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January 10, 2008

Placer County Planming Commission

3901 County Center Drive

Aubum, Ca 95602

Atin. Michael Johnsen, Planning Director

Re: New Winery Drafl Ordinance
Diear Michéc],

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

It seems RA zoned parcel$ are basically the same as Farm zoned parcels with the

excepton that RA altows for homes 1o be built in an Agniculiural area and not the
other way around? ' '

[ am not sure if the Commission resolved my request that RA zoned parcels with ten
acres or more ke 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
is allowed, This consideration would cerminly be 1n line with Placer County's
coOmmumment to supporting and promnoting Agncultural isnd use. [n other words, |
would like 1o be required to have a ‘zoning cicarance’ to start my business; if the same
ts required of & 4 6 acre Faem zoned parcel.  Again, I would submit a larger parcel
should have concessions to wnsure an Agricultural use.

The Planning Commission’s decision will affect my business future and will centainty
determine the amount of ume it will take for me to proceed. The sooner [ can open
my business the sooner I can start recovenng some of my investment and this will
hopefully insure my success. I know the Commission will cvaluate this request
kezping in mind that Placer County’s farms come first. Thank you for youwr
consideraton,

Respectiully Submitied,

S C——

153 Reapan Mann, Owner/operator
Fortezza Vineyards {and future winery)
10255 Harnis Road
Auburn, CA, 93603
(530)889.2824

Atachment: List of Placer County Winenes and Prospective Winenes and their
Zomng

ATTACHMENT C
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Melanie Hecke!

From:  Ronald Morris [rmems@ncbc. ney
Sent: Marday January C7, 2208 12:01 FbA
To: Melane Hackeal

Cc: Christing Turner

Subrect: Craft Winzry Crdinance - Comements for Commission Considaration
Dear Ms Hackel.

The follcwing comments on the subect Drakt Winery Crdinance are submmittad for Planning Comrussien
cansideration at their mesting on 10 January 2008 1 will be unable to attend this meatng and respesifully
request ihat you maks them availabla to the Commisson

Thanx you for the assistance,

Ron KMarris

Placer Courty P'anning Commission
Caitt Center
Placer Caunty, CA

RE: Draft ‘Wirery Ordinance

The Draft Winery Crdinance [12-10-07) is workablz from bath ke winery and Plarning Cepadment perspecines
a~d the Planning staf deseres rzcogriban for altemptng to accommadate 27 of the special interasts in the
develzpmeant of the draft. The fallewing recommendatons intend to furthar simghfy the Crdinarce to belter reflect
the character of a wine<y busingss, o improve the continuad anphcaton and administration of the Ordinance by
Ine County, ard 1o clanfy the respensib.iies of the winery operator.

permited. by the appropriate Federal and Stale agencies, wine production facility usad to convert fryit:nio wine,
8rd to age, boitle, store, distrioute and seil said wine, The wingry factity. for the purposes of this saction, consists
o ore or more strygtures housing the furctions of erushing_fermentation. & ending. bulk and boblle agg polting,
marketing gnd s3ies (ncluding wing 1ast-g and promaticnal events), laboratary, and adnustrabion For
purposes of this section, "promatonal avents” a3 delined heren shall nct exceed ane per month

l. Tnetern bondsd winary” s repiaced by “duly permibted, by e approprale Faderal and State agencies”,
A fegally cperating wng production fadiity must be parmitted by Sath Ire Federal and the State
Fovernments, the Federal permit requiras ine acquisibon and mantenance of a bond 10 cover the lax _
hatity of =il wire produced tnal has not had the 1ax paid  Furtser, such éine must be housad in @ securad
a'¢a. actess contralled, whichas specdicd n e federal parmit and which rarely ingludes the entive winery
facilities Thus area s referrad to as the "Bonded Area” ar "Bonded Facility ™

2. \Wine tasting is essential 1o the production and sale of wine Mo one would consider cparating a winesy
without the abilily 1o perform lastings just as ne one would make perfume f they were not atlowed to smel!
. The abave recommended definticn incorporates wine \asung into the saies funchicn and recognizes i
as an essertial function of ineg winery  Furher, the Federal and State permits to operate a wonery control
Ihe wine lasting funcucn as it relates to the sale of potlled wenes  Itis redundand and unaecassary for the
County to regulate this fundarnental funcuon

3. Ebminatg the delinibon of "Pubhc Tasting” and eiminate this Yerm in paragraph 2 Parking. Therefore,
paragraph ¢ A would be "Smalk Winaries « A minimum ¢f frre perrmanent park:ng spaces shall ba
provided.”
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4. Eiminate "Such events include wingmaker's dinnars” from the defindion of Promational Events. If 8 winery
conducls a dinner for a groun, s a private garty and typically il irvcle less than 4 invited quests The
fzod served must be catered or must be prepared i a commersial kitchen in the winery faciity 1f the
winery conducis "winemaker dinners” as a commercial undertaking (e ciarging a fee for the food and
wing Consured; ihen itis acng like @ restaurant and should be permilted 3s such  In any case, ths
shou!ld not be construed as a promoticnal avent.

8v incorporating the above recocmmendatons, the tables on Page 2 of the Draft Ordinancs reduce 10 bac fows,
one far small winenes and cne for larger winenes as currently defined in the tables. Further recomsmend that the
Residential Zoming Distrrcts and Agrcultural and Rescurce Dustrcts require an ARP for small winenes and 3 MUP
for larger wingries  This wl ensure that appropnate scruting of the propesed winery projects 1s conducted by the
Fianning Department and it should seduce the tolal energy required n admiristraticn of wingry reiatad
development and code enforcement,

Respeclfiully submnted for your considerabion,

Ran Meorns, Manager

Secrel Raving Vineyards, LLC
4390 Gold Trail Way

Loomis, ©A §56350

Mo virus found in this cutgoing message
Checked by AVG Frea Edition :
Wersion 7.5 516 7 Wiaus Databass 769 171371213 - Ralease Dare. 1702005 914 aM
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January 3, 2008

To: Placer County Planning Commission
RE: Heanng consideration on Zoning Text Amendment -
Draft Winery Ordinance on January 10, 2008

I am requesting the Planning Comumission consider larger RA zoned
parcels (ten acres or more) be given the same consideration as a 4.6
acre 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 tume s zoned RA B100 with ten or more acres. This
consideration would encourage other larger RA parcels like mine to
keep the property in tact (f they wish to become a winery. Per the
latest winery draft, with ne consideration for acreage, I have to not
only an obtain an ARP but also a MUP to run my business even
though the impact on the neighborhood as a larger parcel 1s 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. [ have access to a public road.

Thank vou for your consideration to this request.

Respectfully submitted,

ij@ﬂﬁ;__;_

L1sa Reagan Mann
Fortezza Vineyards
10555 Harnis Road

" Aubumn, CA 95603

(530)889-2824
reaganmanni@hughes net

2l



"WINE INSTITUTE

THE VOICE FQR CaLiFORNTA WINT

: P
Movembe: 12, 9307 LAN

Placer County Plansieg Commession

Ms Mekaue Hegkel, Agsistant Direstor
3091 County Cenrar Drive, Suie 14D
Avkemn, CA §34803

Sumiect. Zoning Taxt Ameadment = Discussion — Dbt Winesy Ordinance

Drzar 15 Heckal.:

Cin mehall of Wine Enstltule, the association of Ca'.ifcmia WIRZIes repiesenting ovel 1,000 memises
izsporuble for 85% of our naton’s wine procucticn aedd morg than 503 of U5 wine exports, we
respzetfully sulimil the fo'lowing comments for the public record at the Planning Commepion’s Meovember
15% heanng  Approxmaiely, 50% of sur membar waneries produce less than 2,000 cases arnualy and
over $0% make less than 10,000 cases a year.

Chot comments arz fozused on and asplaud thosa madificatans made by the Aaricultuigl Commisnian to
the Flacer Caunty stail's proposed "Woinery Ordicance 1o our op'rica, the Agncuitural Comessaon’s
modincations arz consstent with the Cepantment of Alcgholic Beverage Cantiat's [ABCY pivizges
d”CJldr::J Typé 22 WAN@ITOWTTS, commcn|y refesrzd to A% WWINELES T‘la plsw?zg?_s that come with the
Tepz GF lizznse promnently irclude: wing marufacturing, an-premse tastisa, and diect sales to
consumers Secandhy, as a1 Giganization whose mission is sdvecains for Catitorma wing at the state,
natizas| and glokal tevels, the dnstitute o wzll vesed 1o comment on arecesents and beeds aftezting the
WS COMman by Chaite simply, we are snawaes of any lgzsl ordicsnce inoany Lalifeina ccunty that Fas

. . . " . oo 1 1
irpcied 45 seeere rastictions on winenzs’ most basic priviieges then those proposed by courty stef,

Far the record, ot is impartant to rate that theie is ungaestonably 51 apprepriaie rele for loeal

gavemnment 10 12351858 wenanes sobalies

That hgving been stated, we whalehzaredly concur with vhe Agriccbonal Commissian's mediticansas that
strikee sl references that tasting rooms are "accessoiy wses”. A age-cld tradition, testing zooms are vilal
for any small & nery’s prafitability. Anindapendant ang'ysis by WAF Research LLT pegs a small winery's
bashing room sales to conctitute appromimately H0S6 of alt sales. The Agrcultura. Commission sim larly
struck the languanz in the propesal that "tasting rooms shall be cleady nadental, reloted, and subordinate
to the pomary aperaton of the winery a5 a product an fachity " Zrepincally, tasting reoms are 3
wingry's necessary retad oullet Calloma's restausarts and quecery kares connot passinly sell the
3,000+ chardonnays produced by Calibomia’s 2,400 wiedies aionz and withsut aay consicdecaror for
the ather 15-20 majer vanietals produced by the sare winenies. Lastly, it would have neen dearly
unprecedeniad, as propesed by stabl to limt public tastings by azpoirtment-only Mo other county his
deemed it appropriate to restrain ¢onsamers snd winzries i such 3 manner. Cansistent with thaie SR

T3 LeTRAEET  SUITE L300 - SalRAMEN TG Ca - 95804 - GO oAt -aT T FAN LA TR0 WY et N NI TITUTE O AL



licersa peinleges, all wineries should be allowed o be open 0 the_cublic wtheut pror mservatigns ang

g cograls tagting rsoms -a-r'ti'!out__i*ld'--r!q to ohian 3 spr:cial Oarmnt, 2% Nnow p(opOSZd b\,f thz .-”‘\gricu|{:la|

Commission

{ritics of the Placer County winzries make the accasation that the caunly's grvate raads could became
vichmizzd by inebriated wing tasters There arz ex154ng sa?eguarcfs to avaid such oocenencas. Al ABC
lizensees are subyect to ticense suspersion and revocation if they serve incbrated ndreduals; i 2 Business
and Piolessicns Code Section 23658, Winenes aie serious aboet ther civic duty. The lnsetute 1
finalizing our updated, 28-page "Responsible Wine Semvice” guidz with an emphasis an w.ne educaton

ta fasther assist tasting room staff in providing an emavakle, educaticnal, and safe experience for visitors.

la sy, winenes are goed for the loca! government. They gznerate needed salzs and propacty taxes
l\x‘rlln':l'l?_’s ars SODd FOF tl"a lOCal SCANG Ty Thef ale a halu&b'e LOWICE CF :Clbs Thzf 42 4 m-jsrl{:t FD[
related Lusinasses ke local retailes, restsucants, and ledging establishments that benefit fom taurists. We
urag ihe p|annimg (_cmmisuan to recommend that the Board of Supe-visors adopt the above-menticazd

madifications to the Winery Urdinance by the Asricelturs! Commission
Recpactiully,
A,Lj Ko FOAEes
T

Mtz Falasca, Califomia State Duecror

. .
Wit Institute
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Melanie Heckel

From: [ana Hermance on behalf of Piacer County Ptanming
Sant: Yyednesday, Movemoer 14 2007 10 34 AM

To: dMelanie Heckel

Subject: FW Winery Ora® Ordinance

Hi Malanie,

Herg is the email t discussed with you

Tharks,
Drana

From: Tim Howell [mailto:timhowell@isbeglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 8:52 AM
To: Placer County Planning _

Subject: Winery Cralt Qedinance.

