


 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 18, 2016 
 
 
 
Soda Canyon Group 
c/o Glenn Schreuder 
2882 Soda Canyon Road 
Napa, CA  94558 
 
Subject: Mountain Peak Winery Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated 
 
Dear Mr. Schreuder: 
  
Per your request, I have reviewed the record in the proposal to develop a winery 
and tasting facility at the Mountain Peak vineyard on Soda Canyon Road in Napa 
County (the “Project”).  The record I have reviewed includes, but is not limited to, 
the Initial Study prepared by the County (the “IS”), the supporting traffic impact 
report prepared by Crane Transportation Group (the “TTG report”) and a draft 
peer review of the TTG report prepared by TJKM Associates.  My qualifications 
to perform this review include registration as a Civil and Traffic Engineer in 
California and 48 years of consulting practice in traffic and transportation 
engineering.  I have both prepared and reviewed the traffic and transportation 
components of numerous CEQA environmental documents and am familiar with 
traffic issues associated with development of winery and tasting facilities in Napa.  
My professional resume is attached herewith. 
 
My current comments on the subject project follow.  
 

1. The Findings of the Initial Study Do Not Reasonably Reflect the 
Conditions on Record With Respect to Traffic Safety Issues 
 

The TTG report solely examined safety issues in the context of adequacy of sight 
distances at the Project driveways and concluded that sight lines and sight 
distance will be adequate as long as landscape in the vicinity is properly trimmed 
and maintained.  However, the peer review considered safety issues on the 
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whole of Soda Canyon Road to the Project site and made findings of 
significance.  The peer review found that Soda Canyon Road, a two-lane dead-
end road, has very narrow pavement and sinuous horizontal and vertical 
alignments.  The lane widths vary between 9 and 11 feet with the segments with 
widths below 10 feet being less than the minimum standard of the California 
edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.  Moreover, at many 
locations, effective pavement width is rendered substandard or further reduced 
from standard by badly deteriorated pavement conditions.  The situation is further 
compromised by open roadside drainage with ditches unprotected by guardrail or 
paved or safely traversable shoulder.  These factors cause drivers in both 
directions to drive positioned toward the center of the roadway.  The safety 
compromise inherent is compounded by the sinuous horizontal and vertical 
alignment that, combined with effects of roadside vegetation and terrain, limits 
sight distance and causes opposed drivers operating near the center of the road 
to be unable to see each other soon enough to avoid hazardous conflict. 

The peer review also provides a detailed summary of accident experience.  It 
found that in the brief 14 month period between 1-21-13 and 3-27-14, there were 
57 motor vehicle crashes, an extraordinary number involving a minor roadway 
that carries very light traffic volume.  In light of this evidence, the County must 
conduct a thorough analysis of the causal factors involved in the crashes and 
determine what needs to be done to mitigate the situation, before it can support 
the conclusion reached without apparent substantiation in the IS. That conclusion 
is obviously contrary to evidence on record that there are significant traffic safety 
impacts involved.  

The peer review reports that existing annual winery visitors traveling on Soda 
Canyon Road is 22,372 and that the Mountain Peak Project would add another 
18,500 visitors1.  In other words, the Project would increase the traffic of 
presumably unfamiliar visitors on the road by over 80 percent.  This could 
significantly increase the crash incidence along Soda Canyon Road. 

The condition regarding traffic safety in the IS reads “Would the project 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?”  The 
evidence on the record overwhelmingly indicates it would.  Reasonable 
compliance with the good faith effort to disclose impacts required by CEQA 
necessitates that the County’s IS make the finding on this item of “Potentially 
Significant Impact” unless plausible mitigation were proposed which has not been 
the case to date. 

Moreover, in the event a crash on Soda Canyon Road resulted in liability claims 
against the County, although the County would no doubt attempt to claim design 
                                                             
1 These numbers do not include employees, shift workers, residents or service vehicles on Soda Canyon 
Road. 
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immunity due to the fact that the roadway predates modern design standards, the 
safety evidence on record in this matter could make the County liable for, while 
understanding the inherent design and safety defects of the road, knowingly 
approving a project that would significantly increase unfamiliar visitor traffic on 
Soda Canyon Road traffic and significantly incrementing truck traffic without 
acknowledging and mitigating the safety issues. 

