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Comment from City of Calistoga staff (Kevin Thompson, Senior Planner):

On the Circulation Map thee County identifies Petrified Forest and Myrtledale as collectors. Our
Circulation Map identifies them as Arterials. Please be consistent with our circulation element and
reclassification to Arterial — especially for Petrified Forest Road.

Comment from Town of Yountville staff (Sandra Liston, Planning & Building Director):

We would like to see consideration given to extending Big Ranch Road to the north to connect at
Yountville Cross Road.

Comments from Winegrowers of Napa County (Michelle Benvenuto, Executive Director):

Page 6 of 23, last paragraph on page: Delete the word “significant” from the paragraph, and delete the
number “500.” Revise the last sentence to reflect a 2017 Visit Napa Valley survey that indicated a total
of 3.5 million visitors to Napa County, and clarify that these visitors were not just attracted to wineries
but also to the area’s scenery, music venues and events (e.g., jazz festivals, Bottlerock), spas and
restaurants. Consistent with this last revision, revise the first sentence of the last paragraph on page 7 of
23 to reflect the variety of other visitor attractions in the county, or else provide the data that supports
the statement that “most of the county’s visitors come to visit wineries.”

Table CIR-B: Data in table does not match data provided in Table 14 of the 2014 Travel Behavior Study
facilitated by NVTA.
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napa valley vintners

May 31, 2018

David Morrison

Napa County Planning, Building and Environmental Services Director
1195 Third Street, Second Floor

Napa, CA 94559

SUBJECT: NVV COMMENTS ON NAPA COUNTY CIRCULATION ELEMENT

Dear Mr. Morrison:

The Napa Valley Vintners (NVV) is a non-profit trade association comprised of
nearly 550 Napa Valley wineries, which represents the backbone of our local
economy. A vintner task force has reviewed the March 2018 draft of the Napa
County Circulation Element and appreciates having the opportunity to comment
on it.

The work of the NVV is guided by a three-year strategic plan, which includes a
tremendous amount of input from the membership. Presently we are midway
through the first year of a new plan whereupon local wineries have expressly
called out traffic as the top concern facing their businesses and the industry
overall.

As Napa County residents are aware of, and the draft circulation element
reinforces, we won'’t be able to “build our way out” of our local transportation and
congestion issues here, due to the small size of our county and the agricultural
nature of it.

The two resources our community does have, which are underutilized yet have
the capacity to reduce the reliance strictly upon single occupancy automobile
travel are the Napa Valley Wine Train rail corridor and the Napa Valley Vine Trail.

The County should implement Action Item CIR-6.1 (countywide
transportation impact fee) and the money should be invested into
programs and projects that are only used to reduce the reliance upon
single occupancy vehicle travel within Napa County. Among the programs
and projects the County may want to help fund with these fees include a light rail
service for both commuters and visitors, subsidized bus/shuttle/van pool service
and the Napa Valley Vine Trail.

post office box 141 st. helena, california 94574 tel 707 963 3388 fax 707 963 3488 www.napavintners.com



Light Rail

Rail infrastructure presently exists between the Vallejo Ferry Terminal north to
Charles Krug winery between St. Helena and Calistoga. That resource is
currently owned by the Napa Valley Wine Train, whose management has
recently been exploring the viability of commuter service. The Fehr & Peers
study done for the County in 2014 showed that nearly 80% of the cars on our
roads are Napa Valley residents getting to and from work. The County should
work with the owners of the Wine Train to explore the possibility of light
rail service that would get workers up and down the valley at a reasonably
affordable cost, while charging visitors a higher “hop on, hop off’ fee to do the
same. There would ideally be shuttles in each of the towns that assist in getting
light rail riders from the drop off point to the wineries, restaurants and other
places of employment in that area. This would allow employees to get to work,
and allow visitors that would like to explore the Napa Valley to do so without a
car.

