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Report position at a glance

Question ‘ Current answer

What is the North Star?

Move more resources upstream, before disaster, and deploy them to
achieve the greatest equitable resilience impact.

Does Phase 1 accurately
reflect Napa's existing
work?

Yes. Napa already has substantial delivery capability, investment,
planning, data and institutional momentum. The unresolved issue is
how to evidence, aggregate and sustain the value that work creates.

Is Napa ready to move
forward?

Yes - to a bounded Phase 2 validation program that strengthens the
underlying resilience system while testing the funding and financing
pathway.

Is there aviable Napa-scale
investment proposition
today?

Not yet. No issuer/obligor, durable repayment source or investable cash
flow for a Napa-scale resilience financing proposition has been
established. That is a financing-maturity finding, not a judgment on
resilience value.

Can Napa move before a
statewide issuance?

Potentially. Phase 2 should test a Napa-scale implementation of the
wider financing architecture: coordinating existing public, philanthropic
and private resources, while testing whether a resilience facility,
municipal/public financing, service-payment structure, dedicated local
revenue, blended facility or Napa Resilience Bond can add durability
and leverage.

Is insurance aggregation
still central?

Yes. Phase 2 should explicitly test whether many community- and
property-scale insurance effects can be aggregated into institutionally
meaningful portfolio value and, if appropriate, a durable contribution to
resilience.

Must the result be a bond?

No. A conventional bond issuance is not a prerequisite. However, Phase
1 suggests that an Optimization Bond architecture is the most
promising medium- to long-term direction: an organizing structure that
can coordinate and optimize existing public, philanthropic and private
resources, aggregate durable institutional commitments, and leverage
additional investment where that improves scale, timing or resilience. A
bond issuance would become appropriate only when the necessary
cash flows, issuer/obligor and credit conditions have been
demonstrated.
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1. Executive summary

Napa has a substantial and increasingly sophisticated wildfire-resilience system. The central opportunity is
to protect, connect and amplify that work, move more resources upstream into prevention and resilience,
and test whether the resulting value can support more durable funding and, where justified, a genuine
investment proposition. [1-9; 32; 42; 70-76; 77-78; 85; 105-111; 117-128; C1-C3]

Napa is a particularly strong place to undertake that validation because much of the difficult delivery work
already exists: active public agencies and local organizations, a defined Enhanced Resilience Site (ERS)
approach, a substantial treatment history, planning and incident evidence, watershed and infrastructure
assets, engaged landowners, and real insurer and utility interest. Phase 2 does not need to invent a
resilience system from scratch. It can focus on where targeted additional intervention and sustained
maintenance create disproportionate system value. [1-9; 85; 105-111; 117-128; C1-C3].

Central Phase 1 finding

Napa does not have a resilience-value problem. It has a value-transmission challenge: how to
evidence where resilience value lands, aggregate it where appropriate, and translate enough
of itinto durable resources that can sustain and scale upstream investment.

The project therefore has two connected pathways

The first is the pathway to stronger prevention and resilience outcomes: select the right interventions,
define maintenance and service levels, measure performance, understand cross-system effects and direct
resources toward the places where they create the greatest equitable benefit.

The second is the pathway to a real investment opportunity: verified performance -> recognized beneficiary
value -> lawful and durable institutional commitments -> an appropriate capital structure -> investable
cash flows, if justified.

In this report, the Optimization Bond is best understood as the organizing financing architecture, not simply
the final security. Its potential value is to optimize and connect resources already in the system, fill
persistent funding and maintenance gaps, aggregate otherwise fragmented sources of value and
commitment, and bring in additional repayable capital only where the evidence supports it. On balance,
Phase 1 suggests this is the leading medium- to long-term hypothesis for Napa; Phase 2 must test what the
architecture should contain and whether any conventional issuance is warranted.

The water/wildfire nexus should be treated as a core Phase 2 lens. Napa’s public evidence connects
wildfire to watershed degradation, sediment and pollutant movement, reservoirs and drinking-water
sources; the City CWPP and current Napa RCD work also point toward Lake Hennessey as a potentially
important cross-boundary proof point. The March 2026 Napa RCD material describes proposed watershed
and forest resilience treatments around Lake Hennessey, linked to wildfire risk, drinking-water protection, a
PG&E utility line and long-term maintenance. A new Lake Hennessey sub-watershed group is also forming
around climate resilience, wildfire preparedness and long-term stewardship. [10-12; 36-50; 56-61; 77-78;
126-128; 131-132]

The power-system lens is equally important, but more specific. The strongest Phase 2 opportunity is not
generic power generation. It is the interaction between transmission/distribution infrastructure, utility
corridors and rights-of-way, access and egress, containment, detection, outage avoidance and maintained
landscape resilience. PG&E stakeholder evidence identifies reduced fire consequence, increased
containment and avoided ignitions as top-value outcomes, with avoided outage, infrastructure damage,
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operational access and future vegetation-management or event-response costs also relevant. PG&E has
also described a hypothetical municipal “grand bargain” in which maintained resilience commitments
could, subject to evidence and authority, support utility participation or co-funding. This is a hypothesis to
test, not a PG&E commitment. [13; 66; 117-123; 129; C1]

Insurance aggregation is another explicit Phase 2 test. The goal is not to turn household premium
savings into assumed cash flow. It is to test whether many property- and community-scale mitigation
effects can be made visible at neighborhood, resilience-zone, insurer-book or portfolio level; whether they
change expected loss, tail risk, concentration, eligibility, capacity, reinsurance or another institutional
variable; and whether that aggregate value could support a durable institutional action. Household benefit,
insurer portfolio value, program revenue and contracted repayment cash flow must remain separate. [21-
25;90-93; 112-116; 130]

Phase 1 also shows that the value at stake is broader than insured property or public assets. Napa's
tourism economy generated $2.8 billion of total economic impactin 2025 and supported about 15,300 jobs;
the 2025 Pickett Fire produced preliminary agricultural loss estimates of at least $65 million. These figures
are context, not avoided-loss coefficients, but they show why business continuity, working lands, access,
smoke and destination confidence matter to the resilience case. Phase 1 also identifies an emerging local
resilience economy - treatment and maintenance capacity, home hardening, monitoring, prescribed fire
and grazing, and potential productive uses for woody residues - that Phase 2 can test without assuming a
bankable new revenue stream. [17; 51-53; 65; 136; 140-142]

The social and public-health pathways are also material. Napa County issued a health advisory during
the Pickett Fire because smoke was expected to reach unhealthy levels around Calistoga, Pope Valley and
Howell Mountain. State evidence links wildfire smoke to respiratory and cardiovascular harm and shows a
sharp increase in smoke exposure across California; it also notes disruption to healthcare, education,
employment and housing, with longer-lasting effects often falling on lower-income communities. Napa's
aggregate wealth therefore should not obscure differences in exposure, ability to self-protect, housing
security and recovery capacity. [53; 84; 103-104; 137-139]

The policy environment is increasingly aligned with the same upstream-investment challenge.
Proposition 4, the California Safe Homes Act, the public wildfire catastrophe-model law, Climate Resilience
District legislation and the 2026 SB 254 Natural Catastrophe Resiliency Study all create useful enabling
conditions. None, however, automatically supplies the long-duration maintenance, multi-beneficiary
coordination or investable cash flow that Napa is trying to solve. Phase 2 can therefore act as a practical
local implementation test of a live statewide policy agenda. [115; 142-147]

The pathway to capital should also operate on more than one horizon. Napa does not need to wait for a
statewide Optimization Bond. Phase 2 should test whether an earlier Napa-scale mechanism - for example
a resilience facility, municipal/public financing, dedicated revenue, service-payment structure, blended
facility or Napa Resilience Bond - could sustain selected interventions if the evidence and legal/financial
structure support it. The proposed Measure B is relevant context because it would, if approved by voters,
create a locally controlled funding source for wildfire preparedness, watershed protection and open-space
preservation. Itis not current funding and should not be assumed in the base case. [67; 114-115; 133-135]

Phase 2 can help participating organizations understand where Napa's resilience activity creates value for
them, what additional evidence or coordination could unlock further action, and how those contributions
could help accelerate a more durable upstream investment model.

For investors, there is no investment ask today. The value of the Napa Demo is that it can show how an
already strong resilience platform can progress toward a well-evidenced financing architecture, durable
cash flows, the Full Feasibility Study and, if justified, a Napa-scale or wider issuance. [124; C1]

© Redpill Group Ltd. Napa Wildfire Resilience System | Phase 1 Report | September 2026 | Page 5



2. What Phase 1 did

Phase 1 was designed to test whether Napa has a credible resilience system and a serious route to
sustained upstream funding - building on, connecting, amplifying and leveraging the substantial programs
and investments already in place.

2.1 The Phase 1 work

Built a traceable public evidence base, source register and claim-boundary system covering wildfire,
treatment activity, community resilience, water, infrastructure, insurance, public finance and delivery
capacity.

Mapped the local delivery ecosystem, treatment history, ERS engagement pipeline and operating
workflow, planning context, incident learning and candidate beneficiaries.

Integrated Napa Firewise and PG&E stakeholder evidence within explicit use boundaries, without
treating it as public policy, technical standard or payment commitment.

Identified candidate Phase 2 work packages and the evidence needed to validate intervention
performance, maintenance and institutional value.

Tested beneficiary, payer, funding and capital hypotheses without turning potential economic value into
assumed program revenue or repayment cash flow.

Tested in sequence value creation, resource mobilization, capital-pathway selection and financeability.
Tested broader economic, social, public-health and policy pathways to understand where resilience
value extends beyond direct asset protection and what remains to be evidenced.

2.2 What Phase 1 did not do

It did not independently verify individual ERS certificate status, treatment quality, current condition,
maintenance performance or wildfire-risk reduction; Napa Firewise operational definitions and
workflow are treated as controlled source-owner evidence, not independent certification.

It did not produce insurer pricing, coverage, underwriting, catastrophe-model or reinsurance
conclusions.

