FROM :LMANN Fax NO. :18662915239 Jan. 19 2e@8 b3:agFm Pl
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Yanuary 10, 2008

Placer County Planning Commissian

3501 County Center Drive

Aubum, Ca 95603

At Michael Johnson, Planning Director

Re: New Winery Draft Ordinance
Dear Michael,

In response to comments made at today’s meeting, 1 would like to submit the
following regarding RA zoned parcels:

If seems RA zoned parcels are basically the same as Farm zoned parcels with the
exception that RA allows for hormes to be built in an Agncultural area and not the
other way around?

T am not swe if the Commission resolved my request that RA zoned parcels with ten
acres or more be given the same consideration as a 4.6 acre Farm zoned parcel,
therefore encouraging the Agricultural use of the land rather than the Residential use it
ia allowed. This consideration would certainly be in line with Placer Counry's
commitment to supporting and promoting Agriculiural land use. In other words, |
would like to be required to have a “zoning clearance’ to start my business; if the same
1s reguired of a 4.6 acre Farm zoned parcel,  Again, I would submit a larger parcel
should have concessions to insure an Agricultural use.

The Planning Commission’s decision will affect my business future and will certainly
determine the amount of time it will take for me to proceed. The sooner I can open
tny business the sooner [ can start recovering some of my investment and this will
hopefully insute my success. I know the Commission will evaluate this request
keeping in mind that Placer County’s farms come first. Thank you for your
consideration. :

Respectiully Submitted,

S

152 Reagan Mann, Owner/operator
Fortezza Vineyards (and future winery})
10555 Harris Road
Auburn, CA 95603
(530)885-2824

Attachment: List of Placer County Winertes and Prospective Wineries and their
Zonming

ATTACHMENT C
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Melanie Heckel

From: FRonald Marms [rmorris@ncbl net]
Sent:  Monday, January 07, 2008 12.01 PM
Ta: Melanie Heckel

Cc: Christine Turngr

Subject: Diaft Winery Ordinance - Comments for Commission Consideration

Dear Ms Hecke!

The foliowing comments on the subject Draft Winery Ordinance are submitted for Planning Commission
considerabion al their meeling gn 10 Jaruary 2008, | will be unable 1o attend this meeting and respectfully
request that you make thern available to the Commissign

Thank yeu for the assistance,

Ron Morns

Placer County Planning Commission
Dewitt Center
Placer County, CA

RE. Draft Winery Ordinance

The Draft Whnery Ordinance {12-10.07) is workable from toth the wanery and Planning Departmenl perspactives
and the Planning staff deserves recognilion for altermpling to accommodate all of the speciat interests in the
developmant of the draft. The foilowing recommendations intend to further simphfy the Ordinance to better reflect
the character of a wenery business, o improve the continued apphcation ang admimistration of the Ordinance by
the County, and to clarify the responsibiiities of the winery operator;

Ravise the definstion of winery to correspond with the federal and state definitions, that (s, "Winery” meaas a duly
permitted, by the appropnate Federal and State agencies, wine production facility used to convert frut inta wine,

e o .~ kg B LS~ L, Lol ke I L~ bbb P ek LI L Ly i ot LW —Srr

of one or more structures housing the functions of crushing_ fermentation. biending, bulk and botile aging, botthng.

marketing and sales [ingluding wine tasting and promotional events). laboratory, and admunstration. For

purposes of this seglion “promolisnal events' as defined heren shall not exceed one per month,

|, The lerm "bonded winery” is replaced by "duly permitted, by Ihe appropnate Federal and S12te agencies”,
A legally operating wine production facility must be permitted by both the Federal and the State
governments, the Federal permit reguires the acquisition and maintenance of a3 bond lo cover the tax
laklity of all wine produced that has not had the tax paid  Forther, such wine must B¢ housed in a secured
area, access controlled, which 1s specified in ke federal permit 2nd which racely ncludes the enlirg winéery
facihtigs This areais referred Lo as the "Bonded Area” or "Bonded Facility” .

2. Wine tasting is essential to the production and sale of wine. No one would consider operatng a winary
without the abiiity to perform tastings just as no one would make perdume if they were not allowed to smelt
it The above recommended definilion incorporates wine tasling into the sales function and recognizes it
as an essential function of the winery. Further. the Federal and Slate permits te operate a winery control
the wine tasting funchon as it refates to the sale of bottled wines. 1t is redundant and unnecessary for the
County 1o requlate this fundamental function.

3. Eliminate the defintion of "Pubhc Tasting” and eliminate this term in paragraph 2. Parking Therefore,
paragraph 2.4 would be "Small Wineries - A minimum of five permanent parking spaces shall he
providged.”
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4. Eliminate "Such events include winemaker's dinners” from the dehnition of Promotional Events. If 3 winery
conducts a dinner for a group, itis a private party and typically will invalve less than 40 invited guests The
food served must be catered or must be prepared in g commercial kitchen in the winery facility. 1f the
winery canducts "winernaker dinners” as a commercial undertaking ({i.e. charging a fee for the food and
wine consurmed) then it is acting like a restavrant and should be permitted as such. In any case, this

should not be construed as a promotional event

By incorporating the above recommendanans, the tables on Page 2 of the Draft Ordinance reduce to two rows.
one for small winenes and one for iarger wineries as currently defined in the tables. Further recommend that the
Residenlial Zoning Districts and Agricultural and Resource Districts require an ARP for small wanenes and a MUF
for larger wanenes. This will ensure that appropriate scrutiny of the proposed winery projects s conducted by the
Planning Department and it should reduce the total energy required in administration of winery related
development and code enforcement.

Respectfully subrmitted for your cansideration.

Ron Marris, Manager

Secret Ravine Vireyards, LLC
4390 Gold Trail Way

Loamis, CA 95650

Mo virus found in this oULEOING message.
Checked by AV G Free Edivor.
Wersian 75506 Virus Detabase: 269171371213 - Release Dare: 1772008 2:19 AM
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FROM LMBMN

Fax N0, 1 1BeSa15233 Jam., @7 2008 12:22PM FL

January 3, 2008

To: Placer County Planning Commission

RE: Hearing consideration on Zoning Text Amendment
Drait Winery Ordinance on January 10, 2008

I am requesting the Planning Commission consider larger RA zoned
parcels (ten acres or more) be given the same consideration as a 4.6
acte Farm zoned parcels in the new winery ordinance. A ten acre

parcel zoned RA B100 (2.3 acre min) can be split into four additional
RA zoned lots.

My vineyard is located on a 10.76 acre RA B100 (2.3 acre min) zoned
parcel. My research revealed that no other winery or prospective
winery at this time is zoned RA B100 with ten or more acres. This
consideration would encourage other larger RA parcels like mine to
keep the property in tact if they wish to become a winery. Per the
latest winery draft, with no consideration for acreage, 1 have to not
only an obtain an ARP but aiso a MUP to run my business even
though the impact on the neighborhood as a larger parcel is less than a
4.6 Farm zoned acre parcel. It is reasonable if you need to consider
access to the larger RA parcels in addition to acreage. My parcel is
not located on a shared private road. I have access to a public road.

Thank you for your consideration to this request.

Respectfully submitted,

iy .

Lisa Reagan Marn
Fortezza Vineyards
10555 Harris Road
Aunbum, CA 95603
(530)889-2824
lreaganmann/{@hughes net
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/WINE INSTITUTE

THE vOICE FOR CALIFORNLA WINE

November 12, 2007 PLANMNG DEpr

Placer County Planning Commission

Ms Melanie Heckel, Assistant Director
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Aubum, CTA 95603

Subiect: Zoni.’lg Text Amandment — Discussion — Dralt Winery Ordinance

Uear Mis. Heckel

On behalf of Wine Institute, the associgtion of Califomea wineries represeating over 1,000 members
respansble for 85% al our nation's wine production and more than 309 of U5, wire expaorts, we
respectfu“y submit the Fc:-”owing comments for the qublic recard at the P|ar.-.‘|in3 Commission’s November
15% hearing. Approximately, 509 of our member wineries produce less than 2,000 cases annualy and
over 0% make less than 10,000 cases a vear,

Chut comments are focused en and applaud those madilications mede by the Agricubvual Commission 1o
the Placer Cour‘cly stafl's perOSed Winery Chdinance. In our opirien, the Agneouitursl Commission's
modifications are consisteat with the Department of Alecholic Beverage Cartrol's {ABC) pavileges
afarded Type 02 winegrowars, commaorly refered to as wineries. The privileges that come with the
Type 02 license premingntly include: wine manuFacturing, on-premise tasting, and direct saes o
consumers. Secondly, as an organization whose mission is advocatag for Callernia wing at the state,
national snd 9|0ba| lavels, the [nctitute 15 well versed to comment on precedents and trends affecting the
wing community. Ohiite simgly, we aie unaware of an\}- local ardinance in any Calforma county thet has
imgposed as severe restnchions en wineres' most basic privileges than those proposed by county stali

For the record, it is impartant to nate that there is unguestionakly an appropiate rolz for local
pal v an o

BOVEINMENE 10 reguiate wingries actiales.

That having been statea, we whaoleheanedly coneur with the Agricoltural Commission's mad:fications that
strke all references thet tasting rooms are "accessory uses”  An age-old tradition, tasting rooms are vitad

for any smali winery's prohtability, A independent analysis by BAKF Reseacch LLC pegs a small winery's
tasting coom sales to constitute approximately 60% of sll salzs. The Agricu

tural Commissron similarly
struck the ianguage in the proposa| that "tasting rooms shall be c|early ir‘.cidentd%, ie!atcd, ard subgidinate
to ke primary operation ol the winery as & production facility ... Empir<ally, tasting roams aee a
winery's necessary retall outlet. Calforma’s restaurants and gracery stores cannot possibly sell the
3,000+ chardannays produced by Califaria’s 2,400 vanenes alone and without ary consideration for
the other 15-20 majar vatigtals produced 'c.y the same wirieries. Last!',z, it would have been c|ear|y
unprecedertzd, as proposed by stslf, to limit gublic tastings by appointment-ondy Mo other county has
deemed i1 appropriate ta eestrain consumers and wineties in such 3 manner. Censistent with their A3C

HLELSTREET - SUITE 1300 - SATBAMENTO. Ca - 75514 916-44L4-67974  FAX Tra-i4-7830 - Wi wWiN B NST I TLTE ORG é{?



to operate tasting rooms without having to obtain a special permit, 35 now propesed by the Agricultursl

C‘JmI'TIISSIOﬂ.

Critics of the Placer County wingries make the accusation that the county’s private roads could become
victimized by inebnated winz tasters, There are esisting sstequards to awoid such occumences. Al ABC
licensezs are subject to license suspension and revecation it they serve inebriated individuals; i 2 Business
and Professions Code Section 25658, Winerizs are setious about their civic duty The Institete is
fingiizing our updated, 28.page "Responsibie Wine Service” guide with an emphasis on wine education
to further assist tasting room stalf in providing an enjoyable, educational, and safe experience for visiters.

In sum, wingries are good for the local govemment. They generate neaded sales and property taxes.
Winzrias are goed for the local ecenomy. They are a valuable scurce of (obs. They arz a magnet for
related businesses like local retatfers, restaurants, and lodging establishments that benefit from tousists. 'We
urge the p!&nning' Commission to recommend that the Board of Supewiso;s adopt the above-mentioned
modifications to the Wirery Ordinance by the Agneultural Commission

Resoecthully,
ik e lazce

fike Falasco, Calfornia State Director
Viine [nstirute
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Melanie Heckel

Frem: Dhana Hermance on behalf of Placer County Planning
Sent:  VVednesday, Movember 14, 2007 10:34 AM

Tao: Melanie Hackef

Subiect. FW Winery Draft Ordinance.

Hi Melanie,
Here is the email | discussed with you.

Thanks,
Dhana

From: Tim Howell [mailto:timhowell@sbeglabal.net]
Sent; Wednesday, Movember 14, 2007 8:52 AM
To: Placer County Planning

Subject: Winery Draft Ordinance,

As property owners one parcel over from the Fawnridge Winery. we have concerns regarding the proposed onsile
wine lasting events.

1 Customers of the winery will be driving on the home owners private single lane dint road with no irnouls for
passing vehicles. The road has a very tncky dogleg crossing over the Lone Star canak. The mamtenance of the
road is paid by the home owners.