The Napa Valley Vine Trail

In 2008, the NVV, along with the Napa Valley Grapegrowers and the Land Trust
founded the Vine Trail Coalition. The Napa Valley Vine Trail will be a 47-mile
walking & biking trail system to physically, artistically and culturally connect the
entire Napa Valley from Calistoga to the Vallejo Ferry and the greater Bay Area.
The Vine Trail has come a long way in the decade since its establishment. The
County should include a specific policy and action item within the
Circulation Element that calls for the completion of the Napa Valley Vine
Trail within the timeframe of the present General Plan. Not only was the NVV
a founder of the Vine Trail, we also joined with Visit Napa Valley in 2014 in each
donating $2.5 million to the Napa Valley Vine Trail Coalition. It would be
shortsighted of the County not to specifically include the completion of the Napa
Valley Vine Trail as a dedicated policy and action item in the Circulation Element.

Upper Napa Valley

The lack of options to improve traffic circulation north of Yountville and the
willingness to live with service levels D, E and even F are troubling. As a
commuter myself, | know | am part of the problem. However, in the 20 years |
have traveled daily from Browns Valley in Napa to St. Helena, | have seen the
drive time double. The NVV believes that two ideas considered in the draft
Circulation Element should be vigorously pursued to help ease congestion
in the upper Napa Valley: roundabouts and synchronization of traffic
signals. An additional thought the County should explore is closing Skellenger
Lane during peak commute hours, as what turns into a selfish shortcut for some
backs up traffic for many others on the Silverado Trail.

Roundabouts
The County should implement an Action Item whereupon every crossroad
intersection on the two main upvalley thoroughfares, Highway 29 and the
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Silverado Trail, should be investigated to see if it may accommodate a
roundabout and, where feasible, install at least one as soon as possible,
but within the timeframe of the current general plan at a minimum. It is time
to stop having hypothetical discussions about the potential pros and cons and
instead to implement a roundabout to collect real data. Not only would this keep
traffic flowing, it would also reduce the number of unsafe crossings from the
cross roads and the resulting automobile accidents. In Policy CIR-27, replace
the word “consideration” of roundabouts to “implementation.”

Synchronization of Traffic Signals

This seems like an easy fix, not only in the upper Napa Valley, but countywide.
Ideally, the ongoing monitoring of the success of this Action ltem would be done
by the County rather than CalTrans. In particular, the NVV would like to see an
evaluation of the traffic signal on Highway 29 at Madison Street in Yountville as
many believe traffic would flow more smoothly during morning and afternoon
commute hours if that signal was green for Highway 29 travelers.

Finally, as noted in the draft Circulation Element, much of the traffic congestion
we face in the Napa Valley is a result of a lack of housing that is affordable to our
workforce. Therefore, any additional efforts the County, in conjunction with our
local municipalities, can do to address that equally compelling need would be
beneficial to the community.

The NVV regularly conducts community polls to identify top concerns of our
county citizens. Infallibly, traffic and a lack of housing that is affordable are the
top two concerns of locals. We applaud the County for moving forward with the
Circulation Element, and more importantly, taking action to address these issues
rather than continuing to debate them. We stand ready to partner with you to
improve our community in these critical areas.

Sincerely,
Rex Stults

Government Relations Director

Copy: Napa County Planning Commission
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NAPA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

May 29, 2018

Ms. Dana Ayers

County of Napa

Planning Department

1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559

RE: Draft Circulation Element Comments

Dear Ms. W

The Napa Valley Transportation Authority (NVTA) serves as the Congestion Management Agency for
Napa County. Currently, one of the Napa County Supervisors, and member of the NVTA Board
represents the County’s jurisdictions on the nine-county Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC). As part of MTC, NVTA serves as the programming entity for various sources of
Federal and State funds. One of the unique characteristics of NVTA is that the agency also acts as the
transit provider for all jurisdiction of Napa County.

The Napa Valley Transportation Authority has the following comments on the draft General Plan
Circulation Element dated March 2018.

Any reference to “VINE” should be changed to “Vine” as it is no longer an acronym.
Page 3 Public Transit

The Napa Valley Transportation Authority operates all of the services in Napa Valley. The various brands
are specific to services and should not be referred to as “operators,” instead should read Vine Transit.
American Canyon Transit is on-demand service with the exception of a.m. and p.m. peak periods where
fixed route service is provided. St. Helena shuttle provides on demand service with the exception of
a.m. and p.m. peak periods where fixed route service is provided.

Page 3 American Canyon Transit

The American Canyon Transit should mention that the service also provides on-demand, door-to-door
and fixed-route service in American Canyon.