As propery owners one parcel over frem the Fawnndge Winery, we have corcerns regarding the proposed onsite
wine tasting events.

1 Customers of the winery will be diving on (he home owners private single lane dirt road with no wrnouts for
gassing venicles The rcad has a very tricky dogleg crossing over the Lone Star canal. The mantenance of the
read s pad by the home awners

2 Tha added traff.c our road will have an adverse effect on the neighborhacd, grmarnty added dust and noise.

3 This will cavse a dagrease n gur property values

4 The habiies of having drivers uafamiliar with narrgw dirt roads will be left (o the home owners

5 Whao will.enicree the fules for the Winery, will they be avalable on waekends? The Winery held a wing tasting
on November 9t {0th and 11th but called it an cpen house, this would seem to indicale hat they will circumyent
the intert of the festrictons hal are be:ng discussed in this ordinarce,

5 Wil this ordinance allow weddings, receptions, and privale parties? H 5o would music and danting be altcwed?

7 This wili change our quiet, private, rural nexghborhood

Tirm and Roberta Howell
£330 Fawrrdge Rd.

LI Rl



PLACER COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES

11477 E Avenue, Auburn, CA 95803-2799 (530} 889-7372 FAX (530 822-1624

CHRISTINE E. TURNER
Agricultural Commiss aner!
Sealer of Weighis and Measuras

November 13,2007

TO: Placer County Board of Supervisors
FROM: - Chnisune E. Turaer, Agriculiural Commissioner/Sealer
SUBJECT: Proposed Winery Ordinance

During the Agricultural Conunission's Noverber 12, 2007 meesing, the Commission voted 7-0,
{one member absent and ene pasition vacant), to recommend the Board of Supervisors approve
the proposed Winery Ordinance as submitted by the Agricullura. Commission, dated Novemnber
12, 2007 (see Attachment A). There 1s also attached a highlighted strikeout version for your
reference as to the changes made to the County staff version (sce Attachment B).

Placer County Board of Supervisors has supported agriculture jn the County over the vears. The
County’s General Plan has numerous refercnces to the unique rele of agriculture to the County’s
coonormy, tesource rich land base, and rural qualuy of Life that briings so many people to Placer
County in the first place. Specifically, the County has a goal identified in the General Plan, “To
pravide for the long-term conservation and use of apriculturally-designated lands.™ To
accomplish this, and support long-term viability, the Plan states, “"The County shall encourage
conlinued and, where possibie, increased agricultural activities on lands suited for agriculiural
uses ” For family farmers and ranchers to remain on their land, they have 0 be able to make
money. One effective way to do that 15 10 increase the sales of fazm products directly to the
Consurmer.

The Agricultural Commission's proposed Winery Ordinance supports the direct sales of wine,
and associated wine sampling, from county wineries in a manner that 1s more censistent with the
direct sales of other value-added commodities from local farms and raaches. [tis important to
make it as easy,as possible for wineries to sell direct to the customer. Other counties have seen
the value in doing thys and reap the economic benefit of a healthy agri-tourism related industry
that supports family vineyards and wineries.



Page Two
Proposed Winery Ordinance
Movember [3, 2007

Action Requssted-

The Placer County Agricultural Commission, and the greater agricultral coqununity, asks you 1o
support the County’s vinevards and wineries by approving the Agricultural Commission’s

proposed Winery Ordinance
Placer County Agricultural Commissien

Placer Coucty Planning Department
Placer County Wine and Grape Association

CC:

“If you zat food and wear clothes, you ARE wvalved e spriculturs ™o CA Women for dgriculure



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 1s ta provide for the orderiy development of
winenes within agriculturat zoming districts and certain commercial, industrial and
residential zoning districts, to encourage the economic development of the local
agricuitural industry. provide for the sales of value added products, protect the
agricultural character and long-term agriculturai production of agricultural lands.

Definitions

"Administrative Review Permit” - See Zoning Ordinance Section 17.68.100.
“Conditional Use Permit" - See Zoning Ordinance Section 17.58.130.
“Miner Use Permit” - See Zoning Ordinance Section 17.58.120

“Promotional Event” means an event, sponsored by the property owner, an
association of agricultural propery owners, or simiar grganizations formed to
assist the agricultural industry in the area, to promote the sale of Placer County
wines, and which is intendad to allow for the direct marketing and sales of wines
produced on the premises or produced 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 pubiic.

“Winery” means a bonded winery facility comprising the bullding or bulldings
used to canvert fruit juices {all or part of which are produced on the property} to
wine, and to age, boltle, store, distribute and sell said wine. Onsite sales
includes sampiing by the general public as permitted by the California Alcoholic
Beverage Control Board. A winery, for the purposes of tius section, includes
crushing, fermenting and refermenting, bottling, blending. bulk and botile
storage, aging. shipping. receiing, laboratory equipment and mantenance
facilities, sales, public tasting and administrative office funciions.

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

77



Ordinance.

Commercial industrial
Zone Districts
N rCPD (€2 [c3 HS [C1 |RESIAP IBP JIN [INP
E_Wlnew Froduchon { l i i
| <20,000 Cases tcup tmup 1o |0 le e &
|l Winery Produgt:on [ ‘ | :
: »20,000 Cases e | NP [ MUP [ MUP
.r ! ! i
t i i ?
Wholesale and Retail ; :
Sales of Wine and Graps | CUP | C C C ‘ C C MUP |C i C | C
Products ; [ || |
Retal Sales of Winery. | I :
Related Merchandise fCUP | C C__'C C C Mup ¢ icC C
Promotanal Events Up to | | ; i
Biyear L CUP [ ARP | ARP | aRP | ARP [ARP ! ARP [ ARP | ARP | ARP

_

Residential Zoning Districts

j "RA | RF and Public Road
L o |Access |
Winery Praduction <2000 Cases | ARP tARP o '
Winery Production >20.000 Cases | MUP RTIVE
Whilesale and Retail Sales of Wine | ARP ARP
Retai Sales of Winery-Ralated ARP ARP
| Merchandse _
Promotional Events Up lo Giyear | MUP AR P




Ordinance.

(agricultural Exclusive, Farm, Forestry, Timberland Production)

Agricultural and Resource Districts

i' 46 -9.99 Acres or | 10+ Acres and

i
Private Road | Public Road |
i Access "Access B
| Winery Production <20,000 Caseas C L t
| Wineey Production >20,00C Cases MUF B TP i _
i _
Ir_.
| Whalesale and Retaill Sales of Wine . C
| Grown or Produced on Pramises
i Retail Sales of Winery-Relaled c o
| Merchandise _
+ Promoticnal Events Up 1o 6/year AR _ ARP
[ KEY TO PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
y Zoning Clearance required [Sechion 17 06 530 L
Admimsi-abve Revigw Permit required {Sedt on ARE
37 05 050) [
_Minar Uss Perrst required (Section 17 05.0650) _ru-yp____";!
Conditicnal Use Permil reguired {Section 17 06 OS-E:r____HI CUR |
_Use not allgwed e | _]

Development and Operationat Standards. The fcllowing development and

cperational standards shall apply to all wineries. These standards will be applied
with flexibility to encourage wine grape growing.

1 General

A

The primary purpose of the winery shail be to process wine grapés
grown on the winery premises or on other local agricultural lands.
In the Residential, Resource and Agricultural zoning districts where
winenes are allowed at least one acre of planted vineyard on site
is required, unless the Agricultural Commissioner makes a
determination that a functional equivalent occurs (L.e. winary is
contracted to receive a substantial portion of the winery production
capacity from locally produced vineyards).

Retait sales of wine fruit products shall be limited to those
produced, vinted, cetiared or bottled by the winery operalor or
grown on the winery premises, or custom crushed at another facility
for the winery operator.

2l



Ordinance

C. The minimum parcet size for estabiishment of a winery 1s 4 § acres
in the Residential, Resource and Agncultural zoning districts where
wineries are allowed.

Parking. The following parking standards shali apply fo large winenes
{+20,000 cases).

A FPermanent parking spaces shall be provided for winerizs The
parking spaces shall provide all weather surfacing (e g , aggregate
base, chip seal, asphalt, cancrete) capable of supporling a forty
thousand {40,000} pound vehicle load and properly designed.

Access Standards

A, Access to winery structures shall meet reasonable Fire Safe
Standards  Alternative desigh altowances and/or regquirements will
be delermined on a case-by-case basis for mitigation to the
standards dependent upon anticipated level of use, site constraints,
turnout opportunities, read length. sicpe, and other site-specific
1S51es.

Potable Water

A If the winery is served by well water and there are more than 25
people on-site In a 6§0-day pericd, employees and guests shalt be
provided with bottied water for consumption. unless othenwise
approved by Environmental Health. Well water shall mee! potable
water standards for the purposes of dishwashing and hand
washing

Waste Disposal.

A Solid Waste  All solid waste shall be stored in a manner that
prevents the propagation, harborage, or attraction of flies rodents,
vector, or other puisance conditions. Poemace, 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 Produchon YWaste. 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. I public sanitary sewer is not available,
then the ansite sewage disposal system shall be designed in 270



Ordinance.

compliance with County Code Chapter §.24 and sized to
accommadate empioyee, tasting room and commercial sewage
flows Portable toilets may be approved by the Environmental
Health Division for temporary and promotianal events.

Al



Planning Commission Movembear 10, 2007
3081 County Center Dr .
Avburn, CA 95603

RE: Wine Tasting Crdinanca

The right to farm was never intended to permit a retail eslablishment to sell
processed and/or manufactured goods or 1o put on huge events. For hobby vintners and
so-caled "boutiques” Lo try 10 hide behind the A shield 15 a disingenuous atliempl to
circumvent the intention of laws and take unfair advanlage in our capitatistic economy.
The propesed ordinance even allows wine made from grapes gown out of the area to be
seld—this does nol support Ihe "Placer Grown” principles.

Cn our privately shared country read, we all recegnize and idenlfy neightors as
they drive by our homes. Qur Neighborhood Walch makes note of "wsitors.” If tasting
operatiors or any kind of retaill is allowed, we'li have no idea who the strangers are as
ey slowly creep by, day after day. How safe will my kids and pels be after visitors
have imbibed, and then, in a possibly impaired state (HB0--Had Been Drinking), they
drive oul? I {here’s an accident, on my sechion of the road easement, will | be named as
a defendant? Wili the County cover tha liabilty issues?

The tnreat of choosing between development or grapes is a nonsensicat fear
tactic. Enforcing Ag zoning prevents unwanted develepment betler than tasting
operalions ever will. Wine tasting is neither a tool nor guaranlee for saving Ag land; in
fact, it generales the very nuisance issues we moved 1o the couniry to gat away from!
Véorse, it the zoning is changed, vintners wil most Skely be firstin line to cashm.”

Hehby wineries wha wan! Lo sell bottled wine, should establish a ce-op or
cenlralized claces {such as Farmers Warkets) The County is in no way obligated 1o
keen hobby farms andicr retail establishments viable or profitable by bending rules 10
allaw them to operale Lo the detriment ¢f neighborhoods—eilher by siretching Ag zoning
nterpretanons o ignonng health and safety issces  The bottom line is that these tasting
rooms do nat qualify as &g aperations.

Ag zoning s for grawing. not for refailing manufactured value-added, off-site
grown products of for promoting events. Traffic and inlrusions fram tasting wilt destroy
rural ambiance If it's an Ag operation, then lzt wisttors taste grapes. not wine.

Sincerely.

Ernie Jay NOY 13 2007
P.O. Box T16Y
Auburn, CA 95604

Cr Board of Superiscrs ' PLANMNG DEPT.