It did not establish PG&E cost savings, liability reduction, approved cost recovery, technical standards
or a utility payment commitment.

It did not establish hydrologic or water-utility avoided costs for a selected intervention package.

It did not quantify a Napa-wide economic multiplier, social or public-health benefit, or treat a resilience-
related value chain as a bankable revenue source.

It did not select a district, assessment, fee, public issuer, obligor or repayment source.

It did not size a Napa Resilience Bond or statewide Optimization Bond, determine debt capacity or seek
investor commitments.

These are the specific evidence, authority and commitment questions that Phase 2 is designed to answer -
or reject.
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3. Napa already has a strong resilience platform

Napa does not begin with a blank sheet. It already has delivery capability, investment, planning, data,
institutional relationships and community engagement that many jurisdictions would first have to build.
That existing platform is the reason a more advanced financing test is credible here.

3.1 Local delivery and stewardship

Napa Firewise and Valley Stewards provide the clearest organizing route for community-scale action,
including the ERS framework and resilience-zone thinking. Napa RCD adds forest health, planning,
prescribed fire, roads, watershed, soil and agricultural capability. County, City, fire, open-space, land-trust,

grower and other partners add planning, emergency management, asset ownership and delivery roles. [1-9;
15-16; 26-31; 70-76; 77-78; 79-83; 84; 88-89; 105-111; 122]
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Figure 1. Napa Phase 1 demonstration geographies and evidence focus. Strategic orientation only; not an operational
or project-approval map. [7; 32-41; C3]

3.2 Avisible activity and project pipeline

The controlled ERS pipeline contains 552 parcel records and 551 unique assessor parcels. The source
extract records 408 parcels as In Progress and 144 as Integrated. Napa Firewise describes the operating
meaning as follows: In Progress means the ERS process is underway but certification is not complete;
Integrated means the ERS has been signed off and a Napa Firewise/Fire Agency ERS certificate has been
issued. The pipeline is useful for cluster selection and strategic screening, subject to permission and
privacy controls. This alone is not parcel-level treatment or outcome evidence. The official California
treatment extract provides a second anchor: 393 activity-level records, 54 projects, 99 treatments and

© Redpill Group Ltd. Napa Wildfire Resilience System | Phase 1 Report | September 2026 | Page 7



approximately 6,200.1 all-years dissolved acres. It confirms a substantial historical delivery footprint, while
leaving current condition, connectedness, maintenance, cost and outcome to be resolved locally. [85; C2-
C5]

The significance is not the acreage or parcel count alone. Napa has a visible base of real activity from which
Phase 2 can select bounded clusters, corridors or watershed packages rather than inventing projects on
paper. At the same time, the evidence exposes the questions that matter next: current condition,
connectedness, cost, maintenance, treatment age and whether activity produces a measurable resilience
service. [85; 105-111; C2-C3]

ERS operating cycle and certification

The operating model is becoming more repeatable. Napa Firewise reports that it is currently bringing
approximately 10-15 new landowners into the ERS process each month and that integration typically takes
about 30-60 days, depending on parcel size, evidence and site-review requirements. Certificates are valid
for one year. Napa Firewise is moving toward batched assessment and renewal, with most certificates
intended to be issued in February and March so that current status is available ahead of the main
insurance-renewal period. These figures describe the operating position as of 27 August 2026; they are not
guaranteed service levels or forecasts. [C4]

The workflow described by Napa Firewise is:

Landowner expresses interest.

Intake begins and the landowner supplies activity evidence, geography and related information.

Napa Firewise conducts a desktop review.

Preliminary ERS approvalis given where appropriate.

A site visit is completed and activities are interrogated; larger parcels may require more than one visit.
Napa Firewise builds the relevant data layer.

Evidence is passed to CAL FIRE and the Fire Chief for sign-off.

The evidence is incorporated into Tablet Command.

A Napa Firewise/Fire Agency ERS certificate is issued and the ERS information is incorporated into the
Master Resilience Plan.

©oNORrON=

This matters for Phase 2 because the annual certification cycle creates a potentially useful cohort
structure: a current, time-stamped resilience status can be compared with subsequent insurance renewal
and other institutional decisions, provided carrier, policy, data-rights and attribution controls are agreed in
advance. [C4-C5]

3.3 Plans and incident learning are increasingly actionable

The PIRS Napa case study, City of Napa CWPP, General Plan work and Pickett Fire learning now create a
stronger route from planning to bounded Phase 2 packages. The Pickett evidence is particularly useful for
questions around maintained roads, containment lines, fuel-reduction projects and operational
constraints. It remains a learning case, not a quantified causal claim. Phase 2 should make the transition
explicit: state and local priority -> plan / CWPP action -> delivery pipeline -> selected project or maintained
service -> verified outcome. That crosswalk should show what is already funded or required, what is
genuinely additional, who owns delivery and maintenance, and what evidence is needed before capital is
attached. [10; 18; 19-20; 86-87; 111; 125-128]

3.4 Maintenance is the investment challenge hiding in plain sight

A recurring Phase 1 signal is that wildfire resilience is not a one-off capital project. Fuel breaks, roadside
access, utility corridors, home and parcel hardening, crew capacity, source-water protection and other
measures lose value if condition is not inspected, renewed and maintained. PG&E stakeholder evidence is
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particularly clear: ongoing corridor and pole maintenance, ingress/egress treatment, maintained crew
capacity and strategic fuel breaks are among the practical conditions for sustained utility value. [77-78; 94;
117-123; C1]

This frames the financing challenge. The opportunity is to protect and amplify successful grant-funded and
public programs by giving selected resilience assets a defined service level, lifecycle, renewal cycle and
evidence standard. A durable financing architecture may add value where it bridges funding cycles,
maintains performance between grants, or brings beneficiaries into a shared long-term service. Phase 2
should therefore define maintenance economics before it tests debt.

3.5 Water is part of the wildfire-resilience system

Wildfire and water are connected in both directions. Fire can damage vegetation and soils, increase
erosion, sediment and pollutant movement, threaten reservoirs and source waters, and increase post-fire
flood or debris-flow risk. Water systems, storage, pumps, access and source-water protection are
themselves critical resilience assets. Napa’s public sources already connect these issues across the Napa
River watershed, Lake Hennessey, Milliken Reservoir and post-fire recovery. [10-12; 36-50; 56-61; 100; 126-
128]

The Lake Hennessey opportunity has become more concrete. Napa RCD’s March 2026 board material
describes a proposed cross-boundary forest and watershed resilience project intended to protect the Lake
Hennessey watershed and the City of Napa’s primary drinking-water source, reduce fuels around key
infrastructure, connect to existing treatment along a PG&E utility line and establish long-term maintenance.
In August 2026, local partners also began forming a Lake Hennessey sub-watershed group around climate
resilience, wildfire preparedness and stewardship. These developments make water a core Phase 2 lens
and Lake Hennessey a candidate proof point - subject to sponsor, owner and technical validation. [131-
132]

3.6 Power-system resilience is a core interface - generation is conditional

PG&E’s own public work and stakeholder input point to a specific utility-resilience proposition: wildfire
prevention and maintained landscape/community resilience around transmission and distribution assets,
utility corridors, rights-of-way, access/egress routes and containment features. The top outcomes
identified through stakeholder engagement are reduced fire consequence, increased containment and
avoided ignitions; avoided outage, asset damage, operational access and future utility costs form a second
tier. [13; 66; 117-123; C1]

That makes transmission/distribution and grid resilience a mandatory Phase 2 lens. Distributed generation,
storage or microgrids should be considered only where a selected work package demonstrates a specific
critical-service or continuity need. Conventional generation is not, on current evidence, a core Napa
workstream.

This also connects directly to California's evolving utility policy framework. SB 254 requires utility wildfire-
mitigation planning to take account of the time required to deploy mitigations and the risk reduced for the
cost, and adds cost-efficiency measures including cost-per-avoided ignition where feasible. That makes
the Phase 2 distinction between PG&E's regulated baseline duties and any incremental shared-benefit
resilience service especially important. [147]

3.7 Insurance is relevant at community and portfolio scale

California policy and market sources, together with Napa Firewise evidence, support a serious insurance
question but not a simple premium-savings model. Community mitigation may affect household
protection, insurance availability, underwriting, concentration, expected loss, tail risk, reinsurance and
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portfolio capacity. The challenge is whether those dispersed effects can be recognized and aggregated at
an institutional scale, and whether any resulting institutional action is durable enough to help sustain
resilience. The emerging annual ERS certification / renewal cycle could provide a useful cohort structure for
this test, but only if carrier, policy-type, renewal, coverage and attribution data can be used appropriately.
[21-25; 90-93; 112-116; 122; 130; C4]

3.8 Economic value extends beyond avoided property loss

Napa's economy makes continuity itself a resilience asset. Visit Napa Valley reports that 3.8 million visitors
spent $2.2 billion in the county in 2025, generating $2.8 billion of total economic impact, supporting about
15,300 jobs and contributing $294 million in state and local tax revenue. Separately, Napa County's
preliminary assessment of the 2025 Pickett Fire identified at least $65 million of agricultural losses across
approximately 1,500 acres. These figures should not be converted into avoided-loss claims for a Phase 2
package, but they demonstrate that wildfire resilience protects business continuity, working lands, public
revenues, employment and destination confidence as well as physical assets. [17; 51-52; 65; 136]

There is also a potential productive side to upstream resilience expenditure. Napa already has local
examples such as Napachar, which converts vineyard woody waste and material from forest fuel-reduction
work into biochar. At state level, CAL FIRE is supporting forest-sector business and workforce development,
while Proposition 4 includes funding for biomass utilization, vegetative-waste infrastructure and
demonstrated jobs projects. Phase 2 should treat these as value-chain hypotheses - testing feedstock,
logistics, workforce, permitting, offtake and economics - not as assumed revenue or justification for
treatment that would otherwise be uneconomic. [79-83; 140-142]

