jensen. Not
having attic vents "conflicts with building code, and has to be approved on a case-by-

case basis. ... This is something in upcoming code that needs to be addressed.”

Outside the home, Thornberry has taken additional precautions. State code and Napa-
Firewise, the fire education program, recommends a defensible space around homes.
The general recommendation is a perimeter of 100 feet from your home cleared of dead

grass, with shrubs and trees replaced with less flammable vegetation.

"Our defensible space is 300 feet, minimum," said Thornberry. "I'm removing the

underbrush and thinning the trees to make it harder for fire to climb from tree to tree."

He has also given the fire department easy access in terms of pullouts and turn-around

areas on the road leading to the home.

City of Napa Fire Marshal Darren Drake is impressed with the project. "He's done a

good

job of defensible space, putting distance between vegetation and the home," said Drake.

"This is a critical point, because it gives you a better area to defend the building.
Everything we preach, he’s incorporated. He’s taken the theoretical and given it a

practical application in his home. The construction component increases survivability."

County of Napa Fire Marshal/CDF Gabrielle Avina agreed. "He's built a model home as

far as Napa Firewise is concemed," said Avina. "Wild land homeowners have to be

abie

to survive without having the fire department there immediately. From a fire department
standpoint, this is the house we want to picture in our brochures. This is a good example

of the community becoming involved, which is what Napa Firewise is trying to
communicate. Wild land fires are a community problem.”

Its a community problem that Rick Thornberry, for one, has taken to heart.

For further information about Firewise Landscaping and other fire safety tips, check
www.co.napa.ca.us/firewise.

http://www.naparegister.com/lifestyles/home-and—garden/years-after-the—atlas-peak-ﬁre-an...
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The 8oda Canyon/ Monticello Pre-Attack Plan {(approximately 16,863 acres) is designed to manage a

ERAL PLAN

wrildfire that sterts on a "normal” day during fire season and rapidly overwhelms initial attack

respurcen. Life, safety and property conservation become priorities and may take precsdent over
perimeter comtrol. The IC needs to have the ability to proactively piav for the spresd of the fire by
grdering sdditional resources matching the life, safety and property conservation potenual. This plen
provides the IC with e planning ool whieh will increase fire suppression efficiency for both firufighier

and civilizn safety.

Fire history, firela. tupography and urbap-interface issues indicate the potential for a large and
damaging fire in the Soda Canyon/ Monticello Area. Timber related fuels produce embers and

sustained radinant beat. Eoch ember represents e potential spot fire and redian heat has been proven

to be the most impartani factor contributing Lo siructure ignition from a wildfire.
OBJECTIVES

The Sodn Canyon/Monticelle Area has beem divided into three contingeney planning zenes based apon
rooe aceess. ‘The zones are doscribed in the iollowing tahle. The goal is to contain a wildfire within
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Management Objectives
1. Provide for Brefighter and dvilian safety (Civilian evacuations considered to be the best
protection of life).
2. Preferred msthod of attock is aggressive offensive perimeter control.
3. Efficiently plan for fire spread and conduct proactive reconnaissance of assets at risk.
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EXPECTED FIRE BEHAVIOR

Fuels

There are a wide range of fuels in the Sods Caryon/Monticalle Area, Fusls range from graswoak
wogdland to 15.57 pear old rha;;.m‘:ﬂ wivh sume stends of decadent bruh over 5 years oid. Bue w
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wildiand fuels manogement, both the vertical arrangement
rapid fire growth. Thase same conditions will also

frinder conventional fire eupprassion tncth;& Vertical arrangement ia conducive to passive {single

tree Wwrehing) and eciive crowa fires.

Where vi rds have been

implemented, the fire may still spread through the vineyard.

Critical concercs are when the chaparral dead-to-live rotio exceeds 50% and live fucl moisture
epproachez 60% in late Summer and early Fall.

Weather

‘Fie weather is penerally warm and dry during the day with good relative humidity recovery at night

Yisked and if 2 “no-till” management approach has been

helped by the coastal onshora fluw. Fog often retuma to the arse ench night from the south «nd

diasipates by 1100 hours the foilowing moming. U a critical weather pantern oxises such as a Foohn

north wind, or 1 cold front paseage, the daily weather variation will be subduod. If thes:: critical

westher patterna nlign with the topography. expect extreme rates of spread, cspecially elong exposed

ridges and through constricted aress.