Page 4 Active Transportation

The draft plan references the update to the Countywide Bicycle Plan. NVTA requests that the county
also reference the Countywide Pedestrian Plan which was completed in August of 2016. Combined, the
two documents make up the Countywide Active Transportation Plan.

625 BURNELL STREET | NAPA CA 94559 | 707-259-8631 | NVTA.CA.GOV | VINETRANSIT.COM



Page 11 — Goals

The County may wish to consider safety in its goals given the county’s accident rate.

Page 12—Policy CIR-6

The Transportation Analysis should also be consistent with the Countywide Transportation Plan.
Page 13

Policy CIR-12-Include biking to nearest transit along with walking.

Page 14 — Action Item CIR-18.1 — NVTA produces a countywide transportation plan (CTP) and does not
have a strategic transportation plan as stated in this action item. This action item should be corrected to
reflect the proper plan title.

Page 15 - Policy CIR-19 — NVTA has a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) division and
coordinates a number of traffic management efforts with its partners at Solano Transportation
Authority. This should be noted in the document.

Page 16 - Policy CiR-22 — the policy should include parking charges which has been shown to significantly
discourage single occupancy vehicle commuting.

Page 17 - Policy CIR-27 and Policy CIR 27.2 — the policies should note that NVTA is taking the lead in
coordination with Caltrans on in-county highway projects funded with local STIP and other funding
sources (i.e. other than SHOPP projects).

Page 17 & 18

Policy CIR-27-Include accommodation/improvements/reducing conflicts for bicycles and pedestrians at
intersections (section only mentions improvements for vehicle traffic flow)

Page 19 Pedestrian and Bicycle
Policy CIR-29- Add Countywide Pedestrian Plan
~ Page 20

Policy CIR-36 : Complete Streets Standards? This section only mentions Highway Standards and traffic
flow interference-Design standards should consider all modes where appropriate

Page 21 - Policy CIR-37 — Add “work with NVTA on technologies that could improve up valley traffic
conditions on SR 29 Up Valley without widening the highway infrastructure”.

Page 23 - Policy CIR-42 — Add “work with NVTA and Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART), Solano
County Transportation Authority, Sonoma County Transportation Authority, and Transportation
Authority of Marin to bring SMART to the Suisun AmTrak station to connect with the Capitol Corridor

4

and,créate d)multi-modal transportation hub in Napa near the airport.

Y/
’ &ate Miller, Executive Director
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From: atki@sonic.net

To: Avers, Dana

Subject: Comments on Traffic Update
Date: Sunday, May 13, 2018 9:11:47 AM
Dana:

Please add these comments to your traffic study an also forward to the Planning Commission.

One good start to helping traffic on rural roadways in Napa County is to stop approving tasting
rooms and so called event centers in rural Napa County. Allow wineries but eliminate all future
applications that request an on-site tasting room. Wineries are all crying that they need a tasting
room to connect with the end consumer or they will be out of business. Put future applicants on
notice that if they want a tasting room, it will have to be in the commercially zoned areas of a city. If
they know that going into their goal of developing a winery, they can decide whether or not to build
a winery before they file for a permit. If they decide they cannot make it without that direct
consumer interaction on a agriculturally zoned property, maybe that is an indication they need to do
something different. What is stopping someone with an olive or walnut orchard from making the
same claim that they cannot survive without having a “tasting room” to sample their products?
Heaven help us when the cannabis growers start using the same argument.

Scott Atkinson
707.303.0010

Saving one dog will not change the world, but surely for that one dog, the world will change forever.


mailto:atki@sonic.net
mailto:Dana.Ayers@countyofnapa.org

From: Thomas Miele

To: Ayers. Dana
Subject: Napa County Traffic/Road Studies
Date: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 9:52:13 PM

Dana- | waslooking at an aerial view of Napa and Fairfield and noticed that Green Valley Road at the east end of
Coombsville Road appears to have been a throughway to Fairfield's Green Valley Road. Has the idea of
"reconnecting” these roads been studied? The distance between the two roads is less than 3-miles. See attached
Also, has the thought of using Ramal Road to Skaggs Island Road to Highway 37 been studied?

Thomas M. Miele
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Planning Commission Mtg.
MAY 02 2018

Agenda Item # 8A

Submitted by: David Whitmer

Napa County General Plan — Draft Circulation Element 5/2/18

Policy CIR-4 (page 12) affordable housing ...add something about encouraging housing near
transportation hubs...