3.9 Social resilience and public health are material value pathways

The Pickett Fire made the health pathway local and immediate. Napa County warned that smoke could
reach unhealthy levels around Calistoga, Pope Valley and Howell Mountain and highlighted elevated risks
for older people, pregnant people, children and others with health concerns. California's 2026 State of
Public Health Report links wildfire smoke PM2.5 to respiratory and cardiovascular harm and reports that the
average annual number of smoke days per California county more than doubled between 2010-2014 and
2020-2024.[84; 137-138]

Social resilience extends beyond health. Wildfire can disrupt healthcare, education, employment, housing
and essential services. Napa's overall prosperity does not mean exposure, ability to self-protect or recovery
capacity are evenly distributed: the County's farmworker housing work documents an underserved
workforce that is also central to the agricultural economy. Phase 2 should therefore test evacuation and
access, housing and displacement risk, outdoor-worker exposure, continuity of essential services,
affordability of mitigation and who bears the cost of any funding mechanism. [53; 68-69; 103-104; 138-139]

This also requires a balanced view of prescribed fire. Planned burning can itself create smoke, so the aim is
not zero smoke; it is lower total long-term risk through well-managed prevention, smoke-sensitive-site
planning and appropriate public-health safeguards. Napa RCD already maintains smoke-sensitive-site
information that can support this design. [76; 84]

3.10 The strongest opportunities sit at system intersections

A central Phase 1 discovery is that the highest-value opportunities may not sit inside a single program. They
sit where several functions overlap: a road that is also an evacuation route, a tactical fuel break and a utility
corridor; a watershed treatment that protects source water, landscape condition and infrastructure; or an
ERS cluster where household mitigation, suppression capability and insurance visibility reinforce one
another. [35-38; 54-64; 77-78; 94; 100; 111; 117-123; 126-132; C1-C3]
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Napa’s wildfire resilience challenge is a connected system

Community resilience, landscape management, water, power, access, insurance and the local economy interact with one another.
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That convergence is the practical reason for an optimization approach. It creates the possibility of selecting
interventions for total system value rather than for one budget line, while still requiring strict controls
against double counting. Phase 2 should identify where one maintained service creates several
independently evidenced benefits and where a simpler single-beneficiary solution remains preferable.

3.11 Napa already has a substantial funding and investment base - the problem is
fragmentation and duration

Phase 1 does not show a place waiting for outside capital to arrive. Napa Firewise has launched the Valley
Stewards initiative with founding support; the County and local partners already fund mitigation; PG&E is
making major system-hardening investments; state programs provide wildfire, water and forest-resilience
resources; and Measure B, if approved by voters, would add a locally controlled funding source. [2; 9; 13;
67;110; 117-122; 133-135; 142]

Napa Firewise reports that it has secured a Blue Forest / Forest Resilience Bond-type reimbursement bridge
to address upfront cash-flow requirements while awaiting NRCS or other reimbursement. This is evidence
that reimbursement timing and upfront liquidity are live delivery constraints in Napa. The secured bridge
should not be treated as evidence of detailed transaction terms or of a wider Napa resilience financing
commitment. [148-149; C4-C5]

Blue Forest publicly describes Forest Resilience Bond structures as a way to bridge reimbursement cycles
and sustain implementation cash flow; its Southern Oregon-Northeastern California Watershed Resilience
Bond provides a relevant working-lands comparator in which upfront project costs are financed while
awaiting NRCS reimbursement. For Napa, the correct test is complementarity: the secured Forest
Resilience Bond-type reimbursement bridge addresses a specific implementation-liquidity problem, while
the wider Optimization Bond architecture coordinates grants, public resources, maintenance funding,
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beneficiary contributions and any longer-term repayable capital. Phase 2 should validate the bridge's actual
scope, boundaries and terms and test how it complements the wider architecture. [148-149; C5]

The opportunity is therefore to recognize, protect, connect and leverage what is already in place or planned.
The unresolved gaps are the ones that episodic project funding often struggles to solve: long-term
maintenance, cross-boundary coordination, evidence that is usable by several institutions, and a
mechanism for additional beneficiaries or investors to participate without displacing public-purpose
funding. This is the strongest rationale for an Optimization Bond architecture.

3.12 Policy is increasingly supportive - but it does not yet solve the whole financing
problem

California's policy direction is increasingly aligned with upstream resilience, community-scale mitigation
and public-private capital. That is a material tailwind for Napa. The remaining challenge is to use those tools
in a structure that is locally lawful, equitable and durable rather than assuming that any single statute or
grant program supplies the complete solution.

Policy / mechanism What it enables ‘ What Phase 2 still has to solve

Large-scale state resources across
wildfire, water, forest health, biomass,
workforce and electricity-transmission risk.

Time-limited program and capital funding
does not itself create a maintained service,
local commitment or repayment cash flow.

Proposition 4

[142]

Home-hardening/Zone Zero grant support

and a publicly available wildfire Implementation, insurer decision use and
AB 888 + SB 429 catastrophe-model pathway can any portfolio-level contribution remain to be

strengthen household access, community | demonstrated.
mitigation and insurance evidence. [143]

Directly elevates community wildfire risk
reduction, equitable allocation of
catastrophe burdens and new
public/private financing for mitigation.

The study is a policy direction, not a Napa
funding commitment; utility baseline
obligations and incremental shared value
must remain distinct.

SB 254 + 2026 resiliency
study

[145-147]
Allows local governments to create
SB 852 Climate districts |n.tended to provnde sustained Forrpatnon, governance, reve.nue aL!thonty,
.. L local funding and facilitate federal, state, equity, geography and legal fit require local
Resilience Districts . .. S
local and private funds for eligible validation.

resilience projects. [144]

Itis not a general pre-disaster shortcut;
under the special pathway, bond proceeds
cannot fund operations, programs or
services. Napa still needs a pre-disaster
maintenance solution.

Can accelerate a Climate Resilience

SB 782 disaster District financing route after a Governor-
pathway declared disaster and explicitly covers
future-risk mitigation. [115]

SB 254 is particularly relevant to the Napa demonstration. The 2026 Natural Catastrophe Resiliency Study
calls for stronger community wildfire risk reduction, more equitable allocation of catastrophe burdens and
new public and private financing approaches for mitigation. Napa can provide a practical local test of those
ideas: where prevention creates value across communities, insurers, utilities and public agencies; how that
value can be measured and aggregated; and what combination of resources can sustain resilience before
disaster occurs. [145-147]
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What Phase 1 now shows

Napa is not short of resilience activity or public purpose. The opportunity is to turn an already
substantial platform into a maintained, measurable and better-connected resilience system -
one that protects existing investment, makes visible additional economic, social, health,

water, utility and insurance value, and creates a clearer route for additional capital to move
upstream.
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4. What Phase 1 establishes - and what remains to prove

The most important distinction is between the maturity of Napa’s resilience system and the maturity of a
financing proposition. They are not the same thing.

Dimension

Phase 1 position

‘ Interpretation

Resilience delivery
maturity

Strong and advancing

Substantial organizations, programs, treatment activity,
planning, community engagement and investment already
exist. [1-9; 70-76; 77-78; 79-83; 84-85; 105-122]

Evidence and
coordination maturity

Strong foundation

Phase 1 has brought a broad evidence base into a traceable
operating picture; Phase 2 must turn that context into
intervention-specific evidence.

Value creation

Credible and in
several places

Wildfire, access, water, utility, insurance, economic, social,
public-health and public-service pathways are grounded in
evidence, but many remain unquantified for a selected

observable
package.
Value attribution and Partial Phase 2 must isolate incremental effects, counterfactuals,
quantification maintenance, overlap and beneficiary incidence.
Several public, philanthropic, insurer, utility and local-revenue
Value mobilization Early stage routes are plausible; authority and commitment are not yet

established.

Maintenance / lifecycle
maturity

Need is clear; funding
is fragmented

Phase 1 repeatedly identifies long-term condition and
maintenance as critical to value. Phase 2 must cost and
define the service before selecting finance.

Investment readiness

Not yet demonstrated

No durable repayment source, issuer/obligor, debt capacity or
investable cash flow for a Napa-scale resilience financing
proposition is established. This is the downstream financing
gap, not evidence of weak resilience work.

Plain-English interpretation
Napa is already creating and protecting real resilience value. Phase 1 has not yet shown how enough of
that value can be coordinated into durable resources or repayment cash flow. The opportunity is to
strengthen what already works, solve the maintenance and value-transmission gaps, and use an
Optimization Bond architecture to test the optimum mix of existing funding and additional investment.

The official treatment record, ERS pipeline and local planning evidence should therefore be read as assets
to build on, not as incomplete substitutes for an investment. Likewise, the absence of a current payer
should not be read as absence of benefit. The next job is to determine which benefits matter enough to
which institutions, under what evidence conditions, and through which lawful and equitable mechanism
they can support sustained delivery.
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5. The North Star and the decision architecture

North Star
Move more capital and funding upstream, before disaster strikes, and deploy it in ways that
are as effective, equitable and durable as possible.

The Optimization Bond is best understood here as an organizing financing architecture, not a

predetermined security. Its purpose is to solve the underlying investment challenge: identify the highest-
value resilience interventions, optimize and coordinate the resources already available, fill the gaps that
prevent sustained performance, and leverage additional investment only where it improves the outcome.

A Napa implementation could therefore combine several layers: grants and public budgets for public-good
value; philanthropic or catalytic funding for evidence, equity and pre-development; utility, insurer or other
service payments where a beneficiary has authority and sufficient value; dedicated local revenue where
lawful; and repayable capital for the portion supported by durable cash flow. A conventional bond could
finance part of that structure, but the architecture remains useful even if the optimal firstimplementation
uses another instrument.

1. Value creation & 2. Value mobilization 3. Capital-pathway 4. Financeability - only if

incidence selection selected

What is the minimum
sufficient route: public

What changes? How What lawful, equitable Only if repayable capital is
. . N . budget, grant, i
strong is the evidence? and institutionally feasible hilanthropy. service justified: are cash flows
Who benefits - mechanism can provide pa ment pgérantee enforceable, durable and
economically, physically, | resources? Benefit may pay S g ’ creditworthy, with a viable
. . . S revolving support, debt, . . .
socially, fiscally or legitimately remain with B issuer/obligor, risk
. e equity, institutional . . .
strategically? the beneficiary. allocation and investor fit?

capital, no additional
capital or stop?