Peak summer duy lemperatures are generally B-93 F. with relative humidity ranging betwesn

20-85%, CGrodisnt winds are generally out of the YSW 6-10 mph. strengthening i the afternoon with

a 10-13 mph wind in the late afternoon diminishing by dark. Upper Atina Peak (addresses greater
thon 2800) and Seda Canyon Rds (addresses rreatey than 3200) experence northeast winds in the
early afternoon (1400 hours) betwean 5-10 mph. As the sun eeis. expect nurthwest winds (down

slope/ dawn vailey) to develop. These winds ean align with soms of the major drainages. The 2007

Peah Firv mate # significant run and apntted acroxs Milkhen Creek during the early evening hours

due to this local facter.

There is 2 Reronte Activatad Weather Sation (RAWS) for this area un the tap of Atlas Peak Rd
approsimately 1 mile west rom Turse Rock on the Bammond Ranch. This site provides aceurate
conditiuns for tha cotire Sodn Canyon/Monzicelio Ares.
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i icnot fire in the Soda Canyun/Mounticello Area was the 1981 Atias Peak Fire. The
ifl several boeativns slong Silverade Trail in Rutherford and several locationa on Seda
. This fire burned approgimately 23,000 acres over twn days in late June.

«er fires have accurred in recent years including the October 2006 Atlas Fire and July 2007
Both of these fires bumed arcund numerous structures and required & significam
1 of resources.
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2 or
Irshelering in place or use of vineyards may be the
n

2ads in the aren are narcow. twe lane roads.
ross will oper. and stafl evacuetion shelters.

d ruad closure points are:

Jodz Canyon Rd ex Sitverado Trail

Monticello Rd at Vichy Avenue

Atias Peak Rd at Hillcrest Drive

Vionticello Rd at Wooden Valley Rd

VionticeNo R4 at Highway 128

County Sheriffs Office initial deployment for an

1is o Sergeant and two deputies. The Sherifl or his
) will di all 3 and will aloo coordinate any animal control izsues.

#r
, order should alsy be accompanied with:

Aysignment of & PIO to any evacuation sheiters as soan as possible to allow the most

current ond efficient dissemination of informadon

Devel end mat of elgee ination with the Sheriff's Office,

California Highway Patrol and.all ovther involved agencies such as Cal Trans end

County Roads Department

nterface Considerations

Canyon/Monticello Area consists of numerous structures ranging from small to very large

caves and trailers. Most have outbuildings that may contain bazardous materiuls such as

nnition, icides, t icidus, herbicides, (ertilizers and controfled substances.

+ Oaks Subdivision is a concentroted area of structares with varying levels of clearance ond

Hesding.,

e homes are built of non-fire resistive material, have little or no defensible space . are buils

nneys or in spddles and have inndequate driveways and turnaround aress.

tringe should be tishred prior to deploying r by strilke team leaders. Type HI

oes are best suited fur the area,

es have propane tanks and abave ground service drops for electrical service.

upply Considerations

1ders should be ordered earty. There are no water distribution systems in the Soda Canyan/
o Area writh the exception of the Circle Ozka Subdivision. Residences use wells with on-site
rage. Some of these water sources cequire drafting. These will be equipped with 9147 or 2"
ome of the residences have ponds and a few have swimniing pools.

incyards have draft hydranta aad large irrigation ponds. 2210 Sodn Canvon Rd has

llons in water (one 20.000 galion tank and four 10,000 gallon taoks). These tanks are

one a dirt road behind the residonce. The driveway ig passable by most fire engines

¢ water tenders may have diffieuity negotisting the road near the residence.

+ hydrants in the Silverado Country Ciub with the closest hydrant tocations for each main
at: .
“Rd. Trancas St 2 Silverado Trail or at 1605 Athas Penk Rd (Spa at Sitverado)
;- Monticeflo Rd x Vichy Avenue
K Rd - Ln front of 136 Westgnue Drive
u Facilities Considerations
\ate facility to support an ivcident does not exist within the Soda Canyon/Monticello Aren.
_two initial Incident Command Posts (ICP)-and staging arens have been identified: the Napa
41 Fire Stations. The Capell Fire Station is in an area with o cell coverage and has minimal
ind facilities. The Napa Fire Station. near the Country Club, has cell phone
snd has accommodations for parking.
.staging areas are identified in the (ollowing tadle. The Napa Fairgrounds have been used
ident hase i the past. The Napa Rairgrounds will mest likely be where the meident base is
ed unless o planned event prevents it nse.
iG AREAS