« Since thes door has been opened, scmeone reeds to address the incredibly
negative enviranmental impacls thal a vineyard creates—clear sciaping, removing of
natural habitat, ancient trees, chemical spraying. annihilalion of widile corndeors and
excessive walar use There is even speculation that the devastation caused by Napa
vineyards {tree removal, el¢ )} has resulted in a siight temperature increase, which in tumn
is affecting the grape quality and production  In ather words, the envirconmental impacts
are now so severs thal the very crop the land was destroyed for is now exgenencing
declines
The Planaing Commission needs to stuedy the possibility of applying CEGA Z 7&1’1
requlations 1o any proposed virgyard andicr winery



Newcastle Community Association

NCA

Post Office Box 777
Newcastle, CA 95858

Officers:

{Dhane Ross
Prasident
G63-4818

Kavin Oaall
Vice Prasident
66830546

Jarry Mahicrbrok
Treasurar
BA3-3627

Cathig Cordava
Secretary

Placer Couaty Planrung Commission
3091 County Center Drve
Auburn, CA 93603

November 10, 2007

Dear Planning Commission Members,

The Newcastle Community Association (NCA} Mission Statement includes the directive
“to take action as needed n order to preserve the rural flavor, pride, and safety of the
communty.” Pursuing this part of our mission, the Board of the NCA submits the
following comuments regarding the Placer County Draft Winery Ordinance.

The stated intent of the Winery Ordinance is to encourage local agriculire and to protect
agriculiural lands. We believe that the proposed ordinance fails to achicve these stated
purposes and sugpest several significant changes that enable the ordinance 1o achreve its
goals while also enhancing compatibility with adjacent land vses.

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 cases of wine and can produce as little as 250 cases. But the ordinance permits small
wineries to sell as many as 20,000 cases of wine. Even the more restricted boutique
winenies referred io in the ordinance are permitted to sell up to 3,000 cases of wine. Itis

‘obvious that wineries 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 beligve virtually all of these products will be purchased outside
of Placer County.

According to the 2000 Agricultural Crop Production Report, Placer Counly 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 winenes permitted to sell 20,000 cases of wine. This means that prapes will be
purchased from Lodi, Napa, and Sonoma Counties. While such purchases will promote
agriculture in those other counties, they will do nothing to promote and encourage
agriculmure in Placer Countv. A one acre minimum vineyard simply introduces
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Newcastie Community Association

cormmercial winery activity mto rural, residential neighborhoods while dotng little or nothing te protect
agriculiural lands.

If the Winery Ordinance is to fulfill its stated intent, the minumum number of acres requizred to be
commitied to viticulture must be significantly increased. Five acres of planted vineyard, while sull
very low, should be the minumum number of acres required for wineries located in Residenhal,
Resource, and Agricultural zoning districts. Fifteen to rwenty acres (which would produce no more
than 7,000 cases) would he more appropnate for wineries permitted to sell 20,000 cases of wine
annually. '

We also propose that winenes unable or umwilling 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 1n
no way a product of Placer County agriculture is simply commercial activity in rural, residential
neighborhoods. Such activity, which does not protect ar encourage agriculture, and which may
adversely impact residential neighbors, needs to be more rigorously regulated. Wineries that can
certify they are growing their own grapes or using grapes grown in Placer County would be permitied
to sell more cases of wine. Wineres not able to so certify would be required to sell fewer cases.
Wineries using very little or no Placer product should be disqualified under tius 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 hugh m what
have always been very quiet rural neighborthoods. To minimize conflict from excessive noise, winery
owners should be meticulously apprised of the requirements of Placer County Code Article 9.36
{referred to bul not in¢luded in the Draft Ordinance). Additionally, enforcement of noise regulations .
must be resolute with violators being justly penalized.

While wineries may have a place in rural residential ncighbmhonds, they must be regulated and the
cmphasis must be on supporting apriculture, Qur association doesn’t support introducing commercial
operations into these neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

@LQ@@&; O
Diane Ross
President, Newcastle Comrnunity Association

cG: Ruth Alves
Michael Leydon
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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HARRIET WHITE
3765 GRASS VALLEY HWY #236
AUBURN CA 95602

October 25, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission
DeWitt Center
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Commissioners: _

I have long advocated for Placer County Wineries and hope you wili do so
as well. Wine is an agricultural product which has a great draw for our local
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 hold 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 requirermnent of a 90 day event notice to the Planning
Deparment seems panicularly onergus as individuals and organizations _
frequently do not plan that far ahead. Perhaps a 30-45 day notification couid be
implemented. | hope it wili be the responsibility of the Planning Department to
notify anyone else it is deemed necessary to notify and not the winery's
responsibiity.

| have enclosed an arlicie by Teena Wilkins which llustrates some of the
points | am presenting to you.

If &l of cur agricuitural producers were held to retall standards we would
no longer have farms and ranches or the open space they provide.

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

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.

Sincerely,
{“ﬁi‘\‘b"\‘\mﬁ_ k_,\,, ‘V HH
Harriet White

Enclosure

2%
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PLAGER COUNTY
WINERY WOES

By Tezna Wilkins

s Harvest J007 draws
. Anear [ am faced with
 thelargest challenge 1
L. havebhadto underg:} n
< this, my seventh, year as
a PlacerGROW™N Farmer. The weather
patterns this year have made for what
I believe is going to be our best vintage
to date. If all holds steady I thinkViria
Casteliano may produce its first ever
Reserve wines in 2007, S0 why the
concern and nervousness? It has nothing
to do with the“tetrior”] cutlined in
this article manths back. In fact, the
tacer County Winenes turned out
mare prestigious medals from contests
throughout the country thanin any
previous vear.In truthy, for the first time
ever | am entering harvest conhdent that

. the product we are producing can meel -

and excead the expectations of the very
discriminating Califoria wine consumer.
50 why the anxiety and sleepless nights?

o aword, "Tasting”.
Ver\;' few folks want
to purchase a wine
over $20 without
having tasted it first.
This is not a probiem
in 16 of the 17 grape
growing districts in aldom;a 1:1 fact, it
5 not much af a probiem in district 10,
better know as the Sierra Foothiil Region,
so long as you are growing grapes and .
making wine in Nevada, Bl Dorada;
Amador, Calaveras, Toulame or Mariposa
Counties. But if you own a winery inthe
Placer County Section of District 19, then
vou better hope the consumer 15 willing
to buy your wine bacaese they like you o1
at the very least know semeone who likes
you. Maybe they witl be willing to buy 1t
because they were able to taste VOUF Wine
at 2 local charity fundraiser al(ng with
those of 15 Lo 20 pther wineries. It seems
this is the ondy place that Placer County

L wines can legallv be tasted at this point.

Faor seven years the wineries have been
operating on a wing and a prayer under
a document calizd “Guidehines for Placer

County Wineries”and on the pres srise that

Placer has a Right-to-Farm Qrdinance
that protects and encourages commeccial
farming in this county. However, a few
months back a d:sgmntled neighbor
waged a campaign against winerics
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Fred Barber
3440 Fine Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA §5603
Phone {530) 823-7206
FAX (530) 823-7206 (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 suppl ving the latest draft of the proposed Winery Ordman\,a
It looks as though progress is being made on this issue.

Followmg are some suggestions pertaimng mostly to draftsmanship

1.

]

Lad

LY

The individual 1ters on the first page under B. Defimtions (Administrative
Review Permit, Boutique Winery, etc.) should be given subsection numbers. This
might make subsequent amendments easter to 1dentify and publish.

On the same page the fifth line 10 the paragraph “Promotional Event” shoufd
probably read “produced on the premises from grapes grown on the site ot
elsewhere”

Section 17.56.330 (C) ""Wineries and Accessory Uses” {page 3 of my draft} ends
with the phrase “the highest applicable permit process shall apply™ The meaning
escapes me; does 1t mean “the maest resinctive permit process shall apply™?
Under this same section (17.56.330 C) An Admmistrauive Review Permit (ARP)
for a Boutique Winery in Agncultural and Farm Districts {page five of my draft)
15 acceptabie m my situation, next to the Green Family Winery, provided maled
notice about the proposed use and the date of the Zomng Administrator’s
consideration thereof s cequired. Thus would allow time to send written

- eomments for consideration by staff in connection with the 1ssue they have under

consideration. The obligation to mail nohce of an ARP szems to be implied in
sections 17.58.100 and 17.60.140(A)(3) {copies attached). Section 17.58.100 (A)
appears to exempt only posting from other notice requirements.

[F my interpretation 1s wrong about the need to mail notices for an ARP then I'd
hke the sectiens appropriately corrected to clarify that rrathng notice is required.

Ce Chnistine Tumer, Agriculteral Commissionet RECE;VFF“
Rick Ean, Department of Public Works i

OCT 2 3 y0py
CDRa
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Fhuitding eites (20 § 26.105)

-

A

CHAFPTER 7 PLAMMING AMD ZOMING

Permit Approval ar isapproval 17.558.080

17.58.080 Permit Approval or Disapproval

The crocedures for the compietion of procassing, approval o7 disagpraval of Admemst-atve Rewaw, Minor
Use anz Congltional Use Fermils shall be as siov.ded oy Sections 17 58 100 through 17 58 190 Procadures
far comgleban of th2 pracessng of Vanzncas arz i Sécken 17 C20100 (20 8 20 1001

5o

17.58.030 Additional Building Site Applications

The procedures and sequeemeants for the fling and approva! of spplicatens for agprova! of an addinenal

oW

singe-famuly dweling bubding sne ara estatiished by Socusn 17 58 230 (Single-*amily dwellrgs adduionz!

17.58.100 Administrative Review Permits

Yvhen an Admiristrative Raview Perml (48RP < regored by Ssctons 17521300811k, (B 15d) o
17 5EA7D(BY 1) to authonize a proposed land vse, the permvl shali be pracessad as s forth in Saghbons
17 52 020 et seq., (Apphcalions—-Filng and inikal orocassing), excest as follows:

Hotice nol posted and public hrearing not held Mehce tothe puohe shall be proviced as sat fah
~Section 17 50 1400AL 30 except for the requiremant o post @ nouce or the proparty which s he subes
of tha permet appiicaton, 3nd a puoli fzanng is not conductas,

B.  Finat Aclion Affgrzamzietion of 5 stalireport parsuant o Sechioe 17,53 070 the Zoning ACmimsiranar
shall take actinn g an Adminisirative Heview Peomt apolicgtion as faliows

1, The Zoning Adnuntstratar shall consider information prasentad aboul the project propogadnihe
Adrnistrabve Review Permit appizaton, in the stafirepont, in any accomeanyng emaranmer:ai
decuments and comaignts received an sUCh doSUMENis. in any cafrespandence racaived, fen
any fiela review, and frarm any othes inforrmation made part af the record.

2 Vaithin the bme imits specified by Sechon 47,93 1500AY {Tima Limits for Actian oy Countyl, the
Zoming Admenistraicr skalt, agprove any proposed negabive dec.aration, ar othar aporopriale
gvimnmentas documeat require d by Chapter 18 of thvs coda, and shall approws, Approve sui e
to condiions, ar disapgrave the admimstrative Revigw Permil,

_(_JJ

Approval or condiional approval shall be granied only where the Zoring Admirisicstor can make

the firdings requeesd by S2echon 17 58940047 [Permit lssuance—Findings Required lor.

Arproal), and the permd shall be demed where the hndings cannot be made The Zonng
Aomenistrator may apgrove an Admimistrative Rewiew Parmut sa lJ_u:-cl o condiynas, #@s setforihn
Sechion 17 53 140(E:. :

4. The decisicn of the Zoning Admirisirator shall ke inwritir g, nciudimg all hindings that were mace
a3 the basis for the dacision.

(]

Appeal Decisons of the Zoning Administiator on Administrative Peview Permits may be appealed to
thee Plannng Cormmission in asoordance wilh Section 17,50 110 (Appeals)

D Referral to Planning Commission As provided by Sechon 17.80.G30{C. the Planning Direclor of
Zaning Admicisteator may rafer an Adpumstrabve Review Permil to the Planming Comeussion o 2
public heanng, consideraticn, and approval o disapproval pursaan, to the procedures specifiac Sy
Sechton 17.56 130 (Condmonal Use Permuds) Such refera! may occur at the discrelinn of the Fianaing
Direclcror Zonng Admunistiatar when itis deemed necessary betaese of golicy imohczhens, umave o
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Zoning Administration

CHEPTER 17 PLANNING AND ZOMNING

The owner(s) of the propeny being considerad or the owners agent, and the
anphicant

Each lccal agency expecied (o provide water, sewage, stres!s, roads, sonasals. or
ather esszntial facihies of services to the project whese atlity 12 provide such
facilihes andg se~ices may be significantly affegted,

Any persan whe has fled g writien reques! for nolice with the Pianning Cirezter and
has patd tne fee sel by the mos: curren! Planning Department fee schedulz far such
netice,

&ll ownars of rezl property as shawn on the latast equahzed assoasment roll witkin
th'ae hundred feet of the property that is the subject of the heaning, or, whera the
number of property owners to whom notice would be maled is mare than one
thausand, the Planning Dreclor may choose 10 provide Ihe alleraate notize allowad
by Cahformia Gavernment Cade Sechan 65091{ak3),

C Motice shall be posted at least len days prior to the hzanng on the propery which is
subject of the application, a5 well as in at least two public places in closz proximity to the
schec! property.