The governing distinction is simple: economic value is not automatically mobilizable value; mobilizable
value is not automatically funding; funding is not automatically program revenue; and program revenue is
not automatically repayment cash flow.
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Value transmission pathway: from resilience
performance to sustainable funding and investment

Phase 2 must test how verified upstream resilience creates visible value and, where justified,
supports additional investment.
1 —O

S

13 0O— —6— —0—
Upstream Verified System ( Value Financing Capital formation
interventions N performance benefits " transmission architecture > outcome
i/ﬂ'\ - 090 ® -
|“— o (2 —— 111 |
V-
O o 9 222 || all
+ Home hardening « ERS and other « Lower loss and + Who benefits? » Use existing » Optimization Bond
« Defensible space evidence disruption « Who could pay? funds first or other mechanism
« Fuel / corridor work *» Coverage, « Community / « Whatis « Public / philanthropic / * Repayable finance
- maintenance, utility / water / measurable? utility / insurance / only where durable
resilienczo outcomes insurer benefits ‘ private capital cash flows are
evidenced
\ g A Wy, X J g\ J

where value can be evidenced, aggregated and translated into E
durable funding or investment support. !

(O/, Key message: The aim is not to force a bond. The aim is to identify the best route to sustained

upstream funding, while showing where an Optimization Bond could become the most likely
medium- to long-term solution.

5.1 Equity is part of capital design, not an afterthought

Phase 2 should ask who is most exposed, who benefits, who can reasonably contribute, who should not be
expected to pay, and whether the proposed funding mechanism shifts costs onto households or
communities that are least able to bear them. Public or philanthropic support may be the right way to
protect access and affordability while allowing institutional beneficiaries to contribute where appropriate.
[53; 68-69; 103-104; 130]
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6. Who benefits, and what Phase 2 can unlock

Phase 2 will test where Napa's resilience activity creates value for different organizations, what additional
evidence or coordination could unlock further action, and how those contributions could help accelerate a
more durable upstream investment model.

Participant

Potential benefit

What Phase 2 can clarify or

advance

Phase 2 decision

Better evidence on whether
community mitigation

Shape the evidence

What evidence changes an
insurance/portfolio

and public entities

and community value;
stronger use of public
funding.

CSAA and other . dictionary, aggregation level, decision, and could
. changes expected loss, tail .
insurers/ . . o MRV and decision threshold; aggregate value support
. risk, concentration, eligibility, S - I

reinsurers . . test whether any institutional | continued resilience? No

capacity, reinsurance or S .

. action is justified. premium or payment
portfolio management. .
outcome is assumed.

A prioritized, maintainable

resilience portfolio; clearer Connect plans and projects to | Which packages merit
Napa County, City | service, fiscal, water, access | implementation readiness, sustained public support

cost, maintenance, equity and
measurable public value.

and through what
authority?

PG&E and
infrastructure
owners

Reduced fire consequence,
containment and ignition
risk; possible outage, asset,
access, response and future
vegetation-management
value.

Localize the PG&E value
hierarchy to selected
corridors/assets and
distinguish baseline
obligations from incremental
shared-benefit service.

Is there a defined
maintained resilience
service with enough
ratepayer/operational
value and authority to
justify participation? [C1]

Water agencies /
source-water
interests

Protection of drinking-water
sources, reservoirs,
operations and post-fire
watershed condition.

Select a technically bounded
water/wildfire package and
test asset-level outcomes,
O&M and budget/service
relevance.

Does prevention materially
improve water-system or
watershed performance
and justify sustained
funding?

Philanthropy and
catalytic funders

A high-leverage route to solve
evidence, coordination,
equity and pre-development
barriers.

Fund the minimum work
needed to reach explicit
evidence and commitment
gates, with additionality and
exit conditions.

Does catalytic support
unlock durable delivery or
later resources that would
not otherwise occur?

Napa Firewise,
Napa RCD and
delivery partners

A clearer, costed pipeline
with stronger maintenance
evidence and more durable
funding.

Build shared intervention,
cost, rights and performance
architecture; reduce
duplicated evidence requests.

What delivery system can
sustain the required
resilience standard at an
affordable cost?

For organizations considering Phase 2 sponsorship, the value is practical: the Demo can turn a shared
resilience opportunity into evidence that informs a specific organizational decision, while helping bring
forward the common delivery, maintenance and financing architecture needed to realize that value.
Sponsorship supports evidence and coordination that might otherwise remain fragmented, without pre-
committing the organization to any later funding, underwriting or investment role. Participation can
therefore be bounded around a concrete decision: make a specific benefit measurable and decision-useful
while advancing the shared evidence, delivery and maintenance system needed for Napa. Participation
does not pre-commit any organization to become a payer, investor, underwriter or obligor.
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6.1 What future investors need from Phase 2

Investors are in a different position. There is not yet an investment for them to buy. Their question is how
Napa gets from here to there. The Demo should therefore make the evidence pathway visible: defined
intervention and use of funds -> verified performance -> beneficiary-specific value -> lawful institutional
commitments -> durable cash flows -> governance and the Full Feasibility Study -> possible issuance or
investment. Together with other demonstrations, Napa can provide the evidence base for the Full Feasibility
Study: showing which mechanisms have been validated, where durable cash flows may exist, and what
must still be resolved before investors can assess a realissuance. [124]
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7. Phase 2: from evidence to validation

Phase 2 organizing question
Can Napa strengthen and sustain a bounded set of high-value resilience interventions; show
where the resulting value lands across communities, public services, water, utilities, insurers
and other beneficiaries; mobilize the right resources on equitable terms; and design the
optimum Optimization Bond architecture - including a real investment opportunity where

justified?

7.1 Workstreams

Workstream

WS1 - Select the
bounded resilience
package

Phase 2 test

Choose one primary geography/intervention package
with accountable owners, clear boundaries, known
existing activity and a credible maintenance route;
cross-walk it from state/local priorities and CWPP
actions through the delivery pipeline to the selected
project or maintained service, separating
baseline/planned work from the incremental Phase 2
package.

Minimum output / gate

Approved Phase 2 boundary,
plan-to-pipeline-to-project
crosswalk, delivery roles,
baseline duties and
additionality statement. No
financing begins before the
physical/service proposition is
clear.

WS2 - Define baseline,
counterfactual and
maintenance service

Establish current condition, planned activity,
comparison method, lifecycle, maintenance
thresholds and degradation/renewal logic; test
procurement, permitting, contractor/crew capacity,
equipment, seasonal treatment windows,
reimbursement timing, working-capital need and
bonding/guarantee constraints where relevant.

A measurable and deliverable
resilience service, not a one-off
treatment claim; lifecycle cost
and delivery-liquidity profile
with named bottlenecks and
owners.

WS3 - Quantify value
and equity incidence

Measure physical, operational, fiscal, community
and economic effects; map who benefits, who bears
cost and where benefits overlap.

Beneficiary-specific value map
with double-counting and
equity controls.

WS4 - Apply the
water/wildfire lens

For the selected package, test source-water,
reservoir, erosion/sediment, fire-flow, water-asset
and post-fire recovery implications. Use Lake
Hennessey as a candidate proof point where
appropriate.

Water/wildfire decision memo
and asset-level evidence
requirements. No avoided-cost
claim without technical
evidence.

WSS - Apply the utility-
resilience lens

Test ignition/consequence, transmission/distribution
assets, corridors/rights-of-way, outage, access,
containment and future utility-cost relevance against
PG&E-informed criteria.

Segment or asset-level utility
value case and explicit
boundary between baseline
utility duties and incremental
shared resilience. [C1]

Workstreams 1-5 establish the physical/service proposition and its cross-system value before institutional payment or

financing tests begin.
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Workstream

WS6 - Test Insurance
Value Aggregation

Phase 2 test

Aggregate mitigation evidence from
property/community scale to neighborhood,
resilience-zone, insurer-book or portfolio scale;
segment by carrier/book, policy type, coverage
conditions and renewal cohort; test expected loss,
tail risk, concentration, eligibility, capacity,
reinsurance and observed
premium/coverage/underwriting signals without
assuming attribution.

Minimum output / gate

Clear separation of household
benefit, insurer/reinsurer
portfolio value, program
revenue and contracted cash
flow; cohort and attribution
protocol; institutional response
if any.

WS?7 - Run participant-
specific decision tests

Agree before results what evidence would change a
participant decision and what action could follow.

Participant decision memos:
proceed, conditional, different
mechanism, no direct
contribution, redesign or stop.

WSS - Test resource-
mobilization routes

Test public budgets, grants, philanthropy,
utility/insurer participation, service payments, local
revenue, guarantees and other routes for authority,
equity, additionality, duration and commitment.

Commitment register:
committed, conditional,
rejected, redesign, benefit-
retained/no-capture.

WSS9 - Design and test
the Napa-scale
Optimization Bond
architecture

Map and optimize existing grants, public budgets,
philanthropy, local revenue and planned investment;
incorporate the secured reimbursement bridge /
Forest Resilience Bond-type working capital and test
how it complements utility/insurer/service
contributions, guarantees, revolving support,
municipal/public finance and a possible Napa
Resilience Bond as complementary layers rather
than mutually exclusive alternatives.

Preferred Napa-scale
architecture showing what each
funding and financing layer
does, which implementation
gaps it solves, what additional
capitalis needed, and whether
an issuance adds value without
duplicating an FRB-type bridge.

WS10 - Open
transaction / Full
Feasibility Study only
when justified

If areal financing need and durable cash flows
emerge, test issuer/obligor, legal authority, debt
capacity, credit, risk allocation, disclosure and
investor fit.

Go/no-go on transaction
development. No issuance
process without a real financing
need and evidenced repayment
support; no requirement that
the architecture culminate in a
conventional bond.