Policy CIR-8 & Action Item CIR-8.1 (page 13): Caution...We need to consider and acknowledge
the dramatic increase in new technologies and the potential for driver-less vehicles, which will
reduce the need for hard-scape parking areas and structures.

Policy CIR-22 (page 16): We should be encouraging all major employers in the County to
demonstrate leadership in these areas where they can.

Policy CIR 34 (page 20): Could/should we include subsidies for commuters utilizing regional
transit and connection to Lyft & other transportation network companies (TNC’s)?

Policy CIR 36 (page 20): Should there be an action item for this policy to review the new
development approvals and ensure roads are adequate for the demands placed upon them? (eg.
Soda Canyon Road, Atlas Peak Road, etc.)



From: Dalene Whitlock

To: Ayers. Dana
Subject: Comments on the General Plan Circulation Element
Date: Monday, April 30, 2018 1:06:43 PM

Having prepared many traffic studies for projects in the County of Napa, we have
encountered numerous situations where a left-turn lane is warranted based on the policy as
contained in the County’s Road and Street Standards, but would not be warranted using
criterion applied by every other jurisdiction where we prepare analyses, including Caltrans.
The current policy is based on the daily volumes on the roadways from which access is
obtained and the driveway or minor street, with no reference to the direction of traffic on
either facility. Many times, we have had a situation where all or nearly all the traffic entering
a driveway is coming from the direction that results in a right turn into the driveway, but
when this directionality is not taken into account, the turn lane is warranted despite the fact
that it will rarely be used, resulting in excess pavement and negative environmental impacts
without an associated traffic operation or safety benefit.

| urge the Board of Supervisors to direct staff to update this policy to be more consistent
with industry standards, and specifically, to take the directionality of traffic into
consideration.

Thank you.

Dalene Whitlock

Dalene J. Whitlock
PE, PTOE Principal

K(W—Trans

Office 707.542.9500 Mobile 707.486.5792
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 201  Santa Rosa, CA 95401
WWW.W-trans.com


mailto:dwhitlock@w-trans.com
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From: CT

To: Avers, Dana

Subject: Comments on the Draft Traffic Impact Study Guidelines
Date: Friday, April 27, 2018 4:54:39 PM

Attachments: Transportation Impact Study Guidelines.pdf

Hi Dana:

I have reviewed both the Draft Circulation Element and the Draft Traffic Impact Study
Guidelines and have attached a few comments on the second document. Having worked in the
County for more than 40 years and having completed more than 80 winery or airport area
studies for the County, I thought it would be helpful to ask some questions and provide some
input to make the guidelines a little more user friendly and to make life easier for the traffic
engineers needing to follow the guidelines and County staff needing to review the findings.
My comments just pertain to the Traffic Study Guidelines.

Thank you.
Mark Crane, P.E./T.E.

Fellow Institute of Transportation Engineers

Mark Crane, P.E.

Crane Transportation Group
2621 E. Windrim Court

Elk Grove, CA 95758
916.647.3406 phone
916.647.3408 fax

cranetransgroup@gmail.com
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DRAFT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDY GUIDELINES
COUNTY OF NAPA

COMMENTS & QUESTIONS

1. The new direction in days and seasons to be analyzed for traffic studies is for
Tuesday/Wednesday/Thursday evaluation for spring and fall conditions (excluding
harvest). Does this mean that past direction from Public Works over the past 20+ years
for winery reports to study Friday/Saturday conditions during harvest should now be
eliminated? Midweek volumes in May will definitely be lower than Friday volumes in
September.

2. Will there be a need to seasonally adjust traffic counts to reflect a particular spring/fall
(non-harvest) month of the year so there will be consistency between traffic studies? If
so, what month and what seasonal adjustment factors should be used (Caltrans PeMS
historical counts for SR 29)? If seasonal adjustments are requested, one set of conversion
factors should be developed for consistency.

3. Trip generation projections for winery project will need to depend upon County supplied
traffic studies for similar projects. However, it will be very difficult to draw accurate
comparisons given the differences in visitation requests and production levels of the
different wineries. A lot of data interpretation will be needed which will use time and
budget.