B

3. 7 Method of Natice Distribution—Use Permils and Variances Matice of a public hearing
required by this chapter far cond tonal o Minar Use Permits, Vanances, and appeals of decisions
on these appiicatons shall be gven as fallows, a5 required by California Gavernment Cade
Sechon 651391

a MNctice shall be madled or delivered 3t teast ten days befora the hesaning o

Ul

IV,

The ownerist of the propary being considered cor the cwner's agent, and the
applicant;

Each local agency expected 1o provide waler, sewage, straals roads, schocls or
othar essernhal facihties or services 1o the proesd, whose abiity o provide such
faciitias and senvices may be significantly affected

Any parsonwho has iled a wntten request for notce with the Pianming Cirector and
has paid the fee set by the mest current Planning Gepatment fee schedule for such
notice; : '

Allcwners of real property as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll withie
theee hundred feet of the propedy that is the sabyect of Ltha hearing, or, whare the
number of propery owners to whom notize would be mailed ¢ more fhan ong
thousand, the Planming Chrector may chocse 1o piovide he siternate notie aliwed
by Calforma Government Code Sectien 509 1{a)3).

b, tiotice shall be posled at feast ten days prior 10 the h'éarmg on the prepenty which is
subject of the application, as well as n at least hwo pubhc places in clase proxwmily 10 the
subject property.

4 Additianal Motice The Planning Ciregtor may also provide any notice with content or ysing 3
distnbuton mathod  addihan to that required by 1hes sechon as he or she deiermines is
nacessary or deswable

S Nalice Requirements for Appeals of Other Official Actions. The legal naotce reqursments
specified m Subsechions (A(1} {A}2), and (A3 3} of this seclion are not raquired lor the fallowing

Bl arER ML IkTY

TAL ’ CriTirihl #5  ba s ba P o

17.60.140
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Neighborhood Rescue Group

There is a battle going on Right Now in our neighborhoods and the repercussions will last
well beyond our lifetimes. Placer County is changing County Qrdinances and definitions to allow
outdoor ampliffed music and public events at wineries. To allow these events in our raral
neighborboods Placer County officials want to change Outdoor Event oversight aod modify the
defimtion of Agricultura] Processing to inchide wine tastiog rooms.

According to County Officials, tasting tooms meet the definition of a “community renier” and
cap be used for rental halls, weddings, anniversary parties, special events, wine pairing dinners, etc.
for profis. To call this “Agricultural Processing” is sulting 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 raucous ¢crowds lale into the night
at the winery in my peighborbood NRG is fighting many of thesc changes but we need your help.
We support agricubture and the planting of vingyards 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 suppart tuming our rural neighborhoods into night clubs, rental halls and
“community centers” as defined by County Cfficials. We don't support the wineres that are violating
state laws and ABC regulations that litnit a winegrower to pouring 3 ounces of wine maxymum psr
persan per day for tastipg and prohibits on-site consamption of purchased wing unless they are a bona
fide eating establishment.

Patrons visiting the winery next to moe drive down our Private {not County) road and thru our
children’s bug stop. The County is proposing hours of operation 7 days per week | 2pm-8pm. The
neighborhood chitdren amive at the bus stop around 3pm. Would you want your chitdren on a read
where winery patrons could dnve after dnnking for 3 bours?

We bave spent hundreds of hours fighting the County but bave been rebufled at every siep.
Winery groups say wineties will save agricultural land. Not true. The winery next to us took a |5 acre
parce! and is splitting it untl it can't be split any more (three 5 acre parcels). Many wineres are
already minimal parcels.

As a ¢itizen of Placer County PLEASE make your voice heard. We want the public to be
informed, but afticles by the Auburn Journal have been one-sided and anything byt informarive.
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 pewspapers that put profit and advertising revenue
before our way of Iife and public safety.

Neighborheod Rescue Group doub!e_duck@-vahnn.mfn
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Crctober 1%, 2067

To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors, Planning and Agriculture Commissions, Staff
From: Placer County Wineries Graup
Subject: Placer County Wineries Group Offers Proposal for Winery Tasting Facility Ordinance

Dear Plazer County Officials and Staff

The Placer County Wineries Group 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 wing tasting facilities. Regrettably, after
many reontks of deliberation, meetings and contentious public hearings, we are not close o achieving
the goal of a fair and balanced ordinance. Meanwhile, the wineries are going broke a2nd citizens on all
sides of the 1ssue are unhappy with the lack of resclution of Issues other counties have already solved.

We came to the conclusion that 3t was necessary to offer our own proposal for county ofticials to
consider as a clear and waorkable alternative to the drafi created by county staff. With this letter we
offer our own proposal for an ordinance that serves the same purpases, and does <o just as effectively,
as the draft proposed by county staff.  But our proposal is different, and we think superior, as itis
grounded in geruine research and experience and is clearer, simpler and fess costly 1o implement,
We ask that you give careful consideration to our proposal and suppert it.

The fundamenta) purpoze of the two proposals is the same -- we adopted the statement of purpose
verbarim from the staff's draft -- but the regulatory approaches of the two propasals differ dramatically.
The winenes' proposal estabbshes clear, simple standards and imposes reasanable restrictions Based on
the impact of wineries on the zoning districts in which they are located. Placer County staff's draft
lacks both evidence and focus to support its excessively prescriptive and inflexible requirements.

The wineries' proposal is medeled closely on the successful ordinance adopted by neighbaring Nevada
County, because Nevada County most clasely 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 moedified their ordinance over years of experience. Placer County staft
have not done a simular study, The Nevada County model is a tesied template, We see no wisdon or
gain 13 reinventing a proven ordinance that works for all partics in 2 very similar set of circumstances.

Bath proposals address public protection issues of road access and traffiz, noise, Mire safety, magnitude
of events and range of permissable activities. But the wineries' propasal offers requirements scaled
realistically to fit a tasting facility's size, proximity to residences, and the winery's resources. And i
stark contrast to the staff proposal, it provides for aliernative approaches to atain compliance with
access and safety standards to accommedate the unique situations of already-built winenes and
residences. We trust that you will find common sense and [airness in our praposal and we ask
that vou support and adopt it,

Stncerely,
Michael v, Abbott, for

Placer County Winenies Group

Z8|



PLACER COUNTY WINERIES GROUP
REVIEW AND COMPARISON OF WINERIES ORDINANCE FROFOSAL
WITH COUNTY STAFF DRAFT
H: 752007

The Placer County Winenes Group (wineries) includes all the bended winzsies in Placer County and 1s the
designated representative of the wineries for the purpese of working cooperatively with county gavernment and
residents to develop an ordinance governing wine tasting facilities.

After many months of deliberation, megtings and contentious public hearings, the wineries determined it was
necessary to offer our own proposal for county elested officials to consider as a clear and workable alterranive ©
the draft created by staff. The fundamental purpose of the two propesals is the same -- we adopted the
statement of purpose verbatim from the staff's draft -- but the regulatory approaches of the evo proposals differ
dramatically, We mvite all interested parties to review the highlights and comparisons presented here, and more
importantly, to review the competing proposals.

The wineries believe gur proposal serves the same purposes more effecuvely and more efficienily, and we urge
the Board of Supervisors to adopt it '

FACTUAL BASIS -- The wineries' proposal is modeled closely on the successful ordinance adopred by
nerghboring Nevada County, because Nevada County most closely resembles Placer County in terms of its
population distribution, 1t5 geography and the smali wingrigs that comprise its wine industry. Nevada County
studied the tssues intially and modified their crdinance over years of experieace. By contrast, Placer county
staff have stated publicly they are not prepared to conduct an emspincal anatvsis of the issues or the costimpact
en wineries of their proposal (Saurce: See sounty web site record of June 21, 2007, public hearing). As a result
ot the lack of factual basis, the statfs proposal is targeted inappropriately for 2 large and mature wine industry --
the apparent model, E) Dorado County, 15 the &th largest wine producing ceunty in the state -- rather than the
Nedgiing industry that exasts w0 Placer County.

ESSENTIAL PUBLIC PROTECTIONS -- Both propesals address public protection 1ssues of read aceess and
trallic, nosse, fire safery, magnitude of events and pennissible activities  However, the wineries prapmﬂ
addresses ONLY the necessary cencems, while the county staff preposal regulates everything from requiring
reservations at winemaker dinners down to the type of merchandise that can be sold in tasting Tacilities. The
wineries' proposal establishes clear, simple standards and imposes reasonable restrictions based on the impact of
wineries on (he zoning districes i which they are located  For example, in disincts where both agricuhural and
residential uses are permitied, tasting (acilities are limited in s1ze and events Jumuted n scope and nvmber
compared to other districts. The county staff's proposal imposes ngid commercial standasds on ali wineries with
wsuificient regard for winery size, zoning district locanon or cost of compliance.

EXISTING WINERIES ACCOMMODATED -- Imposition of new, inflexible standards on existing winenies is
the area of greatest cuntention belween the winerses and the county staff. Existing wineres were built according
to county guidelines that established standards for wineries iespective of whether a tasting facility was
contemptated {see county website, "Small Winery and Tasting Room Guidehnes,” page 4), Winsries were
located, and permits issued, o conform with standards for road access and ather considerations that existed at
the time. Now the county staff's one-size-fits-nobady proposal would impose new, impractical standards
refraaciively, with no flexibility or opportumiry for mutigation, and with full complionce required before tasting is
allowed. In stark contrast, the wineries' proposal offers requirements scaled ta fit the wineny's size and zoming
district location, and it provides for alternative approaches 1 atlain compliance with access and safety standards
to accommadate the unique situations of already-built wineries and residences.

The wineries believe their proposal offers a common-sense approach that has worked successfully in a
neighboring county with very similar circamstances, and we urge Placer County officials and citizens to
embrace it
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PLACER COUNTY WINERIES GROUP
PROPOSED QRDINANCE GOVERNING LOCATION AND OPERATION OF
WINERIES AND WINE TASTING FACILITIES
104152007

Wineries

FURPOSE: The purpose of this section is to establish standards for the crdetty development of
wineries and accessory uses within agricultural zoning districts and specified commercial,
industrial and residentia} Zoning dlsmcts to enceurage the econonuc devetopment of the local
agricultural industry, provide for the sales of value added oroducts, while protecting the
agricultural character and tong-term agniculwural production of agricultural lands and provide
fur »ompattbulm with adjacent land uses.

DEFRNITIONS:

1 Winery - A facihty bonded and operated pursuant to state and federal regulation and
used for fermenting and processing of jwice into wine, subjzct to the standards listed in
Subsection C. Typical activities include crushing of fruit, aging, processing, and storage
of wine 10 bulk, bottiing and storage of bottled wine, marketing, sale, and shipping of
balk 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 facilines contracted to produce wines made under the
winery's label(s), and the sale of wing related merchandise, subject to the standards in
Subsection D

STANDARDS FOR WINERIES. Wineries are allowsd in Commercial or Iadustrial zoning
districts, Agnenlture and Resource Districts {Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, Forestry,
Timberland Production), and certain Residentali Agziculture (Ra and RE) districts subjectto
zoning compliance, bullding permit issuance if reguired, and the tollowing Lmitatons:

1. Winery buildings within Agricultural and Resource Thstricts are lunited in size to oo
more than 12,000 tatal square feet. This size may be exceeded subjsct to a use permit.

2. Winery buildings within the RA and RY districts are luaited in size to no more than
3,000 tetal squarg feet. This size may be exceeded subiect to a use perot.