Producing 100,000 gallons of wine will require about 667 tons of grapes.  The 
estate vineyards can be expected to produce about 160 tons.  So the winery will 
have to import about 507 tons of grapes from elsewhere, and to comply with the 
75 percent rule, all but about 167 tons will have to come from somewhere in 
Napa.  In regard to truck traffic, the CTG report claims that the Project will reduce 
truck traffic on Soda Canyon Road because the imported grapes will come from 
immediately neighboring vineyards.  However, we have seen nothing on record 
that the Project has letters of commitment from adjacent vineyards and there is a 
good probability that established vineyards already have commitments 
elsewhere.  So to comply with the good faith effort to disclose impacts demanded 
by CEQA, the CTG report should have assumed that trucks carrying all of the 
imported grapes would travel the length of Soda Canyon Road from Silverado 
trail to and from Mountain Peak.  So in considering the overall conclusion about 
the impact of the Project on the real safety issues that exist along Soda Canyon 
Road, the County should be disabused of the notion that the Project will 
somehow reduce truck traffic on that road.  In sum, the information in the record 
as provided to us indicates the Mountain Peak Project certainly may, and likely 
would, have a significant impact on transportation safety along Soda Canyon 
Road. 

2. The Intersection Evaluations In the CTG Report Failed to Consider 
Consequences of Queuing and Queue Storage. 

 
The CTG report finds that the intersection of Soda Canyon Road with Silverado 
Trail already operates at deficient levels of service in the Friday and Saturday 
afternoon peaks, but concludes that because the Project does not add 1 percent 
to the total traffic at this location, the Project’s impacts are less than significant.  
However, this conclusion does not consider the details of the geometry at that 
intersection or the impacts that changes in queueing resultant from small 
changes in traffic can have, given that geometry.  The figure on the following 
page shows a scale aerial photo of the Silverado Trail / Soda Canyon Road 
intersection.  Measurements show that if more than 4 vehicles are queued in the 
left turn pocket from southbound Silverado to northeasterly-bound Soda Canyon, 
the queued vehicles will start to extend into and obstruct the southbound 
Silverado through lane.  If more than three vehicles queue in the southwesterly 
bound lane of Soda Canyon access and egress to the entries/exits to the Soda 
Canyon side of the Soda Canyon Store /Brookdale Vineyards parking will be 
blocked.  Both of these situations have serious operational and safety 
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implications.  And since the Friday and Saturday afternoon peak operations are 
already deficient at this location, it is probable that queues at the limits described 

 
 
 
above already exist and that even small additions to traffic could seriously 
exacerbate the queues, causing a significant impact.  
 

3. The CTG Report Compiles Project Trip Generation Vastly Lower Than 
If Compiled At Rates Ordinarily Recognized As Representative By 
Napa County.  This Renders The CTG Reports’ Conclusions About 
Level of Service and Project Traffic Impacts Inaccurate and Irrelevant 

 
Based on information on employee, visitor special event staff and wine 
production totals contained in the CTG Report, we compiled the Mountain Peak 
Project trip generation per the rates and procedures detailed on the Winery 
Traffic Information / Trip Generation Sheet (the WTI / TGS) which is page 15 of 
the Napa County Planning, Building and Environmental Services Use Permit 
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Application.  This page of the application contains various trip factors known to 
the County to be most representative of local winery traffic conditions.  A copy of 
the completed sheet is inserted herein.  The table below compares Mountain 
Peak Traffic compiled per the County’s WTI /TGS sheet to the traffic estimated in 
the CTG Report. 
 

Mountain Peak Project Trip Generation Comparison: 
Winery Traffic Information / Trip Generation Sheet vs. Crane Transportation 

Group Report 
 

 WTI / TGS1 CTG Report 
Weekday PM Peak   
     Harvest N/A 112 

     Non-Harvest 49 112 

   
Saturday PM Peak   
     Harvest 135 102 

     Non-Harvest 60 102 

   
Largest Marketing Event 107 493 

1. Compiled per page 15 of Napa Co. Planning, Building and Environmental Services Use 
Permit Application using employee, visitor, special event staff and wine production totals 
contained in the CTG Report.  Annual tons of grape on-haul estimated based on net tons 
required for 100,000 gallon production less tonnage produced by 40 acre estate vineyard. 

2. Per CTG Report, Table 16. 
3. Per CTG Report, Table18.  (CTG reports in Table 18 footnote that for maximum events 

some visitors will be shuttled from off-site parking areas like hotels.)  Apparently the 
expectation is that about 63 visitors will be shuttled both ways. 

 
As can be seen in the comparison table, the CTG Reports trip totals are vastly 
less than if compiled by the County’s recognized trip rates – so much so that they 
can have no credibility.  Since everything in the traffic analysis flows from the trip 
generation, this renders the findings of the CTG Report meaningless.  The entire 
analysis should be redone using the County’s authorized rates and procedures 
per page 15 of the Use Permit Application Form and the additional guidance on 
page 16 of the same document.  . 
 