4. Procedures for determining trip generation for winery projects sound good for a
university class, but there is a reality of the time and cost for the proposed determination
process. Cost of traffic studies will go up significantly with these new procedures. What
is the difference in using an applicant’s best estimate of numbers and schedules and
visitation numbers versus trying to compare a new project versus a shotgun survey of
other winery projects that may or may not be applicable?

5. Providing input for all listed traffic study work tasks will significantly increase the cost of
doing traffic studies. Will the County traffic engineer provide a checklist of the items
required for each project so as to eliminate the production of a lot of unneeded data?

6. Why is the middle of a weekend afternoon not listed as a critical analysis period (1:00-
4:00 PM)? This is the period of peak winery visitation and peak ambient volumes in a lot
of locations. The weekend study times listed are not always critical — in particular, the
noon hours rarely have peak ambient traffic or peak winery visitation.

7. The County needs to specify which of the NVTA traffic model runs should be used for
evaluation purposes. This will provide consistency between studies. If the model runs to
be used change, the County needs to inform the traffic engineers regularly doing projects
in the County of these changes.

CTG 4/27/18 Napa County Transportation Impact Study Guidelines Page 1
MARK D. CRANE, P.E. + CRANE TRANSPORTATION GROUP





10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

18.

19.

20.

Access to NVTA traffic model calibration run and future projections for use in County
traffic studies should be free. Direction needs to be provided by the County whether
model future projections should be used as presented, or whether the difference method
using the calibration and future runs should be used.

Are County or Caltrans analysis procedures and significance criteria to be used for state
highway evaluation? If they are now different, why don’t the County and Caltrans confer
now and agree on one uniform set of criteria? Caltrans will usually go along with what
the local jurisdiction wants. This needs to be done ASAP.

Are the County left turn warrant criteria to be applied along state highways?
How many years of collision data need to be reviewed? Is this needed for every study?

Ninety-nine percent of all County intersections to be evaluated are unsignalized. Yet,
there is very little direction or mention of their operation in the guidelines (only in the
Fehr & Peers significance criteria memo attached).

What are LOS minimum acceptable standards for collector roads
Is the 2010 HCM preferred for LOS evaluation rather than the Version 6 from 2017?
Please define locally valid travel demand models (page 25) and give examples.

Intersection traffic control — for unsignalized intersections — No guidance is provided if
an intersection already meets signal warrant criteria.

Which signal warrant criteria are to be used? Peak hour volume/peak hour delay/both?

Some potential mitigation measures are missing for unsignalized intersections operating
unacceptably (such as adding an additional lane on the stop sign controlled approach or
providing a median refuge area for left turns from a side street).

Are ADT counts and projections needed for every study and for every analysis scenario?
How are ADT volumes to be evaluated?

The County Trip Generation Worksheet has serious problems — in particular the daily
to peak hour conversion percentages don’t make any sense (especially the one for
Saturday that shows 57 percent of all daily traffic happening in one hour between 3:00
and 4:00 PM). No winery would schedule 57 percent of guests in one hour, nor do they
get 57 percent of visitation in one hour. Also, for a weekday with 38 percent of daily
traffic happening in one hour is not realistic. Finally, Caltrans historical counts on SR 29
don’t back up peaking factors on the form. The entire form needs a common sense review
and major update.
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22.

April 20, 2018 memo by Fehr & Peers re Guidelines for Application of Updated
General Plan Circulation Polices on Significance Criteria Related to Vehicle LOS is
a good start. Recommendations to improve are:

* Provide more input/examples for side street stop sign controlled intersections.

* Be clear whether signal warrant evaluation is or is not to be considered a separate
significant impact evaluation. If yes, set forth the Existing, Near Term horizon and
Cumulative criteria for locations already exceeding warrant criteria. This would
pertain to virtually every major unsignalized intersection along SR 29 and Silverado
Trail south of St. Helena.

* Make it clear that Existing + Project and Near Term + Project evaluation are by the
same criteria and that cumulative criteria only apply to General Plan buildout
projections.

* Specify which signal warrant criteria are to be used — peak hour?

* Unsignalized intersection evaluation needs more clarity — are LOS results for side
street stop sign controlled intersections just for the entire intersection, or just for the
stop sign controlled approach?