3. Wilkun the Agriculture and Resource Dhstricts, and the Ra and RF distnets, such uses
shali be limited w parcels o1 4.6 acres or more 1n size. This munimum parcel size may
be reduced subject to the conditions of an appraved use peonit.

4. Al parking shall be provided on site.

STANDARDS, WINE TASTNG FACILITIES

1 QM PUBLICLY -MAINTAINED ROADS: "Wine tasting facilities are permitted in
wineries with direct azcess 1o a publicly-maintained road 1n the zoning distiicts where
wineries are authorized, subject 1 zoning compliance and building penmitissuasce, 1
required, and the following hmitatioos:

2. All sla“dard:. ap,, licable to wineries Listed in Subsection €.

3 Wine tasting facitities within the RA and RF districts are limated te 735 sq. i
This size may be exceeded subject to the conditions of an approved use permit.



>

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

ONPRIVATE ROADS: Wine tasung facilities 10 wineries that do net have access (o
p ublicly-maintained roads are permitted subicci to an administrative review permit The
ollewing limutations apphy:

a. all standards apglicable to winerizs listed 1n Subsection C.

b Wine tasunz fasilities within the RA and RE districts are hmeted to 735 squars
feet. '

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

. Verthable proef must be fumished that appropriatz access easements exist to

establish the legal right 1o use the private roads pmposed 19 bz used for access
the wine tasting f‘mht_g

e. Cornphancc is required with alf applicable fire saf*t} re:g\,latmns Compliance
may inctude mitlgatlon through “same practical effect’ measures approved by the
appropriatz fire agency , ot as prowded n qatmnf, Accessory Use Limitations

f. The wine tasting applicant must patticipate in the mamntenance ¢ of the private
road on a pro rata share, which needs 1o be rnau*tamed to the design standa:d
approved with the permit.

el A winery that1s located on a private road and was bended prior to the effecave
date of thus ordinance may commence operaticn of 1ts wine tasting facility upen
filing 1ts apphication for an adounisirative tevicw permt.

E. ACCESSORY USES:

]

Incidental and subordinate accessory uses allowed for a winery such as but net linited
10 the following:

a Educational activities

b Winery tours that nclude wine tasting,

¢ Picnies,

3. Fromotipnal and industry activities;

e Retal sales duning posted hours; .

L Dinncrs. and events serving wine soid on site hested by the winery wathout

charge for use of the facility or grounds, and

Onher similar uses incledipg commumty bensfie.
ot o

e

Renting out of {acilities or grounds for the purpose of conducting events 1s not an
allowed accessory use. '

Operation of a commercial kitchen or food preparatian faciliy, or a bar or restaurant, is
rot an allowed accessory use Non-potentially hazardous foods (as defiped by the ?2}74



Cal:fornia Healih and Safery Codc) such as crackers, which da not requite temperzature
control that are consumed with wine tasting, are allowed provided the food 15 served

. free of charge. Non-potentiallv hazardous foods that gccupy less than 25 square feet of
displav area are allowed for sale. All other food activities are subject to the provisions
of the Califernia Health and Safety Code and may require other approvals.

F. ACCESSORY USE LIMITATIONS:

L

[

Gn ail roads, the following limitations apply to allowsd accessory uses:

a The activity must be for the purpose of the prosmotion and marketing of the
winery or the wing fasting facility.

b Adequate parking for the accessory use shall be provided on site.

<. Compliance with the county noise ordinance is required.

On pnvdfc roads NOT meeting the standards of the courty's fire safety regulations and
road standards, and these reads that can not be misigated to comply waith the "same
practical ] effect’ measures approved by the appropriats fire agency, the following
acditional hmitations appiv to allowed ACCESSOrY uses.

a  Eachuse shall have no more than 50 passenger vehicle ADTs (average daly
tps) on any given day. There shall be no more than 2199 passenger vehicle
ADTs per year (the cumulative total of 6 ADTs tor a vear) generated by a
winery's accessory uses. bmployee trafiic 15 excluded from the ADT standard.

b Accessory uses that geremte mere than 6 passenger vehicle ADTs and not mors
than 30 passenger vehic! ﬂ.DTs par day arg Special Events.

1. There may be a maximwum of 24 special events within ene calendar year
with a maxiroum of 3 per moath, In RA and RF distiicts the maximum
number of special events 15 12 per year with ne mere than 7 per month.

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

c. Accessory uses that generate more than 30 passenger velicle ADTs per day are
Promaotional Events.

I There may be a maximum of two promational events: year such as
regicnal industry events. These events count towards the total allowable
ADT and towaids thz towal number of special events

i Traffic control shall be provided by the sponsoring entity.

i, Traffic control shall be pre- a;,proxed by the fire agency with the
appropilate jurisdiction.

v, Property owners who use the same prvate road 1o access their hownes
must be notified, inowriting, atleast two (2% weeks prior o this type of
E'\-"C“t.

v.  Allowed prometional events shall be a maximum of 3 consecutive days,

Any Miner Use Permit 1ssued to a wanery prior to the effective date of this ordinance 15

superceded by this ordinance. Zgg
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Good Day from Meightorhood Rescue Group,

The Planping Dept. has been making presentaticas and dislnbuting a handout at Municipal
Advisory Counsel meetings in preparation for release of a revised Draft Winery Ordinance in early
October. NRG has been actively iavolved in critiquing the ordirance and finds the Planaing Dept.
randout lacking in important dtails

The handout distributed by the Plarning Dept. lists nuniecous General Plan poficies that
pramote the marketing of agricuiwure in Placer County. If the Planning Dept. wishes ro guote
pohcy from the General Plan into the winery ordinance, they should include the mission of the
General Plan'which is spelled out on page 58. “The zoning Ocdinance regulates the tvpe, location,
density, and seale of residential development. Zoning regulations are also intended to help
preserve the character and integrity of existing neighborhoods.™ This was the basis used in 2003 to
deny a miner use permit to 2 local winery that wanted wine tasting and special events ina
predominantly residential nesghborhood of homes zoned 4.6 acres. I{ the Planaing Dept. goal is to
closely follow the General Plan policies, then according to policies 8.C.3, 8.C.4 and 8.C.5
wineries with tasting rooms wil! have a 20 foot wide, 40,000 capable, paved all-weather access
road as recommended by our local fire officials {or public safety.

As we continue our efforts to secuce a responsible winery-erdinanee, | wouold ke you 1o
consider the following points. First, residents who share ownership of a private road vsed to access
a winery remain vulnerable to litigation for winery related accidents including Motar Vehicle
Accidents. According to Melarie Heeket, County Counsel has not made a determination of who
bears responsibility in case of such an event, Second, the Planning Dept. intends to classify tasting
taoms as *Community Centers” which can be used as Rental Halls for unlimited “special
evenls” which have nothiag (o do with agriceliure. Third, the County wants 1o change the
definition of Agricultural processing to include “wineries with ancillary tasting reams™, If tasting
t3oms become pan of “agriculwral processing”, the acceprable neise tevel of their events will
increase to an Ldn of 70 dBa for neighbors {page 140 General Plar). This is a tremendous increase
i noise from current residential limits and will clearly be detrimental to loval residents. Lastly, the
County wanis Lo make many winery activities subject only (o administrative review (ARP) inslead
of a minor use permit {MUP) so Tocal residents won't even know abaut the winery “special
events”, “temporary outdoor events” or “promotional events” untl the event begms.

Adtached are "Placer County Winery Ordinance Revisions” as proposed by NRG and an
article by Cathy Locke of the Sacramento Bee regarding issues neighbars of winenies ace facing in
El Dorado Hills and the need far an cavironmental impact report. NRG would welcome such a
report Lo determing how residents are wnpacted by winery events as well as chemical “dnll' {up 10
12 mile) of 16 different local vineyard pesticides. Antached is a swnmnary from “The Secret
Ingredientsn Pesticides” by New York Attormey General Andrew Coome. We urge people io
read the enlire document which may be found at;

hitp-fwww.oap state py us'pressireportsfinerts’pesticide nerts himidonisens
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* Local winery ardinance plan pleases no one - saches com Page 2 of 3

But neighboring residents and some supenisars $3id the number was excessive,

“In'my apinion, this is an events ardinance. Agricuiture is becomng the secondary usage,”
Sugervisor Ren Briggs said.

"1Us folly to allow the events to take the place of agriculture,” he said.
Bilt Stephans, county agricuttural commissioner, said staff memzers would conduct

compatibility reviews to maka sure special events were secondary to the agricultural
operatian.

Supervisor Norma Santiago alse noted that wineries on small parcels wauld rot have the
same privilegas as thase on larger acreages.

"They have to have use permits," she said of aperations on smaller parcels.

Byt Bill Barr, a real estate agent and fair Play resldent, satd prablems are Increasing with the
proliferatlon of wineries. |

Explaining that he lives near three wineries, Barr said, "The noise 15 terribie, and they are
getting worse.”

Barr said he setls agricuitural property and supports agricultural operations.

But, he said, "People don't know what they're up against until they're right next door. Being
nght next to a winery can be good, and It car be very bad.”

Greg Boeger said he has aperated a winery in the Apple HIIl area for 3% years, and neighbors
have never complalned about activities there.

"I have neighbors that bought their property because It 1s next to a vineyard. ... If wineries
arg smart," he said, "they witl be respectful of ther neighbors.”

But some residents argued that winerles necd a stronger nudge from the county to ensure a
neighbarly relaticnship.

Jerome Pasto, said he was regresenting 75 residants of River Pines Estates in the south
county area whao arg concerned about the impact that winery Ltraffic has had on area roads.
Althgugh the road thraugh the development 1s public, he said, residents pay to maintain it
through a zone of beneflt.

Fatrons and 18-wheel trucks use the road to travel to and from the winery, Pasts said, but
the winery does not contribute to the maintenance fund,

"It's the wéjght and the trafflc that's derteriorating our road,” he sa:.d
Board Chairwoman Helen Baumann said the road maitenance isste must he adgressed. Sha
directed staff mambers to prepare @ map showig the lpcakion of zenes of benght in relat:on

Lo wineries,

supervisors Briggs and Rusty Dupray sasd they belleved the effects of activities allowed
under the proposed ordinance would be sigrificant enough to requlcg an anvironmental
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Local winery ordinance plan pleases no one - sachee com Page J of 3

Impact report,

"[t's not the wirery, it's the events," Briggs said, explaining why he would not suppert a
motion to proceed with the Initiat study of the draft ordinance.

Dupray, however, voted with Baumann and Santiago to re- fease the inttial study for public
review Tuesday and to determine what type of environmental study to pursyue at that time.

Supervisor Jack Sweeney was absant.

Go to: Sachee f Back to stony.

This amigig 1% pratected by copysight and sheuld nob 3¢ printed or distabuted far 3nyth ng ecept persanal use,
The Sacramente Bea, 2160 Q 5L, P O, Box J5779, Sacramenta, CA 95452
Phane: (316} 321-1000
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Paticy Doerament ' , M Heaith and Safoq-

i1

B4,

BC35.

5.C6.

§C.7.

The Counry shall require that ngw developmens meels state, County, and Tocal fire district
standards for fire prolection, :

The County shall refer development propasals i the wnincorporated Courty lo the agpropriate
waeal Nire apencies for review for comphiance with fire safety standards. i dual responsibiiity
exists, then both agencies shall review and comment relative 16 1heir arsa of responsiaihity. [T
standards are different or conflicling, the more stringent staadards shall be agphied.

The County shiall ersure that existing and now buildings of public assembly incorparate adequate
fice protection measures to reduce the potential loss of iife and property n accordance with state
and local codes and ardinances,

The County shall encousage fire protection agencies 1o continue education pragrams in schaals,
service clubs, arganized groups, wdustey, ulility eampanies, governmenl agencies, press, fadio,

and Lelevision in prder 1o increase public awareness af fire hazards within the County

The Counly $hall work willy local fire protection agencies, lhe Calefornia Departiment of Forestry

and Tire Proteciion, and the U5, Forest Secvice 10 promate e mainienance of exisling, fuel

treaks and emergency access routes for effective fire supprossion.