We note that if the WTI/TGS values are used, on a harvest Saturday, the Project 
comes within one trip of adding traffic to the Soda Canyon /Silverado Trail 
intersection that would exceed 1 percent of the existing traffic.  Hence, for a 
variability of but one trip, the Project would be considered significantly impactful.  
Also, had a queuing analysis at this intersection been performed, the higher 
Project traffic values in the WTI/TGS sheet would surely have significantly altered 
queue overspill creating further hazardous conflict. 
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4.  Conclusion 

 
This concludes my comments on the Mountain Peak Winery Initial Study 
transportation component and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Based 
on the foregoing, I am convinced that the findings of the Initial Study are contrary 
to the record or inadequately supported and believe there is fair argument that a 
full Environmental Impact Report that focuses on the traffic safety issues involved 
should be prepared. 
 
Sincerely,   
 
Smith Engineering & Management  
A California Corporation    

 
Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.   
President   
 
Attachments: 
Resume of Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E. 
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18 July 2016 
 
 
Soda Canyon Group 
Attn:  Mr. Glenn Schreuder 
2882 Soda Canyon Road 
Napa, California 94558 
 
 
Subject: Mountain Peak Winery (Use Permit #P13—00320-UP) 

Review of Noise Analysis 
 
 
Dear Mr. Schreuder: 
 
As requested, we have reviewed the noise analysis and the Initial Study/Negative Declaration 
(IS/ND) for the proposed project at Mountain Peak Winery in Napa County, California.  This 
letter discusses elements of the IS/ND noise analysis that we find deficient in some way. 
 
Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Acoustical Consultants, has practiced exclusively in the field of 
acoustics since 1966. During our 50 years of operation, we have prepared hundreds of noise 
studies for Environmental Impact Reports and Statements.  We have one of the largest technical 
laboratories in the acoustical consulting industry.  We also utilize industry-standard acoustical 
programs such as Environmental Noise Model (ENM), Traffic Noise Model (TNM), 
SoundPLAN, and CADNA.  In short, we are well qualified to prepare environmental noise 
studies and review studies prepared by others. 
 
The documents we have reviewed and referenced are: 
 

1. Mountain Peak Winery, Napa County, CA – Environmental Noise Assessment, 
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., May 3, 2016.  (“Noise Assessment”) 
 

2. Appendix C, Initial Study Checklist, Mountain Peak Winery, Use Permit #P13-00320-UP, 
County of Napa; Planning, Building, and Environmental Services Dept., 27 June 2016. 
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Issue #1: Noise analysis fails to identify exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of 

local standards 
 
Table 3 of the Noise Assessment presents the ostensible time-delineated noise limits for the 
project obtained by applying the time-delineated noise standard adjustments in the Napa County 
Noise Ordinance to the baseline Exterior Noise Limits established in Table 8.16.070 of the 
Ordinance.  We agree that these are applicable standards for most types of noise, however, as the 
Noise Assessment itself points out, another provision of the Noise Ordinance provides that: 
 

In the event the alleged offensive noise . . . contains music or speech, the standard limits 

set forth in Tables 8.16.060 and 8.16.070 shall be reduced by five dB, but not lower than 

forty-five.  [Napa Co. Code of Ordinances, Section 8.16.070(B)] 
 
Table 9 of the Noise Assessment presents the estimated noise levels for special events which, as 
discussed in the paragraph preceding Table 9, are comprised of noise from music and raised 
conversation.  Therefore, the limits presented in Table 9 of the Noise Assessment should all be 
5 dB less than those presented in Table 3 of the Noise Assessment, though not below 45 dBA.  In 
particular, the L50 daytime limit for speech and music should be 45 dBA.  As the Noise 
Assessment’s own calculations indicate, the expected L50 noise levels from special events at 
Residences 1 and 2 are 48 and 47 dBA, respectively.  As these levels exceed a local standard, 
they comprise a significant noise impact of the proposed project. 
 
 
Issue #2: Noise analysis fails to identify a substantial periodic increase in ambient 

noise levels above the existing levels 

 
In addition to exceeding the local standard, the noise from large special events will 
fundamentally change the character of the neighborhood near the proposed operation.  
Quantitatively, this can be seen easily by comparing the special events noise estimates with the 
existing ambient noise levels as is done in Figure 1, below.  In this figure, the colored solid lines 
show the existing ambient noise levels, and the colored dashed lines show the projected, special 
event noise levels.  The colors – red, yellow, and blue – represent the three nearest residences.  
The solid black line is the correctly applied local noise ordinance limits for the various noise 
metrics.  The key point here is that the L50 levels – the noise levels exceeded 30 minutes during 
the hour – are substantially higher than the existing ambient levels.  The situation will be worst at 
Residence 1 where the special event noise level will be 20 dB higher than the ambient.  As the 
Noise Assessment itself points out, “Each 10 decibel increase in sound level is perceived as 
approximately a doubling of loudness over a fairly wide range of intensities”.  [Noise 
Assessment at p. 2]  This means a 20 dB increase is perceived as a quadrupling of loudness.  At 
the other residences, the noise will be some 11 to 13 dB higher, somewhat more than a doubling 
of loudness. 
 