7.2 Testing Insurance Value Aggregation

This workstream directly addresses the question of how many dispersed community-scale insurance
effects might become institutionally meaningful. It should not begin with premium savings. It should begin
with a defined resilience zone or portfolio and test four separate states:

Household / policyholder benefit - including protection, availability, affordability or reduced disruption.
Insurer / reinsurer portfolio value - including expected loss, tail risk, concentration, capacity,

reinsurance or other recognized decision variables.
Program or aggregator revenue - only where a lawful mechanism converts some institutional value into
a contribution to resilience.
Contracted repayment cash flow - only where that contribution is explicit, durable, enforceable and

suitable for financing.

The workstream should also test carrier heterogeneity, policy churn, model visibility, free-rider effects,
affordability, data rights and whether value should remain with households rather than be captured. The
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annual ERS batching approach creates a particularly useful design opportunity: Phase 2 can define time-
stamped certificate / renewal cohorts and, where permissioned, record carrier or book, policy type, renewal
date, premium and coverage terms, limits, deductibles, availability / non-renewal status, household take-
up and insurer rationale. Observed changes should be separated from affordability effects and market-wide
confounders. A “no direct insurer payment” result can still be useful if the evidence improves underwriting
visibility, availability, public funding design or identifies a better-aligned payer. [21-25; 90-93; 112-116; 130;
C4]

7.3 Delivery-finance transmission: funding is not deployment

Phase 2 should test whether a funded intervention can actually be delivered at the required pace. For the
selected package, the implementation screen should cover reimbursement schedules, invoice and
payment timing, landowner and contractor cash requirements, procurement and permitting, crew
continuity, equipment availability, seasonal treatment windows, biomass handling or utilization where
relevant, and any performance-bonding or guarantee capacity that could delay mobilization. A project can
be fully funded on paper and still fail to accelerate resilience if the delivery system cannot absorb the
capital.

Napa Firewise’s secured Blue Forest / Forest Resilience Bond-type reimbursement bridge makes this a live
local mechanism rather than an abstract financing option. Phase 2 should establish how far that bridge
addresses the implementation-liquidity constraint and where other instruments are still needed. It also
reinforces the minimum-sufficient-instrument principle: use reimbursement or working-capital support
where timing is the problem; grant or public funding where public-good value is the issue; and longer-term
repayable capital only where durable cash flow and additionality are established. [148-149; C5]

7.4 Integrated water-power-community resilience

Phase 2 should avoid treating water, power, roads, landscape treatment and community resilience as
separate silos. A selected corridor or resilience zone can be screened for wildfire spread and containment,
evacuation, utility infrastructure, source-water or fire-flow dependence, community exposure and
maintenance needs. The purpose is not to maximize the number of benefits claimed. It is to identify where
one sustained intervention creates the greatest verified system value without double counting. [35-38; 54-
64; 77-78; 94; 100; 111; 117-123; 126-132; C1]

7.5 Decision gates

Gate Evidence threshold Decision
Bounded intervention, owners, plan-to-project / additionality
. . Proceed to
Gate 1 -Phase 2 crosswalk, costs, baseline/counterfactual, maintenance . .
. . . L implementation/
readiness standard, delivery-capacity / liquidity screen, MRV and data . .
. evaluation or redesign.
rights.
P t it t
Gate 2 - Value Verified or bounded outcomes and beneficiary-specific ro<.:eed o.comml men
.. . . . . testing, refine use case or
recognition decision relevance, including equity and overlap. stop
Sustain through non-
Gate 3 - Resource Lawful route plus budget/contract, commitment, duration, repayable/service funding,
mobilization affordability/equity and credit evidence as relevant. seek different payer,
redesign or stop.
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Gate Evidence threshold Decision

Use existing and non-
repayable resources as
. - . . . core layers, define the
Gate 4 - Napa Defined resilience services, funding/resource layers, residual v S
. i : . . . Napa-scale Optimization
architecture financing need and minimum sufficient mechanisms; Napa- .
. . . . Bond architecture, and
selection scale architecture tested before any wider issuance. -
open broader feasibility
only where additional
finance adds value.
. . . . Proceed to transaction
Gate 5 - Durable cash flow, issuer/obligor, legal authority, risk .
. - . . . . development, redesign or
Financeability allocation, coverage, downside and investor fit. stop
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8. From today to a real investment opportunity

The destination is not predetermined, but the route is now clear. Napa can advance on three connected
horizons. These are not necessarily competing alternatives: they can become successive layers of the same
Optimization Bond architecture, with existing and non-repayable resources doing the jobs they are best suited to
do and additional investment added only where it creates genuine value.

Horizon

Purpose

Likely funding/capital routes

What success looks like

1. Now - strengthen
upstream
resilience

Fund evidence, pre-
development, maintenance
design and selected
interventions using resources
already suited to public-
purpose work.

Sponsor support, grants,
public budgets,
philanthropy/catalytic funding,
existing programs.

Better targeted, maintained
and measured resilience
without unnecessary financing
complexity.

2. Napa-scale
Optimization
Bond
architecture

If Phase 2 identifies defined
resilience services and a
resource base, coordinate the
existing funding mix and add
the minimum additional
mechanism needed to sustain
performance over time.

Existing municipal/public
finance, grants, dedicated
revenue, service/outcome
payments, utility or insurer
contributions, resilience
facility,
district/JPA/assessment where
lawful, guarantees/revolving
support, and a Napa Resilience
Bond where justified.

A durable Napa architecture
that protects and leverages
existing investment, fills
maintenance gaps, has
equitable incidence and can
attract additional capital where
useful.

3. Wider California
scaling

Use Napa and other demos to
inform the Full Feasibility
Study and a scalable
statewide or multi-jurisdiction
version of the architecture.

Optimization Bond platform,
public debt, institutional
capital and blended structures
- only where cash flows and
investor fit exist.

Replicable upstream-
investment pathway supported
by evidence, commitments,
governance and creditworthy
cash flows where repayable
capitalis used.

8.1 What “Optimization Bond” means in Napa

The architecture should be judged by whether it improves the use of capital, not by whether it produces a
security. Its first task is to map what is already funded or planned, preserve and leverage the intended role
of each source, and use each where it adds most value. Its second is to identify the residual gaps -
particularly maintenance, timing, cross-boundary coordination and scale. Its third is to determine whether
institutional commitments and repayable investment can fill any of those gaps on better terms than simpler
public or philanthropic funding.

On balance, the evidence now points to this Optimization Bond-type architecture as the most promising
medium- to long-term direction for Napa. What remains open is its final composition, the legal and
governance vehicle, and whether a conventional Napa Resilience Bond or other issuance becomes one
financing layer within it.
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8.2 The investor pathway

Stage

1. Phase 1
complete

Evidence state

Strong operating picture, more
than 200 public sources,
controlled local inputs,
candidate work packages and
explicit gaps.

Capital state

No Napa-scale investment
ask or durable repayment
source.

‘ What investors can do

Understand the problem,
potential scale and evidence
pathway.

2. Phase 2 testing
and validation

Bounded intervention,
maintenance service,
counterfactual, MRV, costs,
water/utility/insurance tests
and value incidence.

Sponsor/grant/public/cata
lytic funding supports
evidence and
implementation.

Observe whether the
proposition is becoming
decision- and diligence-
ready.

3. Institutional
commitments

Public, utility, insurer,
philanthropic and local-
revenue routes tested;
commitments documented as
binding, conditional, rejected
or redesigned.

Only committed /
appropriated resources
become program revenue.

Assess durability,
counterparty, term,
scalability and risk.

4. Napa
architecture /
Full Feasibility
Study

Governance, issuer/obligor,
legal authority, lifecycle costs,
debt capacity, downside and
disclosure tested for the
chosen route.

Optimization Bond
architecture defined;
minimum sufficient
financing instruments
selected, with issuance
tested only if necessary.

Open lender, municipal-
adviser, rating or institutional
diligence where warranted.

5. Capital
formation

Areal proposition exists only if
all preceding gates are met.

Possible Napa Resilience
Bond, public debt,
revolving facility,
commercial debt or
institutional investment
within the wider
architecture - or no
conventional issuance if it
is not needed.

Consider terms, risk-return,
mandate fit and investment
decision.
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9. Candidate Phase 2 work packages

Phase 1 supports a small set of work-package families. The strongest design is likely to choose one primary
physical package and use water, utility, insurance and financing tests as companion lenses where relevant,
rather than launching several disconnected studies.

9.1 Maintained ERS / community resilience cluster

A selected group of ERS-engaged parcels and adjoining landscape assets could test how home/parcel
hardening, access, vegetation, water, infrastructure and maintenance combine at community scale. This
route has the strongest local delivery anchor. The ERS status definitions are now operationally defined:
Integrated means the ERS has completed the required sign-off process and a Napa Firewise/Fire Agency
ERS certificate has been issued; certificates are annual; and Napa Firewise is moving toward
February/March batching ahead of the main insurance renewal period. Phase 2 therefore needs site
grouping, permissions, current-condition evidence, certificate and renewal dates, maintenance status and
a clear distinction between engagement, certification and independently verified resilience performance.
[1-9; 105-106; 122; C2-C5]

9.2 Access, egress and utility-resilience corridor

A maintained road or corridor package could test shared value for residents, fire operations, public
agencies and PG&E. Candidate segments should be prioritized where fire pathways, utility infrastructure,
containment lines, evacuation routes, community exposure and future maintenance value intersect. PG&E
stakeholder evidence identifies corridor/pole maintenance, ingress/egress, maintained crew capacity and
strategic fuel breaks as particularly relevant. Segment-level technical validation remains essential. [35; 54-
64;94;99; 111; 117-123; C1]

9.3 Lake Hennessey / water-wildfire resilience package

A Lake Hennessey-centered package could connect source-water protection, forest and fuels treatment,
utility infrastructure, long-term maintenance and cross-boundary stewardship. It is attractive because it
links wildfire prevention to a critical public service and a clearly identifiable asset/watershed system. It
should proceed only with the City, Napa RCD and other relevant owners/partners, and only after technical
scope, baseline condition, hydrologic/operational outcomes, O&M, costs and authority are defined. [56-61;
77-78;126-128; 131-132]