2 The added traffic our road will have an adverse effect on the negighborheod, primarily added dust and noise.
3 This will cause a decrease in our property values.
4 The liabilities of having drivers unfamiliar with narrow dirt roads will be left to the home owners.

5 Who will enferce the rules for the Winery. will they be available on weekends? The Winery held a wine tasting
on November 9ih 10th and 11th. but called it an open house, this would seem to indicate that they will ciscumyent
the intent of the restrictions that are being discussed in this ordinance.

& Wil this ordinance allow weddings, recept:ons, and private parties? if so would music and dancing be allowed?
7 This wall change our guiel, private, rural neighbarhood.

Tim and Roberta Howell
5530 Fawnridge R

117142007 70



PLACER COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES

11477 E Avenue. Auburn, CA 958603-27¥99 (530) 8B9-7372 FAX (530) 823-1698

CHRISTINE E. TURNER

Agricultural Commissioner/
Sealer of Weights and Measures

November 13, 2007

TO: : Placer County Board of Supervisors
FROM: Chnstine E. Turner, Agncultural Commissioner/Sealer
SUBJECT: Proposed Winery Ordinance

During the Agricultural Commission's Navember 12, 2007 meeting. the Commission voted 7-0,
(one member absent and onc position vacant), 1o recommend the Board of Supervisors approve
the proposed Winery Ordinance as submitted by the Agricullral Commission, dated Wovember
12, 2007 (sce Attachment A). There 15 also attached a highlighted strikeout version for your
reference as to the changes made to the County staff version (see Attachment B}.

Background:

Placer County Bouard of Supervisors has supported agriculture in the County over the years. The
County’s General Plan has numerous references 10 the unique role of agriculture to the County’s
economy, resource rich land base, and rural quality of life that brings so many people to Placer
County in the first place. Specifically, the County has a goal identified in the General Plan, “To
provide for the long-term conservation and use of agricultrally-designated lands.™ To
accomplish this, and support long-term viability, the Plan states, “The Couaty shall encourage
continued and, where possible, increased apricultural activities on lands suited for apgriculturat
uses.” For family farmers and ranchers 10 remain on their land, they have to be able to make
money, Onc effective way to do that is to increase the sales of farm products directly to the
consumer,

The Agricultural Commuission’s proposed Winery Crdinance supports the direct sales of wine,
and associated wine sampling, from county wineries in & manner that 15 more consistent with the
direct sales of other value-added commeoditics from local farms and ranches. It is important to
make it as easy asg possible for wincries to sell dircet to the customer. Other countics have scen
the value in doing this and reap the cconomic benefit of a healthy agri-tounism related industry
that supports family vineyards and wineries.

7/



Page Two
Proposed Winery Ordinance
November 13, 2007

Action Requested:
The Placer County Agricultural Commission, and the greater agricultural community, asks you 1o

support the County’s vinevards and wineries by approving the Agricultural Commission’s
proposed Winery Qrdinance,

¢ Placer County Agricultural Commiission

Placer County Planning Departiment
Placer County Wine and Grape Associatton

"I you eat food and wear clothes, you ARE involved in agriculiure.” -- CA Women for Agriculners

7A



Ordinance.

DRAFT WINERY ORDINANCE — Attachment A
(Revised 11-12-07 by Placer County Agricultural Commission )

Section 17.56.330 - Wineries

A

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide for the orderly development of
wineries within agricultural zoning districts and certain commercial, industrial and
residential zoning districts, to encourage the economic development of the local
agricultural industry, provide for the sales of value added products, protect the
agriculturai character and long-term agricultural production of agricultural lands.

Definitions

“Administrative Review Permit” — See Zoning Ordinance Section 17.58 100
"Conditional Use Permit” — See Zoning Crdinance Section 17.58.130.
“Minor Use Permit" - See Zoning Ordinance Section 17.58.120,

"Promotional Event” means an event, sponsored by the property owner, an
association of agriculturai property owners, or similar organtzations formed to
assist the agricuitural industry in the area, to promote the sale of Placer County
wines, and which is intended to allow for the direct marketing and sales of wines
produced on the premises or praduced elsewhere from grapes grown on site.
Such events include “winemaker's dinners." No single event shall exceed more
than two consecutive days.

"Public Tasting” refers to wine sampling by the general public,

“Winery" means a bonded winery facility comprising the building or buildings
used to convert fruit juices {all or part of which are produced on the property) to
wine, and to age, bottle, store, distribute and sell said wine. Onsite sales
includes sampling by the general public as permitted by the Califernia Alcohalic
Beverage Cantrol Board. A winery, for the purposes of this section, includes
crushing. fermenting and refermenting, hottling, blending, bulk and bottle
storage, aging, shipping, receiving, laboratory equipment and mainterance
facilities, sales, public tasting and administrative office functions.

Winerigs. The permit requirements for wineries permitted as set forth below. If a
proposal includes more than one of the elements listed below, the highest
applicable permit process shall apply.



Ordinance.,

Industrial

|J Commercial |
! Zone Districts I
| ICPD (€2 !C3 |[HS ‘C1 |RES|AP [BP |IN [INP |
- Winery Produclion ! |
| <20 00C Cases CUP | MUP | C c C c
| Winery Production i i
' >20,000 Cases MUP muP | mup | mup |
|

| Wholesale and Retail B '- !

Sales of Wine and Grape | CUP | C c ic C cC [MUP|C iC c
t Products | I
" Retall Sales of Winery- | l- 1 i ;

Related Merchandise | CUP | C C C C C { MUFP | C C C
| Promotional Events Up to | L | |, '5
_Biyear Jcur [arRP | arRP | aRP | aRP [ARP |ARP  ARP [ ARP | ARP

Residential Zoning Districts

! RA RF and Public Road
. | Access |
1 Winery Production <20,000 Cases ARP ARP
- Winery Production >20 000 Cases MUP : MUP T
| Wholesale and Retail Sales of Wine | ARP ARP |
Retail Sales of Winery-Related ARP ARP
Merchandise _ 1
Promotional Events Up to 6fyear | MUP | ARP




Ordinance.

Agricultural and Resource Districts
{Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, Forestry, Timberland Production)
13 T
4.6 —9.99 Acres or | 10+ Acres and
Private Road ! Public Road
Access | Access
Winery Production <20,00G Cases c | C
| Winery Production >20,000 Cases | MUP_ M
]
Wholesale and Retail Sales of Wine | - o e
Grown or Produced on Premises
Retail Sales of Winery-Related . !
. C LG ;
Merchandise i
Promational Events Up to Bivear ARP ARP i
TKEY TO PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
| Zoning Tlearance required [Section 17.06.050; 1€
Administrative Review Parmit required (Seclion ARP
17 06.050
Minor Use Permit reguired (Section 17 06.950) niUP
Condgiticnal Use Permit required {Sechion 17.05.050} cue |
Use not alfewed

D. Development and Operational Standards. The following development and
operational standards shall apply to all wineries. These standards will be applied
with flexibility to encourage wine grape growing.

1. General.

Al The primary purpose of the winery shall be to process wine grapes
grown on the winery premises or on other local agricuitural iands.
In the Residential, Resource and Agricultural zoning districts where
wineries are allowed, at least ane acre of planted vineyard on site
iIs required, unless the Agricultural Commissioner makes a
determination that a functional equivalent occurs (i.e. winery is
contracted to receive a substantial portion of the winery production
capacity from locally produced vineyards).

B Retail sales of wine fruit products shall be limited to those
produced, vinted, cellared or bottled by the winery operator or

grown on the winery premises, or custom crushed at another facility
for the winery operator.
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Ordinance.

C. The mimimum parcei size for establishment of a winery is 4.6 acres
in the Residential, Resource and Agricultural zoning districts where
wineries are allowed.

2. Parking. The following parking standards shall apply to Iargé wineries
{+20,000 cases).

Al Fermanent parking spaces shall be provided for wineries. The
parking spaces shall provide all weather surfacing {e.g., aggregate
base, chip seal, asphalt, concrete) capable of supporting a forty
thousand (40,000} pound vehicle load and properly designed.

3. Access Standards

A, Access to winery structures shall meet reasonable Fire Safe
Standards. Alternative design allowances and/or requirements will
be determined on a case-by-case basis for mitigation to the
standards dependent upon anticipated level of use, site constraints,
turnout opportunities, road length, slope, and other site-specific
Issues,

4, Potable Water

A If the winery is served by well water and there are more than 25
people on-site in a 60-day period, employees and guests shall be
provided with bottled water for consumption, unless otherwise
approved by Environmental Health. Well water shall meet potable
water standards for the purposes of dishwashing and hand
washing.

5. Waste Disposatl

A Solid Waste. All solid waste shall be stored in a manner that
nrevents the propagation, harborage, or attraction of flies, rodents,
vector, or other nuisance conditions, Pomace, culls, lees, and
stems may be recycled onsite in accordance with the Report of
Waste Discharge approved for each individual winery by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

B. Winery Production Waste. Standards for waste disposal shall be
set, where applicable, by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
and shall be stipulated in the Report of Waste Discharge.

C. Onsite Sewage Disposal. [ public sanitary sewer is not available,
then the onsite sewage disposal system shall be designed in

Tb



Ordinance.

compliance with County Code Chapter 8.24 and sized to
accommodate employee, tasting rcom and commergial sewage
flows. Portabie toilets may be approved by the Environmental
Health Division for temporary and promotional events.
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Planning Commission . November 10, 2007
3091 County Center Dr ,
Auburm, CA 95603

RE: Wine Tasting Ordinance

The right to farm was never intended to permit a retail establishment {o sell
processed and/or manufactured goods or to put on huge events. For habby vininers and
so-called "boutiques™ 1o try 10 hide behind the Ag shield is a disingenuous atiempl o
circumvent the intention of laws and take unfair advaniage in our capitalistic economy.
The propoesed ordinance even allows wine made from grapes gown out of the area to be
sold—ihis does not support the "Placer Grown” principles.

On our privately shared country road, we all recognize and identify neighbors as
they drive by cur homes. Cur Neighborhood Watch makes nole of “visitors.” If tasting
operations or any Kind of retail is allowed, we'll have no idea who the strangers are as
they slowly creep by, day after day. How safe will my kids and pets be after visitors
have imbibed,; and then, in a possibly impaired state (HBD--Had Been Drinking), they
drive out? If there's an accident, on my section of the road easement, will | be named as
a detendant? Will the County cover the liability issues?

The threat of choosing between development or grapes is a nonsensical fear
tactic. Enforcing Ag zoning prevents unwanted development better than tasting
operations ever will. Wine tasting is neither a too! nor guarantee for saving Ag land, in
fact, it generates the very nuisance issues we moved to lhe couniry to get away from!
VWorse, if the zoning is changed, vintners will most likely te firstin line to cashin.”

. Hobby wineries who want to sell bottied wing, should establish a co-op or
cenfralized places (such as Farrmers Markets). The County is in no way obligated 1o
keep hobby farms and/or retall establishments viabie or profitable by bending rules to
aliow them to operale to the detriment of neighborhoods—either by stretching Ag Zoning
interpretalions or ignoring health and safety issues. The bottom line is that these tasling
rooms do not qualify as Ag operations.

Ag zoning is for growing, not for retailing manufactured vatlue-added, off-site
grown products of for promoting events. Traffic and intrusions from 1asting will destroy
rural ambiance. lf it's an Ag operation, then let visilors {aste grapes, not wine.

Sincerely,
Ernig J:y NOV 13 2007
P.O. Box 7167
Auburn, CA 935604
Cc Board of Supervisgrs - ’ PLANN,NG DEPT.

« Since this door has been opened, somecne needs to address the incredibly
negative environmental impacts that a vineyard creales—<lear scraping, remowing of
natural habitat, ancient trees, chemical spraying, annihilation of wildlife corrigdors and
excessive water use, There is even speculation that lhe devastation caused by Napa
vineyards (tree remaoval, etc ) has resulted in a slight temperature increase, which in turn
is affecting the grape quality and production. In other words, the environmental impacts
are now 5o severe that the very crop the land was destroyed for is now experiencing
declines.
The Flanning Commission needs to study the possibility of applying CEQA
regulations to any proposed vineyard and/or winery. 7?



