
Raymond	appeal	–	BOS	8/15/17	

	

Watching part of the Raymond appeal hearing I missed.  I am mining it for soundbites and data 
and concepts to support our cause.  I want to connect to the Supe's reasoning. 
 
 
1:17 Perl - see his PPT presentation 
 
1:45 Frank Leeds - prime vineyard to road in AP 
 
1:49 Kelleen Sullivan – We have over 200 signatures of people who do oppose this expansion.  
If this proposal by Raymond is allowed to pass it shows the County is willing to reward a winery 
that has acted with impunity, and has no vision and no direction to steer the County away from 
being a bumper to bumper Disneyland in the Napa Valley.  This expansion plan serves only one 
Corporate purpose and it doesn’t serve the Napa Valley as a whole, which I would very much 
like you to consider.  The rules that you have put in place to protect our ag land to protect our 
community, I’m asking you to protect the land that cannot stand up to speak for itself.  And once 
you pave over the two acres for the road another couple of acres for a parking lot the land is 
paved over and it’s done.  It’s over.   
 
1:51 Andy Beckstoffer - 16 wineries within one square mile in the area including Raymond.  
Raymond wants to deliver more traffic into the teeth of the storm.  Every day bumper-to-bumper 
traffic going north on 29 from 10-12 and 3-6.   
 
Decide not out of sympathy for the applicant but to reduce the frustration and the concerns of the 
neighborhood which have gone on too long.  You will find over 200 of the neighbors objecting.  
 
When I was on the PC I asked the planning director Jim Hickey what is my guideline?  How do I 
make decisions?  He said you got to look at the GP.  So I will read the Vision Statement of the 
GP that says:  "While other Bay Area counties have experienced unprecedented development and 
urban infrastructure expansion over the last four decades, Napa Co citizens have consistently 
preserved the ag lands and the rural character that they treasure." Your response will set 
precedent for many years to come.   
 
I have never seen such a long term flagrant disregard for the preservations of ag land and a rural 
character and the authority of this Board and the rules of Napa Co as the Raymond’s have 
exhibited since 2011 when they bought the property.  Now they want to take lands out of 
agriculture solely for the purpose of hospitality.  Sonoma consistently turns down these kinds of 
big developments in the name of preserving the rural character of their community.  And they 
don't have an Ag Preserve, but we do.  You do  We do. The Raymond's have no sworn 
commitment to protect the ag lands and the rural character of our Co.  But you do.  We do.  
We're asking you to honor that commitment.  What you (BOS) do will make a policy statement 
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backed by action, and that’s extremely important.   
 
We're destroying our cultural heritage in the name of commercial development. I don't want to 
be a part of that.  Over 200 people oppose this matter.  And so we're asking the Board, Do you 
have our back on preserving the rural character of our neighborhood?  What are you saying to us 
and to other communities, small communities in Napa in terms of maintaining their rural 
character?   
 
Here's where we really need a statement from the Board:  We have 2 choices here in Napa Co:  
We can have an ag economy that is supported by tourism.  Or we can have a tourist economy 
that features agriculture.  For 50 years we've said, We want an agricultural economy.  Your 
decision on this matter will go a long way to saying what this Board thinks what economy they 
think should be right for Napa Co.    
 
2:17 – Chris Curtano – live in the neighborhood - I collected neighbors signatures – the thing I 
heard time and again was Disneyland. 
 
2:17 Cyril Chappellet – flexibility in the WDO – you have to go with the staff report.  They 
form organically.  Educate the wine buying public.  I don’t know how to solve traffic issues 
overall.  Makes sense to have added traffic access on highway.   
 
2:24 - Tish Wagner – not opposed to growth but needs to be responsible and thoughtful.  Not 
just this but the entire county.  I think about this almost every day when I’m driving, and our 
infrastructure and all that’s going on.  It’s rough.  It’s really rough as you all know.  Anybody 
who goes upvalley knows.  My husband is a first responder for the City of St. Helena, which 
covers zinfandel Lane.  It takes him 20 minutes on some days to get to a call.  Why is this 
important?  Because of everything going on.  I don’t feel that having the access road on the 
highway is going to alleviate anything on Zinfandel.  It’s still going to be a problem all the way 
around.  Because I’ve grown up on this land, I know this land intimately and I love it.  Once we 
pave, once we cover the dirt, cut down the trees, we never get it back.  And I hope you will 
consider keeping it in the Ag Preserve.   
 