9.4 Insurance Value Aggregation companion test

Any selected physical package can carry a bounded insurer-facing test. The objective is to determine
whether community-scale evidence can be aggregated into a portfolio-level decision signal and whether
any institutional action follows. The workstream should not be designed around assumed household
premium savings. [21-25; 90-93; 112-116; 130]

9.5 Napa-scale Optimization Bond architecture

In parallel, Phase 2 should maintain a live but disciplined architecture track. It should map and optimize
existing public, philanthropic, utility and program resources first; identify the maintenance,
implementation-liquidity, coordination and scale gaps that remain; incorporate the secured FRB /
reimbursement bridge and test how it interacts with insurer, utility, service-payment or dedicated local
contributions; and then determine whether municipal/public finance, a resilience facility, a Napa
Resilience Bond or another repayable instrument adds value. These are potential layers of the Optimization
Bond architecture, not mutually exclusive answers. The secured FRB-type bridge addresses the upfront
implementation cash-flow problem and should not be duplicated by relabeling the same function as an
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Optimization Bond. Measure B is an important contingent example of a possible future local funding
source: it has qualified for the 3 November 2026 ballot and its filed text estimates approximately $23 million
annually for 18 years if approved, but it is not current funding or a repayment source. A wider California
Optimization Bond remains a later scaling pathway, not a prerequisite for Napa action. [67; 114-115; 124;

133-135; 148-149; C1; C5]

9.6 Selection criteria

Criterion Selection question

Delivery coherence

Can the package be implemented and maintained by accountable actors within a clear
boundary, with adequate crew/contractor capacity, procurement, seasonal windows
and implementation liquidity?

Evidence quality

Can plan-to-project additionality, baseline, counterfactual, outcomes, condition,
costs, maintenance and current certificate / treatment status be measured without
overclaiming?

Participant relevance

Does it create a real decision question for one or more participating organizations?

System value

Does it create material wildfire, community, water, utility, insurance or public-service
value without double counting?

Equity

Who benefits and who bears cost? Are vulnerable households or communities
protected from inappropriate burden?

Resource pathway

Is there at least a plausible lawful route to public, philanthropic, service or institutional
support?

Capital additionality

Would a dedicated financing mechanism improve timing, scale or durability compared
with simpler funding?

Transferability

Would the result teach something useful for wider Napa or California application?
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10. Data, governance and claim discipline

The credibility of Phase 2 will depend as much on evidence governance as on the intervention itself. Public
sources should inform screening and context; controlled sources should be used only within their

permissions and claim ceilings; stakeholder observations should be time-stamped and attributed; and any

modelled or estimated effect should be clearly separated from observed performance.

Evidence statement

Permitted use

Not permitted without more evidence

Activity exists or is planned

Operating picture and project
selection.

Current condition, completion,
effectiveness or avoided loss.

A plan prioritizes an action

Plan-to-project screening.

Approval, funding, readiness or
investability.

A source reports operational
benefit

Bounded learning and hypothesis
design.

Independent causal effect or transferable
coefficient.

A stakeholder identifies value

Participant decision test and data
request.

Corporate policy, willingness to pay or
commitment.

Economic or public value is
estimated

Value-incidence and option
comparison.

Program revenue or repayment cash flow.

A funder/payer expresses
interest

Engagement and conditional
pathway.

Contracted or appropriated durable
payment.

A payment is committed

Program revenue at its evidenced
terms.

Debt capacity or investment suitability
without completion of the Full Feasibility
Study.

10.1 Specialist handoffs

Fire ecology, engineering, insurance, actuarial, utility-regulatory, water/hydrology, public-finance, legal,
municipal-advisory, credit and investment questions should move to qualified specialists at the relevant gate.
The Phase 1 framework structures the evidence, claim boundaries and decisions; it does not replace those

professional judgments.
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11. Recommendations and next steps

The immediate task is to commission Phase 2 and make the two pathways - stronger resilience and a real
investment opportunity - progress together.

Recommendation ‘ Practical implication

Confirm the Phase 2 participant
group and each decision
question.

Agree what benefit, evidence and action threshold would make the work
useful to each participating organization.

Select one primary physical
work package and companion
lenses.

Prefer a bounded, maintainable package with strong local ownership; show
the chain from plan / CWPP priority through pipeline and project to maintained
outcome, and apply water, utility and insurance tests where they genuinely
add value.

Agree the experimental design
before implementation.

Lock baseline, counterfactual, maintenance service, MRV, data rights, costs,
equity tests, plan-to-project additionality and decision gates before
implementation.

Treat water/wildfire as a core
system lens.

Assess source-water, reservoir, watershed, fire-flow and post-fire
implications; validate whether Lake Hennessey is the strongest proof point.

Use the PG&E-informed utility
framework.

Prioritize transmission/distribution, corridors, rights-of-way, access,
containment, ignition/consequence and maintenance; keep
generation/storage conditional.

Test Insurance Value
Aggregation explicitly.

Use the annual ERS batching / renewal cycle to test whether dispersed
community effects become institutionally meaningful at portfolio scale;
segment by carrier/book, policy type and coverage conditions, and distinguish
observed outcomes from affordability, take-up and market-wide confounders.

Develop the Napa-scale
Optimization Bond architecture
as the leading hypothesis.

Optimize and coordinate existing funding first; incorporate Napa Firewise’s
secured Blue Forest / Forest Resilience Bond-type reimbursement bridge and
test how it complements dedicated local mechanisms, service payments,
utility/insurer contributions, blended/revolving structures and a Napa
Resilience Bond as additional layers where they add value.

Match financing to the binding
constraint.

Use sponsor, grant, public and philanthropic support where they are the best
tools; use reimbursement bridges / working capital where timing blocks
delivery; test contractor, crew, equipment and bonding/guarantee capacity;
and add longer-term repayable capital only where it improves the result.

Use the policy window - and
document where policy still
falls short.

Align Phase 2 with Proposition 4, AB 888, SB 429, SB 254 and Climate
Resilience District options; identify practical barriers around long-term
maintenance, multi-beneficiary payments, utility additionality and equitable
cost allocation.

Open the Full Feasibility Study
only when the evidence
warrants it.

Proceed when a real financing need, durable cash flow, issuer/obligor, legal
route and credit/investor case are established.
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Final Phase 1 conclusion

Napa already has a strong resilience platform, substantial investment and a credible route to
do more. Phase 2 should use that platform to move investment upstream, strengthen
prevention and resilience, protect and amplify what is already working, make the benefits
visible across communities and institutions, and design the optimum financing architecture to
sustain them. On balance, an Optimization Bond architecture now appears the most
promising medium- to long-term direction: coordinating existing resources and leveraging
additional investment where it adds scale, timing or durability. If durable, creditworthy cash
flows emerge, a Napa Resilience Bond or other issuance may become one layer of that
architecture before any statewide issuance. If the architecture can achieve the objective
without a conventional bond, that remains a successful result.
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Appendix A. Phase 2 decision outcomes

An Optimization Bond architecture is the leading medium- to long-term hypothesis, but the following
decision outcomes remain legitimate if supported by evidence. Agreeing them in advance protects the
demonstration from confirmation bias and ensures that the financing architecture serves the resilience
objective, rather than the reverse.

Outcome

Proceed with public, grant or
philanthropic funding

When it is appropriate

Public-purpose value is strong;
repayable cash flow is absent or
unnecessary.

Next step

Secure program support and
implement with MRV and renewal/exit
controls.

Proceed with contractual
service or outcome payments

A public, utility, insurer or other
institution has authority and makes a
durable commitment.

Build the operating contract and test
whether working/revolving capital is
useful.

Proceed with a Napa-scale
Optimization Bond
architecture

A defined local resilience service,
funding base and coordination need
exist, with suitable governance and
equitable incidence; repayable capital
may or may not be required.

Complete legal, public-finance and
governance work for the architecture;
add a financing instrument only where
itimproves the result.

Proceed to the Full Feasibility
Study for a Napa or wider
issuance

A larger financing need and durable,
creditworthy cash flows are evidenced
within the architecture.

Complete issuer/obligor, legal, credit,
risk, disclosure and investor diligence.

No additional capital
required

Existing budgets and delivery
arrangements can sustain the selected
intervention.

Implement and monitor; avoid
unnecessary transaction cost.

Redesign the intervention or
evidence package

Value is plausible but intervention, MRV,
cost or institutional route is weak.

Revise scope, geography, partner or
evaluation design.

Seek a different payer or
funder

Value lands with a different institution
than first expected.

Re-run commitment and authority tests
with the better-aligned actor.

Stop

Evidence, authority, equity, cost or value
case is insufficient.

Record the result and avoid
inappropriate financing or further sunk
cost.
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Appendix B. References and evidence controls

References are numbered sequentially for readability. The underlying project evidence register retains the canonical
source identifiers, provenance, rights, validation status and claim boundaries used in the analysis.

The list below contains the public and published sources used directly in this report, together with a small number of
controlled project references explicitly identified as such. Additional controlled stakeholder and project evidence is
listed separately because its permitted use and evidentiary status differ from public sources.