Newcastle Community Asscciation

NCA

Post Office Box 777
MNewcastie, CA 95658

Cfficers:

Diana Fosg
Prosident
B83-4818

Kevin Odell
Vice Prasident
£53-9546

Jerry Mohlenbrok
Treasurar
663-4522

Cathie Cordova
Becrelary

Placer County Planning Commission
3091 County Center Drive
Aubum, CA 95603

November 10, 2007

Dear Planning Commission Members,

The Newcastle Community Association {NCA) Mission Statement includes the directive
“t0 take action as needed 1n order to preserve the rural flavor, pride, and safety of the
community.” Pursuting this part of our mission, the Board of the NCA submits the
following comments regarding the Placer County Draft Winery Ordinance.

The stated intent of the Winery Ordinance 1s 1o encourage local agricuiture and to protect
agricultural lands. We believe that the proposed ordinance fails to achieve these stated
purposes and suggest several significant changes that enable the ordinance to achieve its
goals while also enhancing compatibility with adjacent land uses,

The Winery Ordinance, as proposed, requires a winery to have only one acre of planted
vineyard. That requirement is unrealistically low. One acre will produce no more than
350 cascs of wine and can produce as little as 230 cases. But the ordinance permits small
wineries to sell as many as 20,000 cases of wine. Even the more 1estricted boutique
wineries referred to in the ordinance are permitied to seli up to 3,000 cascs of wine. It is
obvious that winenes with even a few acres in grape production will be forced to buy
grapes, grape juice, or finished wine from other sources {all of which are permitted by the
proposed ordinance). We believe virtually all of these products wil! be purchased outside
of Placer County.

According to the 2006 Agriculiural Crop Production Report, Placer County has 189 acres
planted in grapes producing 485 tons of grapes. 485 tons of grapes produce, at most,
only 28,500 cases of wine. Placer County vineyards will not be the source of grapes for
numerous wineries permitted to sell 20,000 cases of wine. This means that grapes will be
purchased from Lodi, Napa, and Sonoma Counties. While such purchases will promote
agriculture in those other couaties, they will do nothing to promote and encourage
agriculture in Placer County. A onc acre minimum vineyard simply introduces



Newcastle Community Association

commercial winery activity into rural, residential neighborhoods while doing little or nothing to protect
agricultural lands.

if the Winery Qrdinance s to fulfill its stated intent, the minimum number of acres required to be
comumitted to viticulture must be significantly increased. Five acres of planted vineyard, while still
very low, should be the minimum number of acres required for wineries located in Residential,
Resource, and Agricultural zoning districts. Fifteen to twenty acres (which would produce no more
than 7,000 cases) would be more apprapriate for wineries permitted to sell 20,000 cases of wine
annually.

We also propose that wineries unable or unwilling to grow their own grapes or use Placer County-
grown grapes need to be more strictly limited in the on-premise sale of wine. Selling wines that are in
no way a product of Placer County agriculture is simply commercial activity in rural, residential
neighborhoods. Such activity, which does not protect or encourage agriculture, and which may
adversely impact residential neighbors, needs to be more rigorously reguiated. Wineries that can
certify they are growing their own grapes or using grapes grown in Placer County would be permitied
to setl more cases of wine. Wineries not able to so certify would be required to sell fewer cases.
Wineries using very little or no Placer product should be disqualified under this ordinance; such
vendors can use the more traditional outlets for selling their product.

Finally, the potential for noise complaints originating from winery events will be very high in what
have always been very quiet rural neighborhoods. To minimze conflict from excessive noise, winery
owners should be meticuiously apprised of the requirements of Placer County Code Article 8.36
(referred to but not included in the Draft Ordinance). Additionaliy, enforcement of noisc regulations
must be resolute with viclators being justly penalized.

While wineries may have a place in rural residential neighborhoods, they must be regulated and the
emphasis must be on supporting agriculture. Our association doesn’t support intreducing commercial
operations 1nto these neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

@L;ZM,@J (529t

Diane Ross
President, Newcastle Community Association

ce: Ruth Alves
Michacl Leydon
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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HARRIET WHITE
3765 GRASS VALLEY HWY #239
AUBURN CA 95602

October 25, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission
DeWitt Center
Aubum, CA 85603

Cear Commissicners:

| have fong advocated for Ptacer County Wineries and hope you will do so
as well. Wine is an agricultural product which bas a great draw for our loca)
economy in the form or agn-tourism.

There are many fine examples of small vineyards in neighboring counties
which sell their wines from tasting rooms off of country roads. The ambiance of
traveling narrow country roads and turning up a narrow driveway to reach a
picturesque vineyard is priceless.

The new draft of the wine ordinance does not hald smaller wineries to
retail sales standards for roads. Without this feature this viable new, and growing,
industry in Placer County would basically fade away because of the tremendous
costs involved in the retail sales standards.

However, the requirement of a 90 day event notice to the Planning
Departrment seems particularly onerous as individuals and organizations
frequently do not plan that far ahead. Perhaps a 30-45 day notification could be
implemented. | hope it will be the responsibility of the Planning Department to
notify anyone else it is deemed necessary to notify and not the winery's
responsibility.

| have enclosed an articie by Teena Wilkins which illustrates some of the
points | am presenting to you. _

if all of our agricultural producers were held to retail standards we would
no longer have farms and ranches or the open space they provide.

We don't want {o turn Placer County's rural atmosphere where wine is
produced into an urban area. Please work with the wineries to keep standards to
a minimum for the safety and enjoyment to which we all look forward.

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.

Sincerely,
s—:‘&mﬁ“ k_;{}};_j@
Harriet White

Enclosure
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Fred Barber
3440 Pine Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA 95603
Phone (530) 823-72086
FAX (530) 823-72006 (call first}

October 23, 2007

To: Melanie Heckel, Assistant Planning Director

From: Fred Barber

Subject; Wording Suggestions - Draft of Proposed Wine Ordinance

Message: Many thanks for supplying the latest draft of the proposed Winery Ordmance
It looks as though progress 1s being made on this issue,

Following are some suggestions pertaining mostly to draftsmanship

1.

The mndividual items on the first page under B. Definitions {Administrative
Review Permit, Boutique Winery, etc.) should be given subsection numbers. This
might make subsequent amendments easier to tdentify and publish.

On the same page the Aifth line in the paragraph “Promotional Event” should
probably read “produced on the premises from grapes grown on the site or
clscwhere.”

Section 17.56.330 (C) “Wineries and Accessory Uses” (page 3 of my draft) ends
with the phrase “the highcst applicable permit process shail apply.” The meaning
escapes me; daes It mean “the most restrictive permit process shall apply™?
Under this same section {17.56.330 C) An Administrative Review Permit (ARP)
for a Boutique Winery in Agricultural and Farm Distocts (page five of my draft)
1s acceptable inmy situation, next to the Green Family Winery, provided mailed
notice about the proposed use and the date of the Zoming Administrator’s
consideration thereof is requited. This would allow time to send written
comments for censideration by staff in connection with the 1ssuc they have under
consideration. The obligation to mail notice of an ARP seems to be implied in
sections 17.58.100 and 17.60.140{A)(3) [copies atlached). Section 17.58.100 (A)
appears to exempt onjy posting from other notice requirements.

I{ my interpre1ation is wrong about the need to mail notices for an ARP then I'd
like the seclions appropnately corrected to elarify that matling notice is required.

T L bt

Ce Chrnistine Tumner, Agricultural Commissioner RECE!VF!"‘

Rick Eiri, Depariment of Public Works

0CT 25 o7
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CHAPTER 17 PLANNING AND ZONING
Permit Approval ar Disapproval 17.58.080

17.58.080 Permit Approval or Disapproval

The procedures for the completion of processing, aporeval or disapproval of Administrative Review, hMinar
Use and Conditonal Use Permits shal be as provided by Sections 17 .53 106 through 17 58990 Procedures
tor compleuon of the processing of Vanances are in Seshan 17 60 100, (Z0 § 20,108}

17.58.080 Additional Building Site Applications

The procedures and requirerments for the filing and agproval of applcatcns for appreval of an additiznal
sirgle-family dweling bullding site are established by Section 17 56 230 {Single-family dwellings, adcitonal!
- burlging siek (2006 20.105)

17.58.100 Administrative Review Permiis

Whey an Admeonistraive Review Permit (ARPY 15 required by Sections 17.52 130(B)13b), (B 1{d) or
17 86.170{B) 1) to authzrize a propased land vse the permit shall be processed as set forth in Sections
7 5B 020 at seq., (Apphizations—Filing and initial processing). except as follows:

N " Notice not posted and public hearing not held. Notze to the public shall be provided as setforth in
*Section 17 60 140{A){ 3] excaplfcr tha requirement to pest anolice on the property which is the subest
of the permit apphcation. and a pubhic hearng is not conductad.

B  Final Action. After completion of a staf! regort pursuant to Section 17 58.070. the Zanmg Adminisiraior
shali take action on an Adminisuanve Review Permit apphication as follows:

1. The Zoning Acministratar sha!l consider information presented about the project prapased inihe
Administrative Review Permit appheauon, in ihe staff report, in any accompanying environmena!
docurnents and comments received on such documents, in any correspondance reésensad, fram
any field review, and from any other information made part of the record.

2 Within the ime limits speaf ed by Seclion 17.58 160(A) (Time Limits for Aclion by County) the
Zomng Administrator shall, anprove any proposad neqgative declaration, or olher appropriates
environmental dacument required by Chapter 18 of this code and shall approve, approve subiecl
to conditicns, of disapprove the Adminiskrative Review Permit.

3. Appraval or condilional approvat shall be granted only whare the Zomng Adrmnisiratos can mare
the findings required by Section 17 58 140(4) (Permit jszuance—Findings Required far.
Approval), and the permit shall be denied whess the hndings cannot be made” The Zoring
Administralcy may approve an Admrnisirative Rewview Panmi subjest to conditions, a5 s forthin
Section 17 56 140(8). :

4 The decision af the Zoning Adrmnistrator shal! be In wiiting, including all findings that were mage
as the basis tor the decis:on

C  Appeal Deosions of the Zoning Administrator on Administrative Heview Permits may be appeated 1o
the Plapmiag Commission, in accorsance with Section 17 50 110 (Appeals),

D Referra! to Planning Commission. As provided by Sechion 17 60.030{C), the Planning Diwsctar or
Zoning Adrmnistrator may refer an Administralive Review Permit ta (he Planning Commission far 2
pubtic heanng, cansideratan, and apgraval or diszpproval pursuan! to the progedures specified by
Seclon 17.58.130 {Condisonal Use Permits) Such i eferral may cocur at the discretion of the Planning
Director or Zonirg Admusisirator when it is deemed necessany because of palicy implcaticns, unique or

g4
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Zoning Adminristration

CHAPTER 17 PLANNING AND ZONING

The owner{s) of the properly being considered or the owners agent, and the
applicant,

Each local agency expected to provide waler, sewage, streets, roads, schaols, or
other essential facilites or services to the project, whose abilily to provide such
facilities and services may be significantly affected.

Any person who has filed g written request for natice with the Planning Birector and
has patd the foe set by the most current Planning Department fee schedule for such
natice:

Al owners of real property as shown on the latest equalized assessment ralt within
three hundred feet of the propery that is the subject of the hearing: or, where the
number of property owners to whomn nobice would be mailed 18 more than one
thausand, the Planning Director may choase to provide the alternate natice allowed
by California Government Code Section 850981(a)(3});

c. Molice shall be posted at least ten days prior to the hearing an the property which is
subject of the application, as well as in at leas! two public places in close proximity to the
subject property.

»

3. 7 Method of Notice Distribution—Use Permits and Variances. Notice of a public hearing
required by this chapter for conditional or Mingr lse Permits, Varianges, and appeals of decisions
on these applications shall be given as follows, as required by Caiifornia Government Code
Saclion E5091

a Notice shall be mailed or delivered ai least ten days before the heanng to

ki,

The owner(s) of the properly being considered or the owner's agent, and the
apphcant:

Each local agency éxpected {o provide water, sewage, streets, roads, schools, or
other essential facilties or services to the project, whose ability (0 provide such
facilities and services may be significantly affecled,

Any person who has filed a written request for notice with the Planning Directar and
has paid the fee set by the most current Planning Department fee schedule for such
rotice: -

All owners oof real property as shown on the tatest equalized assessment roll within
three hundred feet of the property thal is the subject of the hearing, or. where the
number of property owners to wham nobce would be mailed s more than one
thousand, the Planning Directer may choose o provide the atternate notice attowed
by California Government Coda Section 65091(a} 3}

b.  Notice shall be posted at least ten days prior o the hearing on the property which is
subject of Ihe appheation, as well as in at least two public places in close proximity to the
subject property.