Use Soda Canyon d & weaicm boundary

Use Aulas Poek Rd as b southern and easiem bo

Usse vincysmd ruad as 1700 Sada Canyon over to Clzcle § Ranch for porthem boundary

Fiold 67e 1o botiom of e siope along i sontern edge of the Napa Valley floor from Aty Peak RO
1o Sods Casyon RS

o Consider aing exisstny wineyand roaus connevting Chvele Oaks R end Ades Peak Rt

« Cowurect m e dorer lincs urilizing Bre roads from Atk Pesk Rd tSauo Ranch) o Cipelt
Vaily e

- Use MostiocTio RS and Capell Valicy B m bottiers

o Usc Ailzs izak R4 sad Mosticelto RY a9 bastiens

o+ Conaider aing cxistmy vinoyand 103 cosnecting Circle (ks Rd 2nd Atlos Pozk Rd improve

et wih gozees, .

s Beaware of » vigpificent amount of Srocmrey wifh poor egress axd clesrance withia Crele
Oaks S

-

Contingencies
I{ rates of spread und fireline intenaity diciate indirect tactics, both bulldozers apd hand crews will be

or

peeder (0 open and fortify existing ronds and the of new firel Many
poorly maintzined fire and jeep roads exist within the Seda Canyon/ Monticello Area that can be
uscd Many are unmarked or unabls to be shown on e map.

ey

120 Manticetio Rd NFTXITY

Sexla Canyen Sive 4036 Sweendy Trait MR 2044 WLy Nik gwd Vor dueoy

Extzancx 1o Milliben Lake 2582 Allas Pest R4 R e W27 14481

Circle 3 Rench 3995 At Pk 24 N 299 WX 1408V
Antinen. Winery 3700 Soda Caayon Rd o3 259957 WilY 17.435"
NCPD Capefi Seation M0 § (190 Crpelt Vil R4 | N YRL6Y | WX 29
. Siverado Trail jum -
{arge namow - " South of Ha Ave | 3B 20437 W22 1693 Good for dozers.
Napa Fairgroumds s1s3tm N Ty WP IATO | Al oo be wacd  3a incidest bas

Structure Protection Tactics

Limited access and the difficulty in supervisiog both perimeter contral and structure protection
activities will necessitate the fbrmation of 2 structure provection group. Based upon the complexity of
the incident, the IC may peed to consider the development of 2 structure prolection branch with
several siructure prowection groups. Groups will atlow for more efScient intelligence gathering and
provide proper span of control. }f an opportunity arises, structure protection groups should
actively participate in perimeter controll

Mnny of the structures have an nddress of the nearest paved road, but are in fact located on loug,
narrow, drivewnys well off of the road. Fire engines may have [imited eccass and turnasround space
due to parrmw roads end overhanging trees. Many are located mid-slope.

Maey of the homes have minimai defensible space. Most bomes are ant of fire resistive construction.

- many with shake roofs.

Most bridges bave pot been engineered, tested or roted for five engines. Inspecs every
bridge before crossing!

Most hotwes have above ground utilicy lices and propane tanks.

Structure triage should take place prior to committing engines up ioag driveways.

Dorers and Fire Crews should be used if time permits to clear defensible space.

Application of Clasa 4 foom by engines. gel by helicup aod plication by air tankers

around these structures will be necessary. It may be that engines companies may have to apply

Class A foam. then abandon the area and return afier the fire front has passed to suppress the

residual fire.

Firing out kfiring) behind the in this area is not generally advised because of fuel type

and topography.

Shouid firing be considered:

« Obsain IC or Operations Section Chief approval prior to conducting firing operations

« Firing needs to bs full di d with adjoini =0 as not to eut off escape routes
and send fire towards other structures and firafighters

« Lunit fring w the amount of Gre necessary

Evening and nighttime fireline construction will be aided by favorable weather conditions

{cucler temperature and fog).

Ttis ded 1o bave two ombulk igned and staged at the Napa or Capelt Fire Stations
to assist with medienl emergencies.
ACENCY NOTIFICATIONS
Through ECC request representatives from:
County OES
CHP/ County Sheriff (Sergeant or above)
Cat Trons
Counry Roads
Red Cross

Utilities (as needed, PG&E. Pac Bel)