As Figure 1 indicates, the noise from large gatherings of people is fairly consistent – that is why 
the dashed lines are fairly flat across the page.  This means that during the special events, the 
soundscape at the neighbor’s homes will be dominated by the special event noise.  Because the 
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special events will cause substantial periodic increases in noise levels above the existing ambient 
noise levels, these noise levels also comprise a significant noise impact of the proposed project. 
 
 

*                              *                         *                         *                              * 
 
 
Please call us if you have any questions regarding this review. 
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
WILSON IHRIG 
 
 
 
Derek L. Watry 
Principal 
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FIGURE 1     NOISE FROM SPECIAL EVENTS 



 

 

 

 

DEREK L. WATRY, M.S. 
 

 

Experience 
 

Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc.  (1992 to Present) 

Principal 

Mr. Watry is experienced in all aspects of environmental acoustics, including noise 

measurement and prediction, regulatory analysis, environmental impact assessment, and noise 

control design.  He is well versed in the requirements of CEQA, and has both prepared and 

critiqued many environmental noise studies.  Over the past 18 years, he has conducted 

numerous construction, traffic, HVAC, and industrial equipment noise projects, and has 

extensive experience with construction noise and vibration monitoring. 

 

University of California, Berkeley  (1988 - 1992) 

Graduate Student, Research and Teaching Assistant 

Teaching Assistant for "Fundamentals of Acoustics" course 

 

 

Education 
M.S. (1991) in Mechanical Engineering, University of California at Berkeley 

B.S. (1988) in Mechanical Engineering, University of California at San Diego 

M.B.A. (2000), Saint Mary's College of California, Moraga 

 

 

Professional Associations 
Member, Acoustical Society of America 

Member, National Council of Acoustical Consultants 

 

 

Academic Distinctions 
Summa Cum Laude, Saint Mary's College of California  (2000) 

National Science Foundation Fellowship Recipient  (1988 - 1991) 

Summa Cum Laude, University of California, San Diego  (1988) 

 

 

Representative Projects 
 

Patterson Ranch EIR, Fremont 

Noise section of EIR for 428 acre project that included residential, educational, religious, 

community recreation, and commercial land uses. 
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Mare Island Dredged Material Disposal Facility EIR, Vallejo 

EIR noise study for proposed disposal facility to be built next to residential neighborhood. 

 

Silva Ranch Annexation EIR, King City 

EIR noise study for development of new, large, primarily residential, district on the outskirts of 

King City. 

 

525 Golden Gate Avenue Demolition, San Francisco 

Noise and vibration monitoring and consultation during the demolition of multi-story office 

building next to Federal, State, and Municipal Court buildings in San Francisco. 

 

Tyco Electronics Annual Noise Compliance Study, Menlo Park 

Conducted annual noise compliance monitoring for Tyco Electronics in 2009 and 2010.  

Provided letter critiquing the regulatory requirements and recommending improvements. 

 

Safeway Redevelopment, Sunnyvale 

Noise study of store redevelopment including loading dock, trash compactor, parking lot, and 

rooftop HVAC equipment. 

 

Safeway Redevelopment, Los Altos 

Noise study of store redevelopment including loading dock, trash compactor, rooftop parking lot, 

rooftop HVAC equipment, and Foothill Expressway traffic noise. 

 

Central Park Apartments Noise Study, Mountain View 

Noise study for new residential building development.  Major noise sources included Central 

Expressway and Caltrain. 

 

465 N. Whisman Road, Mountain View 

Noise control among suites in a low-rise office complex. 

 

Caltrain Centralized Equipment Maintenance and Operations Facility, San Jose 

Noise study of impacts for new maintenance and operations facility built next to existing 

residential neighborhood.  Included analysis of 16 ft sound barrier wall. 

 

Conoco-Phillips Refinery Noise Control, Rodeo 

Environmental noise study and assessment of refinery noise at residential neighborhood. 

 

Groth Winery HVAC Sound Barrier, Oakville 

Design of sound barriers to control noise from rooftop HVAC equipment. 

 

Dahl Booster Pump Station, Palo Alto 

Design of sound barrier and specification of mufflers for pump station equipment. 
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