Tie Squeww Vallep Generat Plon and Lord Use (rdinance allows housiag in six of its eight zoning
classifications.  However, Heavy Commercial only provides for employes housing, and Alpine
Commercial only provides for housing for einergency personnel associated wilhi the ski resort A
conditional use permit appraval is required for all developments of 26 ar morc unifs. ’

Zoning Ordinance

The Zoning Qrdinance regulates the tvpe, focarion, density, and scale of vesidential development.

Zening regulations are designed (o prolect and promate e healt:, safety, and gereral welfare of
residents, as well as implement the poelicies of the General Plan. Zoring ropulations are also
intended (0 help preserve the character and wntegrity of exising neighborhaods, The following
discussion revigws the types and densities of housing permitied and relevant devalopmant slandards.

Residential Districts and Cermitting: The Placer County Zonirg Quidinance has four residential
districls Residentiai-Aariculiural, Residential-Forest, Residential Multi-Family, and  Fesidenlial
Single-Fanily.  The resideatial uses allowed in these diswncts, eilbey by-right or subject to
discretionany land use permit approval, ars: single-family dwellings, faun tabor bousing, nobile homs
parks maobile hanes, muli-fauily dwethngs, residential care haines, secondary dwallings, senior
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PAre, ama MouslndL reseeve FOnRe MSINEG naye Dol iRofcaseg DY [V a4l 45 COmpIee @0 1¢51ACnd MIWICS 3apacenl ig
other lang uses.

For purposes of the Moise Element, residennial zone disteiets are delned 1 imatude e fellowing raiting classifications;
AR R-TR-Z RT3 PR ORP TR TR2, TR-Y, and TR-4.

[T . L L . L. . .
Where a residenial 2ome dislrict i3 fgcated within an -SP combiming tistricy, e exterior noise ievel slandards acs
applicd at the outer boundary of the -82 disirict, i an ekiling widusinial operation within an -5 districh is expanded or

madified, the agisc lewel standards a¢ the outer boundory ol the -5 dislrict may be increased a5 described abave in
thase standargs,

Where a new residantial use is proposed in an -5P zeoe, an Adinistrative Rewzw Pennib a5 requiced, which way
requre maligangse incasurcs al the residence for noise kevels exisling and’or allowed by vse permil as deseribed under
"NOTES.” above, n these sfandards. ’

x vy . . . . . . .
S,HHC ol the an shouid r_nc'.ur_“c the yse of modem equepment wilh lgwver noite ennssinns, sifs dcstgn_ and planl
orieialion o mitigate offsite naise upacts, and simalar nethodologzy

¢ Momvally, agricullural uses are noise nsensilive and will be frealed o this way  However, conflicts wilh agricwhural
N3Ise eussiIpns can goour wlere single-Famaly residences cxisl within agriculiunt zone disinsts. Therefore, whees
effects ol apgrculral noise upan residences lacated in these agricublural 2on2s is a cencem, an Lda of 70 d0A will be
tonsidersd accentable ouidoar expasuie at a residence

|4
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The Secret Ingredients in Pesticides
Office of the Nem York Stale Anoraey Greveil Anhiew M Cuoxa

THE SECRLCT INGREDIENTS 1M FESTWIOES
REQUCING THE FISK

Tg Frintable Veision (100K E)

5. Inlradutien

AMencans are cunicus label readecs Walk down the assle of any sugermarket, ard you will See CORsUMers
transfixed as bthey examine the rurmber of calanes in breaktast ce<eal o the fal conlerd of a candy bar The federal
government has cone a fany go0d b of praviding ¢onsume-s wilh essenhai information on whal s e aod tood
and cansumer producls, B, when il comes to pestcdes, onc malenals that 3:e oflen usad in G homes,
schacls and direcdly on aur toad, 1he lederal gowernment has compleiely dospped the Ball by keeping a significan
amcunt of pesiic:de infarmatisn secrel.

Look at lhe label cn any pesticds preduct and you wil mos! [kely find balh "active™ and “ined” ingrag.cnis
listed The tabel wil idenldy he ackve ingredwnt{s), perhaps wilh a chemizai rame, perhaps wih 2 cOMMOoR name.
It vl 3lso specify tne percentage. by wangnt, of each active ingiedient in the product In cempansen, the lapel will
sy 112 about Ihe "Inen” ingredients, which can Compdise e bulk of IRg product, The latel usually gives ony 3
smglg pertentage ficure for all the "nens”, and does nol specdically wenldy any of lkem {See Figure 1 lor some
speCHmen pesucide labels, We have tughlighted the stalement of ingredignis 1 Thas labeling comphas with fzdesal
law, @5 currently wferpreied by lhe Unded Slales Environmentai Profecion Agergy {EPA] EPA's regulations
require hal each achve angeedient muwst be identfied by “name and percentage by weight ™ but - at EPAS
tiscrelnn ang wilk very lew exceplions - the labe! conlans only the "0lal percentage by weight of all foert
ngredieets '

"Tha tabelwil £ap Mile alout the med” igradients, which Can compvise e aull of the
proguet T

Figurs 1 Specimen Labels for Some Pesiaide Pradutls Showng Statement of 1agradienls
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It is impodant to understand the difference bebween the bag iypes of ingeadients and lhe possible
consequences of the diferen! waps in wh'cn hay are managad by EFA The Federal Inseclicide, Furgicige
and Rodznlode Act (FIFRA), the federat law iha) governs “ne egistraton ard labeling of peslicides, delires
aclive ingredienis, in genersf larms, as the chemicals used o contegl ihe Target pest.” An tined” ingredianl is,
acearding 1o FIFRA, “an mgredierd which is nat actve™ * Thes, the “cent” ingiedients are substances
foimulated into  the pestizide product for some toason other than Weir direct eect o2 the target pest TInen”
ingredients may sere as cariers for {he achwe ngradients, help dissole thom, preserve Them ¢r maka ke
easier Ip arply.

“lnen” ingradierts however, can be toxic, In fazl, a chemical may ke an actve ingredien] in one peslicice
Praduct, and an “ine:1” mgradent in anolner product, depending arly on the manufactiures's desigration of he
Pesls 1o be controlled by each product * According 10 gne count, i which a 1995 lisl ot “nan™ ingrediznls was
evalualed, 354 of thosa chemicals (18% of all "inerts™ at thal time) were, or nad been, registered as aclive
ingredienls n pesticide produds ¥ So Ihe differentiahgn between “aciwe’ and “iner” ngiedenls refllects the
purpose they sarve inhe parlcular pesticize produgt, as defined by the pesticide manutagiurer,

A chemical may be an sclive angredient i one pasticida peoduct, and an et ingredient in anather
prowduct, *7

Unlostunatety, many people conclude that the term “ward® refers i some way 10 the loxicly of thase

ingredients, ang are under Me impresson 3! "iner” mgredients have 1o agverse effects on hunan health of ~

he envicanmenl. This is ret the case. Tha chemicals used as “irens” include some hat are quite hazardous.
A consumer wauld never know however, under current labeling requiements

The Mew Yark State Atorney Cenerat's Environmentak Prolectisn Burgau fust reporied on the troutlesome

183us of “men” ingredients in pesticids producis in 1391° The fundamenlal problem identfed i thal 1391

Tepor s shil true loday "inen” ingredients arg secret ingradients, e dentlies af whizh ar2 nol knowe 1o

Ihose who buy and wse the moducts Consumers and pest conbzol services atke apply products without

kndswemng Wneie full compasiion Thes siluation 15 umigque 1o peslodes: fatehing on foods and glher gonsurmer

products (such as househald cleaners) providas far mare cemplete infsenation While there have been soma
signitcant develapments i this arga, regrefatly, the pubiac 1s kil denigd information iat should rghifully ba

provided on Lthe label of all peslicide prodedis.

A

Many peagle conciude tha! the term “inert” refers in some way (3 e foeicily of (hese wgredients, and ae
under the imaressca thal e ingrede s have na gdverse effects ot humen nealin ar the emvirgnment.
Thsys net the case ™

Inert By Name Alane - The Adverse Effecls of “Inert Ingredignts”

EPA mainlains and publishes a kst of substances thal may be fermatated as “ioen” ingredients in pesticide
products.’ Allcugh Yhe substances e icentifed and categonzed there i5 na indication of which “wen”
ngredienls are farmulaled in specific pestode preducis. EPA curently divides fhe “men” ingradiends irto four
groups “inerts of osicological concern” {Lis! 1, & substances), "polerlialy toxic in€as, wih high grionty for
lesting” {List 2. apprommately 100 subslancest. "inems of unknown lowcily” (List 3. more than 1500
substances], and a b parh st 4. List 48 includes mare Ihan 100 “muimal nsk inerts” whila List 48 conlgins
rnore than 300 "inens” hal EPA babeues will cause no adverse effecls qwen cyurrent use paflems in peshcie
products.

P Pesticite products camian g vanely af mgradents thal gither 3 Ancwt 1o BE 1oxic or hawe not been
adequalely tested for foxioily, and fhe public 1s demed kncwisdge of the prgsance ™'

EFA uses a hmiled set of ¢rlens 1o assign et ingredients ta Ihese hsis, EPA considers carcinagenicty,
adverse reproduclive effecls. neuroloxicity/chronic efleds, developmenlal toocity. decurmented ecologcal
eflects and ke polential & bipaccumulalion.! EPA does nol consider suth eHedls as endocring hsruphon,
allargenic effecls and chemical sensiizalion. Mevertheless, \he descnphve liles or these groups feveal a
simple trolh pesticide products contain a vanely af ingredienis hal sdhsr are known l¢ be tonc or have nol
been adequately tesied for 1oxicily, and e pubac s dened Koowledge of lheir presence.

The: "ioen” ingecdienis in pesticides are associated wilh @ wide range of adverse healin effecls Same al these
chemicals are suspecled catanogens, athers have Been linked o oher long-lerm health pioblems such as
cenlial nervous system disorders, Lver and Kidney damage and terih defesis The sa-Called “inert " ingradients
<an gisd cause shott-leih heallh effeds such as eye and skinorlalicn rausea dizziness and respiratory



Fred Barber
3440 Ping Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA 98603
Phone {530) 823-7206
FAX (530} 823-7200 {call first)

September 1§, 2007

To: dlelame Heekel, Assistant Planning Director

From: Fred Barber

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

Charlic’s use permit, MUP-2439, (excerpts of which are attached) did not inciude wine
tasung or on-site wine sales T have no objection to these two uses at Char‘aie's WINErY
previded they conform to the restrictions listed for a “Boutiqus Winery” as defined in
vour latest draf: of the Winery Ordinance. I believe that tvpe of operation would most
closely fit currently available road access. Incidentally, if the proposed definition for
maxirmurm production at a Boutngne Winery were rarsed from 1000 to 2000 cases per year
Charlie’s winery might fall under that definition.

For Charlie to add tasting and on-site sales, however, wording found in the latest draft
wine crdinance would require widening of our completely adecuate tzr foot wide one-
lane, bwo-way road to Lwenty feet. The roadside here 1s heavily wooded. Widening and s
associated peripheral new roadside dratnage would play havoc with cur commeon access
road and reduce the softening effect the trees afford our homes and their accessory uses.

L am in agreement that all weather surfaces on parking areas jor wing tasting, ctc. is an
absolute minst. Wine visitor parking on dry grass in the summer could be a definite fire
hazard. On that subject, a big fire truck (30'10 407 long) visited us last year in responss fo
an inquiry we made about fire protection 1ssues niy wife and [ had Cn checiang with the
current protection agency (CDF) they informed me it probably weighed 26,000 pounds T
nzgotiated Pine Rudge Lane without incident so mavbe the exising road design {double
chip seal over 4" of aggregate base) is adequate for a fair degree of fire protection.

Poued fadic,

Ce Christine Turner, Agricultural Commmissioner
Rick B, Department of Public Wosks
Pine Ridee owners: Tred ‘vIocllcr Alan Chnisman, Tom Buscovick, Chaclie Green
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GREEN FAMILY WINERY, MUP-2439:
MUP-2489 application by Charlie Gresn:

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

“There 15 to be no tasting room or retail sales on site. There will be no s1gns on struclure,
property or approaches to property advertising the winery unless required by lawv. Grapes
uszd will beowner grown and a lesser amount from local Sierra Foothulls vineyards 1t
necessary.”