* IfLOSE or F is acceptable (per the General Plan EIR) along segments of SR 29,
SR 12-121, and segments of Silverado Trail, does this also mean that all intersections
within these segments are allowed to operate at these same LOS E or F standards? If
so, for those segments with allowable LOS F operation, how can there be any
significant impacts?

General Comment. The purpose of traffic evaluations that consider both Existing and
General Plan horizon conditions has wandered off a commonsense path over the years.
Full operations analysis of Existing and Near Term horizon projections (with and without
the project) is totally appropriate as there is good certainty of the traffic volumes being
evaluated. However, for the General Plan horizon (2040), a planning level analysis makes
much more sense given the speculative nature of projections from any traffic model.
Model results depend upon accurate calibration (which are considered acceptable if they
are within 5 to 20 percent +/- of the real world volumes — depending upon the type of
road), reliable land use projections for Napa and adjacent counties (which did not happen
in the last General Plan model) and knowledge of the local circulation system and traffic
flows (which was not apparent with the results form the last General Plan model).
Projections for Napa County also need to take into account capacity controlling locations
on roadways providing access from adjacent counties — which they won’t.

Given that 2040 traffic growth projections from any model will probably be +/- 10 to 20
percent high or low, a planning level rather than detailed operations analysis is most
appropriate. The suggestion that different potential methods to determine future traffic
should be utilized depending upon the project and location will create an academic
exercise, but to what end?
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Pick one methodology, use it everyplace (for simplicity of use by the traffic engineers
conducting the studies and evaluation by County staff) and use a planning level
evaluation (such as the one in the last General Plan for roadway operation by the Florida
Department of Highways — who is light years ahead of Caltrans in evaluation of
circulation systems — my opinion).

Thank you for considering my input.
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DRAFT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDY GUIDELINES
COUNTY OF NAPA

COMMENTS & QUESTIONS

1. The new direction in days and seasons to be analyzed for traffic studies is for
Tuesday/Wednesday/Thursday evaluation for spring and fall conditions (excluding
harvest). Does this mean that past direction from Public Works over the past 20+ years
for winery reports to study Friday/Saturday conditions during harvest should now be
eliminated? Midweek volumes in May will definitely be lower than Friday volumes in
September.

2. Will there be a need to seasonally adjust traffic counts to reflect a particular spring/fall
(non-harvest) month of the year so there will be consistency between traffic studies? If
so, what month and what seasonal adjustment factors should be used (Caltrans PeMS
historical counts for SR 29)? If seasonal adjustments are requested, one set of conversion
factors should be developed for consistency.

3. Trip generation projections for winery project will need to depend upon County supplied
traffic studies for similar projects. However, it will be very difficult to draw accurate
comparisons given the differences in visitation requests and production levels of the
different wineries. A lot of data interpretation will be needed which will use time and
budget.

4. Procedures for determining trip generation for winery projects sound good for a
university class, but there is a reality of the time and cost for the proposed determination
process. Cost of traffic studies will go up significantly with these new procedures. What
is the difference in using an applicant’s best estimate of numbers and schedules and
visitation numbers versus trying to compare a new project versus a shotgun survey of
other winery projects that may or may not be applicable?

5. Providing input for all listed traffic study work tasks will significantly increase the cost of
doing traffic studies. Will the County traffic engineer provide a checklist of the items
required for each project so as to eliminate the production of a lot of unneeded data?

6. Why is the middle of a weekend afternoon not listed as a critical analysis period (1:00-
4:00 PM)? This is the period of peak winery visitation and peak ambient volumes in a lot
of locations. The weekend study times listed are not always critical — in particular, the
noon hours rarely have peak ambient traffic or peak winery visitation.

7. The County needs to specify which of the NVTA traffic model runs should be used for
evaluation purposes. This will provide consistency between studies. If the model runs to
be used change, the County needs to inform the traffic engineers regularly doing projects
in the County of these changes.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

18.

19.

20.

Access to NVTA traffic model calibration run and future projections for use in County
traffic studies should be free. Direction needs to be provided by the County whether
model future projections should be used as presented, or whether the difference method
using the calibration and future runs should be used.

Are County or Caltrans analysis procedures and significance criteria to be used for state
highway evaluation? If they are now different, why don’t the County and Caltrans confer
now and agree on one uniform set of criteria? Caltrans will usually go along with what
the local jurisdiction wants. This needs to be done ASAP.