4 Additional Notice The Planning Director may aisc provide any notice with content or using a
distnbution melhod in addition to that required by this seclion as he or she determines is
necessany or desmable,

5. Natice Requirements for Appeals of Other Official Actions. The legal natice requirements
specied in Subsections (A} 1), {AN2). and (A)(3) of this section are nat reguired far the following

PLACER CQUNTY
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Neighborhood Rescue Group

There is a battle going on Right Now in our neighborhioods and the repercussions will iast
weil beyond our lifetimes. Placer County is changing County Ordinances and definitions to allow
outdoor amplified music and pubiic events at wineries. To atlow these events in our rural
neighborhoods Placer County officials want to change Ouidoor Event oversight and modify the
definition of Agricultural Processing to inchude wine tasting roorss.

Acrording to County Officials, tasting rooms meet the definition of 2 “community center” and
can be used for rental halls, weddings, anniversary parties, special events, wine pairing disiners, etc.
for profit. To call this “Agricultural Processing” is insulting but the winery groups have swayed our
public officials after years of lobbying and private meetings.

I formed NRG after repeatedly listening to disc jockeys and rancous crowds late into the night
at the wirery in my neighborbood. NRG is fighting many of these changes but we need your help.
We support agriculture and the planting of vinevards in Placer County. We support wine production
and sales to responsible adults. We support centrally located tasting rooms in the city limits like they
do in Nevada City.

We don’t support hurning our rural neighbothooeds into aight clubs, rental halls and
“community centers” as defined by County Officials. We don't support the wincries that are violang
state laws and ABC regulations that ltmit a winggrower to peuring 3 ounces of wine maximum per
person per day for tasting and prohibits on-site consumption of purchased wine unless they are a bona
fide eating establishment. -

Patrons visiting the winery next to me drive down our Private {not County) road and thra our
chikdren's bus stop. The County is proposiag hours of operation 7 days per week [2pm-8pm. The
neighborhood children armive at the bus stop around 3pm. Would you want yous children on a road
where winery patrons could drive after drinking for 3 hongs?

We have spent hundreds of hours fighting the County but have been rebufed at every step.
Winery groups say wineries will save agriculrural land, Not true. The winery next to us took a 15 acre
parcel and is splitting it unt! it can’t be split any more (tiree 5 acre parceis}. Many wineries are
already minimal parcels.

As a citizer of Placer County FLEASE make your voice heard. We want the pubhic to be
informed, but articles by the Auburn Journal have been one-sided and anything but informative.
Whether for or against, call your supervisor and take a stand (530} 889-4010. This needs to be
decided by residents not business interests and newspapers that put profit and advertising revenue
before our way of life and public safety.

Neighborhood Rescue Group double.ducki@yahoo.com

R



Cclober 15, 2007

Ta: Placer County Board of Supervisors, Planning and Agriculture Comimissions, Staff
From: Placer County Wineries Group
Subject: Placer County Wineries Group Oifers Proposal for Winery Tasting Facility Ordinance

Dear Placer County Officials and StalT:

The Placer County Wineries Group includes all the bonded wineries in Placer County and is the
designaled representaiive of the wineries for the purpose of working cooperatively with county
government and residents to develop an ordinance governing wine tasting facilities. Regreltably, alter
many months of deliberation, meetings and comtentious public hearings, we arc nat closc 1o achieving
the poal of a fair and balanced ordinance. Meanwhile, the winerjes are going broke and citizens on all
sides of the issue are unhappy with the lack of resolution of issues other counties have already solved.

We came 1o the conclusion Lhat it was necessary to offer our own proposal for county officials to
consider as a clear and workable alternative to the draft created by county staff. With this letter we
offer our own proposal for an ordinance that serves the same purposes, and does so just as elfectively,
as the draft proposed by county stafl.  But our proposal is different, and we think supertor, as it is
grounded In genuine research and expenience and 15 clearer, simpler and less costly to implement.

YWe ask that you give careful consideration to our preposal and support it.

The fundamental purpese of the two proposals js the same -- we adopted the statement of purpose

verbatim fram the staff's drafl -- but the regulatory approaches of the two proposals differ dramaticaily.

The wineries' proposal establishes clear, simple standards and imposes reasonable restrictions based on
the impact of wineries on the zoning districts in which they are lecaicd. Placer County staft's draft
lacks both evidence and [ocus te support ils excessively prescripuive and mtlexible requirements.

The wineries' proposal is moedeled closely on the successful ordinance adopted by neighboring Nevada
County, because Nevada County most closely resembles Placer County in terms of its population
distribution, its geography, and the small wineries that comprise its wine industry, Nevada County
studied the issues initially and modified their ordinance over years of experience. Placer County stalf
have not done a similar study. The Nevada County model is a tesied template. We see no wisdom or
gain in retnventing a proven ordinance that works lor all partics in a very similar set of ¢ircumstances.

Both proposals address public protection issues of road access and traffic, noise, {ire safety, magnitude
of events and range of pernmissable activities. But the winenes' proposal offers requirements scaled
realistically to 1t a tasting faciliny's size, proximity to residences, and the winery's resources. And in
stark contrast to the staff proposal, it provides for alternative approaches to atlain compliance with
access and safety standards to accommodate the unique situations of already-built wineries and
residences. We trust that you will find common sense and fairness in our proposal and we ask
that you support and adopt ii.

Sincerely,
Mithael v, Abbott, for

Placer County Wineries Group

1



PLACER COUNTY WINERIES GROUP
REVIEW AND COMPARISON OF WINERIES' ORDINANCE PROPOSAL
WITH COUNTY STAFF DRAFT
1071 52007

The Placer County Wineries Group (wineries) includes all the bonded wineries in Placer County and is the
designated representative of the wineries for the purpose of working cooperatively with county government and
residents to develop an ordinance governing wine tasting facilivies.

After many months of deliberation, meetings and contentious public hearings, the wineries determined it was
necessary 1o offer our own proposal for county elected officials to consider as a clear and workable alternative to
the draft created by staff. The fundamental purpose of the two proposals is the same -- we adopted the
statemnent of purpase verbatim from he staff's draft -- but the regulatory approaches of the two proposals differ
dramatically. We invite all interested parties to review the highlights and comparisans presented here, and more
importantly, 1o review the competing proposats.

The wincries believe gur proposal serves the same purposes more cffectively and more efficiently, and we urge
the Board of Supervisors to adopt it.

FACTUAL BASIS -- The wineries' proposal 1s modeled closely on the successful ordinance adopted by
neighboring Nevada County, because Nevada County most closely resembles Placer County in terms of its
population distribution, its geography and the small winerics that comprise its wine industry. Nevada County
studied the issues initially and modified their ordinance over years of expericnce. By contrast, Placer county
staff have stated publicly they are not prepared to conduct an empirical anatysis of the issues or the cost impact
an wineries of their proposal (Source: Ses county web site record of June 21, 2007, public hearing). As a resull
of the lack of factual basis, the staff's propasal is targered inappropriatcly for a large and mature wine industry --
the apparent model, E! Dorado County, 1s the 6th largest wine producing county in the slate -- rather than the
fledgling industry that exists in Placer County.

ESSENTLIAL PUBLIC PROTECTIONS -- Botb propesals address public protection issues of road access and
traffic, noise, fire safery, magnitude of events and permissible activitics. However, the wineries' proposal
addresses ONLY the necessary concerns, while the county staff proposal regulates everything from requiting
reservations af wincmaker dinners down to the tvpe of merchandise that can be sold in tasting facilines. The
winenes' proposal establishes ¢lear, simple standards and nmpaoses rcasonable restrictions based on the impact of
wineries on the zoning districts in which they are located. For example, in distnicts where both agricuitural and
residential uses are permitted, 1asting facilitics are limited in size and events limited in scope and number
compared 10 other districts. The county staff's proposal imposes nigid commercial standards on all wineries with
insulTicient regard for winery sive, zoning district location or cost of compliance.

EXISTING WINERIES ACCOMMODATED -- Imposition of new, inflexible standards on existing wineries is
the area of greatest contention between the wineries and the county stall. Existing wineries were buill according
o county guidelines that established standards for wineries irrespective of whether a tasting facility was
coniemplated {sec county website, "Small Winery and Tasting Room Guidelines,” page 4. Wineries were
located, and permits issued, 10 conform with standards for road access and other considerations that existed at
the time. Now the county staff's one-size-fits-nobody proposal would impose new, impractical standards
retroactively, with no flexibility or opportunity for mitigation, and with full compliance required before tasting is
allowed. [n stark contrast, the wineries' proposal offers requirements scaled to fit the winery's size and zoning
district location, and 1t provides for alternative approaches to attain compliance with access and safety standards
to accommodate the unigque situations of already-built wineries and residences.

The winerics believe their propesal offers a common-sense approach that has worked successTully in a
neighbering county with very similar circumstances, and we urge Placer County officials and citizens o
embrace it.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERIES GROUP
PROPOSED ORDINANCE GOVERNING LOCATION AND OPERATION OF
WINERIES AND WINE TASTING FACILITIES
101372007

Wineries

PURPOSE: The purpose of this section is to establish standards for the ordetly development of
wineries and accessory uses within agricultural zoning districts and specified commercial,
industnal and residential zoning distncts, to encourage the economic development of the local
agricultural industry, provide for the sales of value added products, while protecting the
agriculturai character and long-term agricultural production of agricaltural lands and provide
for compatibility with adjacent land uses.

DEFINITIONS:

1. Winery - A facility bonded and operated pursuant to state and federal regulation and
used for fermenting and processing of juice into wine, subject to the standards histed in
Subsection C. Typical activities include crushing of fruit, aging, processing, and storage
of wine n bulk, bottling and storage of bottled wine, marketing, sale, and shipping of
bulk and bottled wine, offices, and laboratories.

2. Wine Tasting Facility - An area for the promotion and sales of wines produced at the
winery facility or other winery factities contracted to produce wines made under the
winery's label(s)}, and the sale of wine related merchandise, subject to the stapdards in
Subsection D.

STANDARDS FOR WINERIES. Wineries are atlowed in Commercial or Industrial zoning
districts, Agriculture and Resource Districts (Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, Forestry,
Timberland Production), and certain Residential/ Agriculture (RA and RF) districts subject to
zoning comphiance, building permit issuance if required, and the following limitations:

1. Winery buildings within Agricultural and Resource Districts are limited in size to no
more than 12,000 total square feet. This size may be exceeded subject to a use permit.

2. Winery buildings within the RA and RF districts are limited in size to no more than
3,000 total square feet, This size may be exceeded subject to a use permit.

3 Within the Agriculture and Resource Districts, and the RA and RF disiricts, such uses
shall be limited to parcels of 4.6 acres or more in size. This minimum parcel size may
be reduced subject to the conditions of an approved use permit.

4. All parking shall be provided on site.

STANDARDS, WINE TASTING FACILITIES:

1. ON PUBLICLY-MAINTAINED ROADS: "Wine tasting facilities are permitted in
wineries with direct access to a publicly-maintamed road in the zomng districts where
wineries are authorized, subject o zoning compliance and building permit issuance, 1f
required, and the following himutations:

a. All standards applicable to winenes listed in Subsection C.

b. Wine tasting factlities within the RA and RE districts are limited 1o 735 sq. ft.
This size may be exceeded subject 10 the conditions of an approved use permit.
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Adequate parking for the wine tasting facilitics shall be provided on site.

O PRIVATE ROADS: Wine tasting facilities in wineries that do not have access to
publicly-mattained roads are permitted subject 10 an administrative review permit. The
following limitaticns apply:

a.

b

d.

All standards apphicable to wineries listed in Subsection C.

Wine tasting facilities within the RA and RF districts are hted to 735 square

feet.

Adequate parking for the wine tasting facilities shall be provided on site.

Verifiable proof must be furnished that appropriate access casements exist to
establish the legal right to use the private roads proposed (o be used for access to
the wine tasting facility,

Compliance s required-with all applicable fire safety regulations. Comphance
may include mitigation through ‘same practical effect” measures approved by the
appropnate fire agency, or as provided in Section F, Accessory Use Limitations.