“"Wincs are to be marketed to local stores and restaurants or by mailing list and internat.
Winerv should be barzly noticeable by neighbors and shonld fit into the local county
setting. Except at harvest tme there will be little or no exterior activity at the winery.”

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

I The proposed use s consistent with applicable pohicies and requirements of the Placer
County General Plan and the AuburmBowmarn Commumty Plan.

2 The proposed projectis consisteni with all applicable provisions of the Placer County
Zoming Ordinance.

3. The establishment, mamtenance or operation of the propased use or building will not,
urdzr the circumstances of this particular casc, be detnmental to the health, safety, peace,
comfort and general welfare of people residing 1n the neighborhood of the proposed use,
or be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood of to the
general welfare of the County,

4. The proposed project or use will be consistent with the character of the immediats
neighbaorhood and will nel be contrary to 1ts orderly development.

2. The proposed project will not generate a vohme of traffic bevond the design capacity
of afl reads providing access to the project site.

MUP-2489 CONTHTIONS

1. The Minor Use Permit (MUP-2439] is approved which authorizes agriculiural
processing to be done on the applicants property. The approval of this minor use permat
shall expire on January &, 2002, unless it is exercised by the 1ssuance of a final on the
bunlding permt for the barn, and meeting ail conditions contained in the permit prior to
that datz.

2. The apphicant shall apply for and obtain a building permit for the remodaling of the
existing barn tlirough the Placer County Building Department within 3¢ days of approval
of Minor Use Permit 2489.

3. Construct a public road entrance onto Mount Veimon Road from Pine Rydpe Lane to a
Minor Plate 27-1, LDM standard for a resideatial unit. Tne design speed is 45 mph or as
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otherwise speaified by the Department of Public Wertks. The improvements shall begin at
the outside edge of any tuture lane(s) as directed by the DPW.

4. An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained hy the applicant or authonzed agent from
the DPW for the dnveway improvement as required by condition 1 and a copy of said
Encroachmen: Perrmnit 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
tme frame will resuft in a revocation of this use permit approval.

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

6. No wastewater from the winemaking process shall enter the sewage disposal system
serving the main residence without notification and approval by the Dhviston of
Environmenial Health.

7. Submit to Environmental Health Services, for review and approval, a water quahity
analysis report from-the exwsting well. The report must be preparsd by e State Certified
laboratory and include at a mimmum a Bacteriology; Tatal cobiform, izcai coliform and
chlonne residual. Additional monitoring of the well may be required depending on the
results ot this bactenclogical test.

2490



Jaly 3, 2607

Christine Turner
Agnoultural Commissioner
477 E. ave.

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Christine and Feliow Commissioners:
I'would like 10 address the issue relative o the Proposed Winery Ordinance.

It appears that the wineries and vineyards are being treated differentiv than other fruit growers
who through production provide a value added commodity such as fruit baskets, jams, jellies,
wreaths, jerky, and etc. Agriculture is an important industey in Placer County, in order to kec-p
agriculture a valuable enterprise, there has to be some mutual understanding and alfowances for
family owned farms, ranches and vineyards in order to survive. Small farming operations are
just that small; we are not Gallo and never wili be.

As far as inconvenience or annovance to neighbors, appointments during the week are few and
are usually attended by retired folks or people on vacation. [ have collected at least 100
signatutes from folks in and out of the ceunty who think this whele problem regarding the
winernies 15 ridiculous and that it 1s a result of one or a few people who want to spail it far
evervone clse. The speilags is taking away something that adults enjoy dong, tasting new
wines, increasing then cellar stock, visiting the winery itself and meeting the winemaker, City
shickers need us and our “rura! ress (o survive a busy hectic hiestyle; you might sav we
contribute to their mental health. There are folks who believe that grapes hang on the vines all
vear long and when you need wine you just go out and pick a few. Their only cqnﬂcction to
wing 15 that they go to the store and buy it off the shelf; we provide an opportanity to educate
them on the complexity of wine and country living here in Placer County. [f paved madway;
and broad avenues are required to reach the small boutique winery, you might as well put us in
daowntown Sacramento or over at the Galleria. That is not how [ want to show off Placer County
O MY winery.

Before all of this uproar, the wineries wers having an event once a quarter  Visitors from all
over came to see us, this was our ime to show off just what can be found here in Placer County,
not only the wineries, but the resiaurants, art galleries, boutique shops, historical interests and
ctc. Lirmiting the wineries may mean closing the wineries, this umpacts not just us, but grape
growers, the businesses mentioned abave and the visitor trade. [ would hate to see beautiful
vineyards tumed over 1o weeds, or worse yet, housing developments.

Please recommend that the Planning Department take a hard look at just what it is that they want
s county to be, over populated and high density living, or a blend of agnculture and rcsxdmt:al
iving that allows for witdlife to do their thing and residents, farmers and ranchers to do theirs.

Sincerely

bl

Vicky Morris

Secret Ravine Vinevard & Winery
4390 Gold Trail Way

Loomis, CA 93650



6-20-2007

Flacer County Winery Ordinance Revisions
by Neighborhood Rescue Group

The following is meant to replace certain provisions in the Drail Winery Ordinanze. Ifa
DWO provision is not addressed bélow, it should not be assumed it ts the wntent of this
memorandum thar it be deleted or alterad.

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

Only wineries with 30 contiguous acres or more should be allowed ta apply for anon-sitz
tasting room. An on-site tasting room with promotional events will provide the incentive
ta keep larger parcels in agricultural production.

Winzries with less than 30 contiguous acres may have tasting rooms but they must be
Jocated off-site in commercial retaif approved facilities located within the city limits
whers rural neighbors will not be deleterious!y impacted.

Because neighbors deserve the right to voice their concemns, appraval of all winsries with
bess that 30 acres will be by MUP (not ARP) il located in RA or RF districts,

Approval of all tasting rooms wall be by MUP (rot ARP) if located in RA or RF districts.

Only agncultural related eveats will be allowed in RA or RF distncts. Non agricuttural
events may be allowed in commercial retn! approved facilities leeated within the oty
limits,

The winery, wine tasting room and pverflow parking must a1l be tocated on the same
parcel of land with a single Assessors Parcel Nombee. If the owner of a winzry with a
tasting room subdivides the pareel to less than 30 acres, ali licenses and permits for a
tasting room will be immediately revoked along with all related tasting room privileges,

All winery accessory uses including pouring af wine and ¢cnsumption of focd shall be

conducted in the anpproved wine tasting room. This is not meant ta prevent guests from
venturing ouiside but all meals will be served and consumed inside the tasting room.
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In order to promete azniculture in Flacer Counzy, a winery may onlv sell wine froi
products procuced from grapes grown in Placer County and will file a yearly regort with
the Plarning Department detailing where any and all wine grapes were purchased, how
many peurds were purchased, the name of the grower and address of the viseyard the
grages came from.

Wine tasting rooms will meet Uniform Building Codes, have panic hardware, 40,000 1b
all-weather capable paved road 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 fror October 2005 thru 2006 and the fact that ne violations
were 1ssued even for repeat offenders, NRG cannot accept regulations based on
“viclations™ as proposed by Placer County Wine Group but would consider regulations

and penalties based an plavsible evidence of code violations.

double duck@yahoo.com
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Melanie Heckel

From; Mike Abbott (mike@ophiraings com]
Sent: Fricay. June 22, 2007 8:45 AM

Ta: Belanie Hackei

Subject: Copy of Remarks

Attachments: MvAdraltvorishopstatement funeds doc

Here 18 @ copy of the remarks we prasentad at last night's workshop

I'mthinking kr Grimes may have coched upon a sclution with a commens he made last rght: He said ha wasa'l
50 concerned aboul limiting the activities of exisling wineries but he waris ic make sure contreis are placad on
fulure winery development. \What we find so troubfing s the retroactive apphication of new very casily, 5landarqs.
and the dilemma the county has created by allowing increased residential development in farm or farmiresidential
zones. I new standards were 10 apply to yel-to-be-buill winenes, ang slandards like the ones we praposed 25t
night were to apply 1o existing wineries {a "grandfathering” arrangement, in effect) 1 think mosl of gur oppasition
migrLbe mitigated and we could move forward. And if Mr. Grimes meant what he said. such an arrangement
should salisfy at leasl some of the oppositian. I'm going to pose this concept to our group and get same
feedback, and 'l get back to you.



STATEMENT OF PLACER WINERIES GROUFP
REGARDING DRAFT WINERY REGULATORY ORDINANCE

For Presentation at Placer County Discussion Workshop, June 21, 2047

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

My name 15 Michael Abbott. am one of the partaers in Ophir Wines, located in Newcastle. Along
with others from the Placer County Winenes Group, 've besn inpvolved in the discussions with county
staff that have brought us to this point, and ['ve been asked by the group to presant our views on the
draft ordinance. Several of the other wineries are here this evening and they may offer individual
comments an this critical 135ue.

Let me begin by thanking the members of the Board of Suparvisors who have taken an interest in the
fledgling wine industey in Placer County and wheo have met with us and histened to our 1ssues. I also
want 10 thank county staff, in particular Melanie Heckel, who has worked panently and diligently with
all sides to craft the draft ordinance that we see in draft form today.

However, while we appreciate the supervizors’ attennion and the work that county staff has done, we
cannet support the drafi that is before us. We can only offer general conuments here because the
specific purpose of the proposed ordinance remains unclear; neither the perceived problem the
ordinance is intended to solve, nor the factual basis for the regulatery provisions have been
docdumented; and the drafl is excessive and discriminatory in its requirements. At this stage we see a
punitive solution in search of an undefined problem. Moreover, the proposed ordmance 1s at
considerable odds with the county's General Plan Section 7, which requires county government to
encourage and facihtate agricultuze and agricultural markezing 1o the county, and the Kaght to Farm
Ordinance  We have copies of those dacuments available for your review.

Now 'l make some specific observations before concluding with some recomimendations.

1) The county's de facto prohibition of wine sampling has been a crippling blow to our essential
direct-to-consumer sales. We estimate a 30% loss of income so (er this calendar vear, based on 60%
of annual sales coming from 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,
starf-up, family-run businesses that cannot withstand for long the impact of a 30% drep inincome. I'l
offer a rernedy to this critical siteation later in my remarks.

2} The necessity for the regulatory scheree proposed in this ordinance has not been demonstrated. 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 curtailiment of our dizect-to-
consumer sales-related sampling resulied from "neighbors' complaines.” Yet we have asked for an
explanation of the county's process for investigating, docurnenting and resolving such complamts and
there seems to be no such formal process. In other words, we've been shut down without due process
Perhaps whal is needed is a complaint resobution process rather than a regulatory ordinance  We know
of no official record of any complaint that resulted in a county finding of 2 public safety viclation
that resulted {rom a winery's business activities. We kaow of no official record of any traffic
accident, drunk dnving arrest, or any other disturbanze or probltem that can be atnbuled 1o a winery's
direct-to-consumer sales and sampling activities.