[1]. Napa Firewise Valley Stewards Fund page - Napa Communities Firewise Foundation.
https://napafirewise.org/campaigns/valley-stewards-fund/

[2]. Napa Firewise Launches $50M Valley Stewards Initiative - Napa Communities Firewise Foundation.
https://napafirewise.org/napa-firewise-launches-50m-valley-stewards-initiative-with-2-5m-in-founding-support/
[3]. Building Resilience in Napa: Climate Summit Highlights Local Action - 350 Bay Area Napa / public PDF.
https://napa.350bayarea.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/260305-FINAL-Building-Resilience-in-Napa-1.pdf

[4]. Resilience Redefined: Napa Firewise Holistic Approach - 350 Bay Area Napa / public PDF.
https://napa.350bayarea.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/250320-FINAL-Resilience-redefined-Napa-Firewises-
holistic-approach.pdf

[5]. Valley Stewards / ERS public documents - Napa Firewise. https://napafirewise.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/Valley-Stewards-Documents-1.pdf

[6]. Napa County Fuel Reduction Project Search / NCFF Project Database - Napa County / Napa Firewise.
https://www.napacounty.gov/3649/Fuel-Reduction-Project-Search

[7]. Napa County CWPP ArcGIS Hub - Napa Firewise. https://cwpp-napafirewise.hub.arcgis.com/

[8]. Napa Firewise WRAP principles - Napa Firewise. https://napafirewise.org/programs/wrap/

[9]. Napa County / Firewise $3.5m agreement news release - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/m/NewsFlash/Home/Detail/733

[10]. Napa County Pickett Fire WERT Report - Napa County / WERT.
https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/39316/Pickett-Fire-WERT-Report-Final

[11]. Napa WERT report page - Napa County. https://www.napacounty.gov/3013/Watershed-Emergency-Response-
Team-Report

[12]. Napa SB 552 Drought Resilience Plan - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/35534/Drought-Resilience-Plan_20241220_Napa_County_Final
[13]. PG&E system upgrades in Napa County - PG&E. https://www.pge.com/en/outages-and-
safety/safety/community-wildfire-safety-program/undergrounding-system-upgrades-napa-county.html

[14]. Napa County responds to FEMA BRIC cancellation - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/m/NewsFlash/Home/Detail/691

[15]. Napa RCD Inner Coast Collaborative - Napa RCD. https://naparcd.org/forest-health/icc/

[16]. Napa Valley Vintners wildfire-resiliency funding - Napa Valley Vintners.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R4ZIVGvcjuc

[17]. Napa County Pickett agriculture loss estimate - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/m/NewsFlash/Home/Detail/751

[18]. CAL FIRE Pickett Fire incident page - CAL FIRE. https://www.fire.ca.gov/incidents/2025/8/21/pickett-fire
[19]. Land Trust of Napa County Pickett Fire Update, 29 Aug 2025 - Land Trust of Napa County.
https://napalandtrust.org/2025/08/29/pickett-fire-update/

[20]. Land Trust of Napa County Pickett stewardship note, 6 Nov 2025 - Land Trust of Napa County.
https://napalandtrust.org/2025/11/06/pickett-fire-how-proactive-land-trust-stewardship-helped-reduce-fire-impacts/
[21]. CAFWD / California Thrives Wildfire Resilience Strategic Action Plan for the Next Administration - California
Forward / California Thrives / partners. https://www.cafwd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/Wildfire-Resilience-
Strategic-Action-Plan-for-the-Next-Administration.pdf

[22]. CDI Sustainable Insurance Strategy Summary - California Department of Insurance.
https://www.insurance.ca.gov/01-consumers/180-climate-change/upload/Sustainable-Insurance-Strategy-CDI-
Summary-10-14-25.pdf

[23]. CDI Safer from Wildfires - California Department of Insurance. https://www.insurance.ca.gov/01-
consumers/200-wrr/Safer-from-Wildfires.cfm
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[24]. NFPA Firewise insurance discounts for California residents - NFPA. https://www.nfpa.org/education-and-
research/wildfire/firewise-usa/firewise-insurance-discounts-for-california-residents

[25]. Insurance for Good: Do California Insurers Reward Wildfire Resilience? - Insurance for Good / Carolyn Kousky
and Xuesong You. https://www.insuranceforgood.org/blog/do-ca-insurers-reward-wildfire-resilience

[26]. Land Trust Alliance: Fire-ready land stewardship amid wildfire risks - Land Trust Alliance.
https://landtrustalliance.org/resources/learn/explore/fire-ready-land-stewardship-amid-growing-wildfire-risks
[27]. Land Trust Alliance Wildfire Resilience Network - Land Trust Alliance.
https://landtrustalliance.org/resources/connect/field-services/west/wildfire-resilience-network

[28]. NCRP Fuel Breaks solution - North Coast Resource Partnership.
https://northcoastresourcepartnership.org/resilience-plan/solution/fuel-breaks/

[29]. NCRP Land Acquisition and Protection solution - North Coast Resource Partnership.
https://northcoastresourcepartnership.org/resilience-plan/solution/land-conservation/

[30]. Aspen Institute / TNC Roadmap for Wildfire Resilience - Aspen Institute / The Nature Conservancy.
https://www.aspeninstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Wildfire-Resilience-Roadmap_DIGITAL-1-1.pdf

[31]. NRCS Fuel Break (Ac.) 383 Conservation Practice Standard - USDA NRCS.
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/resources/guides-and-instructions/fuel-break-ac-383-conservation-practice-standard

[32]. Napa County Open Data Portal & Catalog - Napa County GIS. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/
[33]. Napa County Open Data search page / PDDL statement - Napa County GIS.
https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/pages/search

[34]. Napa County ArcGIS Online organization - Napa County GIS.
https://napacounty.maps.arcgis.com/home/index.html

[35]. RoadCenterlines Public - Napa County GIS. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/datasets/roadcenterlines-
public/about

[36]. Water Bodies - Napa County GIS. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/datasets/water-bodies

[37]. Major Basins - Napa County GIS. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/datasets/major-basins/explore

[38]. Cal Water Watershed - Napa County GIS / CalWater. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/datasets/cal-water-
watershed/explore

[39]. Agriculture Public - Napa County GIS. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/datasets/agriculture-public

[40]. Wineries NapaCo Public - Napa County GIS. https://gisdata.napacounty.gov/datasets/wineries-napaco-
public/explore

[41]. PBES Map Explorer - Napa County PBES / GIS.
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/406a6b9e95dada5dac57dc2dba0f4ded/

[42]. Napa County WICC / Napa Watersheds - Napa County WICC and partners. https://www.napawatersheds.org/

[43]. Napa OneRain levels / stream monitoring - Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District /
OneRain. https://www.napacounty.gov/1074/Flood-District

[44]. Water Year 2025-26 Rainfall Summary for Napa Valley - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/water-year-2025-
26-rainfall-summary-for-napa-valley/

[45]. Napa County Groundwater Sustainability Annual Report - Water Year 2024 Executive Summary - Napa County
Groundwater Sustainability Agency. https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/37660/Water-Year-2024-
Napa-County-Annual-Groundwater-Monitoring-Report-Executive-Summary

[46]. 2024 Monitoring of Napa Valley Subbasin - Interconnected Surface Water and Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystems - Napa County GSA / Stillwater Sciences / Napa RCD / LSCE.
https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/37449/2024-Monitoring-of-Napa-Valley-Subbasin

[47]. Napa RCD Habitat & Streams - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/habitat-streams/

[48]. Napa RCD Water Quality Monitoring - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/water-quality-monitoring/
[49]. Napa RCD Stream Watch - Napa County RCD / WICC. https://naparcd.org/Streamwatch/

[50]. Napa RCD Stream Flow Monitoring - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/stream-flow-monitoring/
[51]. Visit Napa Valley research page - Visit Napa Valley. https://www.visitnapavalley.com/industry/

[52]. 2023 Visitor Profile and Economic Impact Study release - Visit Napa Valley / Future Partners.
https://www.visitnapavalley.com/articles/post/2023-visitor-profile-and-economic-impact-study-released/

[583]. Cal OES Hazard Risk and Social Vulnerability Map Dashboard - California Governor's Office of Emergency
Services. https://calema.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/3c78aea361bed4ea8a21b22b30e613d6e

[54]. Angwin Emergency Evacuation Route - Napa County / CEQAnet. https://ceganet.lci.ca.gov/2026011112

[55]. Napa County Road and Street Standards - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/20064/Napa-County-Road-and-Street-Standards
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[56]. Napa County Post-Fire Watershed Recovery - Napa County. https://www.napacounty.gov/2204/Post-Fire-
Watershed-Recovery

[57]. Napa River Supply and Demand Assessment - California State Water Resources Control Board.
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/supply-and-demand/napa-river.html

[58]. Lake Hennessey public source page - City of Napa. https://www.cityofnapa.org/888/Lake-Hennessey
[59]. Milliken Reservoir public source page - City of Napa. https://www.cityofnapa.org/924/Milliken-Reservoir

[60]. Lake Hennessey and Milliken Reservoir Watershed Study / WARMF model documentation - Napa County / City of
Napa / Systech Water Resources. https://napacity.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?GUID=38FE1AA4-A33C-4079-
A353-D7A510F5BC41&ID=7933061&0Options=&Search=

[61]. Napa County Reservoir and Precipitation Levels - Napa County. https://www.napacounty.gov/4052/Reservoir-
and-Precipitation-Levels

[62]. 2023 Road and Street Standards FAQs - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/27016/2023-Road-and-Street-Standards-FAQs

[63]. Napa County and Napa Firewise Sanitarium Road hazardous fuel reduction project - Napa County.
https://www.napacounty.gov/m/NewsFlash/Home/Detail/604

[64]. Napa Firewise Angwin Fire Safe Council page - Napa Communities Firewise Foundation.
https://napafirewise.org/fsc/angwin/

[65]. 2024 Napa County Agricultural Crop Report - Napa County Agricultural Commissioner.
https://www.napacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/37941/2024-Final-Crop-Report

[66]. PG&E Napa County undergrounding map PDF - PG&E. https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/outages-and-
safety/safety/napa-county-map.pdf

[67]. CAFWD / Insurance for Good, Paying for Preparedness: Why California Needs Sustained Investment in Climate
Resilience - California Forward / Insurance for Good. https://cafwd.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/07/July_06_2026_Sustained-Revenue-for-Resilience_A-Case-for-Dedicated-Investment-in-
Californias-Climate-Future.pdf

[68]. Cascading Wildfire Insurance Issues Impact Local and State Budgets - Headwaters Economics.
https://headwaterseconomics.org/natural-hazards/wildfire-insurance-local-state-budgets/