2:26 - Stephanie Putnam – I’m Raymond winemaker – we have improved wine quality – I work 
really hard to keep our work team together.  As we grow we also see growth in our people.  I 
love our infectious enthusiasm etc blah blah.   I’m as concerned as much about growth as anyone 
in the community  blah blah 
 
2:31 – cellarmaster - we cannot think tht everything in laife will stay the same, so …   
 
2:34  - Beth Leeds – [read excerpt from Michael Honig LTE - - I hope our County govt starts to 
see the harm – stops allowing applicants to ask forgiveness instead of permission…] 
 
 
3:43 Ryan Gregory – lot of people who see this as over the top and not consistent w the AP – I 
visited and saw true connection to the land – it was genuine.  Some things I heard today – all the 
traffic on Zinfandel – and all the parcels on Zinfandel that could support a winery – My view 
here’s a property taking pressure off Zinfandel entrance.   
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Also hear there are too many wineries.  The lot merger essentially eliminates 25 ac parcel from 
hosting winery on 29.  Here we’re eliminating one more winery along our major corridor.  Also 
not asking for more visitation and more production.  I see this as a benefit to the community and 
I’m going to support it today.   
 
3:46 – Belia – if 25.46ac and 40% would be allowed for accessory uses, that would be a 10ac 
loss of land.  If that property were its own application.  Winery coverage says 25% used by 
winery, up to 15ac max.  So loss of up to 6ac loss.  Of that 6ac, 2.5ac could be accessory.   
 
 
3:48 Brad Wagenkenecht – talk about the “Natural Theater’ or, the “Theater of Nature”?    
 
3:49 Jean Charles Boissette – free experience granted to our guests, showcase visually the 
difference between organic and non-organic farming.  Unique experience.  Bring schools and 
universities, etc.  Demonstrate the world of nature.   
 
3:51 – Dillon – sustainability for ag is ability to sell the product – to sell your product, including 
increased regulatory oversight, very costly, more than the past.  I don’t think we need to adjust 
our rules for everyone…  to allow them economic success, we’ll tip the scales.  We need to be 
cognizant there are variations on theme of winery visitation….  Things have changed since 1990 
– people want experiences….  26 employees on paper might have worked once upon a time, but 
we all know that’s not what it takes to sell wine these days.   
 
Anyone who read the EIR on WDO, I was here in 1990 and was part of a group trying to lobby 
for the specific language in the WDO…  we were thinking how do we put in a legislative scheme 
to control growth into the future, with huge traffic problems already identified, and how to 
protect the rights of wineries that were already built.  And some had been built without use 
permits because that was not the focus.  And the kind of things we’re dealing with today I’m 
pretty sure they weren’t anticipated in their entirety.  But the main objective was protecting the 
land.  We have underscored that in our GP and we continue to.   
 
3:56 [defines marketing and production], and the building ¼ mile away is not accessory.  Go 
down that path, and can see where that is going.  Definition’s pretty clear to me to keep it as 
compact as possible.  Lot of paved land.  I’m concerned with, this looks like – reminds me how 
Stanly Ranch was annexed to City of Napa – cherry stem development.  That’s the primary 
reason this concerns me.   
 
3:58 – we have a traffic problem – it was foreseeable in 1990 – the EIR had a big focus on that.  
Very interesting when you look at their mitigations – there was a big effort to have all the 
mitigations – over a hundred of them – and there was a conscious decision made to look at 
wineries on a case by case basis.  But one of the mitigations was: Don’t put anymore wineries on 
Highway 29 or reduce the number in some fashion.  And I think, yes, this will take cars off the 
corner of Zinfandel and 29 but we’re just moving them to another place.  Not a solution….  But 
this is not what a winery looks like with its accessory use set far apart.   
 
I really appreciate Raymond Winery commitment to organic and green.  And educating people 
about that effort.  It’s a wonderful thing to do.  But what we’re making here is a LU decision.  I 
wish Jean Charles lives forever…  but you can split it again…  end up with all kinds of decisions 
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we can’t envision today..  they could happen in 5 years if you decide to sell….  Our land use 
decision here is not going to last forever….  Thangs can change and change before you think 
they will.   
 
4:03 we have 2 things going on here.  We’ve got code compliance…  I think we need to separate 
them out in our decision – I do not see this as an all or nothing decision.  We don’t set policy 
here.  I fear that we are setting a brand new policy by creating an accessory use so far from the 
winery.   
 
4:04 - Pedroza – I agree w much of what Supe Dillon said and appreciate it as one of the newer 
members, giving us an historical perspective – and it’s very valuable because that’s what’s going 
to make good government and ensure we make good decisions.  But I want to pause to reflect 
how quickly the world is changing on us, and how quickly the future is changing on us…  and, I 
think we all take our commitment to being stewards of the future very seriously, but I think 
where I differ is, I look at what we’re doing, if we approve this by the preservation of having this 
happen.  While it may not be ideal, the scenario of the Ticen property being a stand-alone, and if 
a winery goes in how much disruption of ag you would have.  You could argue you could have 
more because the whole parcel would be subject to 60/40 (?).  So those are some of the scenarios 
I look at and I fully acknowledge there’s only so much we can control.  But I still see the benefit 
in the short term of what we could do today with an approval of this notwithstanding that if there 
are other long term policy decisions we have to make, I’d be willing to entertain that, but in 
terms of what’s in front of us right now, I see this, being able to preserve ag by having this 
merger occur in the short term. And that’s what’s causing me to have reason to support this 
today.   
 