Napa City Water Departmnent
RADIO FREQUENCIES
Command Frequencies

2 15130 159015 210

COF Ceormard 1 15).355 159,300 21230y
o i 13014131
151248 1%.330 14 (1514

. : | 1UBY)
Naps Coumy Foe 154415 LM 13450 501467

Tactical Frequencies

134265 £54.205

Whit: 3 154.293 134.298
3 151,60 131160 16 (192.8)
COF Fac 4 151190 101,190 16 (192.8)
151,230 131.240 165 ¢192.8)
Napo Cotraty Tae 415 311518} 154329 3Ky
R S 151220 154.220 .
CALCORD 156078 136075
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Wragg Fire General Information

Page | of t

CAgov | FAQs | ContactUs | Site Map | Translale
- t @;\.\& Search (&3
T ﬂm’ This Site Caliornia
’ HOME ARQUY US FROGRAMS NEWSRDOYS CARZERS RECOURCES
s H
I California Statewide Fire
Map
{ - Lo
{ oy
! . P
Last modified on Aug 05. 2015 ; 2016 Cahf-"' :
S - - :
: i\ !
i
WRAGG FIRE : { ;
- - , ™ : NE¥ADA, ;
Wragg Fire Incident information: { T :
. Sac 10 .
Last Updated: August 5, 2015 5:30 pm FIMNAL - F@T °
Date/Time Started: July 22, 2015 2:24 pm San Franciaca
)
Administrative Unit: CAL FIRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit San Jose
CAL!V@‘N,\ Las Ve
County: Napa County and Solano County (é‘ @ :
Location: Off of Hwy 128 near Greaves Rd, Lake Berryessa ~ &éj l
Acres Burned - 8,051 acres - 100% contained vk \
Containment: tﬁ,}Aggﬂ e :
. Ty :
Structures Threatened: 0 i : San Diego :
Structures Destroyed: 2 outbuildings destroyed - 4 outbuildings and 1 residence : 0?\"""{.‘ 4
damaged H ;
Evacuations: All evacuations have been lifted S BALL
) CALIFOF
Road Closures : All road open to normal traffic. Map dotn G2016 Bacgl WEG! T r

Cause:

Cooperating Agencies:

Total Fire Personnel:
Totai Fire Engines:
Total Fire crews:
Total Dozers:

Total Water Tenders:

Incident Management
Team:

Long/iat:

Conditions:

Phone Numbers

While initiaily reported as a vehide accident, the cause is under
investigation.

CAL FIRE, Napa County Fire, Winters FPD, Vacaville FPD,
Vacaville City Fire, City of Winters, Napa County Sheriff, Solanc
County Sheriff, Yolo County Sheriff, CHP. Red Cross, PG&E,
Napa County Road Department, COCR, CalOES, Salvation
Armmy, CCC, BLM, CalTrans, Air Resources Board, Bureau of
Reclamation, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, and CAL FIRE
Incident Management Team 6

144

(= I L

-122.1145/38.4994

The activity on the fire includes fire line suppression repair, mop
up and tactical patrol as firefighters work to achieve fuit
containment. The Wragg Incident management will be
transitioned back to the CAL FIRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit
Monday (8-3-15) at 0900.

(707) 999-3016 (Wragg Fire Information)

View Caiifornia Fire Map in 2 larger map

WRAGG FIRE MORE INFO

Wragg Fire Information
Incident Maps

Photos

News Releases

- Weather Information
Telephone Numbers

- Special Notices
Related Links

Bacis to Top | Cenditions of Use | Privacy Policy | Contact Us | Site Map
Copyright © 2012 State of Californic

http://cdfdata. fire.ca.gov/incidents/incidents_details_info?incident_id=1148

E_')f\v‘«.\ b3
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5/26/2016 Vehicie exhaust blamed for 8,000-acre Wragg Fire | Local News [ napavalleyregister.com

Expand

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/vehicle-exhaust-blamed-for--acre-wragg-
fire/article_5f5249ff-9f59-5e57-ace8-9522a48058¢8.htmi

Vehicle exhaust blamed for 8,000-acre Wragg Fire

Register staff Aug 14, 2015

nmmm LN

'SINCE 1885

Cal Fire investigators have determined the cause of the Wragg Fire, which burned more
than 8,000 acres in three counties, was the result of a vehicle exhaust contacting dry
grass. The dry grass ignited the surrounding brush and the vehicle as well.

Eaovibid Mb

http:/inapavalleyregister.com/news/flocal/vehicle-exhaust-blamed-for--acre-wragg-fire/article_5f5249ff-9f59-5e57-ace8-9522a48058¢8.html| 1/4



5/26/2016 Vehicle exhaust blamed for 8,000-acre Wragg Fire | Local News | napavalleyregister.com
The Wragg Fire was reported at 2:24 p.m. on July 22 off of Highway 128 near Wragg
Canyon Road and the Lake Berryessa dam in Napa County. The fire burned through
heavy brush and steep rugged terrain eventually ending 4 miles west of the city of
Winters and just north of Mix Canyon Rd near Vacaville.