The wine tasting applicant must participate in the maintenance of the private
road on a pro rata share, which needs 1o be maintained to the design standard
approved with the permit.

A winery that 1s located on a private road and was bonded prior to the effective
date of this ordinance may commence aperation of its wing tasting facility upon
filing its application for an administrative review permit.

E. ACCESSORY USES:

1

Incidental and subordinate accessory uses allowed for a winery such as but not lirnited
to the following:

a.

b.

g.

Fducational activities,

Winery tours that include wine tasung;

Picnics;

Promotional and industry activities,

Retail sales during posted hours; '

Dhnners and events serving wine sold on site hosted by the winery without
charge for use of the facility or grounds, and

Oiher similar vses including community benefits.

Renting out of facilities or grounds for the purpose of conducting events is not an
allowsed accessory use.

Operation of a commercial kitchen or food preparation facility, or a bar or restaurant, 13
not an allowed accessory use. Non-potenually hazardous foods {as defined by the
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California Health and Safety Code) such as crackers, which do not require temperature
control that are consumed with wine tasting, are aliowed provided the food is served
free of charge. Non-potentially hazardous foods that occupy less than 235 square feet of

display area arc allowed for sale. All other food activities are subject to the provisions -

of the California Fealth and Safety Code and may require other approvals,

F. ACCESSORY USE LIMITATIONS:

L.

On all roads, the following limitations apply to allowed accessory uses:

a. The activity must be for the purpose of the promotion and marketing of the
winery or the wine tasting factlity.

b. Adequate parking {or the accessory use shall be provided on site,

c. Compliance with the county noise ardinance is required.

On private roads NOT meeting the standards of the county's fire safety repulations and
road standards, and those roads that can not be mitigated to comply with the ‘'same
practical effect” measures approved by the appropriate fire agency, the following
additional limitations apply to allowed accessory uses. '

a. Each use shall have no more than 30 passenger vehicle ADTs (average daily
trips) on any given day, There shall be no more than 2190 passenger vehicle
ADTs per vear (the cumulative total of 6 ADTs for a year} penerated by a
WInery's accessory uses. Employee traffic is excluded from the ADT standard.

b, Accessory uses that generate more than 6 passenger vehicle ADTs and not more
than 30 passenger vehicle ADTs per day are Special Events.

j. There may be 2 maximum of 24 special events within one calendar vear
with a masiimum of 3 per month. In RA and RF districts the maximum
number of special events s 12 per vear with no more than 2 per month.

1. Each event day shall cause no more than 30 passenger vehicle ADTs.

c. Accessory uses that gencrate more than 30 passenger vehicle ADTs per day are
Promotional Events,

i There may be & maximum of two promotional events/year such as
regional industry events, These events count towards the total allowable
ADT and wowards the total number of special events.

0. Traffic control shall be provided by the sponsoring entity.

L. Traffic control shall be pre-approved by the fire agency with the
appropriate jurisdiction,

iv. Property owners who use the same private road to access their homes
must be notified, in writing, at feast two (2} weeks prior to this type of
event.

Y. Allowed promotional events shall be a maximum of 3 consecutive days.

3. Any Minor Use Permit issued to a winery prior to the sffective date of this ordinance is
superceded by this ordinance,
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Good Day from Neighborhood Rescue Group,

The Planning Dept. has been making presentaticns and distributing 2 handout at Municipal
Advisory Counsel meetings in preparation for retease of a revised Dvaft Winery Ordinance in early
October. NRG has been actively involved in critiguing the ordinance and finds the Planning Dept.
handout lacking in important d=tails. :

The handout distributed by the Planning Dept. lists numerous General Plan policies that
promote the marketing of agriculture in Placer County. If the Planning Dept. wishes to quote
policy from the General Plan into the winery ordinance, they should inctude the mission of the
General Plan which 15 spelled out on page 58. “The zoning Ordinance regulates the type, location,
density, and scale of residential devetopment, Zoning regulations are also intended to help
preserve the character and integrity of existing neighborhoods.” This was the basis used in 2003 to
deny @ minor use permit to a local winery that wanted wine tasting and special events in a
predominantly residential ncighbochood of homes zoned 4.6 acres. [f the Planning Dept. goal is to
ctosely follow the General Plan policies, then according to poticies 8.C.3, 8.C.4and §.C.5
wineries with tasting rooms wil! have a 20 feot wide, 40,000 ca;ﬁablc, paved all-weather access
road as recommended by our local fire officials for public safety.

As we continue our efforts to secure a responsible winery erdinance, | would like you 10
consider the following points. First, residents who share ownership of a private road used to access
a winery remain vulnerable to litigation for winery related accidents including Motor Vehicle
Accidents, According to Melanie Hecke!, County Counsel has not made a determination of who
bears responsibility in case of such an event. Second, the Planning Dept. intends io classify tasting
rooms as “Community Centers” which can be used as Rental Halls for anlimited “special
events” which have nothing lo do with agnculture. Third, the County wants to change the
definition of Agricultural processing to include “wineries with ancillary tasting rooms”. If tasting
rooms become part of “agricultural processing”, the acceptable noise fevel of their cvents will
ncrease to an Ldn of 70 dBa for neighbors (page 140 General Plan). This is a tremendous increase
in noise from cusrent residential limits and will clearly be detrimental to local residents. Lastly, the
County wants to make many winery activities subject only to administrative review (ARP} instead
of a minor use permit {MUP) so Jocal residents won’t even know about the winery “special
events”, “temporary ouldoor events” or “promotional ¢vents” until the event begins.

Atlached are “Placer County Winery Ordinance Revisions” as propesed by NRG and an
article by Cathy Locke of the Sacramento Bee reparding issues neighbors of wineries are lacing in
El Dorado Hills and the need for an environmental impact report. NEG would welcome such a
report 10 determine how residents are impacted by winery events as well as chemical *drift’ {up
12 mile) of 16 difterent local vineyard pesticides. Attached is a sununary from “The Secret
ingredients in Pesticides™ by New York Attormey General Andrew Cuomo. We urge people to
read the entire document which may be found at:

Dttp:ffwww pag state ny us/pressireporis/inens/pesticide wnerls html#poisong
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But neighboring residents and some supervisors said the number was excessive,

“In my opinien, this is an events ordinance. Agriculture is becoming the secondary usage,”
Supervisor Ron Briggs said.

"It's folly to allow the events to take the place of agriculture,” he said.,

Bl Stephans, county agricultural commissioner, said staff members would conduct
compatibility reviews to make sure special events were secondary to the agricultural
operation.

Supervisor Norma Santiago also noted that wineries on small parcels would not have the
same privileges as those on larger acreages.

“They have to have use permits,” she said of operations on smaller parcels.

But Bilt Barr, a real estate agent and Fair Play resldent, sald probiems are increasing with the
proliferation of wineries.

Explaining that he lives near three wineries, Barr said, "Tnhe nolse is terrible, and they are
getking worsa,”

Barr said he sells agricultural property and supports agricultural operations.

Eut, he said, "People don't ¥now what they're up against until they're right next door. Being
right next to a winery ¢an be good, and it can be very bad.”

Greg Boeger said he has operated a winery in the Apple Hill area for 35 years, and neighbors
have never complalned about activities there,

"I have neighbors that bought their property because It Is next to a vineyard, ... If wineries
are smart,” he said, "they will be respectiul of their neighbors.”

But some residents argued that wineries need a stronger nudge from the county 10 ensure a
neighborly relationship.

Jerome Pasto, said he was representing 75 residents of River Pines Estates in the south
county area who are concernad about the impact that winery traffic has had on area roads.
Although the road through the development is public, he said, residents pay to maintain it
through a zone of benefit,

Patrons and 18-whee! trucks use the road to travel to and from the winery, Pasto said, but
the winery does not contribute ko the maintenance fund.

"It's the weight and the trafflc that's deterlorating our read,” he said.
Board Chairwoman Helen Baumann said the road maintenance issue must be addressed. She
directed staff members Lo prepare 3 map showing the iocation of zones of bencfit in relation

to wineries,

Supervisors Briggs and Rusty Dupray said they belleved the effects of activities aflowed
under the proposed ordinance would he significant enough to regulre an environmental

hitp:/fwww sacbee.com/agriculture/v-printstory/386394 himt 0912572007
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impact report.

"It's not the winery, it's the events,” Briggs said, explaining why he would not support a
motion Lo procead with the [nitial study of the draft ordinance.

Dupray, however, voted with Baumann and Santiago to re- lease the initlal study for public
review Tuesday and to determine what type of environmental study to pursué at that time,

Supervisor Jack Sweeney was absent.

Go tp: Sacbee / Back to story

Thas article Is protected by copyright and sheuld act be printed or distriboked for anything except persanal use.
The Sacramentq Sge, 2100 Q 51, P.O. Bax 15779, Sacramento, TA 95852
Fhone: [(916) 321-1000

Looyright & Yhe Sacramenty Bee

http:/www.sacbee.com/agriculture/v-print/story/3863 94 itmi 0972572007 ql]l



Policy Dlac it . ' Hralth and Safenye

BC13

B.CA.

ELCS,

5C6.

B.C.T

The County shall require that new developiment meels state, Countly, and local fire district
standards [or fire prolection. .

The County shall refer development proposals in the unincorparated County 10 1he appropriate
local fire agencies for review for compliance with fire safety standards. [ duai respongibility
exisis, then both agencies shall review and conunent relative Lo their area of responsibilily. 1
standards are different or conlicting, the mare stringent standards shall be applied.

The County shall ensure hat existing and new buildings of public assembly incorporate adequate
fire protection measures to (educe the potential lass of bife and property in accordance with state
and local codes and ordinances,

The County shall encourage fire protection apencies to corbinue education programs in schools,
service clubs, organized groups, industry, uiility companies, governmenl agencies, press, radia,
and television in order to increase public awareness of fire hazards within the County.

The County shall work with local fire protection sgencies, the Califernia Department of Forestry
and Tire Protection, and the LS. Forest Service lo promote the mainlenance of existing fuel
breaks and einergency access rewles for effective fire suppression.

LTI - P " LY - [ Ll ' .



The Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance allows housing in six of its eight zoning
classifications.  However, Heavy Commercial only provides for employee housing, and Alpine
Commercial only provides for housing for emergency personnel associated with the ski resor. A
conditrenal use permil approval is required for all developinents of 20 or more units.

Zoning Ordinance

The Zoning Ordinance regulates the type, location, density, and scale of residential develgpment.

Zoning regulations are designed to protect and promote the healdy, safety, and peneral welfare of
residents, as well as implement (he policies of the General Plan. Zoning regulations are also
intended to help preserve the character and integrity of existing neighborheods. The following
discussion reviews {he types and densities of housing penntlted and relevant development standards.

Residential Districts and Perouitiing: The Placer County Zoning Ovdinance has four residential
districts Residential-Agriculiural, Residential-Forest, Residential Multi-Family, and Residential
Single-Family. The residential uses allowed in those districts, either by-right or subgecl to
discrelianary land use peranil approval, are: single-farmily dwellings, farm labor housing, mabile home
parks, mobile hoames, multi-family dwellings, residential care homes, secondary dwellings, senior
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PArK, aNa MIQUSIT AN TESEIVE ZONE QISITHCTS NAve DEEN INCCCASER 0 14U Al AS {OMPArEa [ reSMIENTIAl diSINICIS Agjacent 10
otleer land uscs.

For purpases of the Noise Elemenl, residential zane disiricis are defined 1o include the following zouing classifications:
AR, R-1,R-2, R-3, FR, RP, TR-1, TR-2, TR-3, and TR-9.