[69]. Liao and Kousky, The Fiscal Impacts of Wildfires on California Municipalities - Resources for the Future / JAERE.
https://www.rff.org/publications/journal-articles/the-fiscal-impacts-of-wildfires-on-california-municipalities/

[70]. Napa County RCD home / services - Napa County Resource Conservation District. https://naparcd.org/;
https://naparcd.org/our-services/

[71]. Napa RCD Forest Health - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/forest-health/

[72]. Napa RCD Forest Planning - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/forest-planning/

[73]. North Bay Forest Improvement Program - Napa County RCD / North Bay Forest Improvement Program.
https://naparcd.org/north-bay-forest-improvement-program/

[74]. Napa RCD Wildfire Preparedness - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/wildfire/

[75]. Napa RCD Wildfire Recovery - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/wildfire-recovery/

[76]. Napa Prescribed Burn Association - Napa County RCD / UC Cooperative Extension partners.
https://naparcd.org/napapba/

[77]. Napa RCD Road Storm-Proofing - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/roads/

[78]. Upper Napa River Watershed Road Assessment - Napa County RCD / Pacific Watershed Associates / partners.
https://naparcd.org/upper-napa-river-watershed-road-assessment/

[79]. Napa RCD LandSmart - Napa County RCD / regional RCD partners. https://naparcd.org/landsmart/

[80]. Napa RCD Agriculture - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/agriculture/

[81]. Napa RCD Irrigation - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/irrigation/

[82]. Napa RCD Soil Health - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/soil-health/

[83]. Napa RCD Carbon Farming - Napa County RCD / LandSmart partners. https://naparcd.org/carbon-farming/
[84]. Napa County Smoke Sensitive Sites - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/resources/prescribed-burn-
association-resources/napa-county-smoke-sensitive-sites/

[85]. California Interagency Treatment Dashboard V2 - Napa County official polygon FeatureServer extract, filtered
county=NAP, 23 July 2026 - California Wildfire & Landscape Resilience Task Force / SDSC SPARCAL / reporting
entities.
https://sparcal.sdsc.edu/arcgis/rest/services/Hosted/ITS_V2_0_Polygon_gdb/FeatureServer/0/query?where=county%
3D%27NAP%27&outFields=*&returnGeometry=true&outSR=4326&f=geojson
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[86]. Napa County Baseline Data Report Explorer v2 - Napa County PBES / General Plan Update process.
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/fc8e7d662aaa481285030cd4bce3ffbc

[87]. Napa County Baseline Data Report StoryMap / General Plan Update provenance - Napa County PBES / General
Plan Update process. https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/f89dd093ce054c9e83b7610ea2334b6d

[88]. Land Trust of Napa County Wildfire Prevention & Recovery - Land Trust of Napa County.
https://napalandtrust.org/our-work/wildfire-prevention-recovery/

[89]. Land Trust of Napa County Climate Change and habitat/water connectivity work - Land Trust of Napa County.
https://napalandtrust.org/our-work/climate-change-and-the-land-trust/

[90]. WUI Data Commons Phase 1 stakeholder interview / feasibility findings - Milliman for IBHS.
https://www.milliman.com/en/insight/wui-data-commons-phase-1-stakeholder-interview

[91]. WUI Data Commons Phase 2 / Phase 3 pilot planning - California Fire Chiefs Association / Milliman / Moore
Foundation support. https://www.milliman.com/en/insight/wui-data-commons-phase-2

[92]. CalChiefs press release on WUI Data Commons next phase update - California Fire Chiefs Association.
https://www.calchiefs.org/news/708480/CalChiefs-Press-Release-on-WUI-Data-Commons-Next-Phase-Update
[93]. The WUI Data Commons: Driving wildfire resilience through data transparency - Milliman / IBHS / CSAA / Cal Poly
WUI Fire Institute speakers. https://www.milliman.com/en/video/wui-data-commons-wildfire-resilience-data-
transparency

[94]. Napa Firewise - Reducing Hazardous Fuels along Critical County Borders - Napa Communities Firewise
Foundation. https://napafirewise.org/projects/reducing-hazardous-fuels-along-critical-county-borders/

[95]. Planscape - Planscape / California wildfire-resilience partners. https://www.planscape.org/

[96]. CAL FIRE FRAP spatial data, fire perimeters and burn severity - CAL FIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program.
https://www.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/fire-resource-assessment-program

[97]. CPUC High Fire-Threat District / Fire-Threat Map - California Public Utilities Commission.
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/wildfires/fire-threat-maps-and-fire-safety-rulemaking

[98]. LANDFIRE vegetation, fuels and fire-regime products - LANDFIRE / federal interagency partners.
https://landfire.gov/

[99]. Caltrans Traffic Census / AADT and truck traffic datasets - California Department of Transportation.
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census

[100]. USGS Water Data for the Nation / NWIS - U.S. Geological Survey. https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis

[101]. California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program / Important Farmland data - California Department of
Conservation. https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp

[102]. EcoAtlas - California EcoAtlas / aquatic-resource partners. https://www.ecoatlas.org/

[103]. California Healthy Places Index - Public Health Alliance of Southern California / HPI partners.
https://map.healthyplacesindex.org/

[104]. CDC PLACES - Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. https://www.cdc.gov/places/index.html

[105]. Napa RCD Strategic Plan 2024-2029 - Napa County RCD. https://naparcd.org/2024-2029-strategic-plan-
release/

[106]. North Bay Forest Improvement Program - North Bay Forest Improvement Program.
https://www.northbayforestimprovementprogram.com/

[107]. OSFM Fire Hazard Severity Zones - California Office of the State Fire Marshal / CAL FIRE.
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones
[108]. CALREC Joint Strategy adoption page - California Recreation and Resilience Vision / California Wildfire & Forest
Resilience Task Force partners. https://www.calrecvision.org/adoption

[109]. California Joint Strategy for Sustainable Outdoor Recreation and Wildfire Resilience - California Wildfire & Forest
Resilience Task Force partners. https://www.calrecvision.org/joint-strategy

[110]. Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District March 9 2026 minutes - Resolution 26-01 and Moore Creek
CAL FIRE Forest Health grant action - Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District.
https://napaoutdoors.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Minutes-20260309-FINAL.pdf

[111]. County of Napa After Action Review of the Pickett Fire Incident (Sept. 25, 2025) - County of Napa / multi-
stakeholder AAR as supplied. Controlled project reference; see the canonical evidence register.

[112]. ZestyAl Z-FIRE wildfire risk model - vendor source profile - ZestyAl. https://zesty.ai/products/wildfire

[113]. CDI/ Public Wildfire Model Strategy Group recommendations - California Department of Insurance / Public
Wildfire Model Strategy Group. https://www.insurance.ca.gov/01-consumers/180-climate-change/upload/Public-
Wildfire-Model-Strategy-Group-Chaired-by-Cal-Poly-Humboldt-Future-Directions-and-Considerations-05-16-
2025.pdf
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[114]. Climate Resilience Districts: Overview and Approach for Los Angeles County (October 2023) - Los Angeles
County Public Works / AECOM. Controlled project reference; see the canonical evidence register.

[115]. SB 782 (2025), Chapter 552 - Government Code section 62313 disaster-related CRD pathway - California
Legislature. https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB782

[116]. ZestyAl insurance decision-intelligence platform - risk models, property insights and competitive/regulatory
intelligence - ZestyAl. https://zesty.ai/

[117]. PG&E Napa County Undergrounding and System Upgrades - PG&E. https://www.pge.com/en/outages-and-
safety/safety/community-wildfire-safety-program/undergrounding-system-upgrades-napa-county.html

[118]. PG&E Wildfire Safety Progress Map - PG&E. https://vizmap.ss.pge.com/?layer=system-hardening-and-
undergrounding-map

[119]. Utility Wildfire Resilience Corridors - WMAC presentation, June 2026 - PG&E / California OSFM WMAC.
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdfféb0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/osfm-
website/committes/wildfire-mitigation-advisory-committee/june-2026/pge-wildfire-resilience-corridors-wmac-
061626.pdf?hash=46EF9110CD09295C7F18EOD6GED574749&rev=f5fb58a244c9451a9db86ddba30c8d40
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Controlled project evidence cited

[C1]. PG&E stakeholder evidence thread through 20 August 2026. Controlled design evidence; not PG&E policy,
technical standard, approval, cost-recovery determination or commitment.

[C2]. Napa Firewise ERS Pipeline 260804 restricted KMZ and authorized analytical derivatives. Parcel engagement and
screening evidence only; raw source is restricted.

[C3]. Napa Firewise Engaged Parcels map. Controlled spatial context; not parcel-accurate operational, treatment-
completion or outcome evidence.

[CA4]. Joe Nordlinger / Napa Firewise stakeholder update, 27 August 2026. Controlled source-owner operational
evidence covering ERS status definitions, workflow, throughput, annual certification / batching and exploration of a
Blue Forest/ Forest Resilience Bond-type reimbursement bridge. Current operational description only; not an
independently accredited ERS standard, insurer decision, guaranteed service level, Blue Forest commitment or
transaction terms.

[C5]. Joe Nordlinger / Napa Firewise controlled clarification, 15 September 2026. Source-owner clarification
confirming Napa Firewise/Fire Agency ERS certificate terminology; that use of the ERS pipeline and engaged-parcels
information for strategic cluster screening alone is not parcel-level treatment or outcome evidence; and that Napa
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Firewise has secured a Blue Forest / Forest Resilience Bond-type reimbursement bridge to address upfront cash-flow
requirements while awaiting NRCS or other reimbursement. Controlled source-owner evidence only; not evidence of
independently verified parcel-level treatment or outcomes, detailed transaction terms, or a wider Napa-scale
financing commitment.

Evidence-control note

A supporting evidence register is maintained separately to preserve provenance, permissions, validation status and
decision-use ceilings. Report reference numbers are for external readability and are not the canonical source-control
identifiers. The 27 August Napa Firewise update is held as controlled source-owner evidence; the 15 September Napa
Firewise clarification is held as a separate controlled update; and the Blue Forest references are public comparators
only.
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