4:06 Belia Ramos – It’s been the policy of this board to say come forward and clean up your 
code compliance issues, but I agree there is a difficulty here, in looking at an application 
simultaneously as we review code compliance issues albeit the only one requiring PC discretion 
would be the intensity (?) by the employees.  I think that it is time touching and certainly by the 
action of this board a couple of weeks ago we know it is incumbent on us to spearhead 
compliance so I acknowledge the admission.  I am grateful for that, that you’ve owned that.  At 
the same time, going forward I am very concerned that this is the manner in which we are 
resolving code compliance issues.  I think that the time has come that code compliance divest 
itself and not piggyback on modifications.  I think the time has come that code compliance has 
its own day in the sunlight, and get spotlighted so that we can truly understand what those 
impacts are, while that is not the policy of the board at this time.  I certainly am not interested 
moving forward and revisiting a scenario such as this where we are having to deal wholesale 
with a mod and a compliance at the same time.  Compliance is the commitment of our growers, 
of our wineries, of our vintners to abide by the rules and to be good stewards of the land. That is 
what compliance is as set forth by this board.  To want to convert new uses – that is a separate 
consideration.  I hope that we can bring this matter forward, at a separate time when we start 
looking at a true compliance policy and culture in which we are not regarding a failure to comply 
with the land use policies of Napa.   
 
4:10 – certainly I’m not going to be that person to say, Reduce your workforce.  I’m not going to 
be the one who says 26 employees would be sufficient to operate an experiential winery visiting 
experience – but again, in all fairness to the polices of the county, in all fairness to the board, that 
should not be a matter that comes before us again.  We should not have to be put in a position of 
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having to decide who gets a pink slip and who does not.  It’s time that we all comply by the rules 
and that we be given the opportunity to fairly enforce those rules here as the policy setting body.   
 
4:11 – when it comes to the envelope – the winery envelope – I am very sensitive to the 
historical perspective that Supervisor Dillon has given to us.  It seems very logical.  However I 
find it difficult to state so, to make a decision that would restrict that envelope size without a 
stated policy that says it has to be within a certain distance to the winery itself.   
 
4:12 I grew up on Inglewood Lane –  
 
4:18 Brad – I appreciate that the wine is green and organic.  I like the Theater of Nature. I like to 
show off Napa land can grow more than just grapes.  For me a clean application would have 
been purely just looking at the issues that were what the violations were.  Looking at those and 
deciding whether those should be allowed or disallowed.  With this application that didn’t 
happen here.  Ticen property and the road, adding another tasting area at the Ticen property, I’m 
not really sure what I’m deciding here.  I’m not really interested in adding an entrance on 29 
today.  I can’t decide for adding to this at this point   As I say I do appreciate what Raymond 
does, marketing to different folks and adding some devotees that other wineries don’t market to.   
 
4:22 – Gregory – No good answer to why Raymond has been around so long.  We’ve allowed 
folks to operate this way.  Came up in May’s strategic planning session.  Last meeting Supe 
Dillon said fine let’s do this…  I believe we’ll start this conversation next meeting.  We need to 
do this.  I put a lot more value on this lot merger.  We’re always thinking about how to do this all 
the time.  Some of the best ideas have come from Mr. Beckstoffer and others who are thinking 
about this also all the time.  And to think you had a board that would create a legal parcel that 
would allow for another winery, I just don’t see that happening anytime in the future.  So I’m 
putting a lot more value on the lot merger than I’ve heard so far.   
 
4:24 – Dillon – this is not an all or nothing situation.  And I’ve not looked at it that way.  When 
someone comes in for a lot split, is that ministerial or do they come to the PC?   Tran – there is a 
public hearing process.  Lot line adjustment is ministerial 
 
4:30 – Alfredo – I’m not sure I’m interested in piecemealing this of having two different tracks.  
I’d make a motion to require 75% on Ticen as Chair Ramos asked for.  Intent to deny with 75% 
coming from Ticen.  Affirm PC decision with modification of 75% from Ticen [of grape yield to 
be produced onsite by Raymond].   Second from Gregory.  Gregory, Ramos and Pedroza vote to 
deny. 
 
4:31 – Dillon – I would have approved part of it but I can’t approve it as a package.  No.   
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