' Where a residential zone district is Jocaled within an -SP combining district, the exterior noise level standards are
applicd at (he outer boundary ol the -57 disteict, 11 an existing industrial operatign within an -5P district is expanded or
madified, the noise level standards at the outer boundary of the -SP digtrict may be Tncreased as described sbave in
these standards,

Where 2 new residential wse is proposed in an -SP zone, an Agminisirative Review Pennil is required, which nay
require fnitigation measures al the residence for noise levels existing andfor allowed by wse permil a5 deseribed under
"NOTES," above, in these standards. '

* State of the art should incluede the yse ol modern cquipment with luwer noise emissions, site design, and plany
oriestalion 1o mitigare offsite notse impacts, and similar methodology,

* Monnally, agriculiural uges are naise insensitive and will be treated in this way. However, conflicls wilh agricultural
noise einissions can occur where single-family residences exist within agricubiuml zone districts. Therefore, where
eflects of agriculiural noise upon residences Jocated n these agricubtural zanes isa concern, an Ldn of 70 dBA wili be
considered acceptable outdoor exposure al a residence.
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I e secret in Pestreides: Keduging (he Kisk

T

Attorney General —.,

P

Andrew M. Cuomo

The Secret Ingredients in Pesticides
Office of ihe New York Srate Aforoey Gene o Andien M. Cupmo

THE SECRET INGREDIENTS M FESTICIDES
REDLCING THE RISK

tg Printable Versian [ 100KE)

Inkroducien

Americans are cunous iatel readors Walk Jown the aisle of ary supgrmarket, and yoa will 8¢ ConsuUmerns
lransfized as they examina the number of calories 0 breasiast cereat of he [al conle™l o7 a candy bar The federal
qovernment has done a Ly good b of prowding consumers will essential information on whal s n our fgod
and consumer producls, Bul, when d cormes 10 peshodes, (oxg matenials thal are oflen used in aur homes,
schogls and directly on our food, the federal gavernmment has complete y drepped the ball oy k2eping a signikcart
ameurt of peshoie wfamation secrad.

) Look atihe label gn any pestade produc! and you will most ikely ind both "actwve” and "inert” ingrediers
hsted The label wil identify the actve ingredient(s), parhaps with a chemicat name, perhaps wikth a common nare,
IV wall alsg specily [ha parcamage, by waight, of each achwva irgredeal i the product In compaszon, e lagek will
say Wig apout the "mer” ingredients. which can compnse Ihg bulk of the prodacl. The fabel vsually qives only a
single percentage figure for all the “iners”, and does not specificaly igentity any of them (See Figure 1 for same
speamen pesticde labels We bave highlighted the stalement of ingiegents § Trus laceling cumpies with federal
law, as currenly inleipreted by the United States Environmental Proteclion Agency {EPA] EPA's regulations
reguire hal each acive ingredient mest be deni:figd by “name and percentage by waight” bat - 8l EPAs
discreben and wilh very few excaplors - the label conlaing orly the "atal pereentage oy weght of all ined
ingredients !

VT Labet will say Litte about (e inert™ ingrachen!s, whl can compese the btk of oo
arodugt T

Figure 1 Speoiman | abets for Some Pestade Priaducis Showng Slatement of lngredients
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It s importart to undersiand the difference bpelween Ihe two types of ingredients and \bhe possible
consequences of the ditferent ways in which (hey are managed by EFA. The Federal inseciicide, Fungicide
and Rodenlicide Acl (FIFRA}, Ihe federal law thal governs the regisiration and labeling of pesticides, defines
aclive ingredients, in general lerms, as he chemicals used o confrot the larget pesl.® An "ined” ingredtenl is,
according 1o FIFRA, “an ingredieni which is nol active.” * Thus, the “ingrt” ingredients are subslances
formulated into. the pesticide product fof some reason other than their direct effect on the target pest. Tnert”
ingredients may serve as carriers for the aclive ingredients, help dissolve them, preserve them or make them
easier o apply.

“ine” ingredients however, can be tosic. In lact, a chemical may be an aclive ingredient in one pesticide
product. and an “ine"” ingredient in another product, depending only on the manufacturer's designation of the
pesls to be controlted by each product * Accarding to one count, i winch a 1995 list of “inert’ ingredients was
evaluated, 394 of those chemicals (16% of alf "inerts” at ihat time) were, or had been, regislered as aclive
ingredients in pesticide products ® So the differenhalion belween "aclive” and "iner” ingredienis reflects the
puspose Ihey serve in Ihe particular pesticide produd, as defined by the pesticide manufacturer.

A chemical may be an achive ingredient in one pesticide produc!, and an “ingrt” mgredient ir anather
pmguct. "

Unlorunately, many people conclude that lhe term "ingm” refers in some way to Ihe loacity of those

ingredients, and are under e impressien thal “inert” ingredients haye no adverse effects on human health or ©
the environment. This is nol ihe case. The chenricals used as "inens” include seme lhat are quite hazardous.

A consumer would naver know however, wndet current |aBeting ieguirements

The Mew York Stale Atlomey General's Ervironmental Proteclion Buteau firsl repoded an the troublesame
issue of "inert” ingredients in pesticide products in 19915 The fundamental problem identilied in that 1994
report is slill ue today: “ined” ingredients Bre secret ingredients, the dentilies of which are nal known 1o
those who buy and use the produsts Consumers and pesl contrl services alike apply products without
knowing their full compesition. This sduation is urique lo peslicides; labeling on foods and other consumer
products {such as household cleaners) pravides far more complete information. While there have been some
significant developments in this area, regrefiably, the public is sl denied information that should rightfulty be
provided on the labre! of all pesticide praducts.

Y Many pepple conclude that the ferm 'inert” refers in some way {0 the foxicdy of those Ingredients, and are
under the immpression that net” ingredients have no adverse effecis on human health or the environment,
This is nof the case, ™

Inen By Name Akine - The Adverge Effects of “Inerl Ingredients”

EMA mainlains and publishes a hst of substances thal may be lonmutated as “iner” ingredients m peslicida
produsts,” Alhcugh ke subslances are identified and categorized, thefe & no indication of which “inen™
wigredienls are kwmulaled in specihic pesticide products. EPA currentlly dividea the “inert” ingredients into 10ur
groups: "inerlg of toxicolagical corcern” (List 1, 8 subslances), "polenlially toxic wnerls, with high priority for
lesting” (Lisl 2, approvimaltely 100 substamces). "iners of unknown toxicity” {List 3, more than 1200
substances), and a two-par Lisl 4. List 4A includes more than 100 "mimimal risk inerts” while List 48 contains
more than 300 “inerts” thal EPA belicves will causa no adverse effecls given current use patlerns in pesticide
products.

** Pesficide products comtain a vanely of ingrecients thal aither are known o be foxic or have aof neen
adequately iested {or toxicily, and the public (s dermied knowledge of their presence ***

EPA uses a limited set of ¢ilena to assign “inert” ingredien{s lo these lists. EPA conzsiders carcinggenisity,
adverse feproductive effects, newoloxicity/chronic eflects, developmental loxicity, documented ecological
eflects and the potential for bisactumulation ® EPA dogs not consider such effects as endocrine distuption,
allargenic effects and chomical sensilizalion. Meverheless, he desciiplive Wes for these groups reveal a
simple Uruth: peslicide products contain a variety of ngredienls that eitner are known 1o be Lo or have not
been adeguately tesied for texicily, and the public is denied knowiedge cf their presence.

The "nen” ingradwenis in pesticides are associated with a wide range of adverse healh eflects. Some of these
chemicals are suspected carcinogens, olhers have been linked 10 alher lang-term health problems such as
central nervous system disorders, fiver and kidney damage and binth defects. The so-called “inent” ingredienis
<an alst cause shod-term health effecis soch as eye and skin irdtation, nausea. dizziness and (espiratory



.

difficulty. If found in other products, many are specifically fisked as hazardous subslances and require a
hazardous wasle permit for proper disposal,

Iner Ingredients are Generally the Bulk of Pesticide Products Sald

Pesticides are widely used throughout the United Sla‘es in both agaculture and non-agricutiural setlings (..
in and arcund homes, offices, puklic buildings. schools. ard recreationat areas). According to EPA market
estimates for 1956 and 1997, aboul 4 5 billich pounds of chemucals are used as peslicides in a fypical year,
That is equivalent o 17 pounds of pesticide per capita.® According to EPA's 1957 market estimales, Ihe
"professional” non-agricutural market, including industnal, commerzial and governmenlal enlities. used 129
million pounds of convertional peslicides. Homeowners used ancther 76 million pounds of cornventicnal
peslicides in 1997.% '

Thess remarkable numbers, hawever, regresent only the weight of the acfive ngredients The lotal weight of
preducis produced. which would include the aclive ingredients plus Lhe "inerts”, is not reported, At least in the
hemegwner sector, however, the lolal amount of iner™ ingredients lar outweighs ihe weight of aclive
ingredients. It the joinl tolal of 3% toxic ingredienls were reporied. he number would be many limes higher,

In 194630, 1937 and 1999, the Attorney General's office conducted three separate matket surveys lo invesligate
the percent by weighl of “ment” ingredients in pesticides readily available lo the general public in New York
Stale (i.e. used py "homeowners™). See Box 2 for summary results, In the Spring and Summer of 1990, we
visited a number af home and garden centers, supermarkels and other relail outlels and examined Ihe labels
of 85 difleren! pesticide products, recording the percentage of “inerts” by weight (sea Appendin 1). When we
visifed large home improvemenl centars in 1997 (Appendix 2) and 1999 {Appendix 3}, we also noted the
identity of any “ined” ingredients iderlified on the labets of the peslicide products then offered lor sale In
1593, some products identified the non-aclive ingredienls as "olher ingrediants® ralher than “ined ingredignts.”
{As is distussed in greater detail fater in 1his report, there is no diflerence between “inert” and “other
ingredients, and ithe information aboul "olher ingredienls” is tabulated here as ‘inens.”) Few producls
identified any of the "iner?” (or "other”) ingredients, and nel ane of the labels identified all of the ingredients in
the product,

** Surveys disclosed thal almost threg quarters of the peshicide products contaired af feast 95% "inerts” by
veight. ==*

These surveys disclosed that almost three quarlers of the peslicide products contained al least 5% “inerts”
by weight. Based on EPA's estmate of lolal use ol "homeowner” conventional pesticidas (78 mition pounds in
19973, hundreds of miltions, perhaps Lilions, of pounds of “inen” ingredienls are applied to homes, gardens
and lawns by fomeowners in Ihe United States each year. Addittonal amounts are applied in the agricullural,
commerciaf, industriai and governmental seclors. As a resull, the public s exposed to these “inert”
ingredients, whether or nol we choose to use pestindes. Peslicide “inert” ingredienls, like aclive ingredients,
are in our food, in lhe air, n our homes and workplaces- almost anywhere we ga. And with very few
exceplions, we cannol find out whal “inerl” ingredients are fermulated in specific pesticide products. This is
true Jor the general public, for the professionals we hire to caniral pesis, and for the larmers who grow our
food. None of us is privy o thal information,

Y Mosg than 200 chemicals used as Tingil™ ingredienis are considered o be hazardous

poftutants i afr andfor waler.
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Fred Barber
3440 Pine Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA 95603
Phone {(530) 823-7208
FAX (530) 823-7206 (cali first}

Septcmber 18, 2007

To: Melanie Heckel, Assistant Planning Director

From: Fred Barber

Subject: Suggestions: Green Family Winery & New Draft of Proposed Wine Ordinance
Message: Our home abuts a winery operated by my neighbor Charlic Green. We areina
Farm Zone. Our place, Charlie’s winery, and three other homes are all served from
Mount Vemon Road by Pine Ridge Lane a ong-lane, two-way private road approximately
760 feet in total fength.

Charlie’s use permit, MUP-2489, {excerpts of which are attached) did not include wine
tasting or on-site wine sales. [ have no objection to these two uses at Charhie’s winery
provided they conform to the testrictions listed for a “Boutique Winery” as defined in
your latest draft of the Winery Ordinance. I beliove that type of operation would most
closely fit currently available road access. Incidentally, if the proposed definition for
maximum production at a Boutique Winery were raised from 1000 to 2000 cases per vear
Charlie’s winery might fall under that defimtion.

For Charlie (o add tasting and on-site sales, however, wording found in the latest draft
wine ordinance would require widening of our completely adequate ten foot wide one-
lane, two-way road to twenty feet. The roadside here is heavily wooded. Widening and its
associated peripheral new roadside drainage would play havoe with cur common access
road and reduce the softening effect the trees afford our homes and their accessory uses.

1 am in agreement that all weather surfaces on parking areas for wine tasting, etc. 1s an
absolute must. Wine visitor parking on dry grass in the summer could be a definite {firc
hazard. On that subjcct, a big fire truck (30'to 40" long) visited us last year in response to
an inquiry we made about fire protection issues my wife and I had. On checking with the
current protection agency (CDF) they informed me it probably weighed 26,000 pounds. It
negotiated Pine Ridge Lane without incident so maybe the existing road design (double
chip seal over 47 of aggrepate base) is adequate for a fair degree of fire protection.