During initial operations, a Cal Fire helicopter was used for the emergency rescue of
hikers in the Cold Canyon area. One hiker suffered a heat related illness and was

transported to a local hospital by ground ambulance.

The fire burned 8,051 acres, destroyed two outbuildings, damaged four outbuildings and

one residence. The “Wragg Fire” is 100 percent contained, Cal Fire said.

“With the critical fire conditions we are seeing this year combined with four years of
drought, we are asking the public to be extra cautious in not sparking a wildfire,” said Cal
Fire Unit Chief Scott Upton. “With hunting season and other outdoor activities at their
peak, it is imperative that we remain aware of how easily dry grass can ignite a wildfire

with devastating consequences.”

With drought conditions, Cal Fire continues to urge the public to be careful outdoors.
Pulling over in dry grass can easily ignite a wildfire. Learn more tips on how to operate
and maintain your vehicle safely at www.ReadyForWildfire.org or on the attached

infographic.
You May Like Sponsored by Revcontent
Mom Shocks 1 Eyelash Tool Every The 100 Most Can We Give A Big
Doctors: Forget Woman Must Try Embarrassing Cheer For These
Botox - Do This Once EHealthy Lifestyle Daily Photos Ever to Find  Cheerleaders?
Fit Mom HQ Scribol.Com Wwww _Viralmoon.Net
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Your Accovt Login Cart 9 steens: $0.00

ABOUT PURCHASE ALLOCATIOXN

Dear Fueads,

Acumen wines are the embodiment of 2 dren to shire with friends and family the very best of the Old and New Worlds, 2 dream where
world-tlacs winemaking and vinculture expenence combine vith a deep love of the faad.

Ow Acumen team, wiueh micludes winemaier Dan Malbee and vitieultunists Steve Matthiagson and Garretr Buckiand, was deawen to the
mauatanyde vievads of Napa Valler's eazrern slopes. which have created countless world-class wittes It was here in the Adas Peaks AVA
thot twe sel onr 10015 1N KO ngie Vinerards with « rotal of 116 acres The Aciunen jabel shares a glimpse of our inspiang view, whicl featuses
the tconic peak of Mount §1 Heleus and the penceful, uncuniating hillsides of thus cuchanted movamin eallev. Alang with our neighbors on

Porchacd Hal and m Oakville, our vines ace planted mn the prized, zed, ron-rich voleanic soils that have becomme e beachmark for Napa
Vallev's finest wines.

Every glacs of Acumen 15 an wiwitato:n 10 share in our dream, o be trausported 1o the vmerads, to feel the sun zend envell the easth, to mstz the
best that Napa VUaller has to offer. We hope vou jou ns.

Witz Gratrude,




Prominent St. Helena winemaker dies in crash | Local News | napavalleyregister.com Page 1 of 5

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/prominent-st-helena-winemaker-dies-in-
crash/article_53b908f3-8cbf-5f01-98cc-0c4b94def4ba.htmi

<
PREVIOUS

Napa Police warn against “family emergency” scam

HOWARD YUNE hyune@napanews.com Apr 17, 2016

Exlimt 3%
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A car crash in Yountville has claimed the life of Upvalley winemaker Denis Malbec.

The 46-year-old Malbec, who with his wife, May-Britt, founded the Notre Vin winery in
St. Helena, was at the wheel of a 2016 Mercedes-Benz shortly after midnight Saturday
morning when it went off Washington Street near Highway 29 and struck several
trees, according to authorities. He was pronounced dead at the scene.

His passenger, Josh Phelps, a 30-year-old winemaker, was riding with him after
meeting him and May-Britt at the Press Restaurant in St. Helena, May-Britt Malbec
said Tuesday. After taking her home, the two men continued to Yountville, where they
briefly visited Pancha's and Bouchon before the accident, she said.

The California Highway Patrol reported that Phelps, of the Taken Wine Co. in St.
Helena, was taken to Queen of the Valley Medical Center for evaluation, but had no

reported injuries.

The cause of the fatal crash remained unclear on Sunday. Attempts to contact the

CHP were unsuccessful.

The crash brought an untimely end to a man whose childhood was steeped in the
winemaking traditions of his native France, and who worked to impart that character
in a new generation of high-end North Bay wines, according to Andre Boada, who was
vice president of sales at Capture Wines of Sonoma County when Malbec served as its

founding winemaker from 2008 to 2012.