Page ] of 3
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PLACER WINERIES GROUY TESTINMONY, 6212007, Page 2 of 3

We believe enforcement must be violation driven, not complamt driven. The proposed crdinance,
which staff acknowledges is "complamt driven,” is zzounded in anesdoie and fear-based speculation,
not hard evidence. Absent evidence of a problem, we think it is improper for the county to
propose an ordinance that meets an (un}documented 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 winerv intends to operate a huge
sommercial tounst tacility.” That premruse 15 mustaken. We submit that a small winery gensratzs no
more raffic or fire safety impact than a tax preparer or day care center, for example, yet the proposed
ordinance impeses smngent, we think excessive and discuminatary, requirsments on wineries that do
not pertain to businesses, agricultural or otherwise, that pose sirlar impacts on pubhc safety concemns.
The next draft should go much farther to tailor the level of regutation to & winery's plan of aperation --
by recognizing and providing for tasting by appointment only, for just one example,

4} Nothing in this draft or in our meetings with staff suggests that any alternative regulatory
schemes have been considered, Nor has the prohibitive cost impact to these small, famiiy-run
businesses been calculated or considered. We asked whether the county develops alternatives and
analyzes them for the least costly way to achieve the desired health and safety result. The response
was, "We den't do that." Our continuing question is, "Why not?" Nor has the destruction of the
country ambtiance that draws agritourism to an area been considered. it seems. Here 1s where our foes
become our alhes -- we hke hiving and working in the country, and tae proposed destiuction of courry
lanes in favor of 20-foot asphalt firz roads 13 unwarranted and unwanted Moreoves, the draft siates
that toral compliance must be attained prior to wineries' engaring in any sampling activities. If
enacted in anvihing bike its current draft form, the ordinance will likely resultin the demise of the
majority of winerics in the county, perhaps all of them. T'm not exaggerating or being alarmist in
saying so -- it's simply troe,

In short, what we have hiere 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 Jevel, nor any consideration of either the cost or the feasibilily of
compliance. We suggest going back to the drawing board to determine with empincal evidence the
need for regulation and the appropriate level of regulation. Once the recessary foundanon is
established, we can engage rationally and calmly in a discussion that is fact-based and pragmatic, and
that serves the interests of all Placer County citizens, While that process is under way, to ensure both
our survival and campatibility with our neighbors, we propese that winery on-site sampling be
authiorized for existing wineries under the following limited conditions:

1} Any bonded winery in Placer County's jurisdiction whose bond is in good standing, and which has
not been been the subject of a formal finding of violation by the county related to its business
operation, would be authonzed to conduct on-site sampliag activities under specified conditions. Ata
winery's request, the county would certify to the state ABC that sueh acuviites are permitied under the
specified conditions.

2) If a winery is currently operating pursuant to a MUP, the MUP would supersede the conditions
delineated here. The county's “fnuit stand crdinance” would remain in force.
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PLACER WINERIES GROUP TESTIMONY, 6/21:2007, Page 3ef 3

3% A winery lecated in a farm zone, or @ winery whose address is on a public road, may be open for
samphng by appointment, and also by drop-1n during specified published houts. Winenes so located
would be authonized to conduct promonenal events as the tenm is descnbed in the draft ordinance.

4) A winery located 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 1f 1t intends to offer drop-in
sampling, the winery must notify all property ownars and residents within a half mile of the site of 1ts
sampling schedule. Wineries so located would be authorizzd to conduct promotional svents as the term
13 described m the proposed ardinance, subject to the time and notics reguiremens specified here.

3) Wine sampling would not be permitted for bonded winerties located in residential-only zopes. Wine
sampling would be permitted in commercial zones puisuant to conditions estabhished via the MUP or
“other applicable county permut process.

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

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



Shirley Barber
3440 Pine Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA 95603
Phone (530} 823-7208
FAX {530} 823-7206 (call first)

June 21, 2007

Te: Placer County Planning Department
From: Shirley Barber
Subject: Zoning Text Amendment - Draft Winery Ordinance

Message: Issues that I don't think are covered in the above proposal but may
need attention are as follows:

* The ordinance scction for the adopted “Agnicultural Direcnional Sign
Program” should be cross referenced in this proposed ordinance.

» Should winenes be required to carry insurance holding other property

owpers harmless for accidents by winery pations on any common

private access road?

Should winenies carry msurance for damage to adyoining property

(matl boxes, irrigation equipment, gates, fencing, landscaping, fire

related 1ssues) caused by, employees, patrons, or others associated

with a winery’'s business?

Notice to adjoining property owners should be required 1 advance of

18suance of a permit for any Temporary Outdoor Event(s)

,ﬂwy Parteey/

Shirley Barbel



Fred Barber
3444 Pinz Ridge Lane
Auburn, CA D5E03 g
Phone (530) 823-7206 RECEIVED
FAX {530} 823-7206 (call first) JUN 20 2607

June 20, 2007 CDRA

To: Placer County Planning Department Wolowe fFodef
From: Fred Barber | :

Subject: Zoning Text Amendment ~ Drafi Winery Ordinance

Message: Qur home which 13 in an agriculteral zone (I used to raise
Christmas trees) abuts a small winery and four other homes, We are all
served by a one-lane private road. I have reviewed the draft Winery
Ordinance and find that, as wrnitien, it would adequately provide for
compatibility between our place and , hopefully, msure continued viabihty
of the winery.

“Temporary Qutdoor Evenis” on page ¢ of vour proposed ordinance
references Section 17.56.300.B.1.b of the County zoning ordinance which i3
up for heating before the Board of Supervisors later this month. As
understand it the Planning Director is authonzed to approve such events by
following the procedures set forth in the airached sheet. If this s the case
then I believe adequate controls would be in place for our particular

sifuation.
FB _
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CHAPTER 17 PLAMMNING AND ZOMEG

17.56.300 Temporary Uses and Events

duration (seethe defivion ef "Temporaryusas a-d svents”im Section 17 24 53C)°
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July 3. 2007

Christine Turaer
Agncultural Commissioner
LM77 E Ave,

Avburn, CA 935503

Drear Cheistine and Fellow Commissionars:
Iwould like 1o address the issue rejative to the Proposed Winery Oréinance,

It dppears that the wincries and vineyards are being treated differently than other fruit growers
who through production provide a value addsd commaditv such as fruit baskets_, jams, jellies,
wreaths, jerky, and ete. Agriculture is an important industy in Placer County, n order 1o keep
agrculture a valuable enterprise, there has to be some mutual understanding and allowances for
[amily owned farms, ranches and vineyards in order to survive. Small famming eperations are
just that smali; we are not Gallo and never will be.

As far as inconveniencs or anncyance to neighbors, appointments during the week are few and
are usualily attended by retired folks or people on vacation. 1have collected at least 100
signatures from fulks in and out of the county who think this whele problem regarding the
wineries is ridiculous and that it is a result of ene or a few people who want 10 spoil it for
everyone ¢lse. The spoilage is taking away something that adults enjoy doine. *l.astirg new
wines, increasing their cellar stock, visiting the winery tsel? and meeting the winemaker. City
slickers need us and our “rural ress” to survive a busy hectic Lifestyle; vou might say we
contribute to their mental health. There are folks who believe that grapes hang on the w.f'incs ali
¥ear long and when you need wine you just go out and pick a few. Their only connectian to
wing is that they go to the store and buy 1t off the shelf; we provide an opportunity to educate
them an the complexity of wine and country Inang herein Placer County. Tf paved roadwa;;sf
and broad avenues are required 1o reach the smail boutique winery, you might as well pat vs in
downtown Sacramemts or over at the Galleria. That is not how [ want to show off Placer County
OF My WInery.

Before all of this uproar, the wineries wers having an event once a quarter. Visitors from all
Over came to see us, thus was our itme to show off just what can be found here in Placer Cour.n}',
not only the winenes, but the testauranis, art galleries, boutique shaps, historical intergsts and
etc. Limiting the winerics may mean closing the wincries, this impacts not just us, but grape
growers, the businesses mentiened above and the visitor trade | would hate to see beautiful
vineyards turned over to weeds, or worse yet, housing developments

Please recornmend that the Planming Department tace a hard 1ock at just whaltis that ihgy wa.nt
this county 1o be, over populated and high density hving, or a blend of azsiculture and residential
lving that allews for wildlife to do their thing and residents, farmers and ranchers to do theus.

Sincerely,

Vicky Moris

Sccret Ravine Vineyard & Winery
4390 Gold Trail Way

Loomis, CA 95650

]
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Honcranle Sepervisor Rackholm
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fubwetler Avanue,

Aubum, CA §5603

Re: Rezoaing Local Wineries
Placer County

Dear Supervisor Rockholm: -

For many yoars. my mfF and [ have eqjoyed visitiaz the small and quaint sheps
and wineries of Placer and E1 Dorado Courties. They are now as mich a part of the
character and landscape of the arca as apple pie and twisting country roads. You can
imagine our reccot disappointmant upon l2aming that he exixte amall wineries in
Placer County may be in jcopardy by a proposal to rezone the pmpcriics as tetail. Tamin
complele concurrence with the vintners 1 have spoken with that such an ectien shall place
them in a severe cconomic disadvantage in competing with wineries outsids the County.

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

If the Boazd's mogvanen behind rezoning the propcr‘ias to retarl 15 the Amernicans
with Disability Act, Trespectfully suggest the Board consider being less aggressive with
its noble intention and wait for more specific legal precedonee to take place. The
financial burden on the small vintner, otherwise, 15 too much and the costs to the
County’s ambiance too great.

- C. Coker
Trojan Drive
Fair Oaks, CA 93628
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difficutty {f faund in sther products, many are specfically listed as hazardous subslances and requwe 3
hazardous waste permy for proper disposal

taer ingredients are Generally the Bulk al Peslicide Produsls Sold

Peslicides are widey used throughaul the Uniled Siates in bath agricuture and nan- agnculh,ral setings (& 3.
in and around homes, offices, putlic builtings, schacls, and recreational areas) According g ERA marke|
estimates for 1996 and 1397, about 4.5 billich pounds aof chermcals aie yied as peslicides n a typical year.
That is equwalent o 17 pounds of pasticide per capila® According to EFA's 1997 markel estimates, e
“professianal” nor-agricultural markel. including industoal, commers:al and governmental elbes, usad 129
mitlion pounds of Converﬂlmal peshicides. Homeawners used araller TE mahion pourds of cenventional
pesicdes in 1997
These remarkable numbers, hawever rapresent only the weight af ike aglive ingredients The lalal weght of
pracucts produced, which would inglude the active ingredients plus the "ineds™ is not repened At least n the
hameowner sector, however, the !otal ampuent of inen” ingredmanis far gutwerghs the weight af aclive
ngredients. I the joint total ol all toxic ngredients were reparted, lhe number would be many haes higher.
In 1990, 1557 and 1999, I1he Attotney General's office conducled three separate marke! surveys to investigate
ke percent by weight of “inert” ingrechents in peshcides readily availabie to the general public in New York
Slate {i.e used by “hameowners™). See Box 2 for summary iesults. 1n the Spring and Summer of 1990, we
wisited 3 number of home and garden cenlers, supermarkets and alher retas outlels and sxamced the labels
of 85 different peshicide products, recording the percentage of Tineds” by weighl (582 Appendix 1). When wa
wisited large home improvemenl centars in 1397 (Appendix 2) and 1999 [Appendix 3}, we a'se noled Ihe
identily af any "iten” ngregients wentified on 1he labels of the pasicide products thea oMered for sale. In
1989, same producls identified the non-aclive mgredients as "olher ingredients” ¢alhee Ihza “ined ingredients
(As is discussed in grealer detad later in this repod, there B no dference behween ined” and "olher”
irgredients, and e infoimation aboul "olher imgrediertis™ is fsbulated here as “ineds ™) Few produrts
Idenbfied amy of the “iner” (or "pihed”] ingredients, and nol ane of Ihe lasels idenbfied al of the ingredionts in
1he progucl,

T Surveys disclosed tal atmos! firee quarters of the pesticide producls confaived af feast 35% mem by
weght

These surveys disclosed \hal almast three quaders of the pasticide producls comtained at feast 95% “ineds”
by weigh! Dased on EPA's estmate of Llolal use of "homeowner conventicnal peshcides (76 mdlion pounds in
1997}, hundieds of mitiars, perhaps bilkons, of pounds of "inent” ingredients are apphed Lo homes, gardens
and lawns by homeowners in the United Siates each vear. Addaoanal amcunls are agphed in lhe agricullural,
commercial, ndusinal ard governmental seclors. A5 a resull, the public s exposed lo lhese “inert”
Ingredients, whether or not we choosa to use peshcides Peshcide "inerl” ingradients, like achve ingredienis,
ara n our fecod, in lhe aie, w gur homes and workplaces- almos| anywhere we gg And wilh very lew
@xceplions, we cannol fing oul whal "ineri® ingrecients are formulaled in specehic pesticide preduets. This is
true for |he genemai pubilie, for the profassionsts we beeg K candral pests, and for the fommers who gisw our
[aod None of usis pravp 19 that infarmalicn.

*** Mara than 200 cheacals used as finert ingredients are tansidered fv be hazamous

pollufantzar air andiar wates,
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