Ce Chisune Turner, Agnicultural Commissioner
Rick Ein, Pepartment of Fublic Works
Pine Ridge owners: Fred Moeller, Alan Chrisman, Tom Buscovick, Charlie Green
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GREEN FAMILY WINERY, MUP-2489:
MUP-2489 application by Charlie Green:

“To be a small family run winery producing 1000 to 2000 cases of wine per vear. Winery
will be contained inside an existing bam. There will be a small cement ad constructed at
either end of barn to provide area to crush grapes at harvest.”

“There is to be no tasting room or retail sales on site. There will be no signs on structure,
property o1 approaches to property advertising the winery unless required by law. Grapes
used will beowner grown and a lesser amount from local Sterra Foothills vineyards if
necessary.”

“"Wines are to be marketed to local stores and restaurants or by mailing list and internet.
Winery should be barely noticeablc by neighbors and should fit into the local county
setting. Except at harvest time there will be little or no exterior activity at the winery.”

COUNTY ACTION ON MUP-2489
MUP-2489 MINOR USE PERMIT FINDINGS

1. The proposed use 15 consistent with applicable policies and requirements of the Placer
County General Plan and the Aubum/Bowman Community Plan.

2. The proposed project is consistent with all applicable provisions of the Placer County
Zoning Ordinaunce.

3. The establishment, mainienance or operation of the proposed use or bwlding will not,
under the circumstances of this particular case, be detrimental 1o the health, safety, peace,
comfort and general welfare of people residing in the neighborhoed of the propoesed use,
or be detrimental or injuricus to property or improvements in the neighborhood or to the
general welfare of the County.

4. The proposed project or use will be consistent with the character of the immcdiate
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.

5. The proposed project will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design capacity
of all roads providing access to the project site.

MUP-2489 CONDITIONS

1. The Minor Use Permut (MUP-2489) 15 approved which authorizes agricultural
processing to be done on the applicants property. The approval of this minor use permit
shall expire on January 6, 2002, unless it 15 exercised by the issuancc of a final on the
building penmit for the bam, and meeting all conditions contained in the permit prior to
1hat date,

2. The applicant shall apply for and obtain a building permit for the remodeling of the
existing bam through the Placer County Building Department within 30 days of approval
of Miner Use Permit 2489

3. Construct a public road entrance onto Mount Vernon Road from Pine Ridge Lane 1o a
Miner Plate 27-1, LDM standard {or a residential unit. Tne design speed 1s 45 mph or as
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otherwise specified by the Department of Public Works. The improvements shall begin at
the outside edge of any future lang(s) as directed by the DPW.

4. An Encroachment Permt shall be obtained by the applicant or authonized agent from
the DPW for the driveway improvement as required by condition 1 and a copy of said
Encroachment Permit shall be provided to the DRC within 30 days of the approval of this
use permit. Failure to provide a copy of the Encroachment Permit within the specified
time frame will result in a revocation of this use perrnit approval.

5. Ditch water shall not be used for washing and cleaning of equipment used in the wine
making process.

6. No wastewater from the winemaking process shall enter the scwage disposal systemn
serving the main residence without notification and approval by the Division of
Environmental Health.

7. Submat to Environmental Health Services, for review and approval, a water quality
analysis report from the existing well. The report must be prepared by ¢ State Certified
laboratory and include at a mimimum a Bacteriology, Total coliform, fecal coliform and
chlorine residual. Additional monitonng of the well may be reguired depending on the
results of this bacteriological test.



July 3, 2007

Christine Turner
Agncultural Commissioner
11477 E. Ave.

Auburn, CA 93603

Dear Christine and Fellow Commissioners:
I would like to address the issue relative to the Proposed Winery Ordinance.

It appears that the winertes and vinevards are being treated differently than other fnnt growers
who through production provide a value added commadity such as fruit baskets, jams, jellies,
wreaths, jerky, and etc. Agriculture 1s an important industry in Placer County, in order 1o keep
agricuiture a valuable enterprise, there has to be some mutual understanding and allowances for
family owned farms, ranches and vineyards in order 10 survive. Small farming operations are
jJust that small; we arc not Gallo and never will be.

As far as inconvenience or annoyance 1o neighbors, appointments duning the week are few and
are usually attended by retired folks or peopte on vacation. T have collected at least 100
signatures from folks in and out of the county who think this whole problem regarding the
wineries 1s ridicuious and that it is a result of one or a few people who want to spoil 11 for
everyone clse. The spoilage is taking away something that adults enjoy doing, tasting new
wines, increasing their cellar stock, visiting the winery itself and meeting the winemaker, City
shickers need us and our “rural ness” 1o survive a busy hectic lifestvle; you might say we
contribute 1o their mental health. There are folks who believe that prapes hang on the vines all
year long and when you need wine you just go out and pick a few. Their only connection to
wine is that they o to the store and buy it off the shelf; we provide an opportunity to educate
them on the complexity of wine and country living herein Placer Counly. 1 paved roadways
and hroad avenues are required to reach the smali boutique winery, you might as well putus in
downtown Sacramento or over at the Gallena. That is not how | want to show off Placer County
OF My Winery.

Before all of this uproar, the winerics were having an event once a quanier. Visitors from all
pver came to see us, this was our time to show off just what can be found here n Placer County,
not only the wineries, but the restaurants, art galleries, boutigque shops, hustorical interests and
etc. Limiting the wineries may mean closing the wineries, this impacts not just us, bul grape
growers, the businesses mentioned above and the visulor trade. [ would hate to see beautiful
vineyards turned over to weeds, or worse yet, housing developments.

Please recommend that (the Planning Department take a hard look at just what it 1s that they want
this county to be, over populated and high density [iving, or 4 blend of agriculture and residentizl
living that allows for wildlife to do their thing and restdents, farmers and ranchers 10 do theirs.

Sincerely,

Vicky Morris

Secret Ravine Vinevard & Winery
4390 Gold Traill Way

Loomis, CA 95650



6-26-2007

Placer County Winery Ordinance Revisions
by Neighborhood Rescue Group

The following is meant 10 replace cetain provisions in the Draft Winery Ordinance. If a
DWO provision is not addressed belaw, 1t should not be assumed it is the intent of this
memorandum that it be deleted or altered.

The Winery Ordinance must follow the General and Community Plans and therefore
must maintain and promote the rural, agricultural character of the RA and RF districts
and protect the health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of the people residing
in those districts. In addition, the Winery Ordinance shoulid be crafted to encourage the
preservation and production of agricultural lands in Placer County. To this end
Neighborhood Rescue Group recommends the following:

Only wigerics with 30 contiguous acres or more should be allowed to apply for an on-site
tasting room. An on-sife tasting room with promotional events will provide the incentive
to keep larger parcels in agricultural production.

Wineries with less than 30 contiguous acres may have tasting rooms but they must be
located off-site in commercial retail approved facilities located within the city limits
where rural neighbors will not be deleteniously impacted,

Because ncighbérs deserve the right to voice their concerns, approval of all wineries with
less that 30 acres will be by MUP (not ARP) if located in RA or RI districts.

Approval of all tasting rooms will be by MUF (not ARF} if located in RA or RF districts.

Only agricultural related events will be allowed in RA or RE districts. Nen agricultural
events may be allowed in commeraial retail approved facilities located within the city
limits.

The winery, wine tasting roem and overflow parking must all be located on the same
parcel of land with a single Assessors Parcel Number, If the owner of a2 winery witha
tasting room subdivides the parcel to less than 30 acres, all licenses and permits for a
tasting room will be immediately revoked along with all related tasting room privileges,

All winery accessory uses including pouring of wine and consurmption of food shali be
conducted in the approved wine tasting room. This 15 not meaant 1o prevent guests from
verluring outside but all meals will be served and consumed inside the 1asting room.
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In order to promote agriculture in Placer County, a winery may only sell wine fruit
products produced from grapes grown in Placer County and will file a yearly report witi
the Planning Department detailing where any and all wine grapes were purchased, how
many pounds were purchased, the name of the grower and address of the vineyard the
grapes came from.

Wine tasting rooms will meet Uniform Building Cedes, have panic hardware, 40,000 tb
all-weather capable paved read access, sufficient exiting and other requirements
recessary for public safety in a commercial eating, drinking establishment.

Due to the fact that Placer County Code Enforcement received over a dozen complaints
of winery code violations from October 2005 thru 2006 and the fact that no viclations

were issued even for repeat offenders, NRG cannot accept regulations based on
© “vielations™ as propesed by Placer County Wine Group but would consider regulations

and penalties based on plausible evidence of code violations.

double duck@yahoo.com
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Melanie Heckel

From: Mike Abbott [mike@ophirwines.com)
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2007 845 AM

To: Melanie Heckel

Subject: Copy of Remarks

Attachments; MVAdraftworkshopstatementJune(0B doc

Here is a copy of the remarks we presented at last night's workshop.

I'm thinking Mr. Grimes may have touched upon a solution with a comment he made {ast night: He said he wasn't
30 concerned about limiting the activities of existing wineries but he wants to make sure controls are placed on
future winery development. What we find so troubling is the retroactive application of new, vary costly, standards.
and the dilemma the county has created by allowing increased residential development in farm ar farm/residential
zones. If new standards were o apply to yel-to-be-built wineries, and standards like the ones we proposed last
night were fo apply to existing wineries [a "grandfathering” arrangement, in effect), 1 think most of our opposition
might be mitigated and we could mave forward. And if Mr. Grimes maant what he said, such an arrangement
should satisfy at least some of the apposition. I'm going to pose this concept to our group and get some
feedback, and I'll get hack to you.
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STATEMENT OF PLACER WINERIES GROUP
REGARDING DRAFT WINERY REGULATORY ORDINANCE
For Presentation at Placer County Discussion Workshop, June 21, 2007

Members of the Board of Supervisors, county staff, members of the audience:

My name 1s Michael Abbott. [ am one of the partners in Ophir Wines, located in Newcastle. Along
with others from the Placer County Wineries Group, I've been mmvolved in the discusstons with county
staff that have brought us to this point, and I've been asked by the group to present our views on the
draft ordinance. Scveral of the other wincries are here this evening and they may offer individual
comments on this cntical isyue.

Let me begin by thanking the members of the Board of Supervisors who have taken an interest in the
fledgling wine industry in Placer County and who have met with us and listened to our issues. Ialso
want to thank county siaff, in particular Melanie Heckel, who has worked patiently and diligently with
all sides to craft the draft ordinance that we see in draft form today.

Howcver, while we apprectate the supervisors' attention and the work that county staff has done, we
cannot support the draft that is before us. We can only offer generai comments here because the
specific purpose of the proposed ordinance remains unclear; neither the perceived problem the
ordinance 1s intended to solve, nor the factual basis for the regulatory provisions have been
documented; and the draft is excessive and discriminatory in il requirements. At this stage we sce a
punitive solution in search of an undefined problem. Morcover, the proposed ordinance 1s at
considerable odds with the county’s General Plan Section 7, which requires county government to
encourage and facilitate agriculture and agricultural marketing in the county, and the Righi to Farm
Ordinance. We have copies of those documents available for your review.

Now ['ll make some specitfic observations before concluding with some recommendations,

1) The county's de facto prohibition of wine sampling has been a crippling blow to our essential
dirccet-to-consumer sales. We cstimate a 30% loss of income so far this calendar year, based on 60%
of annual sales coming [rom direct-to-consumer sales and 50% reduction of on-site sales since the
county curtailed our sales and sampling activities, including the popular wine tours. We are all small,
start-up, family-run businesses that cannot withstand for long the impact of a 30% drop in income. I'l]
offer a remedy to this critical situation later in tay remarks.

2) The necessity for the regulatory scheme proposed in this ordinance has not been demonsirated. No
statistical or empirical evidence has been cited by the county to substantiate the need for the
provisions in the draft. County staff has repeatedly stated that the curtaillment of our direct-to-
consumer sales-related sampling resulted from "neighbors' complaints.” Yet we have asked for an
explanation of the county's process for investigating, documenting and resolving such complaints and
there seems to be no such formal process. [n other words, we've been shut down without due process.
Perhaps what is needed is a complaint resolution process rather than a regulatory ordinance. We know
ol no official record of any complaint that resulted in a county {finding of a public safety violation
that resulted from a winery's business activities. We know of no official record of any traffic
aceident, drunk driving arrest, or any other disturbance or preblem that can be auributed to a winery's
direct-to-consumer sales and sampling activities.