Are the County left turn warrant criteria to be applied along state highways?
How many years of collision data need to be reviewed? Is this needed for every study?

Ninety-nine percent of all County intersections to be evaluated are unsignalized. Yet,
there is very little direction or mention of their operation in the guidelines (only in the
Fehr & Peers significance criteria memo attached).

What are LOS minimum acceptable standards for collector roads
Is the 2010 HCM preferred for LOS evaluation rather than the Version 6 from 2017?
Please define locally valid travel demand models (page 25) and give examples.

Intersection traffic control — for unsignalized intersections — No guidance is provided if
an intersection already meets signal warrant criteria.

Which signal warrant criteria are to be used? Peak hour volume/peak hour delay/both?

Some potential mitigation measures are missing for unsignalized intersections operating
unacceptably (such as adding an additional lane on the stop sign controlled approach or
providing a median refuge area for left turns from a side street).

Are ADT counts and projections needed for every study and for every analysis scenario?
How are ADT volumes to be evaluated?

The County Trip Generation Worksheet has serious problems — in particular the daily
to peak hour conversion percentages don’t make any sense (especially the one for
Saturday that shows 57 percent of all daily traffic happening in one hour between 3:00
and 4:00 PM). No winery would schedule 57 percent of guests in one hour, nor do they
get 57 percent of visitation in one hour. Also, for a weekday with 38 percent of daily
traffic happening in one hour is not realistic. Finally, Caltrans historical counts on SR 29
don’t back up peaking factors on the form. The entire form needs a common sense review
and major update.
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21.

22.

April 20, 2018 memo by Fehr & Peers re Guidelines for Application of Updated
General Plan Circulation Polices on Significance Criteria Related to Vehicle LOS is
a good start. Recommendations to improve are:

* Provide more input/examples for side street stop sign controlled intersections.

* Be clear whether signal warrant evaluation is or is not to be considered a separate
significant impact evaluation. If yes, set forth the Existing, Near Term horizon and
Cumulative criteria for locations already exceeding warrant criteria. This would
pertain to virtually every major unsignalized intersection along SR 29 and Silverado
Trail south of St. Helena.

* Make it clear that Existing + Project and Near Term + Project evaluation are by the
same criteria and that cumulative criteria only apply to General Plan buildout
projections.

* Specify which signal warrant criteria are to be used — peak hour?

* Unsignalized intersection evaluation needs more clarity — are LOS results for side
street stop sign controlled intersections just for the entire intersection, or just for the
stop sign controlled approach?

* IfLOSE or F is acceptable (per the General Plan EIR) along segments of SR 29,
SR 12-121, and segments of Silverado Trail, does this also mean that all intersections
within these segments are allowed to operate at these same LOS E or F standards? If
so, for those segments with allowable LOS F operation, how can there be any
significant impacts?

General Comment. The purpose of traffic evaluations that consider both Existing and
General Plan horizon conditions has wandered off a commonsense path over the years.
Full operations analysis of Existing and Near Term horizon projections (with and without
the project) is totally appropriate as there is good certainty of the traffic volumes being
evaluated. However, for the General Plan horizon (2040), a planning level analysis makes
much more sense given the speculative nature of projections from any traffic model.
Model results depend upon accurate calibration (which are considered acceptable if they
are within 5 to 20 percent +/- of the real world volumes — depending upon the type of
road), reliable land use projections for Napa and adjacent counties (which did not happen
in the last General Plan model) and knowledge of the local circulation system and traffic
flows (which was not apparent with the results form the last General Plan model).
Projections for Napa County also need to take into account capacity controlling locations
on roadways providing access from adjacent counties — which they won’t.

Given that 2040 traffic growth projections from any model will probably be +/- 10 to 20
percent high or low, a planning level rather than detailed operations analysis is most
appropriate. The suggestion that different potential methods to determine future traffic
should be utilized depending upon the project and location will create an academic
exercise, but to what end?
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Pick one methodology, use it everyplace (for simplicity of use by the traffic engineers
conducting the studies and evaluation by County staff) and use a planning level
evaluation (such as the one in the last General Plan for roadway operation by the Florida
Department of Highways — who is light years ahead of Caltrans in evaluation of
circulation systems — my opinion).

Thank you for considering my input.
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