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/prominent-st-helena-winemaker-dies-in-crash/arti... 7/17/2016



Prominent St. Helena winemaker dies in crash | Local News | napavalleyregister.com Page 3 of 5

“He tried to bring Bordeaux-style, beautiful, elegant, lower-alcohol wines to the U.S./”
he said of Malbec, the son of a cellar master and grandson of a vineyard manager at
the famed Chateau Latour wine estate in Pauillac, France. “When he came to Pine
Mountain (in Cloverdale) to craft our wines at Capture, we brought out a different
style that nobody was doing then.”

After a stint as a Chateau Latour cellar master in the late 1990s, Malbec in 2000
moved with his wife to California, where the couple established themselves both as
winemakers and consultants. Among his creations were wines under the Kapcsandy
and Blankiet Estate labels that garnered high ratings from the wine critic Robert
Parker, including a 2007 Kapcsandy cabernet sauvignon that Parker awarded a top

score of 100.

In the Upvalley, the Malbecs - who met in France while May-Britt worked in public
relations for Chateau Latour—established Notre Vin, an upscale small-batch winery
that draws from grapes grown in the Howell Mountain area as well as the Sonoma
Coast. The couple also produced wine from Lake County vineyards under the Alienor
brand, named for Eleanor of Aquitaine, the 12th-century queen consort of France and

England.
A private memorial service for Denis Malbec is planned for next week.

This story has been corrected since first posting to more accurately reflect events on the
night of the crash and May-Britt Malbec's job at Chateau Latour.

Howard Yune

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/prominent-st-helena-winemaker-dies-in-crash/arti... 7/17/2016



Napa Valley winemaker legally drunk in fatal crash | Local News | napavalleyregister.com  Page I of 3

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/napa-valley-winemaker-legally-drunk-in-fatal-
crash/article_de921¢73-4d03-5cbd-b8d2-9596e626b004.html
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Napa water taxi, historic B&B and apartment project face council vote
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Napa Police warn against ‘family emergency' scam

Napa Valley winemaker legalily drunk in fatal crash

MARIA SESTITO msestito@napanews.com Jun 21, 2016

Denis Malbec

Denis Malbec

Photo from Malbec's LinkedIn account

Denis Malbec, the Upvalley winemaker who died in a fatal car crash in April, had a
blood alcohol content of .21 percent - more than two and a half times the legal limit,
according to the Napa County Sheriff's Office.
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Napa Valley winemaker legally drunk in fatal crash | Local News | napavalleyregister.com  Page 2 of 3

Malbec, 46, was driving a 2016 Mercedes-Benz on the night of April 16 when the
vehicle went off Washington Street near Highway 29 in Yountville, striking several
trees, officials said. He was pronounced dead at the scene.

Malbec died from muitiple blunt impact injuries due to the crash, said Sheriffs Capt.
Steve Blower with the Coroner’s Office.

His passenger, Josh Phelps, a 30-year-old winemaker was taken to Queen of the Valley
Medical Center for evaluation, but had no reported injuries.

Maria Sestito

Currents

- What are the best truck brands of 2016?
The mysterious case of D.B. Cooper is officially closed
What was the most popular song the year you were born?

New Trump-Pence logo gives some people the giggles

http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/napa-valley-winemaker-legally-drunk-in-fatal-cra... 7/17/2016
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Eagle Cycling Club January Meeting
Date: March 9, 2015; Location: Downtown Joe’s
Board Meeting: 6:00 PM
General Meeting: 7:00 PM

Message From the President

| Tired of hearing from that curmudgeon, El Jefe? Ready for a change?

Well, the Gods are with you. El Jefe has been kidnapped and is being held
incommunicado in another state, so Vice President Jennifer Chapman will be
holding down the fort at out next meeting, on March 9, at 7:00 p.m., at the
back room at Downtown Joe's (Board meeting at 6:00 p.m.).

| If she stages a coup, | could wind up exiled for life. But | expect she’s smarter

than that. Who, in their right mind, would seek out the leadership of ECC?
Having not been in my right mind for a long time, I'm afraid | can’t answer

i that. But Jennifer shows way too much evidence of rationality. | expect that if

| didn’t return, she'd send out a search party and bring me back, kicking and
screaming. That would certainly be the rational thing to do.

So come to the celebration! Really, what else could you be doing on a Mon-
day night after football seas