Page | of 3
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PLACER WINERIES GROUP TESTIMONY, 6/21,2007, Page 2 of 3

We believe enforcement must be vielation driven, not complaint driven. The proposed erdinance,
which staff acknowliedpes is "complaint driven,” is grounded in anecdote and fear-based speculation,
not hard evidence. Absent evidence of a problem, we think it is improper for the county te
propose an ordinance that mects an (unjdocumented need.

3) The need for the commercial level of regulation in the proposed ordinance has not been
demonstrated. The apparent premise of this draft is that every winery infends to operate a huge
commercial tounst fucidity. That premise 1s mistaken. We submit that a small winery generates ne
more teaftic or fire safety impact than a tax preparer or day care center, for example, yet the proposed
ordinance imposes stringent, we think excessive and discriminatory, requirements on winertes that do
not pertain to businesses, agricultural or otherwise, that pose similar impacts on public safety concerns.
The next drafi should go much farther to tailor the level of regulation to 2 winery's plan of operation --
by tecognizing and providing for tasting by appowntinent only, for just one exanple.

4) Nothing in this draft or in our meefings with staff suggests that any alternative regulatory
schemes have been considered, Nor has the prohibitive cost impact to these small, family-run
businesses been calculated or considered. We asked whether the county develops alternatives and
analyzes thewm for the [east costly way to achieve the desired health and safety result. The response
was, "We don't do that.” Qur continuing question is, "Why not?" Nor has the destruction of the
country ambiance that draws agrilourisny to an area been considered, 1t scems. Here 18 where our focs
become our alliesg -- we like living and working in the country, and the proposed destruction of country
lanes in favor of 20-foot asphalt fire roads is unwarranted and unwanted. Moreover, the draft stales
that tetal compliance must be attained prior to wineries' engaging in any sampling activities. If
enacted in anything like its current draft form, the erdinance will likely result in the demise of the
majorty of wincries in the county, perhaps all of them. I'm not exaggerating or being alarmist in
saying so -- it's simply true,

In short, what we have here 15 a proposed regulatory scheme that chokes off wineries’ income while
mandating hundreds of thousands of dollars in costs of compliance, with no demonstration of the
need for regulation at this fevel, nor any consideration of either the cost or the feasibility of
compliance, We suggest going back to the drawing board (o determine with empincal evidence the
need for regulation and the appropriate level of regulation. Ovce the necessary foundation is
established, we can cngage rationally and calmly in a discussion that 15 fact-based and pragmatic, and
that serves the intcrests of all Placer County ¢itizens. While that process 15 under way, to ensure both
our survival and compatibility with our neighbors, we propese that winery on-site sampling he
authorized for existing wineries under the following fimited conditions:

1) Any bonded winery in Placetr County's jurisdiction whose bond i3 in good standing, and which has
not been been the subject of a formal finding of violation by the county refated to its business
operation, would be authorized to conduct on-site sampling activitics under specified conditions. Ata
winery's request; the county would certify to the state ABC thal such activities are permitted under the
specified conditions.

2) If a winery is currently operating pursuarnt te a MUP, the MUP would supersede the conditions
delineated here. The county's "fruit stand ordinance” would remain in force.
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FPLACER WINERIES GROUP TESTIMONY, 6/21/2007, Page 3 of 3

3} A winery located in a farm zone, or a winery whose address 15 on a public road, may be open for
sampling by appointment, and also by drop-in during specified published hours. Wineries so located
would be authorized to conduct promotional events as the term 1s described in the draft ordinance.

4) A winery tocated in an agricultural/residential zone may be open for sampling by appointment; and
also by drop-in during specified hours between 11:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. If it intends to offer drop-in
sampling, the winery must notify all property owners and residents within a half mile of the site of its
sampling schedule. Wineries so located would be authorized to conduct promotional events as the term
is described in the proposed ordinance, subject to the time and notice requirements specified here.

5} Wine samipling would not be permitted for bonded wineries located in résidential-only zones. Wine
sampling would be permnitted in commercial zones pursuant to conditions established via the MUP or
other applicable county penmit process.

W know there is tremendous public support for wineries in Placer County and for agricullure and
agritourism in general, and there are some detractors. We believe these recommendations provide both
opportunities and safeguards with which we all can live. As with our winemaking, the key concept is
balance.

On behalf of the Placer Wineries Group, thank vou for the opportunity to present these remarks and we
look forward to continuing the dialog.



Shirley Barber
3440 Pine Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA 95603
Phone {530} 823-7206
FAX (530) 823-7206 (call first)

Tune 21, 2007

To: Placer County Planning Department

From: Shirley Barber

Subject: Zoning Text Amendment — Draft Winery Ordinance

Message: Issues that [ don’t think are covered in the above proposal but may
need aitention are as follows:

» The ordinance section for the adopted “Agricultural Directional Sign
Program” should be cross referenced in this proposed ordinance.

e Should winerics be required to carry insurance holding other property
owners harmless for accidents by winery patrons on any common
private access road?

¢ Should wineries carry insurance for damage to adjoming property
{mail boxes, irrigation equipmenit, gates, fencing, landscaping, fire
related issues) caused by, employees, patrons, or others associated
with a winery's business?

= Nofice to adjoining property owners should be required in advance of
1ssuance of a permiut for any Temporary Outdoor Event({s)

Geanticy/

Shirley Barbert



Fred Barber
3440 Pine Ridge Lane
Auhurn, CA 95603

Phone (530) 823-7206 RECEIED

FAX (530) 823-7206 (call first) JUN 2 0 2007

June 20, 2007 CDRA

To: Placer County Planning Department ~ Melame fe.tdes
From: Fred Barber

Subject: Zoning Text Amendment — Draft Winery Ordinance

Message: Our home which is in an agricultural zone ([ used to raise
Christmas trees) abuts a small winery and four other homes, We are all
served by a one-lane private road. [ have reviewed the draft Winery
Ordinance and find that, as written, it would adequately provide for
compatibility between our place and , hopefully, insure continued viability
of the winery.

“Temporary Outdoor Events” on page 9 of your proposed ordinance
references Section 17.56.300.B.1 b of the County zoning ordinance which 13
up for hearing before the Board of Supervisors later this month. As I
uniderstand it the Planning Director is authorized {o approve such events by
following the procedures set forth in the attached sheet. If this 1s the case
then I believe adequate controls would be in place for our particular

situation.
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17.56.300

=k

CHAPTER 17 PLANNING AND ZONING

Temporary Uses and Events

& * * * e *

Temporary Tvents. Temporary avents involve the use of land or a building for 20 event of Laited
duraton {see the definilicn of "Temporary uses 2nd events” in Section 17 04.030) Where allowed by

Seclioas 17.06.050 et seq.. (Lend use and permit lacles), lemporary evenis are subject (o the
tCilowing requirgmenis:

1 Applicability

o

Commercial Recreational Evemts. Temoorary commersial recreational evenis
such as circuses, carnivals, open ar theaters, or alner similar situations involving
temporary large assemblages of people may be conducted in any district provided
that 2 Mincr Use Permit s first secured for ihe estatlishment, maintenance and
aceratiorn of such uses. [Note; Provisions for permanert ouldogr commerzial
recreation uses, rera recreation uses and sports facilities and cobdoor puic
assembly uses are foynd in Sactions 17.28.0630 et seg., (Alowable fand vses and
permmit requirements) acd in 17 04.039 (Definitions).]

Outdoor FestivalsiConcerts, etc, Qutdoor festivaisicancerts, arts and crafts fairs
a~d simar short-term events may be autharized in any district providad that a hinor
Use Permut s firstapprdved for the event. However, for one-time-events {not to
exceed three consecutive days nor two times in ore location in a calendar
year}, the PIanninq_D]réct’or mayapprove a Tamuorary Qutdosr Event permit
in fieu oi a Minor Use Permit. Detailad event information shall be provided
ingluding time, dale, logation, estimated number of participants, security
measures and sanitatien. Suchinfoermation shallbe provided by the Planning
Department to the Sheriff, the County Health Director. Chief Building Official,
Department of -Public Works, Calfornia Highway Patrol, the -Assistant
Emergency Services Director, and appropriate state, federal, and tocal fire
jurisdictions, _prior_to_a. decision _by the Planning IMgector, Cenditions
addressodinSection 17.56:300 B4 a through d below/may be reguired of any
such -event. [Nole: These evants differ from thosigdeboribed in Secton
17.685.300(B1) in that they are of Lmited durstion and do not requre the
sonsiruction of 2oy improvements )

® 0k kK Kk Kk K



July 3, 2007

Christine Turner
Agricultural Commissioner
477 E. Ave.

Auburp, CA 93603

Dear Christine and Fellow Commissioners:
I would like to address the issue relative to the Proposed Winery Ordinance.

It appears that the wineries and vineyards are being treated differcntly than other fruit growers
who through production provide & value added commodity such as fruit baskets, jams, jellies,
wreaths, jerky, and etc. Agriculture is an important industry in Piacer County, in order to keep
agriculture a valuable enterprise, there has 10 be some mutual understanding and allowances for
family owned farms, ranches and vineyards in order to survive. Small farming operations are
Just that small; we are not Gallo and never will be,

As far as inconvenience or annoyance to neighbors, appointments duning the week are few and
are usually attended by retired folks or people on vacation. [ have collected at least 100
signatures from folks in and out of the county who think this whole problem regarding the
wineries is ridiculous and that it 1s a result of one or a few people who want to spoil it for
everyone else. The spoilage is taking away something that adulis cnjoy deing, tasting new
wines, increasing their cellar stock, visiting the winery itsel{ and meeting the winemaker. City
shickers need us and our “rural ness " to survive a busy hectic lifestyle; you might say we
contrtbute to their mental health. There are folks who believe that grapes hang on the vines all
year long and when you need wine you just go out and pick a few, Their only connection to
wingz is that they go to the stere and buy it off the shelf; we provide an oppertunity to educate
them on the complexity of wine and coumry living herein Placer County. [f paved roadways
and broad avenues are required to reach the small bowique winery, you might as well put us in
downtown Sacramento or over at the Galleria. That is not how [ want to show off Placer County
Or my winery.

Befure all of this uproar, the wineries were having an event once a quarter. Visitors from all
OVer came to see us, (his was our time to show off just what can be found here in Placer County,
not only the wineries, but the restaurants, art gallenes, boutique shops, historical interests and
cte. Limiting the wineries may mean closing the wineries, this impacts not just us, but grape
growcers, the businesses mentioned above dnd the visitor trade. 1 would hate 10 see beantiful
vineyards turned over to weeds, or worse yet, housing developments.

Please recommend that the Planning Department take a hard look at just what it is that they want
this county to be, over populaled and high density living, or a blend of agriculture and residential
living that allows for wildiife to do their thing and residents, farmers and ranchers o do theirs,

Sincerely,

Yicky Morris

Secret Ravine Vineyard & Winery

4390 Gold Trail Way

Leomis, CA 95650 i /L}
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Hoacravle Superviser Rockholm
Placer Cownty Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue,

Avbum, CA 93603

Ret  Rezoning Lecal Wineries
Placer Connty

Deat Supervisor Rockholm:

For many years. my wifs and [ have enjeyed visiting the small and quaint shops
and wineries of Placer and El Dorado Counties. They are now as much a part of the
character and landscape «f ihe arza as apple pie and twisting country roads. You ¢an
Imagine our recent disappointment upon feaming that the exizierce of srall wineries in
Placer County may be in jeopardy by a proposal to rezone the properties as retail. {amin
complete concurrence with the vintners | have spoken with that such an action shall place
them in a severe economic disadvantage in competing with wineries outside the County.

I find it difficult to believe such an action would serve the County's and its rasidents’ best
interests,

If the Board's motivation behind rezoning the properties to retall is the Americaps
with Disability Act, I respectfally suggest the Board consider being less aggressive with
1ts noble intention and wait for more specific legal precedence 10 take place. The
financial burden oo the smal! vintner, otherwise, is too much and the costs to the
County's ambiance too great.

Sir_tce?@,

/ -
J % . Coker

5 Trajan Drive

Fair Oaks, CA 95628
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